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NOTE TO THE READER

You have in your hands a drastically stripped-down version
of a far longer book: Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of
Leviticus. As of mid-1994, the manuscript was over 2,300 dou-
ble-spaced pages. The typesetting costs would have been either
$11,500 or three days of work for me.l To have printed 2,000
stitched hardback copies would have cost about $20,000. Add to
this a minimum of 150 hours of my indexing time, a price I
preferred not to pay. The price tag for the book would have
been at least $50. What reader is going to invest $50 plus, say,
80 hours to read an economic commentary on the Book of
Leviticus? What book stores would carry such a book? Few.

The day after I completed the manuscript, after having
invested some four years (2,000 + hours) of work, I decided not
to publish it in the traditional format, at least not before I
published this shorter commentary I have therefore painfully
removed well over half of the text of the 38 chapters of Bound-
aries and Dominion. I have not reprinted its 11 appendixes.
Readers who are really serious about Leviticus can and should
consult Boundaries and Dominion.

But how? Easily! Today, as a result of the ever-multiplying
wonders of computer technology, Boundaries and Dominion is
available on a pair of 3.5-inch plastic disks. Eventually it will be

1. I typeset all the ICE books with a remarkable semi-automatic macro that
Ruben Alvarado wrote for my WordPerfect 5.1 program.
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put onto a CD-ROM disk with all of my other books and news-
letters. With a lot of work, it will be possible to link all of this
material through hyper-text electronic links. Technology is
wonderful.

So, how much will this pair of plastic disks cost you? As of
1994, one U.S. dollar. Send a photocopy of this page plus one
dollar to the ICE. Write to: Disks, ICE, I? O. Box 8000, Tyler,
TX 75’711. We will send you Boundaries and Dominion.

The conclusions that appear at the end of the chapters in
Leviticzu: An Economic Commentary appear exactly as they appear
in Boundaries and Dominion. If the reader is not persuaded that
my conclusions follow from the text in Leviticus, he should
consult the full text of the chapter as it appears in Boundaries
and Dominion.

How do you eat an elephant? One bite at a time. In Bounda-
ries and Dominion, I include handy summaries at the end of
each chapter: its main points listed in one-sentence bite-sized
portions. Consult these summaries.

Another large benefit: when I want to add new material to
Boundaries and Dominion as I continue to read and think about
the theological issues, I can do so easily. I plan to do this with
my other books, too: continuing revisions as a result of continu-
ing thought. This is the most cost-effective way for a writer to
keep his published works current. It is also cheap for readers to
keep abreast of his thought. An electronic search engine makes
it easy to check a writer’s latest thoughts regarding problems he
may have addressed initially many years earlier.

Eventually I will publish Boundaries and Dominion as the fifth
volume in The Dominion Covenant series: The Dominion Covenant:
Genesis (1982), Moses and Pharaoh: Dominion Religion vs. Power
Religion (1985), The Sinai Strate~: Economics and the Ten Com-
mandments (1986), and Took of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus
(1990). But that will have to wait on finances. Until then, this
shortened version, plus the electronically indexed computer
disks, will be adequate for most readers.



FOREWORD

In the fall of 1991 I began a series of semorts on the first several chap-
ters of Leviticus. My deciston to preach on an obscure and dijjicult  book
(in the morning service, no less!) runs against the pain of contemporaq
pastoral theory. . . . Early on in my series, in fact, I spent most of one
sermon explaining why a study of Leviticus is valuable for Christtins. I
am convinced that Leviticus k not only valuable but essentiul  to a proper
understanding of the New Testament. But anyone  who preaches on
Leviticus to an American congregation at the end of the twentteth  centu-
q owes somebody an explanation.

Peter J, Leithartl

The Book of Leviticus, more than any other biblical book,
has kept readers from getting to the biblical books that follow it.
Leviticus calls to mind the old Negro spiritual: “So high, you
can’t get over it; so low, you can’t get under it; so wide you
can’t get around it.” But we should recall the conclusion: “So,
hear the word of the Lord.” The problem is, Leviticus has to be
taken as a unit. It is a very difficult book. Therefore, lots of
people quit reading. Some make it through the five types of
sacrifice. Others actually get through the consanguinity laws.
But not many people finish the book. Many are called, but few
are chosen.

1. Peter J. Leithart, The Kingdom and the Power: Redticovering the Ce-ntraliQ of the
Church  (Phillipsbmg,  New Jersey: P&R Publishing, 1993), p. ix.
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Why an Economic Commentary?

You may be thinking: “Why should anyone write an eco-
nomic commentary on the Bible?” My answer: “Because there
is no neutrality.” This is another way of saying that all knowl-
edge is based on some view of morality, which in turn provides
a concept of historical cause and effect. The Bible teaches that
God brings positive sanctions in history to those who obey His
law (Lev. 26:3-13). Our knowledge advances as we increase
both our moral perception of His law and our covenantal  obe-
dience to His law. So does our success, long term.

The Bible speaks authoritatively in every area of life. This
means that every area of life must be explored and then disci-
plined in terms of revelation in the Bible. We need specialized
commentaries that apply biblical law to specific tasks: our occu-
pations (jobs) and our callings (unique services) before God. As
we study the Bible from the perspective of modern academic
disciplines, we will increase our knowledge of the Bible and also
these academic disciplines. We will gain insights that were
unavailable to commentators in earlier eras. That is to say, there
is supposed to be intellectual and moral progress in histoq.  (Warning:
any widely heralded “biblical world-and-life view” that has not
been supported by detailed commentaries on applied theology
is either a sham or is in the very early development stage: a
slogan rather than a reality.)

The church’s knowledge of the Bible is not static. Creeds –
the universal grammar of Christianity – should be improved
over time. So should detailed confessions: the dialects of com-
peting denominations and traditions. So should Bible commen-
taries. This is why we should expect to see biblical exegesis
improve as time moves forward. The church will become pro-
gressively more alert to the interaction of biblical texts with
specialized knowledge in all fields of study, but especially those
dealing with man and his institutions. As history advances, our
knowledge regarding our personal and corporate responsibili-
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ties will increase. With greater knowledge comes greater re-
sponsibility (Luke 12:4’7-48).

This means that the church’s knowledge of the Bible cannot
remain static. Only by sealing off culture from biblical ethics
could the church’s knowledge of the Bible become static. This
is an impossible goal, for the ethics of the world surrounding
an ethically isolated, culturally defensive church eventually
makes inroads into the thinking of its members. It is therefore
an illegitimate goal. Nevertheless, a sealed-off church and a
sealed-off external culture are the twin cultural goals of piet-
ism.2 Pietists seek to place an exegetical boundaq around the arena of
Christian responsibility. The smaller this boundary is, the pietist
believes, the better.

What this commentary is designed to show is that the church
as an institution and Christians as individuals have far more
responsibility than Protestant pietistic churches have taught for
over four centuries. More to the point, these responsibilities will
grow over time. But so will God’s grace in history. This is the
meaning of progressive sanctification, both personally and
corporately.

There are a lot of laws in Leviticus. As in the case of my
previous commentaries, I ask two questions of each law that I
consider: 1) How was this law applied in ancient Israel? 2) How
should it be applied today, if at all? A few commentators ask the
first question about a few laws in their selected biblical books.
Hardly anyone since the year 1700 has bothered to ask the
second, let alone answer it clearly.

This Book Called Leviticus

In a humorous book about psychologically afflicted people
who cannot resist buying books, especially used books – I am
one of these people – the author provides a brief history of

2. J. Gresham  Mach en, “Christianity and Culture;  Princeton Theologuzd Review,
XI (1913), pp. 4-5.



xiv LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

what book reviewing might have been like before the invention
of the printing press, Here is how he imagines an early book
industry report on the sales of Leviticus:

Highly publicized diet book published under the title Leviticus. Sales
flop. “Too many rules, too depressing, not enough variety, not enough
attention to cholesterol,” cry the critics. “And for crying out loud, give
it a decent title.”g

This parody is not too far from the opinion of the average
reader who has started but not finished Leviticus. He sees it as
a kind of “healthful living” diet book. It isn’t.

Then what is Leviticus all about? It is a book about limits:
boundaries. There are a lot of boundaries laid down in the Book
of Leviticus. Some of these limits are liturgical. Others are
familial. Some are tribal. Some are dietary. There are also limits
that have to do with the status of the Promised Land as God’s
holy place of residence. Finally, a lot of them establish econom-
ic limits. I have discussed these applications at considerable
length, especially the economic ones. This is why Boundaries and
Dominion is longer than Tools of Dominion.

I offered several pages of reasons to justify the length of
Tools of Dominion h its Introduction. I have adopted what I call
a “fat book” strategy. A movement that seeks to change the
world cannot make its claims believable with only short books.
The world is much too large and much too complex to be
capable of being restructured in terms of large-print, thin pa-
perback books – the only kind of books that most Christians
read these days. The best that any movement can expect to
achieve if it publishes only short books is to persuade readers
that the world cannot be changed. This is why contemporary
dispensationalism is limited to short paperback books. Dispensa-

—
3. Tom Raabe, Bibliohoh’sm:  The Litera~  Addiction (Golden, Colorado: Fulcrum,

1991), p. 39.
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tional authors do not expect their readers to be around long
enough to wear out paperback books, let alone hardback books.
Neither do their readers. That they will not wear out their
paperback books is a safe assumption, but it has nothing to do
with the timing of Christ’s Second Coming. It has everything to
do with the reading habits and attention spans of most dispen-
sational readers. A movement based on such reading habits and
short attention spans is not going to be dominant indefinitely4

It will be replaced.

Applying the Bible’s Texts Today

I am targeting an audience that k not yet in existence. This
nonexistent audience is the future leadership of Christianity. At
some point, there will be an unprecedented Christian revival.
The Holy Spirit will make His worldwide move.5 Many will be
called, and many will be chosen.G  One of the results of this
worldwide revival will be the revival of the ideal of Christen-
dom: the civilization (kingdom) of God in history. Christianity will
eventually possess sufficient judicial authority, by means of
Christian candidates’ popular election to political office and
their election or appointment to judicial office, to begin to
apply God’s Bible-revealed laws to civil government. That victo-
rious generation and the generations that will follow it will need
a great deal more than a 200-page commentary. Those future
generations will need many commentaries like this one: com-
prehensive within a specialized field of study. I want Boundaries
and Dominion to become a model for those future commentaries
in such fields as education, social theory, and political theory.
Until such studies exist, and exist in profusion, Christianity will

4. Gary North, Rapture Feuer:  Why Dispensationalism  Is Paralyzed (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1993).

5. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., He Shall Have Dominwn:  A Postmillennial Eschatology
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992).

6. Few have been chosen so far over the history of mankind’s time on earth; this
does not prove that few will be chosen in every generation.
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not be taken seriously as a religion with answers to the world’s
problems. Christianity will continue to be dismissed as simply
one more experiment in mystical personal escape and well-
organized fund-raising.

A short commentary that offers only conclusions is not going
to be taken seriously as a book for restructuring economic
theory and practice. Two hundred or so pages of brief conclu-
sions can be dismissed as a list of unsubstantiated speculations.
I wrote this large book in order to substantiate my opinions. A
commentator should include reasons for his exclusions: why he
rejected other possible interpretations and applications. He
must show what he believes to be true, but he must also show
clearly what he is not saying, so as to avoid confusion after he is
dead and gone. This requires large commentaries. Those who
are serious about understanding the Bible and applying it to
this world require books as large as this one. Those who are not
equally serious are not my targeted audience. Besides, such
people will not read a book like this anyway.

This commentary, like Boundaries and Dominion, does things
that normal Bible commentaries seldom do. First, it applies
biblical texts to the modern world – specifically, to economics
and law. Second, it cites the opinions of non-Christians who
have reached either similar or rival conclusions regarding the
judicial issues that Leviticus deals with. Third, it offers exam-
ples from history about how societies have enforced or failed to
enforce these laws, and what the results were. Fourth, it offers
the logic and evidence that led to the conclusions. The reader
can evaluate for himself my reasoning process, case law by case
law.

The Book of Leviticus is not understood by Christians, not
obeyed by Jews, and not taken seriously by anyone else. For
example, Christians do not understand the five Levitical  sacri-
fices, Jews do not offer them, and everyone else thinks of them
as archaic, barbaric, or both. Then there is the factor of the
higher criticism of the Bible, which first began getting a hearing
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by a handful of New England scholars in the United States in
the first half of the 1800’s. But interest in higher criticism faded
in New England during the Civil War.’ Then, independent of
the moribund New England critical tradition, it revived in the
mid- 1870’s and spread rapidly among German-educated Ameri-
can theologians. 8 Today, most of the very few Bible scholars
who pay attention to Leviticus adhere to the interpretive princi-
ples of higher criticism. They assume that the Old Testament is
the product of several centuries of highly successful forgers.g  I
do not.

But the question remains: How should we interpret this
difficult book? Are there principles of interpretation – a herme-
neutic – that enable us to understand it correctly and apply it
to our social problems?

Five Examples

There is more to the texts of Leviticus than meets the eye on
first reading, or even second reading. The size of this book
indicates just how much more. Let me offer the five Levitical
sacrifices as examples. Here are a few one-sentence conclusions
stemming from the five Levitical  sacrifices.

Whole Burnt Offering. There are limits on man’s sacrifice, yet a
perfect sacrifice is required. There is no autonomy of possessions. God
imposed an economic loss: a sacrifice. God’s mercy requires sacrifice on
the part of the recipient. There is a hierarchy of debt in life: I owe

7. Jerry Wayne Brown, The Rise of Biblical Criticism in America, 1800-1870: The
New England Scholars (Middletown, Connecticut Wesleyan University Press, 1969), p.
8.

8. Thomas H. Olbricht,  “Rhetoric in the Higher Criticism Controversy: in Paul
H. Boase (cd.), The Rhetoric of Protest and Reform, 1878-1898 (Athens, Ohio: Ohio
University Press, 1980), p. 285; Walter F. Petersen, “American Protestantism and the
Higher Criticism;  Wisconsin Academy of Sciences, Arts and Letters, L (1961), p. 321.

9. See Gary North, Boundaries and Dommion: The Economics of Levitiau (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), Appendix J: “Con-
spiracy, Forgery, and Higher Criticism.”
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God; someone owes me; therefore, he owes God. These debt laws
remain in force in the New Covenant. Economic theory must begin
with the Bible if the State is to be restrained.

Meal Offering. Being a priest adds to a man’s responsibility Author-
ity is hierarchical. Leaven was prohibited on the altar: a symbol of
completion in history. Salt was mandatory on the altar: a symbol of
permanent destruction.

Peace Offering. The peace offering was the premier boundary
offering. Leaven was required. Eating fat was a blessing. Leaven, law,
and dominion are linked. The peace offering was not the predecessor
of the Lord’s Supper. ‘The peace offering was voluntary. The New
Covenant is more rigorous than the Old Covenant. Offerings above the
tithe are peace offerings.

Sin (Purification) Offering. This sacrifice points to corporate re-
sponsibility Priestly sins are the greatest threat to a biblically covenant-
ed society. Biblical authority is through the people. This sacrifice man-
dated a theocratic  republic. Modern political theory dismisses adultery
as politically irrelevant. The church is more important than the State.

Guilt (Reparation) Offering. The tithe is the equivalent of share-
cropping. God favors private ownership. The free market pressures
producers to count costs. God’s economic sanctions are proportional to
personal wealth.

I consider many other applications in chapters 1-7. Thirty-
one chapters follow.l” This is not the place to summarize all of
them, but as in the case of the five Levitical sacrifices, there are
many practical applications that follow from these laws. These
applications are not intuitive. People who want to understand
ancient Israel must be familiar with these laws and their appli-
cations. So do people who want to be faithful to God today.

10. In Boundaries and Dominion, there are also 11 appendixes.
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A Question of Trust

Because I really do expect some parts of Leviticus to be
applied to modern life some day, I could not adopt the stan-
dard commentator’s implicit assurance to his readers: “Trust
me.” The stakes are too high. A serious reader of a serious
subject should not be asked to take the author’s word for any-
thing. This rule applies to Bible commentaries. The author
should be expected to spell out in detail both his reasoning and
his evidence; conclusions alone are not sufficient. Only if a
commentator expects nothing in a biblical text to be applicable
in the real world should he expect his readers to trust him.

The problem is not simply that the reader has been asked
previously to trust the commentators. He has also been told to
distrust the Mosaic law. First, dispensational commentators have
argued that the Mosaic law is in a kind of suspended animation
until Jesus returns in person to establish His earthly millennial
kingdom. This exclusion includes even the Ten Command-
ments.11 Second, higher critics of the Bible for over two centu-
ries have argued that the Pentateuch is unreliable judicially
because Moses did not really write it; instead, lots of anony-
mous authors wrote it. Third, Protestant theologians for almost
five centuries have denied that the Old Covenant provides
moral and judicial standards for personal and corporate sanc-
tification. Fourth, Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox theo-
logians for a millennium and a half have substituted the legal
categories of Greek philosophy, either Platonic (before the
eleventh century) or Aristotelian (after the eleventh century in
the West), for Old Testament law. Thus, Christians have been
told for almost two millennia: “Don’t trust the Mosaic law!” So,
most Christians do not trust it. Most Christian leaders not only
do not trust it; they hate it. They are outraged by it. The Mosa-
ic law is an insult to their sense of justice. They are relieved to

11. S. Lewis Johnson, “The Paralysis of Legalkm~ Bibliotheca Sacra, Vol. 116
(April/June 1963).



xx LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

learn that Jesus supposedly had nothing to do with it. So, it
would be silly for me to say, “Trust me; the theologians are all
wrong about the Mosaic law,” and then offer a 200-page com-
mentary as evidence. Who would believe me? (Not many of
them will believe me even with this commentary plus Boundaries
and Dominion.)

Short Commentaries and Judicial Relativism

There are at least three reasons why we have short Bible
commentaries today: 1) modern Christian readers do not read
very much, and certainly not long books filled with detailed
arguments, let alone footnotes; 2) modern Christian scholars do
not expect their conclusions to be applied to society, so they
announce their conclusions rather than defend them in detail;
and 3) nobody wants the responsibility of applying biblical texts
to the contemporary world.

In a time of widespread apostasy and imminent judgment,
silence is the preferred stance of God’s people: “And Elijah
came unto all the peopie, and said, How long halt ye between
two opinions? if the LORD be God, follow him: but if Baal, then
follow him. And the people answered him not a word” (I Ki.
18:2 1). Why such silence? Because God’s covenant people see
themselves as outnumbered: “Then said Elijah unto the people,
I, even I only, remain a prophet of the LORD; but BaaI’s pro-
phets are four hundred and fifty men” (I Ki. 18:22). God’s
people do not like the visible odds, not even prophets. Judicial
silence seems safer, though not for prophets. The covenant-
keeper asks himself: “Why bring a covenant lawsuit against a
majority of voters? It is better to remain silent, even if this
means booking passage on a summer cruise to Tarshish.”

One result of this outlook is short Bible commentaries. I did
not write this commentary to meet the needs of those readers
who prefer short commentaries. If Christians are ever to be-
come doers of the word and not hearers only, they need some-
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one to tell them exactly what the word requires them to do,
and why. Leviticus tells Christians what they must still be doing.

“That’s just your opinion,” some critic may respond. Yes, sir,
it is indeed my opinion. The far more relevant question readers
need to answer is this: Is it also God’s opinion? If every controver-
sial statement in this commentary is automatically dismissed as
“just one person’s opinion,” then all controversial opinions in
this life are judicially irrelevant. How about this controversial
opinion? “Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the
prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I
say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle
shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled” (Matt.
5:17- 19). Or this one? “He that believeth  on the Son bath ever-
lasting life: and he that believeth  not the Son shall not see life;
but the wrath of God abideth on him” (John 3:36). But, as the
Pharisees said in effect to Jesus: “That’s just your opinion. Who
are you to say?” This persuaded them that God’s judgment was
not coming. But in A.D. 70, judgment came.12

Homosexuality and Hermeneutics

There can be no doubt that the Bible is absolutely hostile to
homosexuality. Jewish author Dennis Prager has minced no
words: “. . . my religion not only prohibits homosexuality, it
unequivocally, unambiguously and in the strongest language at
its disposal, condemns it.”13 He correctly points to the Bible’s
absolute break with any conception – literal or figurative – of
God as a sexual being. “The first thing the Hebrew Bible did
was to desexualize  God: ‘In the beginning God created the
heavens and the earth’ – by His will, not through any sexual

12. David Chilton,  The Great Ttibzdattms (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press,
1987); Chilton,  The Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelation (Ft. Worth,
Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).

13. Dennis Prager, “Homosexually, the Bible, and us – a Jewish Perspective;’
The Publtc Interest (Summer 1993), p. 61.
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behavior. This was art utterly radical break with all religion,
and it alone changed human history. The gods of virtually all
civilizations engaged in sexual activity. The gods of Babylon,
Canaan, Egypt, Greece, and Rome were, in fact, extremely
promiscuous, both with other gods and with mortals.”14  In the
case of Egypt, he says, homosexuality with a god was the mark
of a man’s lack of fear of that god. One Egyptian coffin text
reads: “Atum has no power over me, for I copulate between his
buttocks.”15 This attitude of defiance – the professed lack of
any fear of God – is basic to all homosexuality.

Gomes  vs. Moses

The New Xv-k  Times is the most prestigious newspaper in the
United States. It is sometimes referred to as America’s newspa-
per of record. This identification is accurate. It is a thick, politi-
cally liberal,lG rhetorically bland,l’ well-indexed newspaper
Its published index may be its primary strength, even more
important than its widespread availability on microfilm. Histori-
ans become dependent on indexes, and the Times has always
provided the best index of any American newspaper. There-
fore, historians quote the Times. Therefore, it has become the
nation’s newspaper of record.

On the page opposite the editorial page - the famous Op-Ed
page - appear essays by famous and not so famous people,
usually liberals. On August 17, 1992, an article by Peter J.

14. Ibid., p. 63.

15. David Greenberg, The Construction of Homosextcali~ (University of Chicago
Press, 1988), cited in ibid., p. 64.

16. Herman Dinsmore, All the News That Fits (New Rochelle, New York: Arling-
ton House, 1969). Dins more was the editor of the international edition of the Times,
1951-60. His book’s title comes fi-om  the words on the masthead of the Tmtes: “WI
the News That’s Fit to Print.” The word “liberal” in the United States has meant
“statist” since the late nineteenth century. It meant the opposite prior to the 1890’s.
The transition can be dated: the 1896 Presidential campaign of Presbyterian funda-
mentalist and populist William Jennings Bryan.

17. “The good, gray lady.”
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Gomes appeared: “Homophobia? Re-Read Your Bible.” Gomes
is an ordained Baptist minister and a professor of Christian
morals at Harvard University, the most prestigious university in
the Western hemisphere. He is also minister of the university’s
Memorial Church.

Within a year of the appearance of his Op-Ed essay, the
publishing firm of William Morrow/Avon paid Rev. Gomes a
$350,000 advance on royalties to write a book on conservative
Christianity’s distortions of the Bible. Nine of the largest pub-
lishers in the U.S. had bid in a competitive auction for the
rights to acquire this as-yet unwritten book.18  Consider the
economics of such a payment. If the book sells for $20, and if
Gomes received the standard author’s contract of 10 percent of
the book’s retail price, the publisher will have to sell 175,000
copies – an unheard of number of copies for an unheard-of
academic theologian – just to get back its advance on royalties,
not counting forfeited interest income. To achieve this many
sales – best-seller status – the publisher will probably have to
spend far more on advertising than the author’s advance, and
even then the book is unlikely to sell 175,000 copies unless the
media deliberately subsidize it by giving the author free televi-
sion time and laudatory book reviews in prominent journals.
Either Morrow/Avon was rewarding Rev. Gomes for his opin-
ions or else, like the other publishing houses, the firm expected
substantial support from those inside the media who share Rev.
Gomes’ view of homosexuality, the Bible, and conservative
Christianity.

Professor Gomes refers in his essay to various anti-homosex-
ual initiatives on state ballots in 1992. He says that such initia-
tives are defended by Christians, who appeal to the supposedly
clear texts of the Bible that condemn homosexuality. But these
Christians have moral blind spots, he implies. “They do not,

18. Don Feder, “Literary limits on the right side:  Washington Time$  (Sept. 6,
1993), p. F4.
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however, necessarily see quite as clear a meaning in biblical
passages on economic conduct, the burdens of wealth and the
sin of greed .“ An intelligent reader knows by now what is com-
ing, and it does.

Gomes says that four biblical passages are customarily cited:
Deuteronomy 23:1’7, I Kings 14:24,  I Kings 22:46,  and 11 Kings
23:’7.  He says that these passages refer to prostitution, not
homosexuality. Quite true; this is why these passages are not
customarily cited, contrary to Professor Gomes. The passages
that m-e customarily cited are these: “Thou shalt not lie with
mankind, as with womankind: it is abomination” (Lev. 18:22).
“If a man also lie with mankind, as he lieth  with a woman, both
of them have committed an abomination: they shall surely be
put to death; their blood shall be upon them” (Lev. 20:13).

Leviticus: Automatically Dismissed

These two passages present a problem for Professor Gomes.
He refers to them in his next paragraph. But he has an answer:
they are both in Leviticus, and you know what Ph.D.-holding
Harvard theologians think about Leviticus! These two passages
“are part of what biblical scholars call the Holiness Code. The
code explicitly bans homosexual acts. But it also prohibits eat-
ing raw meat, planting two different kinds of seed in the same
field and wearing garments with two different kinds of yarn.
Tattoos, adultery and sexual intercourse during a woman’s
menstrual period are similarly outlawed.” End of argument. He
then goes to the New Testament. Such is the state of theological
scholarship today in America’s most honored university, found-
ed in 1636 by Calvinist Puritans.

The holiness code is not taken seriously by Professor Gomes
as a guide to modern behavior. I think it is safe to say that it is
not taken seriously by Harvard University. What is very likely
true is that it is not taken seriously by well over nine-tenths of
the evangelical Christian community This is the problem that
this commentary seeks to overcome.
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Chapters 18 to 20 of Leviticus present the most detailed list
of laws in the book. This section forbids sexual contacts between
close relatives (18 :6-20).  Are these laws annulled today? Leviti-
cus prohibits child sacrifice: passing through Molech’s fire
(18:2 1). Has this law been annulled because Molech is no lon-
ger worshiped? Leviticus prohibits theft and lying (19: 11),
defrauding a neighbor (19:13), and rendering unjust judgment
(19: 15). Are these laws also annulled? It prohibits making a
prostitute of one’s daughter (19:29). It prohibits the mistreat-
ment of resident aliens (19:33-34). It prohibits false weights and
measures (19: 35-36). It prohibits children from cursing parents
(20:9).  It prohibits bestiality (20:15-16). Are these, too, merely
“holiness code” artifacts?

On what biblical basis can a Christian speak of legitimate civil
sanctions against homosexuality if the Book of Leviticus is auto-
matically dismissed? Natural law? But the ancient Greeks ac-
cepted the legitimacy of homosexuality with only a few restric-
tions,lg yet they (the Hellenistic-era Stoics) invented natural

19. Socrates, in the Symposium, praised the love between adult males and adoles-
cent boys as the highest form of love, i.e., the love extended not toward very young
boys “but intelligent beings whose reason is beginning to be developed, much about
the time at which their beards begin to grow.” This true love is demonstrated by
older men’s faithfulness to their adolescent lovers as the young men mature into
adulthood. Socrates insisted that” the love of young boys should be forbidden by law,
because their future is uncertain; they may turn out good or bad, either in body or
soul, and much noble enthusiasm may be thrown away upon them; . . .“ That is,
adult mate lovers may waste their emotions on such youths; this should be prohibited
by law. Nevertheless, there should be no laws against pederasty between older men
and adolescents, “for surely nothing that is decorously and lawfully done can justly
be censured.” He praised the laws of Etis and Boetia that governed relations among
post-pubescent mates, where “the law is simply in favour of these connexions,  and no
one, whether young or old, has anything to say to their discredi~  . . .“ He disparaged
the laws in Ionia “and other places, and generally in countries which are subject to
the barbarians, [where] the custom is held to be dishonorable.. . .“ Hostility to man-
adolescent homosexuality is regarded in such barbarous societies – Israel was one
such soaety  – as threatening to political tyranny. Pederasty fosters attachments,
Socrates said, that are inimical to tyranny. “And, therefore, the ill-repute into which
these attachments have fallen is to be ascribed to the evil condition of those who
make them to be ill-reputed; that is to say, to the self-seeking of the governors and
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law theory. So, the Christian world has a problem. The average
evangelical suspects – though he is really not quite sure – that
the Bible authorizes civil sanctions against homosexuality. The
sanction required by Leviticus is public execution. Already, the
evangelical is growing nervous. But if he repudiates the civil
sanction established by Leviticus, on what biblical basis can he
assert that some other civil penalty should be imposed? By what
other standard  ?20 If he can lawfully play “pick and choose” from
the texts of Leviticus, not to mention the whole of the Mosaic
law, then why should he be upset with Professor Gomes?  But
he is.

Antinomianism:  Liberal and Pietist

The evangelical knows there is something wrong with
Gomes’ arguments. He recognizes Gomes’ rhetoric as theologi-
cally liberal: “To recover a liberating and inclusive Christ is to
be freed from the semantic bondage that makes us curators of
a dead culture rather than creatures of a new creation .“ He
knows that he and his beliefs are Gomes’ target: “Religious
fundamentalism is dangerous because it cannot accept ambigu-
ity and diversity and is therefore inherently intolerant.” Such
intolerance is “dangerous” and “anti-democratic.” Anti-demo-
cratic? This begins to sound bad. The evangelical begins to shift
in his chair nervously. His discomfort increases when he reads:
“The same Bible that the advocates of slavery used to protect
their wicked self-interests is the Bible that inspired slaves to

the cowardice of the governed; . . .“ Plato, Symposium, sections 181-82, in The Dia-
logues  of Pluto, translated by Benjamin Jowett, 2 vols.  (New York Random House,
[1892] 1937), 1, pp. 309-10. Aristotle was somewhat less tolerant: he objected to
homosexuality between older and younger men, though not between adult mates
generally so long as they were not related by kinship ties. These limited objections,
Barker argues, depended on “contemporary Greek notions and practices. . . .“ Ernest
Barker (cd.), The  Politics of Aristotle (New York: Oxford University Press, [1946]
1958), p. 46n. Comment on 1262a.

20. Greg L. Bahnsen, No Oth~ Standard: Theonomy  and Its Critics (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1991).
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revolt and their liberators to action .“ This is a true statement
regarding the history of slavery. How can a Bible-believing
Christian explain what seems to be the Mosaic law’s moral blind
spot on the question of slavery (Lev. 25:44-46)? Yet he knows
there is something wrong with this statement:

And the same Bible that on the basis of an archaic social code of
ancient Israel and a tortured reading of Paul is used to condemn all
homosexuals and homosexual behavior includes metaphors of redemp-
tion, renewal, inclusion and love – principles that invite homosexuals to
accept their freedom and responsibility in Christ and demands that
their fellow Christians accept them as well.

What can the typical evangelical say in response? He, too,
believes that Leviticus promoted “an archaic social code.” It also
established laws that seem to have been annulled, such as the
laws of separating seeds in the same field or avoiding clothing
made of both wool and linen. Is the social code of Leviticus
inextricably tied to such laws of separation? If so, how can this
social code be honored today? If not, how can we separate the
still-valid social code from the annulled laws? Gomes  puts it
well: “The questions are, By what principle of interpretation do
we proceed, and by what means do we reconcile ‘what it meant
then’ to ‘what it means now?’” Here he is on target. These are
the two absolutely fundamental questions of biblical interpreta-
tion (hermeneutics) that I have sought to answer in this com-
mentary and in my previous commentaries. These are the two
questions that deliberately have been left unanswered by Protes-
tant commentators on the Old Testament ever since the Refor-
mation. It is time to begin answering both of them.

Let me remind my Bible-affirming readers that these two
questions are not intellectual curiosities proposed by academic
theologians. If Christians cannot find answers to both of them,
then they had better learn to live with (and perhaps die with)
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AIDS and the new killer strains of drug-resistant tuberculosis
that AIDS-carriers also carry.

Michener  vs. Moses

On March 30, 1993, best-selling American novelist James
Michener followed up on Gomes’ essay with a similar one: “God
Is Not a Homophobe,” which also appeared on the Op-Ed
page. This article was published two months after newly inau-
gurated President Bill Clinton announced his intention, as
Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces, to remove all restric-
tions against homosexuals serving in the military.zl  Michener,
like Gomes, cited Leviticus 20:13. He, too, dismissed this law as
no longer relevant. He invoked the same line of reasoning:
changing times. The Hebrews “lived in a rude, brutal, almost
uncivilized place where abominations abounded. To read the
list of the things the Jews were enjoined to stop doing is to
realize that God had to be unusually strict with such an undisci-
plined mob.” Their society was in “deplorable disarray.” He
continued: “As order was installed, the extreme penalties advo-
cated in Leviticus were relaxed in the civilized nations that
followed. . . . Western society, reacting in its own way, has
advanced far beyond the primitive days of Leviticus. ” Pity the
primitive Israelites!

It was the residents of the city-states of Canaan who prac-
ticed such abominations, just as the Athenian Greeks would in
Plato’s era over a millennium later. It was not because Israel
was “primitive” that God declared His law and its morally ap-
propriate civil sanction; Israel was not primitive. Israel was
God’s agent to establish a new civilization in Canaan. God an-
nounced this law because He despises homosexuality and ho-

21. Clinton backed down when he met a firestorm of national outrage. He then
recommended a policy of silence and secrecy: military recruiters must not ask about
a volunteer’s sexual preference, and the homosexual recruit must not indulge these
preferences on a military base.



Foreword xxix

mosexuals.  He hates the sin and the unrepentant sinner He
does not hate the sin and love the sinner. He hates the sin and
hates the sinner. This is why there is a hell: God hates unre-
pentant sinners. God is indeed a homophobe. He hates the
practice and those who practice it, which is why He destroyed
Sodom. God warned Israel: practice such an abomination, and
the land will vomit you out, just as it vomited out its former
inhabitants (Lev. 18:24-29). But modern God-haters pay no
attention to the written text of God’s revelation, except to ridi-
cule it or reinterpret it to confirm their immoral ways. God’s
revealed law is irrelevant in modern times, they insist. But they
have an escalating problem: AIDS is not irrelevant.

Michener goes on: “So when zealots remind us that the Bible
says male homosexuals should be put to death rather than be
admitted to the armed forces, it is proper to reply. ‘You are
correct that Leviticus says that. But it also has an enormous
number of edicts, which have had to be modified as we became
civilized.’” Here we see cultural relativism applied to ethics: a
form of social evolutionism. But is Michener’s line of reasoning
different in principle from the arguments of Christian antino-
mians who dismiss the laws of Leviticus with an almost equally
intense hatred? Is his hermeneutic fundamentally different
from theirs? More to the point, is his hermeneutic fundamen-
tally different from yours?

Dispensationalism’s Dilemma: Bahnsen or Gomes?

Dispensational scholars John and Paul Feinberg have issued
a hermeneutical challenge: “The evangelical must decide which
rules as stated in Scripture apply to our own day, and he must
know how to decide which apply”22 They are correct; the
evangelical is morally bound to do this. He will resist doing this
as long as he can, however. Evangelical sense where such

22. John S. Feinbesg  and Paul D. Feinberg, Ethics for a Brave New World (West-
chester, Illinois: Crossway, 1993), p. 33.
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questions lead: toward self-conscious antinomianism, or self-
conscious compromise with humanism, or self-conscious theon-
omy. The more socially relevant they want to be, the more the
first choice is closed to them. They do not want to join dispen-
sational author Dave Hunt in a spiritual and intellectual camp-
ground for Protestant pietists and mystics.23

As dispensationalists, the Feinbergs  deny any mandatory
judicial continuity between the Old Testament’s civil law and
today, since New Testament life “is not life under a theocra-
cy. “24 This is the most important statement for social ethics
that any anti-theonomic Christian can assert. But until it is
proven exegetically, it remains only an assertion. I ask: Would
any Christian assert the same anti-theocratic25 thesis with re-
spect to the family covenant under God and the church coven-
ant under God? If not, then on what judicial basis is such a
statement correct regarding the civil covenant under God? An
appeal to Western history since, say, 1788 (U. S.) or 1789
(France), begs the judicial question. What must be proven is
their assertion that the New Testament “assumes that believers
will be under the political rule of non-believing rulers. . . .“26
That the New Testament makes jn-ovision  for such a calamity
there can be no doubt; but what is the evidence that Jesus and
the New Testament authors assumed that this is an eschatolo-
gically  permanent condition throughout history? Where is it
implied in Scripture that Nero’s Rome – or Julian the Apos-
tate’s – is inevitable eschatologically  and therefore binding
judicially (or vice versa), whereas Constantine’s Rome – or
Theodosius’ – is a departure from New Testament judicial
standards? Why should Calvin’s Geneva be dismissed as a cov-
enantal deviation in civil government? Is Stalin’s Russia to be

23. On Hunt’s pietism, see Gary DeMar and Peter Leithart, The Reduction  of
Christianity: A Biblical Respowe to Dave Hunt (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1988).

24. Feinbergs, Ethics, p. 36.
25. Theocrag is defined as “God rules.”
26. Ibid., p. 37.
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accepted on principle as having conformed far closer than
Calvin’s Geneva to the covenantally  binding New Testament
standard with respect to its official source of civil law? These
are not merely rhetorical questions. They deserve straightfor-
ward answers, but I do not think I will see such answers in the
books and journals of Christian political pluralists.z’

The Feinbergs  argue: “It is inconsistent to say the Church is
governed by the New Covenant when it comes to salvation, but
by the Mosaic Code (and Covenant) when it comes to law.”28
This is quite true – as true as it is irrelevant to the theological
point they are trying to make. I ask: What Christian theologian,
theonomist or otherwise, has ever argued that the Old Cove-
nant had a way of salvation different from the New Covenant?
Paul cites Habakkuk  2:4: “The just shall live by faith” (Gal.
3:1 lb). Lutheran scholar and theologian Robert G. Hoerber has
put the issue well: “. . . there is no evidence in the Old Testa-
ment or in Judaism that Jews believed that good works merit
salvation. . . . The Jews observed the ceremonial laws of the
Old Testament in order to belong to God’s people, not to earn
salvation.”2 g The Feinbergs  do not acknowledge this view of
Old Covenant Judaism. They continue: “A discontinuity posi-
tion avoids this problem” – a non-existent, utterly bizarre theo-
logical problem of their own invention – “by claiming that the
Church is governed by the New Covenant as to salvation and
by the Law of Christ as to law.”3°

Jwdicial  Content

The three-fold ethical problem that a “discontinuity theolog-
ian” has to answer (and steadfastly refuses to) is this: 1) show

27. Gary North, Political Polythehm: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989).

28. Feinbergs, Ethics, p. 37.
29. Robert G. Hoerber, “Minors and M=jors~’  Christian News (Oct. 4, 1993), p.

19.
30. Feinbergs, Ethics, p. 37.
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exegetically why, where, and how “the Law of Christ” is differ-
ent in content from the law of Moses; 2) discuss the biblically
binding judicial content of this new law-order; 3) do this with-
out abandoning the very concept of a unique biblical ethics, i.e.,
without surrendering civil law to covenant-breakers. The Chris-
tian world has been waiting patiently since 1830 for a dispensa-
tional theologian to write a book on New Testament social
ethics – a book based exclusively on “the Law of Christ. ” This
is a long time to wait. Frankly, I do not think the book is ever
going to appear. There is a reason for this: dis@zsationulism’s
hermeneutic  implicitly denies the possibility of developing an explicitly
biblical social theoq prior to Jesus’ earthly millennial kingdom. Dis-
pensational theologians implicitly recognize that without Mosaic
law, there can be no explicitly biblical social ethic. But they view
Mosaic law as defunct until Jesus returns to set up His earthly
kingdom during the future millennium.

The Feinbergs  understand their problem: identifying the
biblical source of judicial content. Is it in the Old Testament,
the New Testament, or both? They assert: “Where the content
of the Mosaic Law, for example, and the Law of Christ overlap,
appeal to the OT is proper”31  This appeal to overlapping
content is judicially and theologically irrelevant on dispensa-
tional terms. There is no reason, given their view of the law, to
appeal to Moses if Christ has affirmed a particular law. The
Mosaic law is superfluous, dispensationally speaking. It is either
annulled or else merely supplemental and non-binding. I ask:
Exactly where are these New Testament principles of civil law
affirmed and developed in detail comparable to the Mosaic case
laws? The Feinbergs know: nowhere.

They repeatedly try to escape this embarrassing problem.
For example, they try to identify a New Testament passage that
forthrightly affirms capital punishment. They appeal to Remans
13:1-7 (which does not mention capital punishment) and also

31. Ibid., p. 39.
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appeal back to Noah (Gen. 9:5-6).32 But what, on their pre-
supposition, has Moses got to do with either? Dispensational
theologians House and Ice have rejected all appeals to the
Mosaic law in search of capital crimes; they appeal solely to the
Noachic Covenant. The nations are (they use the present tense)
under the Noachic Covenant, not the Mosaic.33 But the only
crime mentioned to Noah was the shedding of human blood.
Try to build a civilization on just one civil law. It cannot be
done.

Hermeneutics  and Abortion

In their desire to become socially relevant dispensationalists
– a self-conscious break with American dispensationalism, 1925
to 19’75 – the Feinbergs cannot let the matter rest here. They
want to say something biblically relevant against abortion. They
have therefore broken with Dallas Seminary and Talbot Semi-
nary, both of which have remained deathly silent on this topic.
They turn to a case law of Exodus to affirm their commitment
to the anti-abortion movement. They have a problem: the only
place in all the Bible that clearly sets forth a law against abor-
tion is Exodus 21:22-25. So, rather than declare their hostility
to abortion based on an unswerving commitment to a Mosaic
law, they declare their willingness to accept a Mosaic law be-
cause of their hostility to abortion. “For example, nowhere in
the NT does one find the specific regulations of Exod 21:22-25
that protect pregnant women and their unborn children. Those
ordinances are part of the Mosaic Code but are not part of the
NT Law of Christ. On the other hand, as we shall argue when
discussing abortion, proper understanding of that passage
shows it to be one of the strongest passages of Scripture defend-
ing the rights of pregnant women and unborn children. Given

32. Idem.
33. H. Wayne House and Thomas D. Ice, Dommion  Theology: Blessing or Curse?

(Portland, Oregon: Multnomah  Press, 1988), p. 130.
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that fact, it seems proper to appeal to it as indicating God’s
attitude toward any kind of harm to the unborn, including
abortion. Since nothing in the NT suggests that God’s attitude
toward the unborn has changed, the OT passage is relevant for
determining God’s attitude toward the unborn and for de-
manding protection of them.”34

They know not what they say. They began this section of
their book by rejecting Bahnsen’s statement of the theonomic
position, namely, “that unless Scripture shows change with
respect to OT law, NT era believers should assume it is still in
force.”35 Bahnsen does indeed teach this; this is his theonomic
hermeneutic: the presumption of judicial continuity. Yet they
defend their appeal to a Mosaic case law on this same basis:
“Since nothing in the NT suggests that God’s attitude toward
the unborn has changed, the OT passage is relevant for deter-
mining God’s attitude toward the unborn and for demanding
protection of them.” That is to say, they  adopt Bahnsen’s hermeneu-
tic as the only one thut can deliver them, in the name of the Bible, into
the camp of the pro-life movement.

In July, 1970, over two years before the U.S. Supreme Court
handed down the Roe v. Wade decision, which legalized abor-
tions on demand, Rushdoony challenged Christians to return to
Exodus 21:22-25 as the judicial basis of their opposition to
abortion. Anything less, he warned, has led in the past to com-
promises with paganism on this question. He wrote:

Kong the earliest battle-lines between the early Christians and the
Roman Empire was the matter of abotiim. Greek and Roman laws had
at times forbidden abortion, even as they had also permitted it. The
matter was regarded by these pagan cultures as a question of state
policy: if the state wanted births, abortion was a crime against the state;
if the state had no desire for the birth of certain children, abortion was
either permissible or even required. Because the state represented

34. Feinbergs,  Ethics, p. 39.
35. Ibid., p. 34.
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ultimate order, morality was what the state decreed. To abort or not to
abort was thus a question of politics, not of God’s law. Plato, for exam-
ple, held that the state could compel abortion where unapproved
parents proceeded without the approval of the state.

Very early, the Christians accused the heathen of murder, holding
that abortion is a violation of God’s law, “Thou shalt not murder.” It
was also a violation of the law of Exodus 21:22-25, which held that even
accidental abortion was a criminal offense. If a woman with child were
accidentally aborted, but no harm followed to either mother or child,
even then a fine was mandatory. If the foetus died, then the death
penalty was mandatory.

Because the law of the Roman Empire did not regard abortion as a
crime, the early church imposed a life sentence as a substitute: penance
for life, to indicate that it was a capital offence.  The Council of Ancrya,
314 A. D., while making note of this earlier practice, limited the pen-
ance to ten years. There were often reversions to the earlier severity,
and for a time, in later years, the administration of any draught for
purposes of causing an abortion were punishable by death. The Greek
and Roman influence tended to weaken the Christian stand by sophisti-
cating the question, by trying to establish when the child or foetus
could be considered a living soul. The Biblical law does not raise such
questions: at any point, abortion requires the death penalty.5G

The leaders of conservative Protestant churches in the Unit-
ed States remained prophetically silent when Roe v. Wade was
handed down on January 22, 1973. Conservative theological
seminaries also remained silent. (Most of them still remain
silent. )37 When, in the late 1970’s, a few fundamentalist lead-
ers very tentatively began to get involved in the pro-life move-
ment, they sought a biblical justification for this move into

36. Chakeo!on Repoti  Ouly 1, 1970). Reprinted in Rousas  John Rushdoony  The
Roots of Reconstructwn (Vallecito,  California: Ross House, 1991), p. 710.

37. In an undated flyer, presumably released in the summer of 1994, over 21
years after Roe v. Wade, Westminster Seminary’s California campus did make a mild
anti-abortion statement. It announced that abortion “as practiced today is a scandal
and a grievous sin.” A Testimony To Our Tim,  p. 4. The question arises: What about
abortion as practiced in some other day, in some other way? Why the quali+ing
language?
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political activism.38 This raised a major theological problem,
one which none of them is ever forthright enough to admit in
public. By acknowledging that Exodus 21:22-25 is the only
biblical law prohibiting abortion, they would have had to admit
that Rushdoony had already pre-empted this judicial position
because of his view of the continuity of the Mosaic law. They
understood that to appeal to Exodus 21:22-25 is to invoke the theo-
nomic hermeneutic.  They have generally feared to do this. The
Feinbergs are an exception, and the results are intellectually
embarrassing: “We are not theonomists, but. . . .“

Today, many Christian anti-abortionists blithely assert that
“abortion is murder” We theonomists ask them a question:
What is the biblically mandatoq  civil  penalty for murder? They see a
terrifying chasm opening up before them. They refuse to com-
bine their pro-capital punishment stance with respect to mur-
der – a biblically correct connection – with their rhetoric about
abortion’s being murder  If they did, they would have to call
for legislation demanding the future execution of physicians,
nurses, and former mothers who have been lawfully convicted
of having participated in an abortion. So, they either remain
silent or judicially schizophrenic on this issue. They do not take
the Bible’s mandated sanctions seriously. They do not even take
their own rhetoric seriously. Not surprisingly the politicians see
no need to take them seriously. Abortion continues to be legal.

The self-contradictory hermeneutic of the two Feinbergs  is a
visible result of the fundamentalists’ long-term judicial dilem-
ma. They want judicial continuity when convenient (e.g., anti-
abortion), while rejecting judicial continuity when inconvenient
(e.g., anti-Bahnsen).  They cannot have it both ways. Step by

38. Social activism in fimdamentatist  circles has always meant opposing some-
thing, especially the “big four” temptations of life: alcohol, tobacco, social dancing,
and (in the twentieth century) the movies. Occasionally fundamentalists band togeth-
er to call on the State to do the repression: political activism. This is why the anti-
abortion movement does contain some fundarnentalkts.  But on the whole, except for
publicly supporting anti-atcohol  laws, fhndamentalkt  churches have avoided potitics.
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step, fundamentalists and evangelical are being forced to
choose between Bahnsen’s hermeneutic and Gomes’ hermeneu-
tic. They are willing to do almost anything, such as write theo-
logically befuddled books, to defer this decision.

Conclusion

In 1993, Simon & Schuster, a major publishing firm, re-
leased an updated version of Ernest Sutherland Bates’ 1936
expurgated version of the King James Bible. The text is 1,248
pages long. Approximately two and a quarter pages comprise
Leviticus. It is the shortest book in Bates’ text until he reaches
the minor prophets.

Boundaries and Dominion is longer than Bates’ text for the
entire Bible. Why should anyone struggle through a book as
large as this one, let alone Boundaries and Dominion? Neither
book is easy reading. They were surely not easy writing. What
possible benefits are likely to offset the large investment cost of
forfeited time: mine (past) and the reader’s (future)?

For most readers, the costs are far higher than the prospec-
tive gains. Such readers will not even begin. Few people are
sufficiently interested in the Bible to read it cover to cover. Of
those who are this interested in the Bible, few are interested in
the Old Testament. Of those interested in the Old Testament,
few (including pastors) are interested in theology.’g  Of those
who are interested in theology, few are interested in biblical
law. Of those who are interested in biblical law, few are interest-
ed in Mosaic laws that are no longer in force. In this commen-
tary, I show why most of the economic laws in Leviticus are no
longer in force. Professional advertisers would call mine a prod-
uct-driven campaign, in contrast to a market-driven campaign.
Product-driven campaigns almost always lose money.

39. David F. Wells, No Place for Troth; or Whatever Happened to Evangelical Theol-
ogy ? (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1993).
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Why spend so much time, space, and money to prove my
thesis in a period of history in which hardly any Christian
assumes that any of these laws are still in force? Answer: be-
cause Christians need a principle of biblical interpretation to sift
through the case laws of the Bible. Without such a sifting prin-
ciple – a hermeneutic – Christians risk falling into one of two
disastrous errors: legalism-Phariseeism or antinomianism. A
careful study of no other biblical book is better calculated to
force Christian interpreters to discover and then apply a princi-
ple of biblical judicial interpretation. Leviticus is the hard case,
judicially speaking. Get through Leviticus intact, and the other
65 books of the Bible become comparatively smooth sailing.

There is another issue to consider. Some of the laws of Levit-
icus are still binding. Which ones? This is a difficult question to
answer, but Christians need to find the correct answer. This,
too, requires a hermeneutic: a consistent, coherent principle of
biblical judicial interpretation that enables us to study other
books of the Bible and their case laws. A serious Bible commen-
tary on the Mosaic law should instruct the reader on how to do
this work of interpretation. Very few commentaries on the Old
Testament do this.

There is an old saying: “Give a man a fish, and you have fed
him for a day. Teach him to fish, and you have fed him for a
lifetime.” This principle of feeding always holds true, at least
until the fish give out. In biblical interpretation, the fish will
never give out. Finite minds will never succeed in exhausting
the potential of infinite projects. The work of interpretation
and application must go on. It is therefore not sufficient for me
to present a series of conclusions. The reader deserves to know
how a commentator reached his or her conclusions.

Let me state the obvious: this is a Bible commentary It is
not a treatise on economics. It was written one chapter at a
time; it should be read the same way. A commentary is sup-
posed to throw light on specific verses or passages. Because the
Book of Leviticus is structured in terms of a unifying concept –
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boundaries – this commentary can be read cover to cover, but
most readers will probably confine themselves to specific chap-
ters.

This commentary is aimed at economists, who in my day are
unlikely to pay any attention. It is aimed at pastors, who rarely
read long books, especially on economics. Most of all, it is
aimed at intellectually serious Bible students who have not yet
decided what their callings in life should be.40 I hope this
book will give them a larger picture of what full-time Christian
service really is. They, too, can devote their lives to discovering
what God requires from His people, and then try to persuade
Christians to believe a word of it – a seemingly foolish task,
indeed, if there were not covenantal  sanctions in histo~. But there
are: positive and negative. The positive sanctions are wonder-
ful, but seeking to avoid the negative sanctions is imperative.

I know, I know: that’s just my opinion.

40. They may have occupations. These jobs are rarely their callings. I define a
person’s calling as follows: “The most important lifetime service that he can render
to God in which he would be most difficult to replace.”



And furthe~ by these, my son, be admonished: of making many books
there is no end; and much study  X a weariness of thejesh  (Eccl. 12:12).

When I began writing my economic commentary on the
Bible in the spring of 19’73,1 I did not imagine that it would
take me over two decades just to begin Numbers. When I esca-
lated my time commitment to the project in the fall of 19’7’7 to
10 hours per week, 50 weeks per year, I also did not imagine
that it would take this long. I did not imagine that I would
write such lengthy appendixes as Don-tinimz and Common Grace,  1s
the World Running Down ? and Political Polytheism. But most re-
markable of all, I did not imagine that what now appears to be
a 30-year task to complete the Pentateuch will, if completed,
turn out to be the world’s longest footnote to another man’s
thesis: Ray Sutton’s 1985 discovery of the Bible’s five-point
covenant structure.2 Not four, not six, not seven: five. I also
want to make it unambiguously clear that I am talking only
about a covenant model. I am not saying, nor have I ever im-
plied, that this five-point model is the only model or structure
in Scripture. The seven-day week model, the three-fold Trini-
tarian model, and other numeric and non-numeric models are

1. The first installment was pubtished in the Chalcedon Report in May, 1973.
2. Ray IL Sutton, That Mu May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant (2nd cd.; Tyler,

Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992).
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valid and have their place in a comprehensive, integrated bibli-
cal hermeneutic. What I am saying is this: the five-point cove-
nant model is the model for covenants, i.e., judicial bonds that
are lawfully established by a self-valedictory oath under God.
There are four – and only four – such covenants: personal,
ecclesiastical, family, and civil. The five points of the biblical
covenant model are:

1. Transcendence/immanence/sovereignty
2. Hierarchy/representation/authority
3. Ethics/boundaries/dominion
4. Oath/judgment/sanctions
5. Succession/inheritance/continuity

The acronym in English is THEOS, the Greek word for God.
I am not alone in my surprise. When I hired David Chilton

to write a commentary on the Book of Revelation, neither of us
imagined that his Days of Vengeance ( 198’7) would also wind up
as an eloquent footnote to Sutton’s That  You  May Prosper  ( 198’7),
but it did.3 Prior to Sutton’s discovery Chilton had been totally
bogged down for over a year, unable to complete the book’s
manuscript. After he heard Sutton present his discovery at a
Wednesday evening Bible study that he and I attended, Chilton
re-structured  the manuscript, added some new material, and
completed it within a few months. Seven years after its publica-
tion, critics have not yet attempted to refute Chilton’s book, let
alone Sutton’s. (Note: a brief negative book review is not a
refutation. Rather, it is a public notice of the need for one.)

While I have never been bogged down with any volume in
this set of economic commentaries, there is no doubt that Tools
of Dominion and especially Boundaries and Dominion would have
looked very different if Sutton had not made his discovery, and

3. David Chilton,  The Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
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I had not grasped its importance for my work. The five points
of the biblical covenant are crucial for understanding Leviticus.

The Pentateuch’s Five-Point Covenant Structure

As far as I am aware, what no one had seen – or at least no
one had published – when I began this commentary project is
this: the Pentateuch is structured in terms of the Bible’s five-
point covenant model. I recognized this structure of the five
books of Moses only after I had finished reading (as I recall)
the third draft of Sutton’s manuscript. My discovery forced me
to think through my strategy for the entire commentary. I
wrote a Preface at the last minute for The Sinui Strategy  (1986),
introducing the five-point model. Then I wrote a General In-
troduction to the entire economic commentary series in the
second edition of The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (1987’).

So far, I have completed commentaries on only three of the
five books of the Pentateuch. I can say with considerable confi-
dence that the first three books of the Pentateuch conform to
the model. I can see that the last two also conform, although I
have not worked through them in detail yet. Honest critics who
reject Sutton’s thesis will eventually have to take into account
my commentaries and the support volumes I have published.
(Dishonest critics will, as usual, murmur in private to their
students that nothing has been proven, that this model is all
smoke and mirrors. But I am confident that they will not go
into print on this, also as usual.)4  Here is the five-point outline
of the Pentateuch.

Genesis

Genesis clearly is a book dealing with God’s transcendence.
Transcendence is point one of the biblical covenant model. The

4. See Gary North, Boundaria  and Dominwn:  The Economics of Lcw2icus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), Appendix K: “Critics
of the Five-Point Covenant Model.”
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opening words of Genesis affirm God as Creator, testifying to
God’s absolute transcendence, the foundation of the Creator-
creature distinction: “In the beginning God created the heaven
and the earth” (Gen. 1:1). God established a hierarchy through
His covenant: mankind over nature (Gen. 1:26-28), each man
ruling over his wife (Gen. 2:18). He gave them a law: no eating
from the prohibited tree (Gen. 2: 17a). He promised to bring
judgment against them if they disobeyed (Gen. 2: l’7b).  They
violated His law, but out of His grace, God promised them an
heir (Gen.  3:15). Here are the five points of the biblical cove-
nant model.

What is the story of Abraham all about? It is the story of a
promise that was sealed by a covenant act and sign (circumci-
sion). Tribal Israel’s story is one of covenant-breaking, God’s
negative sanctions, and the renewal of Abraham’s covenant.
Genesis ends with Jacob’s verbal blessings and cursings on his
sons. Jacob transferred the inheritance, tribe by tribe. Then he
died. But above all, Genesis is the story of God the absolutely
sovereign Creator and providential Sustainer of history, the
transcendent God who has revealed Himself to His people.

Exodus

Exodus is clearly the book of the covenant itself. “And he
took the book of the covenant, and read in the audience of the
people: and they said, All that the LORD bath said will we do,
and be obedient” (Ex. 24:’7).  “And the king commanded all the
people, saying, Keep the passover unto the LORD your God, as
it is written in the book of this covenant” (II Ki. 23:21). God
established His authority over the Israelites by delivering them
out of Egypt. This is what Kline calls historical prologue: point
two of the covenant.5 But what did the historical prologue of

5. Meredith G. Kline, Treaty of the Great King: The Covenant Structure of Deuterono-
my: studies and Commmta~  (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,  1963), pp. 52-61:
“Historical Prologue: Covenant History, 1:6-4 :49.”
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an ancient covenant treaty affirm? Hierarchy: the power of the
king over all of his rivals. Exodus was written to prove that God
was above Pharaoh in history. Hierarchy, not historical pro-
logue, is the heart of point two of the biblical covenant model.

God brought visible historical sanctions against Egypt. This
was evidence of His covenantal  authority in history. Deny God’s
predictable covenantal  corporate sanctions in New Covenant
history, and you necessarily deny the historical prologue aspect
of the New Covenant. You reduce the rule of the God of the
New Testament to the status of a supreme ruler of a priestly
hierarchy. You deny His kingly authority.G  This leaves Chris-
tians at the mercy of a divine State – the divine rule of politics.
It leaves them without any possibility of constructing either a
systematically biblical political theory or a broader Christian
social theory.’

One important implication of point two is that God has
established the hierarchical principle of judicial representation.
The principle of representation began with God’s call to Moses
out of the burning bush, telling him to go before Pharaoh as
His representative. God delivered the Israelites from Egypt,

6. This is what Kline does with his theory of the Mosaic Covenant as an intrusion
— an ethical discontinuity – that pointed to God’s final judgment, therefore (???)
having nojudiciil  relevance in the New Covenant era. Specifically it is the covenant’s
negative sanctions, revealed in the imprecatory psalms, that led to Kline’s neo-
dispensational ethical theory. See Kline, The Structure of Biblical Authority (2nd cd.;
Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1972), pp. 161-67. Kline argues that God’s
sanctions in history today are covenantally  unpredictable. Kline, “Comments on an
Old-New Error,” Westminster Theological Journul, XLI (Fall 1978), p. 184.

7. This is why pietists and dispensationahsts of all kinds, including Kline’s
followers, are so hostile to theonomy.  It is not just because of theonomy’s theology of
the covenant but also because of its necessary application: the construction a revela-
tional sociat theory based on God’s corporate sanctions in history and theonomy’s
demand that the State impose  the Mosaic civil sanctions. This is an affront to the

A

modern State and modern politics, and Protestant pietists have had an operational
alliance with modern politics for over three centuries based on Roger Williams’
theory of pluratism  and the secular State. On this alliance, see Gary North, Political
Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1989).
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and then He met with Moses, their representative, at Sinai. In
Exodus 18, Moses established a hierarchical civil appeals court
system, whereupon God met with Moses as Israel’s representa-
tive and delivered His covenant law. The Book of Exodus is a
book about rival kings and rival kingdoms, God vs. Pharaoh.s

Men must subordinate themselves either to God or Satan
through their covenantal  representatives.

The Book of Exodus is easily divided into five sections: 1)
the intervention of God into history to deliver His people; 2)
the establishment of Israel’s judicial hierarchy 3) the giving of
the law; 4) the judgment of Israel after the golden calf incident;
and 5) the building of the tabernacle, which they would carry
with them into Canaan. Also, the Ten Commandments are
divided into two sets of five points – one set is priestly the
other set is kingly – with each set paralleling Sutton’s five-point
model.g  The first commandment, honoring God, is paralleled
by the sixth commandment, the prohibition against murdering
man. Man is made in God’s image. The fifth commandment,
honoring father and mother (household priests), has to do with
succession: that we may live long lives in God’s land. The tenth
commandment, the prohibition against covetousness, also has to
do with succession: not desiring to appropriate another per-
son’s inheritance.

Leviticus

Leviticus is the book that established Israel’s ritual and moral
boundaries. It is therefore about dominion, for boundaries in
the Bible are always associated with dominion. The third point
of the biblical covenant deals with boundaries. The third com-
mandment deals with the prohibition of obscenity and false

8. Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Dominion Reltgion vs. Power Religion (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985).

9. Gary North, The Sinai Strategy: Ecorwmics and the Ten Commandments (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), Preface.
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oaths and incantations (magical power), thereby affirming a
boundary surrounding God’s name and implying dominion
through ethics rather than magical invocation,l”  and the
eighth commandment parallels the third, for it is law three in
the second list of five. 11 “Thou shalt not steal” is a command
regarding legal boundaries. 12 The eighth commandment indi-
cates that the concept of boundaries is basic to economic ethics,
the third point of the covenant. 13

Gordon Wenham comments on Leviticus’ place in the Old
Testament’s covenant-treaty structure: “(3) The centerpiece of
every treaty was the stipulations section. In collections of law,
such as Hammurabi’s, the laws formed the central section. The
same holds for the biblical collections of law. In the treaties a
basic stipulation of total fidelity to the suzerain may be distin-
guished from the more detailed stipulations covering specific
problems. In this terminology ‘Be holy’ could be described as
the basic stipulation of Leviticus. The other laws explain what
this means in different situations.”14 Leviticus is literally the
center of the Pentateuch: two books precede it; two books fol-
low it.

God sets apart  His people and their worship. He makes them
holy – set apart. He places ritual boundaries around them.
“Leviticus centers around the concept of the holiness of God,
and how an unholy people can acceptably approach Him and
then remain in continued fellowship. The way to God is only
through blood sacrifice, and the walk with God is only through

10. Ibti., ch. 3.
11. I conclude that the Lutherans’ structuring of the Ten Commandments is

incorrect. The fifth commandment is “Honour thy father and thy mother: that thy
says may be long upon the land which the LORD thy God giveth thee.” This is a law
of inheritance: point five.

12. Ibid., ch. 8.
13. Gary North, Inherit the Earth: Biblical Blueprints for Economics (Ft. Worth,

Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), ch. 3.
14. Gordon J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerd-

mans, 1979), p. 30.
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obedience to His laws.”15 The issue is sanctification, and this
requires boundaries: “The Israelites serve a holy God who
requires them to be holy as well. To be holy means to be ‘set
apart’ or ‘separated.’ They are to be separated from other na-
tions unto God. In Leviticus the idea of holiness appears eighty-
seven times, sometimes indicating ceremonial holiness (ritual
requirements), and at other times moral holiness (purity of
life).”lG R. K. Harrison writes that the first 15 chapters deal
with sacrificial principles and procedures relating to the remov-
al of sin. “The last eleven chapters emphasize ethics, morality
and holiness. The unifying theme of the book is the insistent
emphasis upon God’s holiness, coupled with the demand that
the Israelites shall exemplify this spiritual attribute in their own
lives.”1’ Holiness means separation from the heathen.ls It
means boundaries.

Numbers

I have not begun my commentary on Numbers, so I will be
brief. Numbers is the book of God’s judgment against Israel in
the wilderness. Judgment is point four of the biblical covenant
model: God’s response to oath-keeping or oath-breaking. God
judged them when they refused to accept the testimony of
Joshua and Caleb regarding the vulnerability of Canaan to
invasion (Num. 14). They rebelled against Him, and He pun-
ished the nation by delaying their entry into Canaan until they
were all dead, except Joshua and Caleb. “Numbers records the
failure of Israel to believe in the promise of God and the result-

15. The Open Bible Expanded  Edition (Nashville, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson,
1983), p. 95.

16. Ibid., p. 96.
17. R. K. Harrison, Leuiticsu: An Introduction and Commentaq  (Downers Grove,

Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1980), p. 14.
18. Jacob Milgrom, “The Biblicat  Diet Laws as an Ethical System: Food and

Faith:  Inierpretatwn, XVII (1963), p. 295.
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ing judgment of wandering in the wilderness for forty
years.”lg Furthermore, “Israel as a nation is in its infancy at
the outset of this book, only thirteen months after the exodus
from Egypt. In Numbers, the book of divine discipline, it be-
comes necessary for the nation to go through the painful pro-
cess of testing and maturation. God must teach His people the
consequences of irresponsible decisions. The forty years of
wilderness experience transforms them from a rabble of ex-
slaves into a nation ready to take the Promised Land. Numbers
begins with the old generation (1: 1-10: 10), moves through a
tragic transitional period (10: 11-25: 18), and ends with the new
generation (26-36) at the doorway to the land of Canaan.”2°

Deuteronomy

Deuteronomy is the book of Israel’s inheritance, point five of
the biblical covenant model. “It is addressed to the new genera-
tion destined to possess the land of promise – those who sur-
vived the forty years of wilderness wandering.”21  The children
of the generation of the exodus renewed their covenant with
God and inherited Canaan on this basis. Moses blessed the
tribes (Deut. 33), a traditional sign of inheritance in the Old
Testament (Gen. 27; 49). Moses died outside the land, but
before he died, God allowed him to look from Mt. Nebo into
the promised land (Deut.  34:4). He saw the inheritance. The
book closes with the elevation of Joshua to leadership, the
transitional event of inheritance or succession (Deut.  34:9-12).

Those who reject Sutton’s thesis need to present an alterna-
tive model of the Pentateuch, one which fits it better, and one
which also fits the Ten Commandments better, since they are
also structured in terms of the five-point model: 1-5 and 6-10.
Critics need to pay attention that old political aphorism: “You

19. O@n  Bible, p. 127.
20. Ibid., p. 128.

21. Ibid., p. 171.
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can’t beat something with nothing.” It is not enough to mumble
that “Sutton’s book tries to prove too much,” or “There are lots
of different models in the Bible.” There are indeed lots of
proposed biblical models, among them the Trinity, the seven-
day week, and the biblical covenant model.22 But when we
come to the question of God’s formal judicial relationships with men,
we always come to the covenant. It is a five-point structure.
Accept no substitutes!

The Five Levitical Sacrifices

Most Christians have trouble remembering the required
sacrifices of Leviticus. When people have difficulty remember-
ing something, it is usually because they have no handle, no
model by which to classify what appear to be unconnected
facts.23 This has been the problem with the five Levitical sacri-
fices.

Five sacrifices. “Oh, no,” moan the critics. “Here it comes.
He’s going to argue that they conform to Sutton’s five-point
covenant model.” Exactly!

22. In my Publisher’s Preface to Sutton’s 1987 first edition, I wrote: “. . . the
author has discovered the key above all other keys to interpreting the Bible, from
Genesis to Revelation. . .“ (xi). But what about the doctrine of God? It is included in
the first point of the biblical covenant model. The covenant model is more compre-
hensive than the doctrine of God. It includes hierarchy – God> man> creation –
law, sanctions, and eschatology.  What about the doctrine of the Trinity? What about
creation ? The Trinity and the doctrine of the Creator-creature distinction (creation)
are guiding presuppositions of orthodoxy, as reflected in the creeds. Nevertheless,
the Trinitarian doctrine of God, like the doctrine of creation, appears in very few
texts in the Bible. The Trinity is a doctrine derived from a comparative handful of
texts in the New Testament. In contrast, the covenant structure is found in hundreds
of texts and even whole books of the Bible, including Leviticus. If you are trying to
interpret a large  number of texts in the Bible, the texts that are explicitly structured
by the covenant vastly outnumber the texts explicitly structured by the Trinity or the
creation. The traditional Christian exegetical exercise called “find the implied but
camouflaged Trinity in the Old Tesatament,” is far more difficult and far less persua-
sive than “find the implied or explicit covenant model in the Old Testament.”

23. This is why military history is so demanding, and why so few academic his-
torians work in the field.
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1. The Whole Burnt O#ering (Lev. 1)

This offering had to be completely consumed on God’s altar,
except for the hide, which belonged to the officiating priest
(Lev. ‘7:8). None of the food portion could be retained, either
by the priest or the donor. The animal had to be perfect: with-
out blemish. The Hebrew word olaw, “burning,” means “going
up ,“ as in smoke. It was a holocaust. Hartley calls this the main
sacrifice under the Mosaic sacrificial system .24 “As an atoning
sacrifice the whole offering was offered not so much for specific
sins but for the basic sinfulness of each person and the society
as a whole. “25 The entire offering went to God, a symbol of
the total sacrifice required by God of every man.2G

There was a strict law for the priests: “And the fire upon the
altar shall be burning in it; it shall not be put out: and the
priest shall burn wood on it every morning, and lay the burnt
offering in order upon it; and he shall burn thereon the fat of
the peace offerings. The fire shall ever be burning upon the
altar; it shall never go out” (Lev.  6:12-13). Why so strict? Be-
cause this fire testified to the nature of God. The Book of He-
brews calls God a consuming fire (Heb.  12:29).  This is the God
who must be feared above all other gods, all other fears. This is
the God who consumes sacrifices on His altar.

This transcendent God is an immanent God. He meets men
at His altar. If men fail to offer an appropriate sacrifice, God
will consume them with fire. This is the presence of God in jiery
jwdgment. “Whither shall I go from thy spirit? or whither shall
I flee from thy presence? If I ascend up into heaven, thou art
there: if I make my bed in hell, behold, thou art there” (Ps.
139:’7-8).  This is a sovereign God: transcendent and immanent.

24. John E. Hartley, Leviticus, vol. 4 of the librd Bible CmnnztmtaU  (Dallas, Texas:
Word Books, 1992), p. 17.

25. Ibid., p. 18.
26. Ibid., p. 24.
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2. The Grain O~ering{Lev.2)

The King James Version has this as a meat offering. This is
incorrect. It was a grain offering. There are two keys to under-
standing this offering. First, it had to be of unleavened grain
(Lev. 2:4, 11). Second, it was required when Aaron was anoint-
ed high priest (Lev.  6:20).  Commentators presume that this
sacrifice was required also at the anointing of subsequent high
priests.

First, the requirement of unleavened grain points back to
the exodus. The Passover mandated unleavened bread, too.
This was God’s memorial of His deliverance of His people out
of bondage. They were to bring none of Egypt’s leaven out of
Egypt or into the Promised Land. This sacrifice pointed back to
what Kline identifies as the historical prologue of the exodus:
God’s sovereign acts in history to deliver His people.27  This
means that this grain sacrifice is linked to point two of the
covenant: historical prologue.

Second, the requirement that the sons of Aaron offer this
sacrifice at the anointing of the high priest points to ecclesiasti-
cal hierarchy. The high priest was the most important officer in
Israel. He met God in the holy of holies once a year. He was
the primary mediator between God and Israel. This also points
to point two: hierarchy/representation.

3. The Peace O~ering (Lev. 3)

This offering was voluntary. It was not part of the system of
atonement. Hartley translates it the offering of well-being. So
does Milgrom.28 There were three types of peace offerings:
praise offering (Lev.  2:15), vow (votive) offering (Lev.  7:16),
and freewill offering (Lev. 7:16). Hartley writes: “A primary aim
of this sacrifice is for the offerer and his family or class, includ-

27. Ktine, Struzture  of Biblual Authorzty, p. 53.
28. Jacob Milgrom,  Leviticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The Anchor  Bible (New York: Double-

day 1991), p. 217.
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ing invited guests, to eat the meat returned to them in a festive
meal.”2g

The significant judicial fact of this offering was its openness.
The offerer joined in a meal with God and his family. This
indicates that the judicial barriers that always exist between God
and sinful man were reduced. The participants’ sins had al-
ready been dealt with judicially by another sacrifice. The sacri-
fice of well-being was a communion meal. The meal’s partici-
pants were visibly identified as holy before God, set apart to
praise Him and rejoice in His grace. The boundaries separating
the offerer and this sacrifice were minimal compared to the
boundaries around the other offerings. The offerer received
back most of the offering. This points to point three of the
covenant: ethics/boundaries.

4. The Purification Oflering  (Lev. 4-5:13)

This is called the sin o~ering in the King James Version. This
was the sacrifice governing unintentional sins committed by the
high priest, the civil ruler, the congregation as a whole, or
individuals. “It describes behavior that violates the community’s
standards.”3° Without the purification offering, the whole
community was endangered. These sacrifices were required to
avoid God’s negative sanctions in history. They were offered to
escape “a religious judgment on deviant behavior.”31  Hartley
cites a 1989 article by A. Marx, who argued that this sacrifice
was required on three formal occasions: the investiture of Le-
vites (Num.  8:1-36); the ordination of Aaron (Lev. 8:1-36; Ex.
29: 1-3’7), and the consecration of the altar (Lev.  8:11, 15; Ex.
29:36-37). The Nazarite had to make a purification offering at
the termination of his vow (Num.  6:13-20).32

29. Hartley, Leviticus, p. 38.
30. Ibid., p. 55.
31. Idem.
32. Ibid., p. 56.
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David’s concern is illustrative: “Who can understand his
errors? cleanse thou me from secret faults. Keep back thy ser-
vant also from presumptuous sins; let them not have dominion
over me: then shall I be upright, and I shall be innocent from
the great transgression” (Ps. 19: 12-13). In other words, if we
are careful about the small sins, we will not fall into the great
ones. If the high priest, the civil ruler, the whole congregation,
and the individual all take such precautions, then God’s wrath
will not fall on Israel.

One sin that had to be dealt with by means of the purifica-
tion offering was the false oath. “And if a soul sin, and hear the
voice of swearing, and is a witness, whether he bath seen or
known of it; if he do not utter it, then he shall bear his iniqui-
ty” (Lev. 5:1). Also, “if a soul swear, pronouncing with his lips
to do evil, or to do good, whatsoever it be that a man shall
pronounce with an oath, and it be hid from him; when he
knoweth of it, then he shall be guilty in one of these” (Lev.  5:4).
Here is the penalty: “And he shall bring his trespass offering
unto the LORD for his sin which he bath sinned, a female from
the flock, a lamb or a kid of the goats, for a sin offering; and
the priest shall make an atonement for him concerning his sin”
(Lev. 5:6). This is a trespass offering, or reparation offering
(point five), but in the case of false oaths heard in secret or
pronounced in ignorance, it is the judicial equivalent of the
purification offering: “a sin offering.” Point four of the biblical
covenant model deals with oaths: the formal invoking of God’s
negative sanctions, the self-valedictory oath. Such an oath calls
down upon the oath-taker God’s curses, should the oath-taker
break the law of the covenant.

The law of purification stated that the vessels in which the
animal’s remains were cooked had to be broken (clay pots) or
thoroughly scourged (metal utensils) (Lev.  6:28).  Again, the
ritual concern is judgment. The concern, therefore, is sanctions:
point four of the biblical covenant model.
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5. The Reparation Oflering  (Lev. 5:14-6:7)33

This is called the trespass  o~ering  in the King James Version.
This sacrifice was required in cases of theft: an illegal appropri-
ation of another man’s inheritance, a violation of the tenth
commandment (point five). A man uses deception to gain own-
ership of another man’s goods. Then he lies to the victim and
the civil authorities. To restore the legal relationship after the
criminai voluntarily confesses the crime and the two false oaths,
he must pay the victim the value of the item stolen plus a 20
percent penalty (Lev.  6:5).34 He also has to offer a ram as a
trespass offering to make atonement (Lev.  6:6-’7).

There should be no confusion about what is involved in the
sacrifice. First, the lost inheritance is restored to the victim, plus
an extra one-fifth. The judicial relationship between the victim
and the criminal is thereby restored, making it possible to gain
the advantages of social cooperation. Second, God is repaid
because of the criminal’s false oath in civil court. The criminal
avoids being cut off by God: disinheritance. The goal is conti-
nuity survival and covenantal prosperity in history. This is
point five of the biblical covenant model: succession.

Conclusion

The requirement that God’s people be holy is still in force.
There will never be an escape from this requirement. It is
eternal. To understand at least some of the implications of this
ethical requirement– point three of the biblical covenant model
— Christians need to understand the Book of Leviticus. They
need to understand that it is a very practical book, many of
whose laws still have valid applications in modern society. We
ignore this book at our peril.

33. Ibid., PP. 72-86.

34. Had he not confessed, and had he been convicted, the penalty was at least
two-fold restitution.
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The Pentateuch is itself revelatory of the five-point structure
of God’s covenant. My economic commentary on the Penta-
teuch is therefore a commentary on a covenant. I call it the
dominion covenant, for it is the God-given, God-required as-
signment to mankind to exercise dominion and subdue the
earth that defines mankind’s task as the only creature who
images God the Creator (Gen. 1:26-28).



INTRODUCTION

And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, Speak unto all the congre-
gation of the children of Israel, and say unto them, k? shall be holy: for
I the LORD your God am holy. It shall fear eveq man hk mothe~ and
his fathe~  and keep my sabbaths: K am the LORD your God. Turn ye not
unto idols, nor make to yourselves molten gods: I am the LORD youT God
(Lev. 19:1-4).

The book of Leviticus is the Bible’s premier book of holiness.
The biblical meaning of “holy” is “set apart by God.” It is relat-
ed conceptually to “sanctify,“ “sanction,” and “saint.” It refers to
any person, place, or thing with a God-ordained covenantal
boundary around it. Everything inside such a boundary is
sacrosanct. For example, we correctly speak of marriage as
holy. This does not mean that every marriage is Christian. It
means that God has placed a special judicial boundary around
every marriage.

The book of Leviticus is the Bible’s premier book of bound-
aries. There is an element of separation in every boundary just
as there is in holiness: separation by sanctions.l  The Book of
Numbers is the Pentateuchal  book of sanctions, but the civil
sanctions of Leviticus have alienated Christians and have out-
raged pagans. That certain sexual acts are forbidden in Leviti-

1. See “Holiness: A Dictionmy  of the Bible, edited by James Hastings, 5 vols.
(Edinbu~h:  T. & T Clark, 1900), II, p. 395.
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cus is generally acceptable to most Christians, but the specified
civil sanctions are a terrible mental burden for them. They will
do almost anything, including dismissing the continuing validity
of almost all the laws in Leviticus, in order to escape any per-
sonal or corporate responsibility for pressuring civil rulers to
enforce the Levitical civil sanctions. Christians are tempted to
deny all of the Levitical  separations rather than affirm any of
the Levitical  civil sanctions. In short, they would rathe~ deny
the ethical terms of the Levitical system of holiness than affirm
the judicial terms of Levitical civil justice.

Escaping Cultural Relevance

Here is a major dilemma for the modern church. Christians
confidently affirm that “the Bible has answers for all questions.”
But one question is this: What relevance should Christianity
have in culture? Modern antinomian Christians emphatically
deny the judicial foundation of Christianity’s cultural relevance
in history: biblical law and its biblically mandated sanctions.
Most Christians prefer pietism to cultural relevance, since civil
responsibility accompanies cultural relevance. They seek holi-
ness through withdrawal from the prevailing general culture.

This withdrawal has forced them to create alternative cul-
tures – ghetto cultures – since there can be no existence for
man without culture of some kind. Mennonites have achieved
a remarkable separation from the general culture, though not
so radical as tourists in Amish country like to imagine, by aban-
doning such modern benefits as electricity in their homes and
the automobile. But they travel in their buggies on paved high-
ways, and they use electricity in their barns. They are always
dependent on the peace-keeping forces of the nation. Pietistic
Christians have longed for a similar separation, but without the
degree of commitment shown by the Amish. They send their
children into the public schools, and they still watch television.
The result has been catastrophic: the widespread erosion of
pietism’s intellectual standards by the surrounding humanist
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culture, and the creation of woefully third-rate Christian alter-
natives. I offer as evidence the quality of American Christian
radio broadcasting, especially contemporary Christian popular
music. It is better than hard rock “music” and rap “music,” no
doubt, but compare it to classical music. Compare it to Bach,
Mozart, or Beethoven. Compare hymns written after 1920 to
those written by Isaac Watts and Charles Wesley.

The ultimate form of personal Christian withdrawal from
culture is mysticism: placing an emotional and epistemological
boundary between the Christian and the world around him.
But there is a major theological risk with all forms of theistic
mysticism. The proponents of theistic mysticism again and
again in history have defined mysticism as union with God. But
their primary motive is to escape social responsibility and social
ethics. By defining mysticism as metaphysical rather than ethi-
cal, mystics have frequently come to a terribly heretical conclu-
sion: their hoped-for union with God is defined as metaphysical
rather than ethical. They seek a union of their being with God.
Meister Eckhart, the heretic of the early fourteenth century
concluded in his 28th Sermon that “God and I are One.”* This
is a representative expression of the pantheism found in most
forms of mysticism.3 The mystic’s quest for unity with God
denies the Bible’s ultimate definition of holiness: the separation
of God from the creation.

The Creator/Creature Distinction

The ultimate boundary is the one separating God from man:
the Creator/creature distinction. While man is made in God’s

2. Mei.ster Eckhati: A Modern Trarulatwn,  trans. Raymond Bernard Blakney (New
York: Harper Torchbooks, 1941), p. 232.

3. Richard Maurice Bucke  provides extracts of dozens of passages to this effect
in the teachings and writings of numerous religious thinkers, from Buddha to
Plotinus  to the homosexual, nineteenth-century American poet, Watt Whitman. R. M.
Bucke,  Cosmic Consciousness: A Study in the Euolution of the Human Mind (New York:
Dutton, [1901] 1969), Part 4.
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image (Gen.  1:26), he is not God, nor does he participate in
God’s being. Man is commanded to be holy, for God is holy
(Lev. 11:44-45; 19:2),  but man is also warned not to seek divini-
ty for himself (Gen. 11:6; Deut. 29:29;  Job 38-41). Man is com-
manded to seek ethical unity with the perfect humanity of Jesus
Christ, God incarnate, but man cannot attain ontological unity
with God. A permanent boundary is placed between God’s
being and man’s being. The unity between God and man is to be
ethical, never ontological  or metaphysical.

The doctrine of the Creator/creature distinction has enor-
mous consequences for social theory and practice. A contempo-
rary Jewish political scientist has correctly observed: “The boun-
dary between God and man is His supreme safeguard against
social chaos. For what would men not do to one another if they
were to claim ultimate authority?”4 When covenant-breaking
men have sought to erase this divine-human boundary they
have reaped their appropriate reward: social chaos followed by
tyranny. Twentieth-century Europe is a monument to this
reality: World War I, Communism, Nazism, Italian Fascism,
World War II, the Cold War, and the break-up of Yugoslavia
in civil war after 1990. In addition to the politics of despair
have come existentialism, nihilism, the self-conscious meaning-
less of modern art, pornography the drug culture, and the
mindlessness of hard rock music. The laws of Leviticus were
designed to remind men not to erase the divine-human bound-
ary. The Mosaic law was designed to avoid social chaos and
tyranny It established laws – boundaries – governing the rela-
tionships between men in order to remind men of the ultimate
boundary between God and man.

This leads me to a very important point: any attempt to
define Christian “relationships” apart from God’s Bible-revealed

4. Aaron Wlldavs@,  The Nursing Father: Moses a.s a Political Leader (University,
Atabama:  University of Alabama, 1984), p. 97. Professor Wlldavsky  died before I
completed this manuscript. I had hoped to send him a copy of the book. He was one
of the great conservative academic scholars in this century.
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law is a form of rebellion. Relationships apart from God’s revealed
law and its mandated judicial sanctions are inherently antinomian.  It
is common for modern Protestant evangelical to blather on
and on about “relationships” while denying the continuing
validity of biblical law. This way lies tyranny. And adultery.

The fundamental boundary in history is the one between
God and His creation. A subordinate boundary in history is the
one between the State and the individual. Modern conservatism
ignores the first boundary and therefore finds itself incapable of
maintaining the second, either theoretically or institutionally.
Rushdoony has described the importance of biblical boundaries
for biblical political theory: “Man’s realm is on earth, and, since
every man’s heart is alien ground to every other man, he must
rule by force in order to gain total dominion. God’s realm and
sovereignty is [sic] universal as Creator. He is on home ground
everywhere in the universe, as much in command in the heart
of every man as in heaven. For God, there is no alien ground,
and hence no compulsion: He simply exercises His will over
His own domain and creation in every crevice of the universe,
and in every man’s heart. Wherever the state moves beyond its
God-appointed grounds, it is on alien ground, as indeed all
men and institutions are wherever and whenever they trans-
gress their appointed bounds.’”

Israel’s Boundaries

As we shall see in this commentary most of Israel’s economic
boundaries were based on geography (land laws), tribal mem-
bership (seed laws), and ritual requirements (laws of sacrifice).
These economic rules constituted a covenantal  unity. As Ameri-
cans say, they were a “package deal.” These rules were tempo-
rary boundaries designed to shape the nation of Israel in very
special ways. These judicial boundaries maintained the land

5. R. J. Rushdoony  Politics of Guilt and Pity (Fairfax, Virginia Thoburn Press,
[1970] 1978), p. 42.
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and the people as a special province of God. The land of Israel
became like the garden of Eden: a temporary residence unique-
ly under God’s revealed law and uniquely under His historical
sanctions. The land of Israel, like the garden of Eden, was to
serve as a training area for covenant-keeping men. It was also
to serve as an example for covenant-breaking men (Deut. 4:4-
8). It was to serve both as God’s boot camp and as His general
headquarters for worldwide evangelism and cultural conquest.

The laws of Leviticus were designed to keep the leaven of
evil outside of the land of Israel, but they were also designed to
push the leaven of righteousness into the world around Israel.
Levitical law was both defensive and offensive. One problem
with virtually all commentaries on Leviticus is that they empha-
size the defensive aspects of the Levitical  laws: separation and
exclusion. In this book, I do my best to point out the inclusive
aspects of some of these laws. There were laws of inclusion, at
least to the extent of placing the gentile world under the Ten
Commandments and therefore inside the zone of predictable
external blessings: positive sanctions in history. This was Jo-
nah’s message to Nineveh: God’s covenant lawsuit. Had all of
God’s revealed laws been solely exclusionary, Jonah would not
have been sent by God on his missionary journey. As I argue in
this commentary, some of the Mosaic laws were cross-boundary
laws that governed other nations, and are still valid today.

The Book of Priestly Holiness

Behind Jonah’s prophetic ministry was a nation of priests. As
Jacob Milgrom points out in the introduction to the first vol-
ume of his extraordinarily learned, extraordinarily large, and
extraordinarily unreadable commentary on Leviticus, Leviticus
is not about the tribe of Levi. It is about the priesthood. The
Book of Numbers rather than Leviticus deals in detail with the
laws governing the Levites. The reason why the book is called
Leviticus is because in Hellenic times, when the Greek version
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of the Hebrew Old Testament appeared (the Septuagint), the
term “Levites” meant priests.G

Milgrom  writes: “Theology is what Leviticus is all about. It
pervades every chapter and almost every verse. It is not ex-
pressed in pronouncements but embedded in rituals.’” But
what is the focus of the book’s theology? Holiness. Leviticus is
pre-eminently the Old Covenant’s book of holiness. To be holy
is to be set apart by God: judicially, ethically, culturally, and in
the case of the Old Covenant people of God, geographically.
God establishes boundaries. Leviticus is the Pentateuch’s book
of boundaries.

Leviticus also is the book of life. “Because impurity and
holiness are antonyms,” Milgrom writes, “the identification of
impurity with death must mean that holiness stands for life.”s
The book’s rituals and ethical injunctions point to separation
from evil, which is the sole basis of life in God’s world. Adam’s
wilful violation of a verbally identified boundary in the garden
brought universal death into history. Man’s continuing imper-
fections also point to death. But the perfect honoring God’s
boundaries therefore brings life. Thus, the ritual and judicial
rigors of Leviticus point to man’s need of redemption by means
of a perfect substitute whose death brings life to the boundary
violator. God’s law kills those who are already under the sentence of
death; on the other hand, it Provides a better life for those who are
alive. The pre-eminent example of this truth is Jesus Christ,
who contrasted His own ministry with that of a thiefi “The thief
cometh not, but for to steal, and to kill, and to destroy: I am
come that they might have life, and that they might have it
more abundantly” (John 10: 10).

6. Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The Anchor Bibk (New York: Double-
day, 1991), p. 1.

7. Ibid., p. 42.

8. Ibid., P. 46.
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Israel’s boundaries were established in terms of God’s unique
presence among His people: “And I will set my tabernacle
among you: and my soul shall not abhor you. And I will walk
among you, and will be your God, and ye shall be my people”
(Lev. 26:11-12). The Book of Leviticus rests on the assumption
that God’s unique covenantal  presence among His set-apart
people had geographical implications. The Mosaic  Covenunt was
a geographical covenant. God’s covenant with Abram (renamed
Abraham: “father of nations”) involved land because it involved
seed: “In the same day the LORD made a covenant with Abram,
saying, Unto thy seed have I given this land, from the river of
Egypt unto the great river, the river Euphrates” (Gen.  15:18).

God’s goal in all of His laws is to place men under certain
moral and judicial boundaries. Men are to acknowledge God’s
absolute sovereignty over them by accepting the authority of
His covenant’s hierarchy. The stipulations enforced by His
hierarchical institutions serve as the legal boundaries of cove-
nant-keeping man’s existence. Men are to learn to live within
these boundaries. There is both inclusion and exclusion in establish-
ing and enforcing all boundaries. God in effect puts a “No Tres-
passing” sign around something, and man is required to honor
the stipulations of that sign. If he refuses, God threatens to
impose negative sanctions on him in history and perhaps even
eternity. God is not mocked at zero cost.

The Book of the Kingdom

Leviticus is also the book of the kingdom. God delivered
His people from bondage in Egypt, a false kingdom. In doing
so, He gave them an opportunity to gain land for a new king-
dom. The next generation did inherit this land. The generation
of the exodus did not. They died in the wilderness. Because of
their rebellion and lack of faith, their boundary was the wilder-
ness. They could not return to Egypt, nor could they enter the
Promised Land. The kingdom grant of land could be claimed
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only by their children, and only after their covenant renewal at
Gilgal (Josh. 5).

Leviticus presents the rules governing this kingdom grant
from God. This land grant preceded the giving of these rules.
Grace precedes law in God’s dealings w“th His subordinates. We are in
debt to God even before He speaks to us. The land grant was
based on the original promise given to Abraham. That promise
came prior to the giving of the Mosaic Iaw.g This is why James
Jordan says that the laws of Leviticus are more than legislation;
the focus of the laws is not simply obedience to God, but rather
on maintaining the grant. 10 The basis of maintaining the grant
was ethics, not the sacrifices. Man cannot maintain the kingdom
in sin.11 The fundamental issue was sin, not sacrifice; ethics,
not ritual. God told them this repeatedly through His prophets:

For I spake not unto your fathers, nor commanded them in the day
that I brought them out of the land of Egypt, concerning burnt offer-
ings or sacrifices: But this thing commanded I them, saying, Obey my
voice, and I will be your God, and ye shall be my people: and walk ye
in all the ways that I have commanded you, that it may be well unto
you. But they hearkened not, nor inclined their ear, but walked in the
counsels and in the imagination of their evil heart, and went backward,
and not forward (Jer.  7:22-24).

To what purpose is the multitude of your sacrifices unto me? saith

the LORD: I am fill of the burnt offerings of rams, and the fat of fed
beasts; and I delight not in the blood of bullocks, or of lambs, or of he
goats. When ye come to appear before me, who bath required this at
your hand, to tread my courts? Bring no more vain oblations; incense
is an abomination unto me; the new moons and sabbaths, the calling of
assemblies, I cannot away with; it is iniquity even the solemn meeting.
Your new moons and your appointed feasts my soul hateth: they are a

9. James B. Jordan, Covenant Sequence in Levttzcus and Deuteronomy (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1989), p. 8.

10. Ibid., p. 9.
11. Ibid., p. 11.
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trouble unto me; I am weary to bear them. And when ye spread forth
your hands, I will hide mine eyes ii-em you: yea, when ye make many
prayers, I will not hear: your hands are full of blood. Wash you, make
you clean; put away the evil of your doings from before mine eyes;
cease to do evil; Learn to do well; seek judgment, relieve the op-
pressed, judge the fatherless, plead for the widow (Isa. 1:11-17).

The Book of Property

The Book of Leviticus is also the book of property in the
Pentateuch. The grant of the kingdom was in the form of a
land grant. The land itself was the visible manifestation of the
historical reality of the kingdom. So was the promised economic
prosperity. Leviticus is the book tkut presents tlw ethical foundations
of prosperity (Lev. 26:3-10). It also presents the legal foundations
ofjudicid  Peace  with God, the only long-term basis of prosperity
God begins with a gift to His people, and then He sets forth the
ritual and legal foundations of maintaining this gift. He promis-
es to uphold this grant if they obey Him. God’s promise cannot
be separated from their requirement of obedience. Jordan
writes:

God’s covenant Word is always first and foremost promise, and then
command based on promise. Point three has to do with God’s grant of
the Kingdom, His gift and promise, and then our duties consequent
thereto. God’s Word is always both promise and command, and in
Reformed theology, promise comes first. (In Lutheran law/gospel
theology, law comes first to drive us to Christ; but in Reformed theol-
ogy, grace comes first to put us in the Kingdom, and then the law is
given as guidance for our Kingdom duties.)’z

Respect for the property of others clearly connects largely with the
third zone of the five-fold covenant structure, because the third area is
that of the distributed grant. We have to respect what God has granted
to others. Also, disobedience to any part of God’s law is regarded as a

12.  Ibid., p. 8.
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trespass or more literally a “debt,” as we see it in the Lord’s Prayer.
Thus, any lawbreaking is a form of theft, creating indebtedness, which
must be covered by a Trespass or Compensation Sacrifice. Theft has to
do with boundaries, which is why it is equivalent to trespass. Leviticus
is the book of boundaries, of who is allowed to go where, and of how
to become cleansed once you have trespassed. 13

The Book of Leviticus is book three of the Pentateuch. It is
the book of property The eighth commandment, “Thou shalt
not steal,” is the third law of the so-called second table of the
law, i.e., the third law in the second group of five covenantally
structured laws. The third commandment, “Thou shalt not take
the name of the LORD thy God in vain,” establishes a boundary
around God’s name. God’s name is His property and He in
effect licenses the use of His name only for specific uses. The
parallels should be obvious. Point three of the biblical covenant
model establishes boundaries. Leviticus is the book of property
because it is the book of boundaries.

A Holy Walk Before the Lord

We now come to a topic that is never discussed by the com-
mentators. I have never seen any commentator devote as much
as one page to it, yet it is more important for understanding
the unique nature of the economic life of ancient Israel than
any other topic. I am not trying to exaggerate; I really mean
this. Here is the question that demands an answer: How did
they have time to earn a living? The mandatory sacrifices ate
up time as well as crops. Whatever answers to this question that
Israel came up with were fundamental to the life of the nation
for almost 14 centuries, yet we honestly do not know how Israel
answered it. As far as I know, nobody has discussed in detail
the economics of the festival journeys. The rabbis who compiled
the Mishna and Talmud in the four centuries after the fall of

13. Ibid., PP. 12-13.
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Jerusalem forgot their ancestors’ answers, and the Christians
have never thought to ask the question.

In Exodus 23, we read: “Three times thou shalt keep a feast
unto me in the year. Thou shalt keep the feast of unleavened
bread: (thou shalt eat unleavened bread seven days, as I com-
manded thee, in the time appointed of the month Abib; for in
it thou tamest out from Egypt: and none shall appear before
me empty:)  And the feast of harvest, the firstfruits of thy la-
bours, which thou hast sown in the field: and the feast of in-
gathering, which is in the end of the year, when thou hast
gathered in thy labours out of the field. Three times in the year
all thy males shall appear before the Lord GOD” (Ex. 23:14-17).
Passover, Pentecost, and Tabernacles: three feasts a year were
required of every adult circumcised male if he was inside the
land’s boundaries. Every adult male had to journey to a central
location and participate in a festival (ritual feast) three times a
year. A parallel passage promised that during their absence
from their homes, no invaders would disturb them: “Thrice in
the year shall all your men children [males] appear before the
Lord GOD, the God of Israel. For I will cast out the nations
before thee, and enla~e  thy borders: neither shall any man
desire thy land, when thou shalt go up to appear before the
LORD thy God thrice in the year” (Ex. 34:23-24).  God promised
to bless the land when they honored these requirements. The
nation’s circumcised adults were on the march three times each
year.

Centralization

This geographically centralized system of ritual sacrifice was
what motivated Jeroboam to create a pair of false worship
centers at Bethel and Dan in his newly created northern king-
dom (I Ki. 12:25-29). He did not want the people of Israel
journeying to Judah to worship, for fear that this would divide
their loyalty politically (v. 27). He setup a rival altar and a rival
Passover celebration at Bethel (v. 32).
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We need to understand just how central, and how centraliz-
ing, these mandatory sacrifices were. We need to remember
this: there was only one lawful altar in Israel. Unless there was a
way for local religious and civil leaders in a community to rep-
resent the entire community at these feasts, which the Bible’s
texts do not indicate there was, this meant that the entire adult
male population – or at least those eligible for numbering for
military service – came to Jerusalem a minimum of three times
a year, not including their participation in any of the five spe-
cial sacrifices discussed in Leviticus 1-7.

Most of them had to walk. A few might have had horses, but
not many. Horses cost too much feed and do too little work for
small farms to support. There are few references to horses in
Israel. They are always spoken of in a military context: the
possession of foreign armies. Perhaps some people had don-
keys, but riding two hundred miles on a donkey is no picnic.
Think about it. Despite rain, mud, dust, and bad weather, three
times each year every adult male had to walk or ride a donkey
to the tabernacle-temple. In David’s day, this meant Jerusalem.
Some sections of the nation were located over a hundred miles
from Jerusalem “as the crow flies.” Winding highways would
have added to this estimate. At an average speed of three miles
per hour, this would have required up to four or five eight-
hour day~ of walking, each way, plus whatever time was spent
in Jerusalem, three times a year. Not every Israelite had to
spend this much time on the road, but members of some tribes
did.

The Walk: Physical and S@-itual

When God spoke of a holy walk before Him, He really
meant it. It was a judicial walk, but it was also a literal walk. The
dijiculty of the physical  walk was to reject  the dificulty of the spiritual
walk. Life in Israel was to be a kind of boot camp experience –
a temporary period of preliminary training for worldwide do-
minion. In Eden, Adam had been told to keep away from a tree:
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a physically easy task. In Israel, they were told to journey to a
central location: a physically difficult task. If they walked faith-
fully, He promised, the land of Israel would make them rich.

If ye walk in my statutes, and keep my commandments, and do them;
Then I will give you rain in due season, and the land shall yield her
increase, and the trees of the field shall yield their fruit. And your
threshing shall reach unto the vintage, and the vintage shall reach unto
the sowing time: and ye shall eat your bread to the Ml, and dwell in
your land safely. And I will give peace in the land, and ye shall lie
down, and none shall make you afraid: and I will rid evil beasts out of
the land, neither shall the sword go through your land (Lev.  26:3-6;
see Deut. 28:8-13).

God promised to intervene in the operations of nature in
order to make good on His promise. The heavens would deliv-
er rain in due season. But to obtain these blessings, Israelites
had to sacrifice – not just offer sacrifices, but sacrifice a large
portion of their lives to the boredom of walking. This nation,
more than any other non-nomadic nation in history, was to be
on the move. Like a literal army, they were to march a mini-
mum of three times a year. Marching was to keep them in good
shape, both physical and spiritual, as God’s holy army

At Passover, entire families journeyed to the tabernacle city
and later to Jerusalem. Families were required to celebrate the
Passover (Ex. 12). They could not celebrate the feast at home,
for they were required to slay the Passover lamb on the night
Passover began (Ex. 12:6). This had to be done at the appoint-
ed national place of worship after they entered the Promised
Land (Deut.  16:2-6). There were about 625,000 adult males
when they entered the Promised Land (Num.  26:51, 62). This
means that about two million people would have arrived in one
city at the same time, to spend a week. 14 Imagine four million

14. The average Israetite  family had approximately two children at this stage in
the nation’s history. The number of adult males had been almost the same when they
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people arriving. Or perhaps 10 million if the population grew.
This did not happen, for God withheld the blessing of popula-
tion growth, but until the sacrificial system changed, this long
walk was required. Then they all walked home.

Mothers today complain about the trouble involved in plan-
ning a day’s drive or a plane ride plus a week’s visit in a motel.
Think about organizing a family for a week’s walk, a week’s
stay, probably camping out in a tent. Bear in mind, there was
no running water, no indoor plumbing, no toilet paper, no
disposable diapers, and no fast food restaurants. This was no
picnic. Then, after a week of jammed masses of humanity and
assembly-line sacrifices, they walked home. Less than two
months after arriving home, all the men walked back to cele-
brate another feast, which we call Pentecost: the firstfruits offer-
ing. This was Israel’s celebration the anniversary of God’s giv-
ing of the Ten Commandments.15

During Pentecost (“weeks”) and Tabernacles ~’booths”  – the
feast of ingathering), those eligible to serve in God’s holy army
arrived in the central place of sacrifice in order to offer their
individual sacrifices. The feasts’ celebrations were family-cen-
tered, with each family inviting in Levites and strangers to
share in the festivities (Deut.  16:13-17). During Tabernacles,
the altar was used the whole week during the daytime for man-
datory national sacrifices (Num.  29:13-34). PentecostlG  was
different; the festival’s formal sacrifices were completed on one
day – day 50 after Passover (Lev.  23:16). So, the special five
sacrifices of Leviticus 1-7 could have been conducted after

left Egypt (Num.  1:46; 3:43),  which meant they had experienced zero population
growth. Stable population growth requires a tittle over two children per family 2.1
children – one male, one female on average (in monogamous societies). This means
that Israel had a national population of about 2.4 million people at the time of the
conquest. See Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Dominion Religwn vs. Power Religion
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), pp. 22-25.

15. Alfred Edersheim, The Tmple: Its Minsst~ and Services As They Were in the Time
of Jesus Christ (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,  [1874] 1983), p. 261.

16. Pentekoste is Greek for fiftieth.
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Pentecost ended. The costs of making the journey were high;
the time in Jerusalem was briefi perhaps many people stayed
behind to offer these special sacrifices. But Pentecost was a
summer festival, when agricultural time is most valuable. For as
long as Israel remained predominately agricultural, there
would have been economic pressure to return home immedi-
ately after Pentecost. Also, the pressure of so many visitors at
any festival would have raised food and housing costs. Less
busy periods were less expensive, but to take advantage of this,
the sacrificer would have been required to make another jour-
ney to the temple. In short, the costs of sacrifice were very
high. Conclusion: faithful people would have been very careful
to obey the details of God’s law, just to avoid an extra journey
to the tabernacle-temple to make a sacrifice for having violated
some detail. In the phrase of modern political theory regarding
men’s exodus from tyranny, Israelites voted with their feet. The
marched for liberty. In their case, however, they voted @
God’s covenant order with their feet, not against it.

The Challenge to Ttibalism

There is another aspect of the three marches, but especially
Passover, that must be considered: the mitigating effects on
tribalism. The three feasts were national celebrations. Clans and
tribes from across the nation were required to meet together in
one city: the earthly dwelling place of God where the sacrifices
had to be conducted. Loyalty is ultimately to God and His law.
This cross-tribal loyalty was to be demonstrated at the national
feasts.1’

When all the families of Israel journeyed to Jerusalem,
young adults of marriageable age could meet each other: those
of the opposite sex who were members of different tribes. 18

17. The feast still promotes unity across judicial boundaries, acknowledged or
not: at the communion table.

18. The denominational college or Bible college has long served a similar
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Marriage was not limited to members of the same tribe; it was
limited only confessionally.  The one judicial pressure to marry
inside a tribe was the unique case law that applied only to a
family of daughters. They could inherit their father’s land, but
only if they married within the tribe. This was for the sake of
the preservation of land ownership within the tribe, not for
theological or spiritual reasons (Num.  36:7). (The existence of
the bride price/dowry system was another factor loosening the
power of the tribe and the clan. Daughters did not carry title to
land with them when they left their fathers’ households; in-
stead, they carried transportable capital: gold, silver, jewels, etc.
Because this capital was transportable, marriage could cut
across clan and tribal boundaries.)lg

In a tribally based society, the power of the clan is very
great. Ethics tends to be associated with the tribe. “My brother
and I against our cousin; my cousin and I against the world.”
The tribal outlook is “brotherhood over otherhood,” insiders
over outsiders. Justice is owed only to insiders. The universal-
ist of fixed moral law is denied by such tribal brotherhoods.
This is why Mosaic Israel was not primarily tribal; it was confes-
sional-judicial.  It was a society based on the historical acts and
the revealed laws of a universal God. The tribes had a tempo-
rary role to play because of the tribal identification (Judah) of
the prophesied Seed-Messiah, Shiloh (Gen.  49:10).20 The
structure of landed inheritance kept citizenship loosely associat-
ed with the tribes inside the Promised Land, as we shall see,21
but the absence of judicial restrictions on marriage outside the

function: a place for people of the same accent (in the broadest sense: confession and
culture) to send their children to meet and marry others who are outside the local
church community

19. The Mosaic law did not specifi  who would inherit the wife’s dowry upon her
death. It is easy to imagine that such funds would go to unmarried sons (bride price
assets), daughters (dowries), or unman-ied  grandchildren.

20. Chapter 17.
21. Chapters 15, 17, 25, 30.
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tribe, the bride price/dowry system, and the central feasts miti-
gated the effects of tribalism-clannism.

Who Paid? Who Benefitted?

The costs of travel, lodging, food, and forfeited time re-
quired to participate in the three festivals were very high. We
can only guess at the rents charged in Jerusalem when the city
experienced a massive influx of participants. Even upper rooms
would have come at a premium price. The farther away from
Jerusalem a man lived, the higher these festival expenses were.
The festivals took place in the months of agricultural labor, not
in the dead of winter. That is, they occurred during periods of
very valuable time for agricultural laborers. The value of the
alternative uses of a farmer’s time was high; thus, the costs of
the festivals were high. As we shall see, it is reasonable to esti-
mate that the total costs associated with making sacrifice in
Israel were five percent (near Jerusalem) to 15 percent (distant)
of a family’s annual income. To this must be added the costs of
the sacrifices themselves, plus tithing, gleaning, and giving to
the poor. This does not count morally mandatory zero-interest
charitable loans (Deut.  15:7-1 1).

Edersheim said that the rabbis of the post-Old Covenant era
estimated the expenses associated with the required sacrifices
and payments, not counting forfeited travel time and personal
expenses, at one-quarter of gross income.22 This does not
count the farmer’s reduced income when the land rested dur-
ing the sabbatical year. While this estimate of 25 percent may
be too high, there is no doubt that 15 percent is a reasonable
estimate, not counting travel and lodging costs, and not count-
ing forfeited labor time. All of this was required before civil
taxes, and not counting the sabbatical year. It is likely that the
combined costs of the sacrificial system, plus the system of
morally compulsory charity, plus civil taxes at 10 percent (I

22. Edersheim, %mph,  p. 379.
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Sam. 8:15, 17) would have been in the range of one-third to
one-half of an agricultural family’s income. This is comparable
to the middle-class member’s tax burden in the twentieth centu-
ry – a very high-tax era. In the modern world, most of this
money goes to various levels of the State. In ancient Israel,
most of it went to the priestly tribe and the poor. Theirs was a
far better system, but it was expensive. I know of no society in
the ancient world with anything like these external costs on the
average farmer-citizen.

An Israelite could have chosen to live in a city located closer
to Jerusalem, but this would have led to higher real estate
prices in those cities. What a man saved in travel costs he paid
for in housing costs. The costs of sacrifice had to be borne.
There should be no question about it: Old Covenant Israel was
an expensive place to live, especially for Israelites.

The Faming Subsidy to Resident Aliens

This brings us to a controversial but inescapable conclusion:
non-Israelites, who did not have to pay these temple-based
costs, had a tremendous economic advantage. as farmers in
Israel. Except for one year in seven (Deut.  31:10-12), they were
not required to attend the feasts. They could invest their time
and money into farming while the Israelites were on the march.
They were allowed to lease agricultural property from Israelites
for up to 49 years (Lev.  25:4’7-52).  This means that there was
an indirect economic subsidy in ancient Israel for foreigners
and covenant-breakers to occupy the agricultural areas, with
the Israelites occupying the cities. Covenant-breakers would
have paid rent for rural land to the Israelites who moved to the
cities.

The larger the Israelite families became, the smaller and less
economically efficient each generation’s share of the original
family plot. If the jubilee laws were enforced, this must have led
to the creation of professionally managed farms along the lines
of modern corporate farming. It is likely that non-Israelites
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eventually would have managed most of these farms, especially
in regions remote from Jerusalem, where the implicit subsidy to
aliens was greatest, i.e., relief from the costs of the most expen-
sive journeys.

Consider the Jew who lived on one of Israel’s distant bor-
ders. If he leased his land to a foreigner across the border, he
might have been able to afford to move to a city closer to Jeru-
salem. As a city dweller, he could become a craftsman or trader.
His thrice-yearly trips to Jerusalem could have become busi-
ness-related. He could seek out new goods, new markets, and
new business contacts. The division of labor would have been
extended. So would the transfer of information. For an urban
produce~  the festivals could have become economically produc-
tive. Economically speaking, there is little doubt that the sacrifi-
cial system and the gleaning system (which was strictly agricul-
tural)23 subsidized the transfer of land stewardship to cove-
nant-breakers, especially near the borders of the nation.

I am not arguing that foreigners actually did occupy most of
the rural land in pre-Jeroboam Israel. I do not think they did.
I am arguing that if this did not happen, it was because the
Israelites ignored biblical laws, especially the jubilee land law.
We know they did not obey the sabbatical-year law to rest the
land (11 Chron. 36:21). Perhaps they did not pay all of the
temple fees, or perhaps they paid corporate representatives to
attend some of the festivals. Maybe they did not pay their
tithes, or else refused to participate in any of the five Levitical
sacrifices.

Whatever the case, the ceremonial laws were designed to move
Israelites OF the land and into cities. If the Israelites as a nation
remained on the land, it was because they broke some of these
laws, or else they were willing to suffer very high worship-relat-
ed costs – a very doubtful proposition, given their subsequent
behavior.

23. Chapter 11.
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As far as I know, I am the first commentator to discuss the
land ownership aspect of Israel’s sacrificial system, and I discov-
ered it only after I had completed two-thirds of the manuscript
pages of Boundaries and Dominion. Having spent almost two
decades writing an economic commentary on the first three
books of the Bible, at age 51, I finally noticed what should have
been obvious all along to any thoughtful investigator: the fe.stival
system subsidized gentiles in the nution. I say this, not in a self-con-
gratulatory tone, but in shocked humility. What else haven’t I
figured out? How much don’t we know about the actual opera-
tions of biblical law in Old Covenant Israel? A very great deal,
I suspect. I ask myselfl  Why don’t Bible commentators think
economically? Why did it take two thousand years for someone
to observe what should have been obvious? Am I completely off
the mark about the costs of sacrifice and its economic implica-
tions? If so, what am I overlooking? If not, why did it take two
thousand years for someone to write about it? If someone else
has written about it, why haven’t his observations found their
way into any standard Bible commentary or history of Israel?

The Import-Export Business

For a farmer in a tribe on the fringes of the nation, the
festivals brought immediate costs rather than immediate eco-
nomic benefits. Only if he became a part-time specialist could
he have made these journeys pay at least part of their cost. If
he set up a cottage industry and produced something of value
for those families living along the highways to the tabernacle-
temple, he might make the trips pay. Or perhaps he could
become a middleman for goods produced across Israel’s bor-
ders. He could sell imported goods to wives, daughters, youn-
ger sons, and resident aliens who lived close to the highways
and who had been left behind during Pentecost and Taberna-
cles. But he probably would not have been able to sell his agri-
cultural products to nearby foreign nations. Those nations close
to Israel’s borders would have been “free riders” on the good
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weather God promised to bring on the land when the nation
obeyed Him. The very high ecclesiastical costs of living in Israel
would have placed the Israelites at a competitive disadvantage
in relation to those foreign farms located close to Israel’s bor-
der. If anything, Israelites living on the borders of the nation
would have had to become manufacturers, trading their goods
for imported food and other manufactured goods. Conclusion:
inside Israel, journeying Israelites would have been forced to
exchange manufactured goods or services for other manufac-
tured goods. This would have made Jerusalem a center of trade
and information: goods and information brought from the
edges of the nation’s borders.

The required feasts would have created economic incentives
for residents located close to foreign borders to import goods
from abroad in exchange for goods produced in Israel, and
then use these imports to pay for their mandatory journeys.
But they would not have exported any crop that was not
unique to Israel. What is called the law of comparative advan-
tage operated in agriculture. Israel must have imported food
from abroad in cases where transportation costs were low, espe-
cially in cities close to the Mediterranean or close to foreign
borders. Why? Because there is no question that foreigners who
did not bear the high agricultural production costs borne by
Israelites could serve as exporters of food to Israel. Foreign
farmers who lived close to roads into Israel or the sea had a
decisive economic advantage in those years in which famine did
not strike their land – a curse God promised to keep away from
Israel if His people obeyed Him. It should be clear that God’s
law was designed to move His people from the farms to cities.
From the cities, they were to move out across the entire globe.

Those living near highways probably did not farm crops that
were immediately consumable, such as corn, fruit, olives, etc.
The law allowed neighbors to pick a handful of the crop free of
charge (Deut. 23:25). This would have included Jews on a
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journey in Israel.24 To keep from getting their fields stripped
at Pentecost and harvest time (Passover took place early in the
growing season), they would have had to plant root crops or
other hard-to-pick or hard-to-process crops. Also, there would
have been an economic incentive for those living near highways
to go into the tavern and lodging business. They would there-
fore have been in the barter business, selling prepared food
and lodging for whatever goods the travelers had to offer in
exchange. These highway businessmen would have become the
local region’s middlemen for imported goods.

Those who know anything about late-nineteenth century
U.S. history think of the early immigrant Jews as peddlers,
which some were. Jews in medieval Europe were also traders
and peddlers. But given the costs of sacrifice in Israel, a lot of
them must have become at least part-time peddlers in ancient
Israel. Men try to decrease the net loss from mandatory tasks.
Trade would have been one way to achieve this.

The International Division of Labor

If a majority of Israelites were not supposed to remain strict-
ly agricultural producers and rural residents, then what were
they to do for a living? Where would they live? As population
grew, they would have become urban manufacturers, interna-
tional traders, and specialists in finance: exactly what Jews
became when the second diaspora began in A.D. 135, after Bar
Kochba’s failed rebellion. Rome forced the Jews to move out of
Palestine. But from the beginning, Israelites were supposed to
become involved in international commerce, both as a national
center of trade for visitors and as men sailing across oceans.
The economics of centralized sacrifice made this economically
likely: cross-border importing and exporting. The laws of Pass-

24. Jesus relied on this conclusion in His parable of the good Samaritan on a
journey through Israel (Luke 10: 30-35), which He offered in response to the lawyer’s
question: “Who is my neighbor?” (Luke 10:29).
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over allowed those on journeys to celebrate Passover a month
later (Num. 9:10-11). This would have been during the harvest
season but after winter storms on the Mediterranean. This
exception to Passover’s laws was a sign of what God wanted for
them. They were to take the message of Jehovah’s sovereignty
and grace to every land, just as Jonah took it to Nineveh. They
were to trade and preach. They were to do well while doing
good.

Passover alone among the three mandatory festivals had a
second date so that travelers could attend. Someone returning
to Israel might have been caught in a winter storm. The Mosaic
law acknowledged this possibility. This indicates that the other
two festivals were not mandatory for Israelites who were outside
the nation’s geographical boundaries. For those who lived far
from the central place of worship but inside the land, and for
those living close to the Mediterranean, there was a lawful way
to avoid the economic burden of these two festivals’ time and
travel expenses: become involved in international commerce.
The traveller  could arrange his affairs to be on a business trip
when the two festival dates occurred. The festivals were held in
the spring and the fall, when the Mediterranean was suitable
for travel.

The extension of God’s message of salvation to the rest of
the world was inherent in the original covenant. Foreign na-
tions were supposed to learn of God’s grace in granting Israel
His law (Deut.  4:4-8)? Foreign commerce of one kind or other
would have facilitated the spread of the word of God. This was
God’s conditional promise to them: “[T]hou shalt lend unto
many nations, and thou shalt not borrow” (Deut.  28: 12b) – a
blessing better understood by modern Japan than modern
America.

Did God really expect the Jews to evangelize the whole
world? Yes. But how? What about the Americas? Hadn’t God
condemned the Western hemisphere to spiritual darkness
merely by placing its residents across the Pacific Ocean? No.
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Here I must break with the textbook accounts of exploration.
On this point, we have been misled.

World Trade Before Jerusalem Fell

Rome was a trading nation in the era of the fall of Jerusa-
lem. An important trade existed between Rome and China,
based on the exchange of silk for raw materials. Frederick
Teggart’s extraordinary book, Rome and China (1939), discussed
this international trade connection,25 but the topic still receives
scant or no attention whatever in the textbooks. In any case,
this trade is presumed to have been exclusively overland trade.
What the textbooks never discuss is cross-Atlantic trade prior to
Columbus. This is a mistake that has only begun to be rectified,
most notably by Barry Fell and the diligent members of his
Epigraphic Society.

Jews were probably trading in North America as early as
Jesus’ time, and perhaps centuries earlier. There were traders
from Europe in North America in the early second millennium
B. C., so this should not be surprising.2G  There is evidence –
automatically dismissed as fraudulent (“forgeries”) by establish-
ment scholars27 – that someone brought the message of God’s
Ten Commandments to the American southwest before the
time of Jesus, possibly centuries before. I refer to the inscrip-
tion, written in a Hebrew “stick” script,2s  which records the
decalogue. It was written on a boulder weighing 80 tons, locat-
ed 30 miles southwest of Albuquerque, New Mexico, near the

25. Frederick J. Teggart, Rome and China: A Study of Correlation in Historical
Events (Westport, Connecticut Greenwood, [1939] 1983). Teggart traced the tight
correlation between barbarian invasions in Northern Europe, 58 B.C. to 107 A. D.,
and 1) Rome’s wars on its eastern frontiers and 2) China’s wars on its western
frontiers. When wars disrupted the silk trade, barbarian invasions soon followed.

26. Barry Fell,  Bronze Age America (Boston: Little, Brown, 1982).
27. See “LOS LunasAttrack  Epigraphers,’’E  figrafhic Society Occasional Papers, XII

(Aug. 1985), p. 34.

28. Donald Cline,  “The Los Lunas Stone: ibid., X:1 (Oct. 1982), p. 69.
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town of Los Lunas. 29 The script (alphabet) dates from the
twelfth century B .C.30 Professor Robert Pfeiffer  of Harvard
University’s Semitic Museum first translated the inscription in
1948.31 A more recent translation than Pfeiffer’s reads:

I [am] Yahve your God who brought you out of the land of the two
Egypts out of the house of bondages. You shall not have other [foreign]
gods in place of [me]. You shall not make for yourself molded or
carved idols. You shall not lift up your voice to connect the name of
Yahve in hate. Remember you [the] day Sabbath to make it holy. Hon-
or your father and your mother to make long your existence upon the
land which Yahve your God gave to you. You shall not murder. You
shall not commit adultery or idolatry. You shall not steal or deceive.
You shall not bear witness against your neighbor testimony for a bribe.
You shall not covet [the] wife of your neighbor and all which belongs
to your neighbor.sz

It mentions two Egypts, an obvious reference to the two
regions of Egypt, upper (close to the head of the Nile) and
lower (close to the Mediterranean) .33 As to when the inscrip-
tion was made, George Morehouse, a mining engineer, has
estimated that this could have taken place as recently as 500
years ago and as far back as two millennia.34  A “revisionist”
who has studied the inscription in detail believes that the text
may be from the era of the Septuagint, i.e., over a century
before the birth of Jesus – surely no comfort for conventional

29. David Allen Deat, Di.$coucny of A~ieti  Amtia (Irvine, California Kherem La
Yah, 1984), ch. 1.

30. Barry Fell, “Ancient Punctuation and the Los Lunas Text,” Epigraphic  Society
Occa.swnal  Papen,  XIII (Aug. 1985), p. 35.

31. A photocopy of Pfeiffer’s translation appears in Deal, Dz3covw,  p. 10.
32. L. Lyle Underwood, “The Los Lunas Inscription,” Epigraphic Socie~ Occasion-

al Pape-n,  X:l (Oct. 1982), p. 58.
33. New Bible Dictioncny  (2nd cd.; Wheaton, Illinois: Tyndate  House, 1982), p.

302.
34. George E. Morehouse, “The Los Lunas Inscriptions[:]  A Geological Study”

Epigraphic SocieQ Occasional Papem,  XIII (Aug. 1985), p. 49.
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textbook authors. The stone’s tenth commandment prohibiting
covetousness mentions the wife before property, a feature of the
Septuagint text.35

Evidence of the ancient world’s advanced tools, maps,3G
international trade, and highly sophisticated astronomical and
observational science37  never gets into college-level world his-
tory textbooks. The evidence is automatically rejected or down-
played by conventional – and woefully uninformed – historians
because it breaks with the familiar tenets of cultural evolution.
Time is supposed to bring science, technology, and cultural
advance. Cultural evolution, not cultural devolution, is sup-
posed to be mankind’s legacy to future generations. The
thought that international trade across the oceans existed five
centuries before Columbus, let alone five centuries before Da-
vid ,36 is an affront to cultural evolutionists. This is probably
why a book like Patrick Huyghe’s Columbus wus Last (1992) had
to be published by an obscure New York company Hyperion.
It also explains why there is so little awareness regarding ama-
teur archeologist Emilio Estrada’s 195’7 discovery of buried
Japanese pottery on the coast of Ecuador: Japan’s Jomon-era
stone-age pottery.3g Scholars do not want to face the obvious
question: How did it get there? And why are there artistic
similarities between the China’s Shang dynasty and the Meso-
america Olmec culture – large cats (sometimes without their

35. Michael Skupin, “The Los Lunas  Errata;  ibid.,  XVIII (1989), p. 251.
36. Charles Hapgood, Maps of the Anzient  Sea Kings (Philadelphia Chilton, 1966).
37. 0. Neugebauer and A. Sachs (eds.),Mathematical Cuneform Texts (New Haven,

Connecticut American Oriental Society, 1945); Neugebauer and Richard A. Parker,
Egyptian Astronomkal Texts, 3 vols. (Providence, Rhode Island: Brown University
Press, 1960); Neugebaue~  The Exact Sciences in Antiquity (2nd cd.; Providence, Rhode
Island: Brown University Press, 1957); Llvio  C. Stecchlni,  “Astronomical Theory and
Historical Data,” in The Velikovsky  Affair: The Warfare of Science and Scientism,  edited by
Alfred de Grazia  (New Hyde Park, New York: University Books, 1966), pp. 127-70,
See also Glorgio  de Santillana  and Hertha von Dechend, Hamlet’s MiZl:  An essay on
myth and the frame of time (Boston: Gambit, 1969).

38, Fell, Bronze Age America.

39. Patrick Huyghe Columbus was Last (New York Hyperion, 1992), ch. 2.
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lower jaws), the dragon, and the use of jade – which overlap-
ped each other from the fifteenth to the twelfth centuries,
B. C.?40 Why were the implements and techniques used by the
Mayans to make bark paper five centuries before Christ so
similar to the implements and techniques used by the Chou
dynasty in the same era? Of 121 individual traits, the two sys-
tems shared 91, half of which were non-essential, and the other
half, while essential, had alternative approaches available.41
Why didn’t the Mesoamerican techniques match papermaking
techniques used by cultures in other parts of Arnerica?42 Why
do Mayan stone art works after 500 B.C. shift from earlier
forms to match Asian art forms of the same era?43

Meanwhile, at the other end of the hemisphere, slate tech-
nologies have been discovered in burial sites of the ancient Red
Paint (red ochre) People in Maine and Labrador. These arti-
facts match slate technologies in Scandinavia. The era of con-
junction was some 4,000 years ago.44 Huyghe writes: “The
principal deterrent to the notion of historical contact is the
widespread belief that ancient man was incapable of making
ocean voyages in primitive boats. But there is certainly no
doubt that Europeans had oceangoing watercraft quite early.
Bronze Age rock carvings in Europe show plank-built ships
were sailing Atlantic coastal waters more than 4,000 years
ago.”45

How many people know that the Carthaginians were send-
ing trading ships to North America in the late fourth century
B. C.? Throughout the eastern United States, Carthaginian coins

40. Ibid., p. 84.

41. Ibid., pp. 86-87. See Paul Tolstoy, “Paper Route:  Natural Hi.sto~  (June 1991).
42. Ibid., p. 87.

43. Ibid., pp. 87-91. See GunnarThompson,Nu Sun (Fresno, California PloneeL
1989). Thompson is director of the American Discovery Project at California State
University Fresno.

44. Ibid., pp. 52-54.
45. Ibid., P. 54.
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from the 325 B.C. era have been discovered near navigable
46 Beginning in the late eigh-rivers and off the Atlantic coast.

teenth century, farmers in New England started digging up
hoards of Roman coins.47

Few people know that numerous commercial bronze replicas
of Assyrian deities have been discovered in Cuenca, Ecuador
The Phoenicians were producing these replicas on Cyprus as
early as 600 B.C. Carthage, an offshoot of Phoenecia, exported
them to barbarian peoples.48 We know that after 300 B. C.,
Carthage began to mint electrum coins: mostly gold, but with
some silver. Where did Carthage get the gold? These fake
deities in South America are evidence that Carthage imported
gold from South America through the sale of these replicas.49
These trips would also explain where Carthage got the pine
lumber for building huge warships50 until the end of the First
Punic War with Rome in 241 B.C.51  (In that war, 264-41 B. C.,
Carthage lost 334 of these giant ships. )52 Barry Fell speculates
that before the defeat, they had brought trees as ballast from
North America, which is why we discover bronze coins there.
They bought lumber from the Indians.s3  After 241 B. C., Car-
thage concentrated on building her army, not her navy. Cartha-
ginian trade with the Americas ceased.

Roman trade replaced it.54 Paintings of Roman-Iberian
coins appear on cave walls in Arkansas and as far west as Castle
Gardens, near Moneta (“money”), Wyoming.55 There were

46. Barry Fell, Saga Amsrica  (New York Times Books, 1980), pp. 25-26,62, 64.
47. Ibid., p. 27. Cf. Huyghe, Columbus Was Last, pp. 97-98.
48. Ibid., p. 82.

49. Ibid., p. 85.

50. Quinquiremes:  five rowers per oar, 250 rowers, 120 marines plus officers:
400 men per ship. Ibid., p. 75.

51. Ibid., p. 76.

52. Ibid., p. 75.
53. Ibid.> P. 86.

54. Ibid., chaps. 6, 7.
55. Ibid., pp. 134-35, 144, 148-49, 159-60.
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Iberian-based banks all across North America in the time of
Jesus. These contacts continued, and they left traces. “In 1933,
an astonished Mexican archeologist excavated a terra-cotta head
of a Roman figurine of the third century A.D. from an undis-
turbed ancient grave sealed under the Calixtlahuaca pyramid,
thirty-five miles southwest of Mexico City.”5G

The Carthaginians and Remans were late-comers. The Scan-
dinavians were trading in North America during the Bronze
Age, possibly as early as 1700 B. C.” – the era of Joseph in
Egypt. A visiting Norwegian sailor-king left an account of one
of these visits in what is now called Petroglyph Park in Peterbo-
rough, Ontario, in Canada. He had an inscription chiseled into
rock, written in a nearly universal alphabet of the ancient
world, ogam consaine,sa and another alphabet, equally univer-
sal, Tijinag, an alphabet still employed by the Tuaregs, a Berber
tribe in North Africa. The Norse inscription was accompanied
by a comment written by an Algonquin Indian scribe in a script
common among the pre-Roman Basques, but using a form of
the Algonquin language still understood .59 The inscription was
discovered in 1954.60

This same Basque script was also employed by the Cree
Indians well into the nineteenth century. It was not known to
be related to Basque until Fell transliterated into Latin conso-
nants a document written in this “Indian” script. The document
had been sent to him by a Basque etymologist who had been
unable to decipher it. When it was transliterated, the Basque
scholar recognized it as a pre-Roman dialect of the Basque

56. Huyghe, Columbus Wm Last, p. 98.

57. Fell, BTonzs Age Amsrica, ch. 1. The dating is calculated by the zodiac data in
the inscription: ch. 5, especially pp. 127, 130.

58. A gift to man fi-om the Gaulish  god Ogimos, god of the occult sciences. Ibid.,
P. 165.

59. Ibid., p. 36. For additional information, see Huyghe, Columbus Wa Last, ch.
5.

60. Ibid., p. 39.
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tongue, one which was still in use in the medieval period .61
Some of the words are virtually the same in both the Algonquin
and ancient Basque tongues. ‘2 (Fell also reads Greek, Latin,
German, French, Danish, and Gaelic; he has a working knowl-
edge of Sanskrit, Kufic Arabic, and several Asian and African
languages.)G3

A thousand years before the birth of Jesus, Celtic tradersG4
were serving as missionaries in North America, bringing the
stories of their gods across the continent: central and Western
Canada, and as far south as Nevada and California. The petro-
glyphs of this era reproduce Norse gods whose names are in
ogam.‘5 Needless to say, none of this information has moved
into college history textbooks. Textbooks include only certain
kinds of texts. Textbook authors dismiss all such petroglyph
evidence as “forgeries” – the same way they dismiss the texts of
the Bible that challenge their concept of chronology. But this is
beginning to change. A few academic specialists are beginning
to admit that there is something of value in Fell’s work.GG  We
can therefore predict the traditional three stages of academic
surrender: 1) “It isn’t true.” 2) “It’s true, but so what?” 3) “We
always knew it was true. ” As of the final decade of the twentieth
century, we are still in stage one.

If Celtic traders were able bring their gods to North Americ-
a, so were Jewish traders. God expected them to do this. To
some extent, they did, as the Los Lunas stone indicates. But
they did not do it on a scale that matched the Celts.  The re-
quirement that they return for Passover each year must have

61. Ibid., p. 146. Comparisons of the North American Indian script and the
ancient Basque script appear on pages 148-49.

62. Ibid., p. 151.
63. Huyghe, Columbus Was Last, p. 59.

64. Fell, ll~onze  Age America, ch. 14.
65. Ibtd., cha~s.  ‘7-13.
66. Cf. David H. Kelley, “Proto-Tifinagh and Proto-Ogham  in the Americas;

Revtiw  of Archeology, X1 (Spring 1990).
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inhibited their journeys. This was a barrier to world evange-
lism. It was a temporary barrier. Israel’s old wineskins would
inevitably be broken because the geographical boundaries of
the Mosaic law, would eventually be broken if God’s law was
obeyed. Population growth would have seen to that. So would
the cost ofjourneying  to Jerusalem, especially for international
Jewish traders. But even if the Mosaic law was disobeyed, those
wineskins would be broken. This is what took place definitively
with Jesus’ ministry, progressively with the establishment of the
church, and finally in A.D. 70.67  The fire on God’s earthly
altar was extinguished forever.

When, sixty years later, Bar Kochba revolted, the Remans
crushed the revolt in 135. There is a continuing stream of
archeological discoveries indicating that some of the survivors
fled to Tennessee and Kentucky. An early find in Bat Creek,
Tennessee by Smithsonian field assistant John Emmert in 1889
is a five-inch stone inscribed with eight Hebrew characters. The
significance of this was denied by the Smithsonian’s curator,
who claimed this was Cherokee syllabic script. As the saying
goes, “Nice try, but no cigar” – he had read it upside-down.
Over half a century later, Hebrew scholars turned it right-side
up and discovered these consonants: LYHWD. In the early
1970’s, Brandeis University’s Hebraicist  Cyrus H. Gordon iden-
tified the era of the style of these letters: Bar Kochba’s. He
translated the phrase: “A comet for the Jews,” which was a
standard phrase during the revolt. Similar coin finds from this
era had been made in Kentucky, which Gordon believed had
not been faked.G8

Needless to say, none of this is in the textbooks. Neither will
you find a reference to the massive 1,37’5-page  two-volume
bibliography Pre-Colurnbian  Contacts with the Americas Across the

67. David Chilton,  The Great Tribulation  (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press,
1987).

68. Huyghe, Columbus Came Last, pp. 98-99. See Cyrus H. Gordon, Before Colum-
bus: Links Between the Old World and Ancient America (New York: Crown, 1971).
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Oceans, which contains over 5,500 entries.G9  For those of you
who want to spend a lifetime following the trails into and out of
America, here is the place to start.

Jesus’ Liberation Theology: More Net Income

Commentators should not ignore the economic burdens for
Israelite covenant-keepers prior to Jesus Christ’s liberation of
His people. When Jesus substituted the mandatory tithe and
voluntary offerings for all of the economic burdens of Israel’s
sacrificial system, He liberated His people. That the vast majori-
ty of Christians have always resented paying the tithe shows
that they are rebellious at heart. They regard the liberation of
the tithe as a threat to their economic autonomy. Their hoped-
for economic autonomy is an extension of their hoped-for
moral autonomy. The theology undergirding the familiar slo-
gan, “we’re under grace, not law,” has delivered them into the
hands of the tax collectors. The rapacity of today’s tax collectors
is on a scale undreamed of by the tyrants of the ancient world.
Yet Christians continue to re-elect  their masters. They cannot
discern the difference between tyranny and liberty. They have
rejected the authoritative standard by which to jud ge the differ-
ence: God’s revealed law.

I have never seen these economic aspects of Israel’s sacrifi-
cial system and tithe system discussed by any Bible scholar. This
may be because I have not read enough commentaries and
academic journals written by higher critics and liberals. I sus-
pect it is because Bible commentators are not trained to think
economically.

Contrary to the great Edersheim, who wrote that “the Law
seems to regard Israel as intended to be only an agricultural
people,’”o the Mosaic law pressured Israelite families off their

69. Provo, Utah: Research Press, 1989. Compiled by John L. Sorenson and
Martin H. Raish.

70. Edersheim, Temple, p. 379.
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farms and into the cities. The eschatological  task of filling of the
earth is to bring all of nature under man’s dominion (Gen.
1:27-28). So was the economic pressure of Mosaic Israel. There
should be little doubt that Mosaic laws that dealt with the land,
the tribes, and the sacrifices were designed to be temporary. As
the population of Israel grew as a result of God’s covenantal
blessings,71 the Israelites would have had to move out of the
land into the cities, and then out of Israel into the world: away
from Jerusalem. The centralized structure of temple sacrifice
and worship would have become impossible to maintain. The
Mosaic laws governing worship and sacrifice pointed to their
annulment: the sooner, the better for a growing, prospering,
urbanized population.

Conclusion

The Book of Leviticus is above all the book of holiness. It is
the book of boundaries: ethical, familial, tribal, liturgical, cultur-
al, and geographical. It is the book of ownership, property and
sacrifice. It probably is the most difficult book in the Bible to
explain, verse by verse. That a commentary devoted only to the
economics of Leviticus should be this large testifies to the prob-
lem. That mine is the first one ever written on this aspect of
Leviticus also testifies to the problem. The commentators have
ignored Leviticus for too long. Their prudence has come at a
very high price.

Israel was to be a nation of priests (Ex. 19:6). The priests
lived and worked in the holy city, just as the Levites lived in
walled cities (Lev. 25:32-33). The earth is to be filled by city-
dwellers. Nature is to be subdued by the nearby presence of
myriads of men: the domestication of nature. To reverse a

71. North, Moses and Pharaoh, ch. 1: “Population Growth: Tool of Dominion”;
Appendix B: “The Demographics of Decline”; North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws
of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 29: “The Curse
of Zero Growth .“
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popular slogan of the ecology movement: “In wildness is the
damnation of the world.” The people of God are to dwell in the
city of God. This does not mean that there should be no gar-
dens in cities. The tree of life is in the midst of the perfect city
(Rev. 22:2).  But it does mean that the city is fundamental; the
garden is supplemental.’z

The economic pressure on Jews to move from the farm to
the city was basic to Levitical law. The closer a man lived to
Israel’s holy city, the less time he had to spend on the road. If
he had to spend time on the road, he might as well become a
traveling salesman. The Israelites were pressured economically
by the laws of the festivals and the sacrifices to become a nation
of traders. The economic laws of Leviticus also pressured the
farmers of Israel to move into the cities. The residents of cities
were in turn pressured to become international traders. This
does not mean that there were to be no Israelite farmers in
Israel, but there can be no doubt that the general thrust of the
economic incentives under the Mosaic law’s system of costs and
benefits was to move God’s covenant people off the farms and
into the cities. They were to become a nation of manufacturers,
shopkeepers, traders, and bankers – an early version of what
England became in the nineteenth century. They were also to
become a nation of missionaries. If there is a unique thesis
found in this commentary this is it.

*********

In this book, I refer to laws, case laws, and statutes. Follow-
ing Rushdoony’s lead in Institutes of Biblical Law, I define a

72. Christianity is at war with paganism. “Pagan” means “rustic, villager.” Chris-
tianity triumphed in the cities of Rome; rural villages resisted. “pagan; OX@rd  Engksh
Dicticmmy  (Oxford University Press, 1971). Rural people clung to belief in animistic
lcxat gods. The public resurrection of occultism in the West after 1965 has been
accompanied by the resurrection of earth worship, animism, and a self-consciously
pagan environmentatist movement.
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biblical case law as a Bible-revealed statute that reveals a gener-
al principle of biblical law in a specific case. Rushdoony writes
that “the law, first,  lays down broad and basic principles,” but
there is also “a second characteristic of Biblical law, namely, that
the major portion of the law is case law, i.e., the illustration of
the basic principle in terms of specific cases. These specific cases
are often illustrations of the extent of the application of the law;
that is, by citing a minimal type of case, the necessary jurisdic-
tions of the law are revealed.”73 God has provided us with case
laws in advance in the form of legally binding statutes. A case law
illustrates a general legal principle, making this principle clear-
er by making it specific. God, as the sovereign Legislator, is also
the sovereign Judge. Thus, biblical laws are simultaneously
statute laws and case laws.

This usage does not conform to legal terminology in the
United States. The modern humanist legal theorist defines a
case law as a judge-made law that serves as a legal precedent.
He regards case laws as the products of specific legal disputes,
in contrast to statute laws enacted by legislatures. The modern
dichotomy between case laws and statute law reflects the dichot-
omy between humanistic English common law, which floats on
legal precedents announced by self-proclaimed autonomous
judges, and Continental Europe’s humanistic Napoleonic code,
which floats on legal enactments announced by self-proclaimed
autonomous legislatures.74 Ultimately, this dichotomy reflects
the autonomy in all humanist thought between historical flux
and fixed principles of logic: Heraclitus (“all is in flux”) vs.
Parmenides (“logic is constant”). Neither approach solves the
problem of discovering binding fixed principles of law that can
be applied to a changing world. The Bible provides this; hu-
manistic law schools do not.

73. R. J. Rushdoony  Tb Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley  New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973), p. 11.

74. Cf. A. V. Dicey, Introduction to the Study of the Law of the Con#itution  (8th cd.;
Indianapolis, Indiana: Liberty/Classtcs,  [1915] 1982), esp. Chapter 12.
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Note: As in previous volumes of this commentary I capital-
ize the word State  when I refer to the civil government in gen-
eral. I do not capitalize it when I refer to the intermediate
American legal jurisdiction known as the state (e.g., California,
Texas, Kansas).



Part 1

SACRIFICES
(Lev. 1-7)
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And they shall no more ofler  their sactijices unto devils, after whom they
have gone a whoring. This shall be a statute for ever unto them through-
out their generations. And thou shalt say unto them, Whatsoever mzzn
there be of the house of Israel, or of the strangers which sojourn among
you, that oflereth  a burnt oflering  of sactifice,  And bringeth  it not unto
the door of the tabernacle of the congregation, to ofler  it unto the LORD;

even that mm shall be cut o~from among his people. And whatsoever
man there be of the house of Israel, or of the strangers that sojourn
among you, that eateth any manner of blood; I will even set my face
against that soul that eateth blood, and will  cut him offrom among his
people. For the lfe of the fresh  is in the blood: and I have given it to you
upon the altar to make an atonenwnt  for your souls: for it is the blood
thut maketh  an atonement for the soul. Therefwe I said unto the children
of Israel, No soul of you shall eat blood, neither shall any stranger that
sojourneth  among you eat blood (Lev. 17:7-12).

Sacrifice is an inescapable concept. It is never a question of
“sacrifice vs. no sacrifice.” It is always this question: Sacrifice to
whom? And also this subordinate question: Which kind of
sacrifice?

The Bible makes it clear that fallen man owes his sacrifices to
the God of creation. This is the absolutely sovereign God who
rules in heaven and on earth, in eternity and time. The five
sacrifices of Leviticus 1-’7 were required because of the absolute
holiness of an absolutely sovereign God. Men have broken
God’s law; as unholy covenant-breakers, they are in need of
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means of covenant renewal. The first point of the biblical cove-
nant model, transcendence/immunence,  appears in Leviticus in the
section that presents laws establishing the five types of common
sacrifice. These five sacrifices were not the mandatory corporate
sacrifices associated with the national covenant renewal festivals
of Passover, Pentecost (firstfruits), and Tabernacles, but rather
the sacrifices of personal and familial covenant renewal that
were available to the faithful on a year-round basis.

Because the judicial foundation of covenant renewal between
God and man is ethics rather than ritual precision, the proph-
ets made it clear that God would pay no attention to the sacri-
fices of covenant-breakers who persisted in their rebellion.
“Behold, ye trust in lying words, that cannot profit. Will ye
steal, murde~ and commit adultery and swear falsely, and
burn incense unto Baal, and walk after other gods whom ye
know not; And come and stand before me in this house, which
is called by my name, and say, We are delivered to do all these
abominations?” (Jer. 7:8-10). “Wherewith shall I come before
the LORD, and bow myself before the high God? shall I come
before him with burnt offerings, with calves of a year old? Will
the LORD be pleased with thousands of rams, or with ten thou-
sands of rivers of oil? shall I give my firstborn for my transgres-
sion, the fruit of my body for the sin of my soul? He bath
shewed thee, O man, what is good; and what cloth the LORD

require of thee, but to do justly, and to love mercy, and to walk
humbly with thy God?” (Mic.  6:6-8).  Ethics is primary this is
why the laws governing the sacrifices are found in Book Three
of the Pentateuch: Leviticus, the book of holiness. Sacrifice and
ethics are closely linked in the Mosaic law, but the prophets
made it clear that ethics is more important than sacrifice.

Holiness and Sacrifice

Before we begin an analysis of the meaning of the five sacri-
fices of Leviticus 1-’7, we must have an understanding of the
role of the family of Levi in Mosaic Israel. The Levites were the
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guardians of the sacramental boundaries (Num. 18). The family
of Aaron within the tribe of Levi served as the priests, i.e., those
who actually performed the sacrifices. They had legal access to
the inner area of the temple that was closed even to the Levites.
The high priest once a year had access to the holy of holies (Ex.
30: 10). Thus, the ultimate boundaries in Mosaic Israel were
judicial-spatial.’ The temple, the place where the Ark of the
Covenant resided – the royal residence of the God on earth –
was supremely holy, geographically speaking.2 Inside the Ark
were the two tables of the law: the Ten Commandments (Deut.
31:9, 26). The holiest place on earth was where the original
records of God’s covenantal law rested. The judicial links among
God’s revealed law, Israel’s national and cultural boundaries,
holiness, sacrifices, and the priestly family of Levi constitute the
central message of the Book of Leviticus.

What about the economics of Leviticus? We begin with this
observation: based on God’s ownership both of the land (Lev.
25:23) and the Israelites (Lev.  20:26),  He established a unique
set of property rights over Israel and inside Israel. As is true in
all cases of property rights, these rights were marked by a series
of legal boundaries. Leviticus, the third book in the Pentateuch,
is most closely associated with these boundaries.3

The Five Year-Round Sacrifices

There are five year-round sacrifices in Leviticus. As with the
three mandated festival-feasts (Lev.  23), all five sacrifices had to
be offered to God at a central location. To get to this central
location, most of the Israelites had to walk.

1. These ended forever with the Fall of Jerusalem in A.D.  70.
2. Meredith G. Kline, Zrnages  o~the S~itit (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker, 1980),

pp. 39-42.
3. The third commandment establishes a boundary around God’s name: “Thou

shalt not take the name of the LORD thy God in vain” (Ex. 20:7a). The eighth com-
mandment (the third in the second table of the law) establishes property rights:
“Thou shalt not steat” (Ex. 20:15).
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All five of these Levitical  sacrifices had to be cut into pieces
or divided before they were placed on the altar. Only the Pass-
over lamb was placed on the altar whole. Its flesh was first
penetrated, allowing the blood to flow out (Ex. 12:’7), but there
is no mention that it was to be cut into pieces before roasting.4

This is consistent with the New Testament’s identification of
Jesus Christ as the Passover lamb (I Cor. 5:’7):  His body was not
broken by the Roman guards, although one of them pierced
His flesh with a spear (John 19:32-37).

The first section of Leviticus, chapters 1-7, deals with ritual
offerings and the labor of the priests. James Jordan has divided
Leviticus into five sections: 1) the sacrifices, five in number5

(Lev.  1-7); 2) the cleansing of God’s house (Lev.  8-16); 3) holy
living before the Lord (Lev.  17-22); 4) holy times or feasts (Lev.
23); and 5) the historical perspective (Lev.  24-27 ).6 I divide
Leviticus differently

1. The five sacrifices (Lev.  1 -’7)
2. The priestly, hierarchical cleansing of God’s house and

man’s house, including the land – a means of deliver-
ance (Lev.  8-16)

3. Laws of separation (Lev.  17-22)

4. “And they roasted the passover with fire according to the ordinance: but the
other holy offerings sod they in pots, and in caldrons,  and in pans, and divided them
speedily among all the people” (II Chron.  35:13).

5. Burnt offerings (Lev.  1), cereal offerings (Lev. 2), peace offerings (Lev. 3),
purification offerings (Lev. 4:1), and compensation offerings (Lev. 5:14, 6:1).

6. James B. Jordan, Covenmt Sequ-mtce  in Leviticus and Deuteronomy (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1989), pp. 15-17. It is interesting that John E.
Hartley has found a five-part message in Leviticus: God’s holiness, presence, cove-
nant, sacrifice, and continuity with the New Testament. Harttey,  Leuilicus, vol. 4 of
Word Bible Comm.entq (Dallas, Texas: Word Books, 1992), pp. Ivi-lfili.  Using Sutton’s
five-point covenant model, I would rearrange the Iisti God’s presence (as in transcen-
dence/presence),  covenant (which Hartley identifies with God’s deliverance of Israel
fi-om  bondage, i.e., historical prologue), holiness (boundaries), sacrifice (sanctions),
and continuity with the New Testament. Hartley sees a six-part division in Leviticus:
ibid., p. -v. He also refers to rival theories: two sections, four sections, and nine
sections. Zbid., p. -. He does not mention five sections.
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4. Covenant-renewal festivals and covenant-breaking acts
(Lev. 23-24)

5. Inheritance (Lev.  25-2’7)

The five-fold system of sacrifices parallels the five-point
covenant model that Ray Sutton has elaborated .T Writes Jor-
dan: “The sacrifices that occupy the first seven chapters are
themselves arranged by this pattern. The first section, chapters
1-3, concerns the relationship between God and man directly
The Burnt Offering affirmed God’s transcendence, the Cereal
or Tribute Offering affirmed the Israelite’s fealty to God, and
the Peace Offering affirmed God’s fellowship with man. The
Purification Offering had to do not with cleansing the individu-
al sinner, but with cleansing God’s house, society at large,
which was symbolically defiled by the presence of sinners. The
house of God was the place of mediation, so appropriately the
Purification Offering is discussed next. The Compensation
Offering had two purposes: to deal with theft (point three) and
with perjury (point four). Finally, the last point of the cove-
nanth-e-creation  sequence has to do with succession, the ap-
pointment of servants to continue the work begun by the mas-
ter.”s

Covenant Structure in the Sacrifices

By structuring the five offerings in terms of the five points of
the biblical covenant, God reminded the Israelites of their
covenantal obligations. Let us review this structure. First, except
for the hide, which was retained by the priest (Lev.  7:8),  the
whole burnt offering was completely consumed; none of the
edible portion remained in the possession of men, either the
priests or the offerer. This pointed to God’s complete transcen-

7. Ray R. Sutton, That Km May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1987). Revised edition: 1992.

8. Jordan, Covenant Sequence, p. 22.
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dence. The hide, like the hides in which God wrapped Adam
and Eve (Gen.  3:21), testified to God’s Presence with them in
history.

Second, the grain offering represented point two of the
covenant. This offering pointed back to the historical prologue
(associated with point two)’ of the nation: the exodus events.
As with the Passover meal of the exodus, this offering could not
be leaven (Lev. 2:4). Point two is also associated with the cozJe-
nant itself, just as Exodus, the second book of the Pentateuch,
is called the book of the covenant (Ex. 24:7).  The grain offering
was the unique offering of the covenant, for it was associated
with salt, a mineral used to flavor or preserve something or else
destroy it, e.g., salting the land (Jud. 9:45):  the salt of the cove-
nant. Salt was specifically associated with the grain offering.
“And every oblation of thy meat [meal] offering shalt thou
season with salt; neither shalt thou suffer the salt of the cove-
nant of thy God to be lacking from thy meat [meal] offering:
with all thine offerings thou shalt offer salt” (Lev.  2:13).

Third, the peace (well-being) offering, dealt with boundaries:
how covenant-keeping man can lawfully cross the boundaries
and come into God’s presence in a shared meal. The priests –
guardians of the boundaries of holy places and things – ate part
of it (Lev. 7:14-15, 32-34). The offerer ate part of it, so long as
he or she was ritually clean (Lev. ‘7:19). To violate this rule was
to create a new judicial boundary: “But the soul that eateth of
the flesh of the sacrifice of peace offerings, that pertain unto
the LORD, having his uncleanness upon him, even that soul
shall be cut off from his people” (Lev.  7:20).

Fourth was the sin (purification) offering. It was offered in
order to avoid God’s sanction-s. The vessel in which it was pre-
pared was either smashed or scoured afterward (Lev.  6:28).

9. Meredith G. Kline, Treaty of the Great King: The Covenunt Structure of De-utemn-
onty: Studies and Commenta~ (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1963), pp. 52-61.
See also Kline, The Structure of Biblizal Authority (rev. cd.; Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, 1972), pp. 53-57.
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Fifth, there was the trespass or guilt offering. The priest kept
the skin of the animal (Lev. 7:9). Animal skins were also God’s
gift to Adam and Eve just before they were cast out of the
garden (Gen.  3:21). These skins were the coverings that would
preserve them: a testimony to God’s grace to them by providing
a future.

Atonement for Sin, Not Food for God

Milgrom points out that all the food sacrifices were to be
performed where laymen could view them: on the outer altar
in the open courtyard. 1° This courtyard was open to all Israel-
ites.11  These sacrifices were public acts. Speaking of the altar
of incense, which was inside the tent or tabernacle, God said:
“Ye shall offer no strange incense thereon, nor burnt sacrifice,
nor meat offering; neither shall ye pour drink offering thereon”
(Ex. 30:9).  The sacrifices were for the benefit of the nation.
They were not for “the care and feeding of God” – a funda-
mental error of Mesopotamian religion generally.lz

The sacrifices atoned for men’s sins. This also meant cleans-
ing. “For on that day shall the priest make an atonement for
you, to cleanse you, that ye may be clean from all your sins
before the LO R D” (Lev.  16:30).  By appeasing God through
sacrifice, the nation was enabled to escape God’s wrath in histo-
ry. But the fundamental sacrifice is always ethical: avoiding sin
after payment to God has been made. That is to say, the es-
sence of acceptable sacrifice is ethical holiness, just as the judi-
cial foundation of holiness is sacrifice.

The Book of Leviticus is the book of holiness, the book of
sacrifices, and the book of property That is to say, Leviticus is

10. Jacob Milgrom,  Levzticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The Anchor  Bible (New York: Double-
day 1991), p. 59.

11. Ibid., p. 148. He provides a suggested sketch of the outer court, which was
separate from, but contiguous to, the tent and the inner courti  p. 135.

12. Idem.
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the book of boundaries. It begins with the sacrifices, for man in
Adam has crossed a holy boundary and has become profane.
He is fit for the everlasting fire. To avoid that fire, he would
have to place various substitutes on the flaming altar. These five
sacrifices forced covenant-keeping Israelites to confront the
consequences of sin.



SACRIFICE,

1

STEWARDSHIP, AND DEBT

And the LORD called unto Moses, and spake unto him out of the
tabemcle  of the congregation, saying, Speak unto the children of Israel,
and say unto them, If any mm  of you bring an ofering  unto the LORD,
ye shall bring your o~ering  of the cattle, even of the herd, and of the
Jock. ~his ofering  be a bumat sactijice  of the herd, let him offer a male
without blemish: he shall ofer it of his own voluntaq will at the door of
the tabernacle of the congregation before the LORD. And he shall put his
hand upon the head of the burnt offering; and it shall be accepted for
him to make atonement for him (Lev. 1:1-4).

To understand any biblical law, we should first seek to dis-
cover its theocentric meaning. What does a law have to do with
God and His relation to man? James Jordan argues that the
whole burnt sacrifice symbolized the death  of the sac~ificw.  This
death was imputed judicially to the animal. The animal became
covenantally  dead. The sinner’s liability to death was trans-
ferred to the animal. Death must be dealt with before sin is.

Jordan writes: “What the sacrifice removes is not sin but death,
the judgment for sin. Death having been removed, it is now
possible to live a righteous life.”1  The effect of this transfer of

1. James Jordan, “The Whole Burnt Sacrifice: Its Liturgy and Meaning,” Biblzcal
Hoti.zonJ  Occasional Paper, No. 11, p. 4. For a more extensive extract from Jordan’s
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covenantal  death to the animal was the removal of sin and guilt
of the sacrificer, but the cause was the sacrifice’s removal of the
sinner’s liability to death.

Leviticus begins with the law governing the burnt offering.
“A male without blemish” was required, which was also the
requirement for the Passover lamb: “Your lamb shall be without
blemish, a male of the first year: ye shall take it out from the
sheep, or from the goats” (Ex. 12:5). The phrase, “without
blemish,” is repeated throughout Leviticus.2 The blemish-free
sacrificial animal symbolized God’s requirement of a final sacri-
fice that alone serves as a legal ransom payment (atonement)’
to God for man’s sin. This pointed to the substitutionary death
of a perfect man, Jesus Christ (I Pet. 1:18-21).

The requirement of a blemish-free sacrifice meant that the
individual who was seeking a legal eradication of the legal
effects of sin could not expect to attain it at a discount. He had
to forfeit something of obvious value. He could not offer an
imperfect, less valuable animal and still expect to please God.
The offering had to cost him something: an animal with higher
market value than a blemished animal. David later declared:
“Nay; but I will surely buy it of thee at a price: neither will I
offer burnt offerings unto the LORD my God of that which cloth
cost me nothing. So David bought the threshingfloor and the
oxen for fifty shekels of silver” (II Sam. 24:24 ).4 A later genera-

essay, see Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 1.

2. Leviticus 1:10;  3:1,6; 423,28,32; 5:1 1,18; 6:6; 9:2-3;  14:10; 22:19;  23:12,18,
It atso appears repeatedly in Numbers.

3. Wenham says that the Hebrew word kip@-,  “to make atonement; may be
derived ffom one of two words. One means “ransom price,” and the other means  “to
wipe away.” The ransom price was the money a legally condemned man could pay
to escape the death penalty (Ex. 21 :30; Prov. 6:35).  In some passages, the former
seems more appropriate (Ex. 30:15; Num. 31 :50).  The latter seems more appropriate
in passages that deal with the altar (Lev.  15:33). Gordon J. Wenham, The Book of
Leviticus (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1979), p. 28.

4. David paid 600 shekels of gold for the land (I Chron.  21 :25). The 50 shekels
were the price of the oxen.
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tion of Israelites broke this law by offering blind, lame, and sick
animals (Mal. 1:8).

The same principle of costly sacrifice applied to the grain
offerings: “And when any will offer a meat [meal] offering unto
the LORD, his offering shall be of fine flour; and he shall pour
oil upon it, and put frankincense thereon” (Lev.  2:1). (This rule
did not apply to sacrifices involving birds, presumably for the
sake of the poor.)5

A Blemish-Free Sacrifice

I begin with the question: In what way does this law reflect
the character of God? Second, in what way does this law reflect
God’s relationship with man, especially fallen man?

The whole burnt offering was the first of five Levitical sacri-
fices. This sacrifice established two legal principles. First, God
deserves the best we have to offer: a blemish-free male sacrifice.
Second, God places limits on our mandated sacrifices: men
owed God only one animal. So, while the blemish-free male
sacrifice testified to the Israelites’ total indebtedness to God, the
requirement of only one animal placed limits on the sense of guilt
and obligation. We are not supposed to become paralyzed by the
thought of our total depravity. We are not asked by God to
burn up everything we own in a hopeless quest to placate Him
with acts of personal sacrifice. We owe Him far too much for
such futile acts of self-sacrifice to repay our massive debts.

When we offer a blemish-free male sacrifice to God, God
acknowledges this as a representative act of our total submission to
Him as absolutely sovereign. A blemish-free male sacrifice pub-
licly symbolizes our acknowledgment of our total dependence
on His absolutely sovereign mercy. In Leviticus 1, this blemish-
free male sacrifice was a bull. In the New Covenant, this sacri-
fice was Jesus Christ (Heb. 9).

5. Jacob Milgrom, Lwiticzu  1-16, vol. 3 of The Anchor Bible (New York: Double-
day 1991), p. 167.
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As we shall see in this chapter, any attempt to offer a blem-
ished sacrifice is a judicially representative assertion of man’s
own partial autonomy a denial of man’s total depravity and
also God’s absolute sovereignty. It asserts that man’s sin is really
not so bad. On the other hand, any attempt to offer more than
what is required is also an assertion of man’s partial autonomy
a declaration that men are capable of paying God everything
they owe Him out of their own assets. To argue either way –
less than an unblemished animal or more than one unblem-
ished animal – is to argue for the autonomy of man: man’s
ability to buy his own salvation. God does not allow man to
substitute sacrifices.G

Stewardship and Ownership

The whole burnt offering symbolized God’s primary owner-
ship (point one of the biblical covenant model) and man’s stew-
ardship under God (point two). Whatever man owns has been
granted to him by God. Both wings of the Enlightenment have
denied this fact emphatically. The Enlightenment’s right wing
has attempted to substitute the market for the State as the
primary sovereign. This is the basis of the doctrine known as
consumer’s sovereignty. In reaction, the Enlightenment’s left
wing has transferred it to the State, which is an easier concept
for most men to grasp: sovereignty as power.’ Whenever  the
doct~ine  of sovereignty is transferred from God to the State, so is the
concept of jwima~ ownership. The State is then regarded as the
absolute owner. Individuals become stewards of the State. They
own only what the State allows them to retain. A grant of tax
exemption by the State is regarded as revocable at any time.
This is why a successful defense offreedom must begin with the doctrine
of God’s sovereignty and permanent restraints on those covenantal
agencies that represent God in hi.sto~.  The permanent economic

6. See North, Bounakwies and Dom.inwn, ch. 1, section on “Substitute Sacrifices.”
7. Ibid., ch. 1, section on “Public Sacrifices and Implicit Sovereignty.”
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limit on the church is the tithe: 10 percent of a person’s net
output (= income). The permanent economic restraint on civil
government is also the tithe: all combined levels of the State
may not lawfully claim so much as a tithe (I Sam. 8:15-17).

Whenever men deny God’s absolute sovereignty, they also
deny His right to place economic and judicial limits on those
institutions that represent Him judicially. This leads inevitably
to an attempt by men to transfer final sovereignty in history:
from God to some human agency, usually the State. The State
then seeks to place boundaries around God’s revealed word,
the Bible. The alternative is to admit that God’s revealed word
has placed boundaries around the State. Boundaries are an ines-
capable  concept. The questions are: Who creates them ? Who
lawfully announces them? What are they? How are they en-
forced? How are they modified over time? The one who suc-
cessfully commands sacrifice is the god of the society, the law-
giver.

Substantial Losses

The ultimate sovereign is God, the one to whom we, as His
stewards, are indebted. It is He who cancels our debts. We do
not have sufficient assets to repay Him, for He gave us all that
we own. When He commands sacrifice, He reminds us that we
are in debt to him.s

Why was there a Levitical requirement of blemish-free sacri-
fices? Because man is made in the image of God, and his acts
are supposed to reflect God’s acts. This raises the question of
God’s acts. God has offered a sacrifice to Himselfl a high-value,
blemish-free sacrifice. To meet His own judicial standards, God
forfeited in history the most valuable Lamb of His flock, His
own Son. It is not what fallen man pays to God that repays God
for sin (a trespass or boundary violation); it is what God pays to

8. Ibtd.,  ch. 1, section on “Debt Relief.”
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Himself. The blemish-free animal in the Mosaic sacrificial system
symbolized (i.e., judicially represented) this perfectionist aspect
of lawful atonement. Even closer symbolically than slain animals
was God’s announcement to Abraham that he would have to
sacrifice Isaac, a payment for which God later mandated a
substitute: the ram (Gen. 22:13). The faithful Israelite of the
Old Covenant acknowledged ritually and economically that
such a sacrifice by God would be substituted by God in the
future; until then, he would have to bear earthly economic
losses in order to regain lawful startding before God. Isaiah
made it clear that the coming Messiah would be the one to pay
God’s full price (Isa. 53:2-12).

There can be no mercy without sacrifice. God’s mercy to
mankind as a whole is demonstrated in his willingness to sacri-
fice His Son, a perfect man.g Men’s mercy to the animal king-
dom as a whole under the Mosaic system was demonstrated by
the Israelites’ willingness to sacrifice their own blemish-free
animals. The fact that God was willing to sacrifice His Son
testifies to His protection of mankind. Similarly, covenant-keep-
ing men’s willingness to sacrifice their most valuable animals
testified to their hierarchical obligation to protect the creation.
God’s required sacrifices are testimonies to His mercy. When
men refuse to offer God’s mandatory sacrifices, they become
progressively merciless.l” In the New Covenant, the blood sac-
rifices are no more. There is only one sacrifice: the death of

9. Jesus did not die to save all men from hell, but His death provided the legal
basis of the gift of life in history: common grace. Gary North, Dominion and Common
Grace:  The Biblical  BusLs  of Progress (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1987), ch. 1.

10. The animism and the pantheism of the modern ecology movement are
denials of the God of the Bible and His required system of sacrifice. If this move-
ment’s stipulations are enforced by international civil law, we can expect tyranny on
an international scale. Men will seek to overturn the Bible’s hierarchical system:
God> man> nature. Mankind witl  be sacrificed to nature. For a defense of just this
sort of sacrifice, see Bill McKibben, The End of Nature (New York: Random House,
1989).
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Jesus Christ (Heb.  9:12). But all men are required by God to
acknowledge this sacrifice: verbally, ritually, ethically, and fin-
ancially, i.e., the tithe.

Man’s debt to God was not forgiven under the Old Covenant
economy its repayment was only deferred. In a sense, the
sacrifices could at most meet the required “interest payments”
to God; they did not repay the principal. Analogously, whenev-
er Israel quit paying because of her rebellion, these missed
payments were added to the principal owed. Israel’s debt to
God grew ever-larger.11 Finally, in A.D. ’70, God called in the
debt.12  Israel went bankrupt publicly. “Forgive us our debts”
(Matt. 6:12) is no idle phrase. The presence of the required
sacrifices in the Mosaic economy testified to the continuing
presence of the debt in God’s account books, and also to each
man’s need to repay God in the future. The cosmic Creditor
will eventually demand repayment of everything owed to Him.
On that final day of reckoning, every person will have to pro-
duce one of two things: sufficient funds to repay his debt (im-
possible) or evidence that he had already accepted the generosi-
ty of the Kinsman-Redeemer who had repaid his debt. At the
final judgment, the books are forever closed. So is the exit from
the ultimate debtor’s prison.

By forgiving a sin against us, we symbolically and legally
forgive a debt owed to God through us. This is why one version of
the Lord’s prayer says “forgive us our sins” (Luke 11 :4), while
the parallel in Matthew says “forgive us our debts” (Matt.
6:12).13 By extending forgiveness as God’s representative

11. In real estate contracts, this is called a backward-walking mortgage: the missed
monthly mortgage payment is added to the principal owed, so the subsequent
payments must be larger. The national debt of the United States by 1994 is well
advanced into a backward-watkhg  phase.

12. David Chilton, The  Great Tribulation (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press,
1987).

13. Protestant churches that place heavy emphasis on liturgy (i.e., sacrifice-
oriented) often pray “forgive us our trespasses .“ This is closest to the covenantal  focus
of Leviticus: boundaries and their violation.
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agents, we are showing God’s mercy to God’s debtors in God’s
name. Offering up a scarce economic resource to God as a
sacrificial o~ering  is economically the same as forgiving a debt
legally owed to us.

The loss of the value of a sacrifice made to God symbolizes
two things: 1) God’s payment of His own Son, the Messiah, and
2) the patience that we have shown to those who had sinned
against us. We are stewards, not owners. When we forgive
others, we offer up a sacrifice to God: extending grace to sin-
ners by forfeiting whatever they legally owed to us.14 Of
course, we are gaining heavenly resources by doing this. “Lay
not up for yourselves treasures upon earth, where moth and
rust cloth corrupt, and where thieves break through and steal:
But lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where neither
moth nor rust cloth corrupt, and where thieves do not break
through nor steal” (Matt. 6:19-20).

God will not collect what we owe to Him if we acknowledge
publicly that Jesus has paid our gigantic debt.’5  But we must
also acknowledge that those who owe us ultimately owe God
through us. There is a hierarchy of debt.’G  The kinsman-re-
deemer lawfully redeemed the debtor in the Mosaic economy.
This pointed to a future Kinsman-Redeemer, Jesus Christ, who
has redeemed His people in history. He redeems us; we are to
show mercy to those under our authority.1’  If men fail to ac-
knowledge in history that He has paid their debt to God, God
will collect it from them for all eternity. 18

14. We can still lawfully ask for economic restitution, but we can also forgive this
payment or any penalty payment.

15. “For with the heart man believeth  unto righteousness; and with the mouth
confession is made unto salvation” (Rem. 10: 10).

16. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 1, subsection on “The Hierarchy of
Debt.”

17. Ibid., ch. 1, subsection on “Representative Forgiveness.”
18. Ibid., ch. 1, subsection on “New Covenant Burdens.”
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Because of the shift in covenants, people no longer are re-
quired by God to spend money for, or forfeit income from,
animals or grains offered as sacrifices. We nonetheless are re-
quired to suffer losses when God extends financial mercy
through us to impoverished debtors: the legal right of a poor
man to declare bankruptcy thereby escaping his obligation to
repay beyond the market value of his assets, which he forfeits.
This is why bankruptcy laws are a legitimate aspect  of a Christian
society. That a person in the United States is allowed this God-
granted privilege once every seven years is a dim reflection of
the Mosaic Covenant’s law of sabbatical release (Deut.  15:1 -’7).
Since the late nineteenth century, there have been no debtors’
prisons in the West. In the United States, if a debtor is willing
to forfeit all his assets except the clothes on his back and the
tools of his trade, he has identified himself as an impoverished
person. He therefore is allowed to escape the demands of his
creditors by declaring bankruptcy If he is wise, however, he
will later repay his creditors if he can; because he owes so much
to God, he should not seek to profit from the sacrifices borne
by those who willingly extended credit to him.lg

Mandatory Sacrifices and Free Markets

Covenant-breaking man instinctively looks to the works of
his own hands as the basis of his redemption. He believes that

19. I am not speaking hereof civil governments. Anyone so unwise as to extend
civil governments credit should not complain when these debtors declare bankruptcy
either directly or through mass inflation. Also, any Bible-affirming new administra-
tion in a civil government should feel no moral compunction against declaring the
government’s bankruptcy if previous administrations unwisely pledged the govern-
ment’s obligation to repay. Defaults on loans made to governments by foreign
governments or foreign commercial banks are especially productive in this regard.
Periodic bond defaults by civil governments are healthy for capital markets: they
remind creditors not to loan money to institutions that are as wasteful and corrupt
as modern civil governments. Investors should loan their money to productive
enterprises, not governments, except in eme~ency  situations such as wartime
(maybe). The only other justification for lending to civil governments is in cases
where private debtors are even less reliable.
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the work of his hands will placate God. He exhibits this faith in
two ways. First, he seeks to offer a public sacrifices of reduced
value. Cain’s offer of agricultural produce rather than a slain
animal is representative of man’s search for an alternate sacri-
fice. He proclaimed ritually that he believed that his blood
(life)zo was not on the line. Second, man repeatedly places
himself under the covenantal  jurisdiction of false divinities that
time and again claim total sacrifice. This is why the quest fi.n-
autonomy from the God of the Bible has led politically to the diviniza-
tion of the State, no matter how strong the technical case against
the omnicompetent State may be. Autonomous man returns to
the theology of the messianic State like a dog to its vomit. That
which can command unlimited sacrifice is seen as the savior of
man and society.

Covenant-breaking man is schizophrenic. He seeks a divinity
in history powerful enough to bless the works of his hands, yet
not so powerful as to constitute a threat to his autonomy. This
is why, whenever and wherever God’s required public sacri-
fices21 are either ignored or denied by society, we can expect
to see increasingly successful attacks on the legitimacy of private
property Put differently, whenever and wherever the limits
(boundaries) placed by God on man’s required sacrifices are
ignored, we can expect to see the State substitute itself as a new
god which in principle requires unlimited sacrifice. Whatever
property that the State allows men to retain under their per-
sonal control will be understood as due to the present grace of
the State, or due to the State’s present political inability to
confiscate everything, or due to the State’s present perception

20. Blood and life are linked biblically “For the life of the flesh is in the blood:
and I have given it to you upon the ikar to make an atonement for your souls: for
it is the blood that maketh an atonement for the soul” (Lev. 17:11). ‘<For it is the life
of all flesh; the blood of it is for the life thereofi  therefore I said unto the children of
Israel, Ye shatl eat the blood of no manner of flesh: for the life of all flesh is the
blood thereoE whosoever eateth it shall be cut off” (Lev. 17: 14).

21. The Lord’s Supper is public. It is not mandated by the State; it is mandated
by God.
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that individuals acting as taxpaying stewards can more efficient-
ly expand the State’s capital base. What God has delegated to
the family in history, the Moloch State will eventually attempt
to confiscate.22 We must defend the free market from the Mol-
och State, but we must appeal to the Bible; it is the moral high
ground. Technical, “value-free” economics is not.23

What must become central to economic analysis is the under-
lying theology of the five-point covenant that preceded God’s
imposition of negative sanctions against the creation:

1. The integrated doctrines of the special creation, the sovereignty
of God as Creator, and therefore His absolute ownership of the cre-
ation (Gen. 1:1);

2. The doctrine of God’s delegation of secondary ownership of the
creation to man (Gen. 1 :26-28);24

3. The doctrine of the law of God, which appears in the form of an
exclusive (and therefore exclusionary) property boundary (Gen. 2: 17a);

4. The doctrine of God’s negative sanctions against the person who
violates His law and His property (Gen.  2: 17b);

5. The doctrine of the promised negative historical sanctions against
Satan through God’s promised Seed (Gen.  3:15).

The acknowledgment of the reality of God-cursed economic
scarcity is necessary but not sufficient for the reconstruction of
economic analysis. We must also discover in God’s word and
apply covenantally  the judicial foundations of economic recon-

22. Gary North, The Sinai Strategy: Economics and the Ten Commandments (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), ch. 5: “Familistic  Capital.”

23. North, Boundaries and Domiruon, ch. 1, subsection on “The Moral High
Ground.”

24. That is, the dominion covenant.
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struction: the progressive removal in history of the effects of
God’s curse.25

Conclusion

By sacrificing to something sovereign over him (point 1),
man acknowledges his debt to this higher authority (point 2).
He seeks to draw a boundary of safety or immunity around
himself, his works, and his property (point 3). He believes that
his sacrifice will enable him to avert the wrath and/or gain the
blessings of this higher authority (point 4), enabling him to
leave a valuable legacy to his heirs (point 5). Offering sacrifice
is a ritual acknowledgment of someone else’s sovereignty and
one’s own economic subordination: stewardship.

Covenant-keeping man in the Mosaic Covenant era was told
by God to sacrifice animals from his flock. The animal had to
be the best of his flock: blemish-free. This pointed symbolically
(representatively), as had Abraham’s sacrifice of the ram in
place of Isaac, to the ultimate sacrifice: God’s ethically blemish-
free Son, At the same time, God did not require total sacrifice
from His holy people. That which would constitute total sacri-
fice from fallen man is insufficient to pay the required bill to
God. Thus, the person who presented the sacrifice to the priest
was proclaiming ritually and publicly that he in principle owed
everything to God (i.e., the best of his flock), but at the same
time, all that he owned would not suffice to repay God (i.e., one
animal only). The individual sacrifice was to be of high value
but not total.

God placed specific limits - boundaries – on the required
sacrifices.2G These sacrificial boundaries put man in his proper
place. They also allowed him to retain the majority portion of
the wealth under his jurisdiction. In order to keep what he

25. Gary North, 1s the World Running Down? Cn-sti in the Christian Worldvisw
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1988), chaps. 8, 9.

26. North, lbol.s  of Dominwn,  ch. 30: “God’s Limits on Sacrifice.”
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owned, he had to acknowledge ritually that it was all a gift from
God. He acknowledged that his property was a residual: things
left over for his use after God had taken His fair share. This
same theology of residual ownership unde~irds  the tithe.

Mosaic sacrifices were representative. They represented the
death of man and the death of nature. Both man and nature
are under the curse of death because of Adam’s rebellion.
When God extended grace to man through Jesus Christ, He
also extended grace to nature. No longer does God require
animal sacrifices. Men may lawfully keep their blemish-free
animals, and the blemish-free animals now keep their lives.
Because God the Father has definitively extended grace to man
and nature in history through the perfect sacrifice of Jesus
Christ, there is no further need for man to shed blood in order
to placate God.

Economically, bankruptcy laws acknowledge the Bible’s view
of debt forgiveness. When a man declares bankruptcy, he hands
over all his assets to his creditors, including all debts owed to
him. He can no longer demand payment of debts owed to him,
for they are no longer owed to him. Whatever had been owed
is now paid to his creditors. This acknowledges the hierarchical
nature of stewardship and forgiveness.

The Bible’s definitive limitation on blood sacrifice has placed
a definitive limit on mandatory economic sacrifice. Neither the
State nor the church possesses an unlimited claim to our
wealth. The tithe sets the maximum limits of both institutions in
New Covenant times. This is a great blessing from God; under
the Mosaic law, the combined burden was far greater – at least
twice as great.27 But when men refuse to sacrifice to God, they
eventually wind up sacrificing far more to the State. God gra-
ciously limits His economic demands on us. The State, repre-
senting the collective god, autonomous man, is not equally gra-
cious. This is why widespread moral rebellion always brings

27. See the Introd~lction,  above, pp. 18-19.
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high taxes and inflation. The State demands to be placated. It
claims the moral high ground by proclaiming the economics of
confiscation. It robs the productive and gives to the unproduc-
tive. This is Satan’s political economy: the disinheritance of the
righteous. To thwart this satanic system of wealth redistribu-
tion, men must place God’s boundaries around the State, but
this means that they must pay their tithes to their local institu-
tional churches.



2

PRIESTLY REPRESENTATION

And when any will offer a mat [mean offering unto the LORD, his

oflering  shall be of fine Jour; and he shall pour oil upon it, and put
frankincense thereon: And he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons the priests:
and he shall take thereout  hti handful of the flour thereo$ and of the oil
thereo$  with all the frankincense thereoj  and the priest skull  bum the
memorial of it upon the alta?  to be an offering nuzde by jire, of a sweet
savour unto the LORD: And the remnant of the meat [mean o~ering skull
be Aaron’s and his sons’: it is a thing most holy of the offerings of the
LORD made by fire (Lev. 2:1-3).

The theocentric principle governing the interpretation of
this passage is that fallen man does not have direct access to
God. He must have an ecclesiastical mediator: a priest. This

, priest represents God before man and man before God. In the
New Covenant, the ultimate and final high priest is revealed:
Jesus Christ, the Messiah.’

This sacrifice was the second of the five Levitical  sacrifices,
and was associated with point two of the biblical covenant mod-
el: hierarchical authority. This sacrifice is called the allegiance gift

1. The Epistle to the Hebrews is the central book for the development of the
New Covenant priesthood.
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by the rabbis.2 As we shall see, it was uniquely associated with
the doctrine of the covenant, for it was the hierarchical (hiet-os:
Greek for priest) sacrifice.

Of the five Levitical sacrifices, this one had the least to do
with economics. Yet in other contexts, the actual Hebrew word
had much to do with economics. The Hebrew word translated
as meat  offering by the King James translators, minkhuw  (Lev.  2:4-
11), is the word for tribute ofering.  This is what Jacob gave to
Esau when he passed through Esau’s territory (Gen. 32:13, 18);
it was the “present” that Ehud promised to deliver to the tyrant
Eglon (Jud.  3:15); it was what the Moabites brought to David
(II Sam. 8:2) and the Syrians brought to David (H Sam. 8:6).
This tribute payment was used by those under another’s au-
thority to purchase the favor of those ruling over them.

The Priesthood

Significantly, it was this minkhaw or tribute offering which
was brought to a priest by a husband in cases where the hus-
band accused his wife of adultery the offering of jealousy
(Num. 5:15). When the wife had falsely sworn that she was
innocent, her eating of this offering would cause her thigh to
rot and her belly to swell (v. 22). More than any other Mosaic
priestly ritual, this one produced a predictable, immediate,
judicially binding result: a physiologically revealed falsehood –
the closest thing to traditional magic in the Mosaic law. The
priest could gain access to knowledge that was normally closed
to judges. God responded immediately to this jealousy offering,
intervening in history to identify a guilty wife, but only in cases
of adultery the supreme representative act of spiritual rebellion

2. See the comments of S. R. Hirsch, the mid-nineteenth-century founder of
what is today called Orthodox Judaism. He refers to this sacrifice as “a gift by which
the giver recognises the receiver as the arbiter of his fate, and by the gift acknowledg-
es and expresses his dependence on, and bondage and subjection to, the receiver of
the gift.” Samson Raphael Hirsch, The Ps-ntateuch, 5 vols.  (Gateshead, London:
Judaica Press, [1962] 1989), 111:1,  p. 51.
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(Hos. 2). God’s refusal to intervene visibly was legal evidence of
the wife’s innocence (Num.  5:28).

In Leviticus, the meal or tribute offering was closely associat-
ed with the priesthood, although common Israelites could bring
this offering. This offering accompanied the inauguration of the
Aaronic priesthood. The day Aaron was anointed, he and his
sons had to offer a meal offering (Lev.  6:20).  This had to be
done with every anointing of a new priest, for it was a perma-
nent statute (Lev. 6:22).  At these Aaronic anointing, the meal
offering could not be eaten; it had to be burned on the altar
(Lev.  6:23).  This fully consumed sacrifice represented the death
of the priest for wlhom it was offered. As the administrator of
the consuming fire of the altar, he had to be reminded that he,
too, was under the threat of God’s eternal fire.

The meal offering established the principle of priestly sacri-
fice at the time of each priest’s anointing. When the authority
of the priestly office was transferred to any male heir of Aaron,
he and his sons had to offer this sacrifice. This sacrifice remind-
ed them of their unique position of representation. They repre-
sented the nation before God. Those under them were at risk.
The priests’ moral  conduct had to be exemplary because of
their representative function. Also, their official conduct in
offering the various sacrifices had to conform to the require-
ments of the covenant. Both moral purity and ritual precision
were required of them, but the greater requirement was moral
purity. One sign of this greater priestly responsibility was the
law’s requirement that a priest’s daughter who became a prosti-
tute had to be burned alive (Lev.  21:9). This sanction did not
apply to any other prostitute. The daughter of a priest repre-
sented her father’s household; she was therefore under greater
condemnation. Whoredom was representative (symbolic) of
false worship: whoring after other gods.

When an Israelite brought a meal offering to the priest, the
major part of this offering belonged to the priests: “And the
remnant of the meat [meal] offering shall be Aaron’s and his
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sons’: it is a thing most holy of the offerings of the LORD made
by fire” (Lev. 2:3).  The priests burned a handful of the meal on
the altar as their portion of the offering and then ate the re-
mainder (Lev. 6:15-16). This had to be eaten in the court of the
tabernacle of the congregation (v. 16). No females could partici-
pate in this common meal (v. 18). This is because priestly activi-
ties are uniquely representative of God, and God is exclusively
male.

Leaven and Fire

This offering could not include leaven (Lev.  2:4-5).  The
reason for this is that part of it had to go on the altar. Leaven
was not allowed on the altar (Lev.  2:11). Unleavened bread was
required during Passover (Ex. 12:15). Unleavened bread sym-
bolized Israel’s radical break with Egypt, the symbol of pagan
religion and tyranny. It was not that unleavened meal repre-
sented righteousness as such; rather, it represented Israel’s
discontinuous break in history from evil. Unleaven  represented
historical discontinuity – the transition from wrath to grace – prior
to the oath-bound establishment of a covenantal nation.

The meal offering served as the priests’ acknowledgment of
their subordination to God and their break with the religion of
Egypt. Thus, “It shall not be baken with leaven. I have given it
unto them for their portion of my offerings made by fire; it is
most holy, as is the sin offering, and as the trespass offering”
(Lev.  6:17). Leaven was not allowed on the altar, but not be-
cause it somehow represented evil as such. It represented a
fully risen or completed product, as did honey, so it could not
be burned on the altar. Leaven symbolized historical continuity.
But men are still in history; their work is not yet completed.
Thus, leaven was not symbolically proper on the fiery altar.
Nevertheless, part of this offering had to be burned on the
altar:
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And thou shalt bring the meat [meal] offering that is made of these
things unto the LORD: and when it is presented unto the priest, he shall

bring it unto the altar. And the priest shall take from the meat offering

a memorial thereof, and shall burn it upon the altar: it is an offering
made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the LORD. And that which is left of
the meat offering shall be Aaron’s and his sons’: it is a thing most holy

of the offerings of the LORD made by fire (Lev. 2?:8-1  O).

The fire on the altar was God’s permanent, day-and-night
testimony of His wrath. The animal and agricultural sacrifices
placed on this fire produced a sweet savor for God (Lev. 1:9;
2:2; 3:5; 4:3 1). God delighted in the ritual burning of represen-
tative animals and meal. This symbolized (represented) God’s
delight in the eternal burning of His enemies, angelic and
human (Rev. 20: 14-15). This particular delight of God ought to
be the terror of man. The smoke ascending day and night from
God’s altar was to serve as a reminder to man of what awaits
covenant-breakers in eternity. This was God’s testimony in
history to the wrath that awaits covenant-breakers beyond histo-
ry.

The Salt of the Covenant

The meal offering, more than the other sacrifices, was the
sacrifice of the covenant. It was the one sacrifice in which salt
was specifically mentioned: “And every oblation of thy meat
[meal] offering shalt thou season with salt; neither shalt thou
suffer the salt of the covenant of thy God to be lacking from thy
meat offering: with all thine offerings thou shalt offer salt” (Lev.
2:13). This phrase, the salt of the covenbzt, ties this sacrifice to the
Bible’s system of covenantal  subordination.

Why salt? First, it is an agency of incorruption, keeping
things from spoiling.3  Second, salt imparts flavor. Third, and

3. Alfi-ed  Edersheim, The Temple: Its Minist~ and Sewices As They Were in the Time
ofjesm Christ (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, [1874] 1983), p. 109.
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most important with respect to sacrifices, it is an agent of per-
manent destruction. It was used by armies to destroy perma-
nently the fertility of their defeated enemies’ land (Jud.  9:45).
Salt is therefore associated with God’s wrath in eternity “And
if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out: it is better for thee to
enter into the kingdom of God with one eye, than having two
eyes to be cast into hell fire: Where their worm dieth not, and
the fire is not quenched. For every one shall be salted with fire,
and every sacrifice shall be salted with salt” (Mark 9:47-49 ).4 It
is also associated with God’s covenantal  wrath in history. God
warned Israel at the time of the nation’s act of covenant renew-
al, just before they entered the promised land, regarding Sod-
om’s burning and Sodom’s salt. Sodom had so thoroughly bro-
ken the terms of God’s covenant that it was doomed to be salt-
ed over: final judgment.

So that the generation to come of your children that shall rise up after

you, and the stranger that shall come from a far land, shall say, when

they see the plagues of that land, and the sicknesses which the LORD

bath laid upon it; And that the whole land thereof is brimstone, and
salt, and burning, that it is not sown, nor beareth, nor any grass grow-
eth therein, like the overthrow of Sodom, and Gomorrah, Admah, and
Zeboim, which the LORD overthrew in his anger, and in his wrath: Even
all nations shall say, Wherefore bath the LORD done thus unto this
land? what meaneth the heat of this great anger? Then men shall say,
Because they have@xzhen  the cmmumt  of the LORD God of their fathers,
which he made with them when he brought them forth out of the land
of Egypt: For they went and served other gods, and worshiped them,
gods whom they knew not, and whom he had not given unto them:
And the anger of the LORD was kindled against this land, to bring upon
it all the curses that are written in this book (Deut.  29:22-27;  emphasis
added).

4. For a discussion of this passage in the light of the New Testament’s doctrine
of eternal punishment, and the background of the Old Testament’s sacrifices, see
Gary North, “ Pubtisher’s Epilogue; in David Chilton,  The Great Tribulation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), pp. 171-95.
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The conclusion: “Keep therefore the words of this covenant,
and do them, that ye may prosper in all that ye do” (Deut.
29:9).

The threat of God’s covenant sanctions was not limited to
the nation; it also included the individual. God warned what
would happen to the covenant-breaking individual. Notice the
language of smoke, which accompanies burning. “And it come
to pass, when he heareth the words of this curse, that he bless
himself in his heart, saying, I shall have peace, though I walk in
the imagination of mine heart, to add drunkenness to thirst:
The LORD will not spare him, but then the anger of the LORD

and his jealousy shall smoke against that man, and all the curs-
es that are written in this book shall lie upon him, and the
LORD shall blot out his name from under heaven. And the LORD

shall separate him unto evil out of all the tribes of Israel, ac-
cording to all the curses of the covenant that are written in this
book of the law” (Deut.  29:19-21).

Firstfruits (Pentecost)

The meal offering is associated in the text with the firstfruits
offering, another meal offering (Lev.  2:12, 14). Firstfruits was a
mandatory annual offering (Ex. 23:16, 19). This offering was a
man’s public acknowledgment that God must be paid “off the
top.” That is, the farmer owed God the best of his field and the
first portion of his crop. He was not to pay God last; he was
required to pay God first. Firstfruits was one rare case in the
Bible where God taxed capital rather than the net increase. The
farmer did not deduct the replacement seed before offering the
firstfruits; whatever came up was God’s. But it was a small
offering – a token offering.

The firstfruits payment was mandatory. This was his public
acknowledgment of his subordination to God through the Aa-
ronic priesthood. When the blessings of God’s bounty appeared
in his field, the owner was required to acknowledge the source
of this bounty by bringing a meal offering to God.
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According to rabbinic  tradition, the tithe was paid on what
remained after the firstfruits offerings and after gleaning had
taken place.5  This interpretation of the tithe is consistent with
the idea that the tithe is paid only on that which is at the lawful
disposal of the owner. We do not owe the church a tithe on
that which has been lawfully appropriated by others. Counting
all the required tithes (including the tithe of celebration: Deu-
teronomy 14:23), the sacrifices, and the gleaning laws, the
rabbis estimated that about one-quarter of the agricultural
productivity of the land would have been transferred to others,
not including civil taxes.G Many of these offerings beyond the
tithe did not burden non-agricultural occupations.’ This is
additional evidence that biblical law indirectly subsidized urban
employment by penalizing farming. Contrary to Edersheim,
who wrote that “the Law seems to regard Israel as intended to
be only an agricultural people,”s the Mosaic law did a great
deal to move Israelite families off the farm and into the city, as
I explained in this book’s Introduction.

Exodus 23:17 indicates that the public offering of the first-
fruits, like the feast of ingathering (Tabernacles), was mandato-
ry for all the men of Israel: “Three times in the year all thy
males shall appear before the Lord GoD.” Because the firstfruits
offerings were explicitly agricultural, the products of other
occupations were exempt. Still, in a predominantly agricultural
society, the crowds entering Jerusalem would have been im-
mense. Edersheim says that the later rabbinical estimate of the
size of the original temple indicated that 210,000 people could
worship there.g We ask ourselves: How did the priests handle
the immense flow of individual sacrifices? Where did the people

5. Edersheim, Tern@,  p. 379.
6. Zdem.  The rabbis assumed that the third-year and sixth-year festival tithes of

Deuteronomy 14:26-29  were additional tithes.
7. I&m.
8. Idem.

9. Ibid., p. 138.
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stay? How long did these round-trip journeys take? What ex-
penses along the road did the travelers incur? This traveling
expense would have been considerable, in contrast to the value
of the firstfruits’ representative grain offering.

These festivals were acts of covenant renewal. They were
expensive and time-consuming. They would have required a
great deal of patience, such as standing in long lines for many
hours. God required the men of the nation to go through these
ceremonies, despite the costs involved. Why? Because they were
a nation of priests (Ex. 19:6).

Of all the festivals, firstfruits was the one least likely to have
been attended by women. It was held fifty days after Passover
(Lev.  23:15). Passover was a family celebration (Ex. 12). Women
who had just walked home from the central location would
have been tired of traveling with children. The men were
required to attend; the women were not. Firstfruits would have
tended to be a more male-oriented festival, analogous to the
meal offering, which was exclusively masculine (Lev.  2:18).

Conclusion

This sacrifice was an aspect of point two of the biblical cove-
nant model. Bear in mind that Exodus is the second book in
the Pentateuch. First, the phrase “salt of the covenant” (Lev.
2:13) parallels the Book of Exodus’ identification as the book of
the covenant (Ex. 24:7).  Second, the prohibition of leaven
points back to the exodus: the definitive break in Israelite histo-
ry from bondage to false gods. All of Egypt’s leaven had to be
left behind. None could be brought into the Promised Land.
This sharp break with the evil of Egypt was celebrated at the
Passover meal, which also excluded leaven (Ex. 12:15). Third,
the meal sacrifice was the second of the five sacrifices of Leviti-
cus. Fourth, this sacrifice had to do with the priesthood: hierar-
chy.

The meal offering pointed to Israel as a nation under a
covenant. It was under hierarchical authority, both civil and
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ecclesiastical. The meal offering more than the other four
pointed to this hierarchical system of representation. The
priests were required to make a meal offering at the time of
their anointing. The common Israelite, when he had committed
an unnamed infraction, brought a meal offering to the priest
for sacrifice.

What was the nature of this transgression? We are not told,
but we can deduce the answer. The transgression had no vic-
tim, or else the fifth sacrifice would have been appropriate: the
trespass or reparation offering. It was not an unintentional sin,
since the fourth sacrifice was not involved: the sin offering or
purification offering. It was not a peace offering, which was
voluntary and was not part of the atoning sacrifices. The whole
burnt offering was associated with man’s total submission to
God. Thus, I conclude that the meal offering had something to
do with a known infraction of a priestly law - what we call
today ceremonial law.

The Israelite was a member of a nation of priests. As a
household priest, he was under rigorous requirements regard-
ing washing, bodily discharges, bodily contact, and so forth. To
maintain his purity, he had to follow certain rules. A violation
of these priestly rules brought him under the threat of sanc-
tions. The meal offerings pointed to his position as a subordi-
nate officer in a national priesthood.

For a man outside the temple’s priesthood, the cost of bring-
ing this sacrifice to Jerusalem was far greater than the value of
the food sacrificed. This was true of all of the national festivals.
These transportation and participation costs testified to God’s
sovereignty over Israel. They also imposed special economic
burdens on agricultural production. This is evidence that God
intended the Israelites to be urban people, with most farms in
the land being managed in the name of original owners by
specialists. The management of agriculture would have been
representative, much as modern agriculture is.



Priestly Representation 73

The meal offering was priestly. It was associated with Israel’s
status as priest of the nations. The common Israelite was held
responsible by God for honoring the priestly laws of separation
from the nations. This sacrifice probably atoned for violations
of the laws of separation.



3

LEAVEN AND
PROGRESSIVE SANCTIFICATION

And if his ob.kztion  be a sacrifice of peace ofering,  if he ofler it of the
herd; whether it be a male or female, he shall ofer it without blemish
before the LORD. . . . It shall be a perpetual statute for your generations
throughout all your dwellings, that ye eat neither fat nor blood (Lev. 3:1,
17).

And this is the law of the sacrifice of peace oflerings, which he shall
ofler unto the LORD. If he o~m it for a thanksgiving, then he shall offer
with the sacrijice of thanksgiving unleavened cakes mingled with oil, and
unleavened wafers anointed with oil, and cakes mingled with oti,  of fine
jloux fried. Besides the cakes, he shall ofer for his o~ering leavened
bread with the sacrifice of thanksgiving of his peace oferings.  And of it
he shall offer one out of the whole oblation for an heave ofering unto the
LORD, and it shall be the prids that sprinkleth  the blood of the peace
offerings. And the flesh of the sacnjice of hti peace ojirings for thanksg-
iving  shall be eaten the sanw day that it k oflered; he shall not leave
any of it until the morning (Lev. 7:11-15).

The theocentric focus of these judicially unified passages is
the presence of a state of war between God and fallen man.
Man must seek peace on God’s terms. God does not seek peace
on man’s terms. There are the terms of peace: unconditional
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surrende~  1 The question is: Must man surrender uncondition-
ally to God, or must God surrender unconditionally to man?
The irreconcilable conflicting answers to this question constitute
the essence of the war between Christianity and humanism.

The Mosaic sacrificial system testified to the possibility of
peace. The peace offering was the third of the five Levitical
sacrifices. It corresponded to point three of the biblical cove-
nant model because it dealt with boundaries: the boundary
separating God from man. In Mosaic Israel, this boundary
principle applied above all to the temple-tabernacle.

The goal of this sacrifice was peace with God: a goal for all
seasons. When an Israelite sought to establish special peace with
God, he brought a sacrificial animal to the priest. This offering
had to be blemish-free, as was the case in the other offerings.
The blemish-free animal was the mark of the best a man could
offer God. As we shall see, this is also why leaven had to accom-
pany the peace offering. But the offering had to include un-
leavened bread as well. This mixture of leaven and unleaven
creates a problem for the commentator. What did each of these
offerings symbolize? They seem contradictory, yet both were
required in the same offering. Why? To answer, we need to
understand the special nature of this sacrifice.

The Peace Offering

The peace offering was not tied to a vow or an oath. We
know this because the Israelite was not allowed to eat this sacri-
fice over a period of two days (Lev. 7:15), unlike a votive (vow)
offering, which could lawfully be eaten the second day (Lev.
7: 16). An unclean person who ate the peace offering had to be
excommunicated: cut off from the people (Lev.  7:20). This
sacrifice, more than the other four, involved boundaries (point
three): lawful and unlawful crossing into God’s presence.

1. Gary North, Unconditional Surrender: God’s Program for Victo~ (3rd cd.; Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1988).
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This sacrifice is designated by the Hebrew word transliterat-
ed zehbakh. Milgrom says that this word always means “slain
offering whose meat is eaten by the worshiper” He cites as
particularly revealing Jeremiah 7:21: “Thus saith the LORD of
hosts, the God of Israel; Put your burnt offerings unto your
sacrifices [.zeldxdi%],  and eat flesh.”2  I conclude that the common
person could eat part of this offering because of the laws gov-
erning uncleanness. The law stated that an unclean person
could not lawfully eat this sacrifice (Lev. ‘7:20-21). But this law
of uncleanness always applied to priests. If this law applied only
to priests, there was no need to mention this requirement. By
singling out the possibility that a clean person could enter the
sacrifice (priestly) area, this law identified this sacrifice as a
shared meal in which the common offerer could participate.
This sacrifice was unique among the five in that it allowed a
common Israelite or circumcised resident alien to eat a ritual
meal in the presence of God. The priest collected part of this
offering for his own use (Lev. 7:14). This indicates, though does
not prove, that the priest ate the meal with the sacrificer and
his family and friends.

Where was it eaten? Milgrom argues that it was eaten inside
the sanctuary’s boundaries. He refers to the sacrifice of the
Shilonite sanctuary (II Sam. 2:13-14): a zehlwkh,  a shared meal.
The offerer’s sacrifice was boiled on the sanctuary premises.
There were probably special halls for eating the sacrificial meal,
he concludes (I Sam. 9:22; Jer. 35:2). This is why there were
rules governing the offerer’s uncleanness, he says.3

The Israelite was not allowed to eat fat or blood when mak-
ing this sacrifice. Normally, fat was regarded as a blessing;
blood was always prohibited. So, in this case, God reserved to
Himself both the fat and the blood.4

2. Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The Anchor Bible (New York: Double-
day 1991), p. 218.

3. Ibtd., P. 223.
4. See Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
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Offerings from the Field

The Israelite brought more than an animal to the priest for
the peace offering; he brought the fruit of the field, too. He
brought baked cakes, both leavened and unleavened. The
peace offering testified publicly that God had blessed him in his
fields and his barns; he was bringing to God representative
samples of the best of his produce. This is why leaven had to be
part of the sacrifice of the peace offering. Leaven is the symbol
of expansion in history: God’s blessings compounded over time.
Leaven was the best that an Israelite was able to offer God from
his field.

We discover here a very important theological principle: the
close association between law and dominion. Leaven is a physical
agent of expansion. The issue of boundaries, of holiness, in
Leviticus is associated with the leaven of the peace offering, the
third sacrifice. The message conveyed by this symbol is that
God’s leaven progressively replaces Satan’s leaven in history.
This cultural replacement process – the dominion covenant’s
process – is associated more closely with holiness (moral set-
apartness) than it is with transcendence, hierarchy, sanctions, or
inheritance. Point three of the biblical covenant model is law.5
Leaven, dominion, and biblical law were linked.

The Meaning of Leaven

Leaven is not a principle of evil; rather, it is the principle of
compound growth in histo~. It is associated with progressive sanc-
tification, both personal and corporate. Then what of unleaven ?
It always symbolizes a discontinuity In the context of the Pass-
over meal, unleavened bread was mandatory Unleavened
bread marked the historical discontinuity between Egypt and

edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 3, section on
“Neither Blood Nor Fat.”

5. Ray R. Sutton, That EM May Prosper: Domtnion By Covenant (2nd cd.; Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 3.
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the Promised Land. None of Egypt’s leaven was to be carried
out of Egypt. This discontinuity was specifically religious and
cultural: the break with Egypt’s religion and civilization. The
Passover meal was to symbolize a covenantal break with Egyp-
tian thought and culture, not a break from the establishment of
culture as an outworking of God’s covenant. This is why the
peace offering required leaven. It reminded the Israelites of
their kingdom requirements. So, there were two rival leavens,
Egypt’s and Israel’s, just as there are two kingdoms in history,
God’s and Satan’s.G They could not eat leaven during Passover,
since leaven in this context symbolized Egypt. But they were
required to offer leaven as the firstfruits of the Lord, meaning
the best of a family’s productivity “Ye shall bring out of your
habitations two wave loaves of two tenth deals: they shall be of
fine flour; they shall be baked with leaven; they are the first-
fruits unto the LORD” (Lev. 23:17). It is man’s offering to God.
(The festival of firstfruits in the New Testament is associated
with Pentecost: Acts 2.)

This has not been a common interpretation. A far more
familiar interpretation teaches that leaven represents man’s
corruption. The rabbinical tradition has long associated leaven
with man’s evil propensities .7 Also, the high priest in Rome in
Plutarch’s day was forbidden to touch leavens Milgrom refers
to “an older and universal regard of leaven as the arch-symbol
of fermentation, deterioration, and death and, hence, taboo on
the altar of blessing and life.”g

This traditional interpretation is incorrect. The reason why
leaven was prohibited is that it would have been a mature burnt
offering, like honey, which was also prohibited (Lev. 2:11).
Leaven symbolizes Progressive sanctification through histo~.  It does

6. North, Unconditional Surrender, pp. 316-19; 325-29.
7. Milgrom,  Leviticus 1-16, p. 189.
8. Idem.

9. Idem.
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not symbolize definitive sanctification at a point in time, i.e.,
historical discontinuity Leaven also does not symbolize final
sanctification at the end of time, i.e., history’s completion. AS a
symbol of growth through time with continuity, leaven was kept
from the fiery altar because God will not bring His all-consum-
i~g fire until the end of time. Leaven was not burned on the
altar because it was a symbol of growth moving toward completion.
Leaven has no ethical connotation; it does not represent any
taboo.

The unleavened bread at Passover symbolized God’s over-
night deliverance, since it was not the best of what man can
offer God under the best of circumstances. Leaven was. God
broke into the daily affairs of His people and delivered them
from Egypt’s bitter herbs. God delivered them out of bondage
overnight. He led them to a land flowing with milk and honey,
a land in which men have the wealth and time to bake and eat
leavened bread. Once in the promised land, they were to offer
this bread to God in thankfulness. Unleavened bread was a
symbol of discontinuity. from wrath to grace. Leaven was a
symbol of continual growth through time: dominion.

Once they entered the land of Canaan as conquerors, they
were required to eat leavened bread and offer it as a peace
offering to God. This was the reason for the leavened bread of
the peace offering (Lev. 7:13) and the Firstfruits offering (Lev.
23:7).  This is also why Christians are supposed to eat leavened
bread when they celebrate Holy Communion. It is a symbol of
conquest. We are now on the oflensive,  carqing the leaven of holiness
back into Egypt, back into Babylon. We are the leaven of the world,
not corrupting the unleavened dough, but “incorrupting” it –
bringing the message of salvation to Satan’s troops, tearing
down the idols in men’s hearts. God’s holy leaven is to replace
Satan’s unholy leaven in the dough of history.

Leaven is therefore not a symbol of sin and corruption, but
a symbol of growth and dominion. It is not a question of an
“unleavened” kingdom vs. a “leavened” kingdom; it is a ques-
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tion of which (whose) leaven. It is not a question of “dominion
vs. no dominion”; it is a question of whose dominion. The
dough (history) is here. Whose leaven will complete it, God’s or
Satan’s? This is why Jesus described His kingdom as one of
righteous leaven. 1°

Leaven takes time to produce its positive effect. Leaven re-
quires historical continuity. Men can wait for their leavened bread,
for God gives them time sufficient for the working of His spiri-
tual leaven. They may not understand how it works, how its
spiritual effects spread through their culture and make it a
delight, any more than they understand how yeast works to
produce leavened bread, but they can see the bread rising, and
they can see the progressive effects of the leaven of the king-
dom. They can look into the oven and see risen bread.

Free-Will Offering and Covenant Renewal

The peace offering in Leviticus 7 was what in modern Eng-
lish phraseology would be called a free-will offering.11  This
language is found in Psalm 119:108: “Accept, I beseech thee,
the freewill offerings of my mouth, O LORD, and teach me thy
judgments.” The peace offering was brought by the individual
of his own free will; that is, he was not required by law to do
this because of a particular sin. It was not a legal payment for
sin. It was a token of his appreciation for the grace that God had
shown to him. It was this Mosaic Covenant sacrifice that Paul had
in mind when he wrote this injunction to Christians: “I beseech
you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, that ye present
your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God, which
is your reasonable service. And be not conformed to this world:

10. For a more detailed exegesis, see Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Dominion
Re@-ion  vs. Power Religion (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), pp.
158-72.

11. Andrew A. Bonar, A Commenta~  on Leuiticus (London: Banner of Truth
Trust, [1846] 1966), p. 131.
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but be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that ye
may prove what is that good, and acceptable, and perfect, will
of God” (Rem. 12:1-2). Paul was not calling men to offer their
lives as payments for their sins. This had been done by Jesus
Christ at Calvary once and forever (Heb.  9). He was instead
calling men to a life of peace with God through sacrificial ser-
vice.

The peace offering was a public act. It renewed the special
friendship between God and a particular individual. It was an
acknowledgment on the part of the sacrificer that he was com-
pletely dependent on God for everything he had been given. It
was a ritual confession that God is the sustainer of the covenant.
As the covenant sovereign, God deserves tokens of subordina-
tion beyond the tithe and ransom payments for sin, yet He does
not demand them. He places men under the terms of the cove-
nant, and these requirements are light (Matt.  11:30). He lawful-
ly could demand much more. He could demand more than
everything a man possesses. “For what shall it profit a man, if
he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul?” (Mark
8:36). In His grace, however, He restricts His demands. God
possesses the authority to compel men; therefore, we are
warned, we should go the extra mile voluntarily. “And whoso-
ever shall compel thee to go a mile, go with him twain” (Matt.
5:41).  The person who “goes the extra mile” with God is public-
ly announcing his acceptance of God as the sovereign Lord of
the covenant and himself as a covenant vassal.

The Lord’s Supper

Because the peace offering was a covenant act requiring the
services of a priest, we need to ask this question: Is there a
connection between this sacrifice and the sacrament of the
Lord’s Supper? The Lord’s Supper involves participants in a
formal act of covenant renewal. It cannot be an offering for sin,
since the taking of communion must be preceded by inner
confession of personal sins of omission and commission, and
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also by formal acts of restitution for crimes involving a vic-
tim.” The emphasis is on self-examination (I Cor. 11:28-29).

The peace offering was a meal eaten by the dono~ the only
shared meal in the Levitical  system’s five sacrifices. 13 The
Lord’s Supper is also a shared meal. But is the Lord’s Supper
an act of covenant renewal analogous to the freewill offering of
Leviticus 7? I think not. The Lord’s Supper is judicial. It is an
aspect of the covenant oath (point four) .14 Regular participa-
tion in the Lord’s Supper is required from God’s covenant
vassals, just as the Passover feast was. It is not optional. It is a
regularly scheduled public event. Any church member who
refuses to take this sacrament, or who has been excluded from
the table by the church, receives a formal declaration from
God: “Guilty!” This public declaration takes place every time
the Lord’s Supper is served by the church. This is one reason
why it should be offered weekly: to bring under God’s judicial
condemnation all those who are not participating, whether
inside the church or outside. Calvin believed that the Lord’s
Supper should be offered at least weekly.1’

In contrast to the sacrament of the Lord’s Suppe~ which is
analogous to the Mosaic Covenant’s sacrament of Passover, the
peace offering was optional. It was a self-conscious additional
act of sacrifice, “beyond the call of duty.” One manifestation of
our personal quest for peace with God is the presentation of
gifts and offerings above the mandatory tithe. These constitute
the New Covenant’s version of the animal sacrifice of the peace
offering. When the pastor calls publicly for “tithes and offer-
ings,” meaning money for the church, he is calling for the

12. Gary North, Tools of Dominwn:  The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Insti-
tute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 7; see also Gary North, Victim’s Righs  The
Biblical View of CivilJu.stice (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990).

13. R. K. Harrison, Leviticus: An Zntroductwn  and Commenta~  (Downers Grove,
Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1980), p. 79.

14. Sutton, That Ku May  Prosper, ch. 4.
15. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion (1559), IV: XVI I:43.
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peace of God. Tithes are obligatory payments to the owner of
the universe as our acknowledgment of our position as share-
croppers in His field, the world (Matt.  13:38).16 Offerings in
this context are peace offerings that are analogous to the sacri-
ficial peace offering of Leviticus 7.17

The Lord’s Supper is both individual and corporate. So is
progressive sanctification. The kingdom of God on earth is
revealed progressively through redeemed mankind’s renewal
and re-structuring of all of man’s institutions, including the
State. It is this vision of the kingdom’s corporate expansion
which modern pietistic fundamentalism and almost equally
pietistic amillennialism reject. They proclaim “souls-only re-
demption.”18 The New Testament offers a more profound
concept of the Great Commission. 19 There can and must be
social progress in history, not as a product of humanism but of
Christianity. 20 Modern Christian social theory, pluralistic to
the core, rejects this possibility. ‘1 It rejects the idea that there
will be an cultural expansion of Christianity in history, as with
rising leaven, culminating in the cosmic fire of the Second
Coming.22

Boundaries After Calvary

Who owns this world? God does (Ps. 24:1). But because of
Adam’s fall, Adam subordinated himself covenantally  to Satan,
who claimed Adam’s legacy for himself. But Adam could main-

16. Gary North, Tzthing  and the Church  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, 1994), Part 1.

17. See North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 3, section on “Living Sacrifices.”
18. Ibid., ch. 3, section on “Progressive Corporate Sanctification.”
19. Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., i% Greatness  of the Great Commisswn:  The Christian

Enterprise in a Fallen  World  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990).
20. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 3, section on “Covenant Sanctions and

Social Progress.”
21. Ibid., ch. 3, subsection on “Pluralism.”
22. Ibid., ch. 3, section on “Total Victory Final Judgment.”
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tain his inheritance only by God’s common grace; so, therefore,
does Satan. Satan exercises ownership only as a rebellious,
cheating leaseholder under God. From Joshua to Jesus, Satan
controlled all parts of the earth that were not controlled by the
Israelites. Ever since the defeat of Satan at Calvary, however,
the legal boundaries of God’s kingdom have been the bound-
aries of the whole earth. The second Adam, Jesus Christ (I Cor.
15:45), has regained for His people the inheritance which the
first Adam had forfeited. Christ has delegated management
responsibilities over this kingdom to His redeemed people.
Their historical task is to buy back – i.e., redeem – the whole
world. They are not to take it by physical force, except in his-
torically unique cases (e.g., settling a nearly empty land when
local tribes resist by force). Extending these legal boundaries in
history is a task that cannot legitimately be avoided. We cannot
legitimately point to whole portions of the unleavened cultural
dough and say: “Well, that’s not the responsibility of Christians.
The dominion covenant doesn’t cover that zone. The law of
God doesn’t apply there. Neither do his sanctions. Satan owns
that section: lock, stock, and barrel. His disciples will have to
leaven it.”

What does Satan own? Nothing. The very gates of hell can-
not prevail against the church (Matt.  16:18). Satan does not
hold legal title to anything. He occupies portions of the earth
through his covenanted earthly followers. God the Father has
publicly transferred legal title to the whole earth to Jesus Christ
(Matt.  28:18). At Pentecost, Christ publicly transferred title to
the church. Jesus announced in the vision given to John: “I am
he that liveth,  and was dead; and, behold, I am alive for ever-
more, Amen; and have the keys of hell and of death” (Rev.
1:18). Satan is a lawless squatter The world belongs to God, and
He has designated it as the inheritance of Christians. But Chris-
tians are told to subdue it, to lease it back from God, by demon-
strating our commitment to the judicial terms of His peace
treaty with us. We are to conquer the world progressively by
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the preaching of the gospel of salvation and either the purchase
of the world from our opponents or their conversion to God’s
kingdom as fellow heirs. Our sword is the sword of the gospel.
(Surely the sword coming out of Christ’s mouth is not literal:
Rev. 19: 15.) It is still our assignment to subdue the earth, and
by the sword of the gospel we can and will conquer in history.
Christianity is a religion that rests on continuity in history: a
continuity of cultural victory, not just psychological victory, for
the kingdom of God is like leaven (Matt.  13:33).23

Conclusion

The peace offering involved the lawful crossing of a bound-
ary. Man and God could eat a meal together. This meal required
the eating of leaven. Leaven is the biblical symbol of growth. It
represents the expansion of a kingdom in history. God calls His
people to extent His kingdom, thereby replacing Satan’s.

How is this to be done? First, by preaching the gospel. Sec-
ond, by conforming ourselves to God’s ethical standards: bibli-
cal law. The close association among biblical law, cultural do-
minion, and holiness is visible in the peace offering’s require-
ment of leaven. Third, by imposing the civil law’s required
negative sanctions on law-breakers before God imposes negative
sanctions on society.

God progressively brings His kingdom to fruition over time
in terms of His covenant’s standards. He makes His kingdom
visible in history as surely as He makes His people visible in
history: through 1) their public professions of faith and subse-
quent actions and 2) His visible responses to them. The visible
boundaries of Christ’s earthly kingdom are progressively ex-
tended in history by means of the preaching of the gospel, by
men’s responses to this preaching, and by their subsequent
external and internal obedience to the ethical boundaries of

23. Ibid., ch. 3, section on “The Question of Continuity”
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God’s Bible-revealed law. This is all grace: “For by grace are ye
saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of
God: Not of works, lest any man should boast. For we are his
workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which
God bath before ordained that we should walk in them” (Eph.
2:8-10).

The leaven of the Mosaic Testament sacrifices symbolized
this process of progressive sanctification in history. Men
brought the best of their fields to God in leavened form. This
leavened offering symbolized the full development in history of
the best gifts they had received from God. Today, we do the
same with our lives. Representationally  this process of moral
sanctification in history has an ecclesiastical manifestation in
men’s gifti  and o~erings above the ecclesiastically mandato~ tithe. We
no longer bring an animal to be sacrificed; we bring the fruits
of our labor, embodied in the form of money. We bring our
voluntary offerings.

God rewards this faithfulness in history. He brings positive
sanctions to His covenant people in history. This is the basis of
the expansion of His kingdom progressively over time. Any
attempt to deny the covenantal relationship between faithful-
ness and blessing in history is necessarily an attack on the idea
that God’s kingdom steadily replaces Satan’s in history. It does
not deny the leavening process in history; it asserts instead that
Satan’s leaven triumphs in history. Any denial of the success of
the leaven of the gospel in history is necessarily and inescapably
also an assertion of the success of the leaven of satanic rebellion
in history. There is no neutrality. Beware the leaven of the
Pharisees and Sadducees, but beware also the hypothetical
unleaven  of pessimillennial eschatologies.24

24. Gary North, Mi&-nnialism and Social Theo? (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), chaps. 4, 7.
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CORPORATE RESPONSIBILITY

And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, Speak unto the children of
Israel, saying, If a soul shall  sin through ignorance against any of the
commandments of the LORD concerning things which ought not to be
done, and shall do against any of them: If the priest that is anointed do
sin according to the sin of the people; then let him bring for his sin,
which he bath sinned, a young bullock without blemish unto the LORD for
a sin o~ering  (Lev. 4:1-3).

When a ruler bath sinned, and done somewhat through ignorance
against any of the commandments of the LORD his God concerning things
which should not be done, and is guilty; Or if his sin, wherein he bath
sinned, come to his knowledge; he shall bring his ofering,  a kui of the
goats, a male without blemish: And he shall lay his hand upon the head
of the goat, and kill it in the place where they kill the burnt  oflering
before the LORD: it is a sin ofering (Lev. 4:22-24).

The theocentric message of these judicially unified passages
is that God must be placated for sin. When He is not placated
by sinners under His authority, He threatens negative corpor-
ate sanctions against them. Those people who are innocent of
open rebellion will nevertheless suffer the consequences merely
by assenting to the transgression through inaction. To avoid
negative corporate sanctions, societies must conform to God’s
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mandatory means of placating Him publicly through formal
repentance.

In the Mosaic Covenant, the sin offerings were the mandato-
ry means. 1 They are also known as the purification offerings.
These offerings, more than any other offering in Leviticus –
and perhaps more than any other passage in Scripture – estab-
lished the judicial principle of corporate responsibility. They
raised the issue of hierarchical representation (point two), but
in the context of corporate sanctions (point four). The judicial
issue is oath-breaking.

The purpose of the purification offerings (“sin offerings”:
KJV), the fourth sacrifice, was the restoration of sinful people
to the presence of God after a covenantal  oath had been broken
through sin. Without these offerings, the Israelites could not
lawfully cross the boundaries associated with God’s sanctuary
local (tabernacle) and regional (nation). The people needed
double protection: from their own sins and from the sins of
their covenantal representatives, the priests and princes. Rulers
had to offer sacrifices for their own sins in order purify the
boundaries in which God resided: the temple-tabernacle and
the nation.

The sins in question were unintentional. “And if the whole
congregation of Israel sin through ignorance, and the thing be
hid from the eyes of the assembly, and they have done some-
what against any of the commandments of the LORD concerning
things which should not be done, and are guilty” (Lev.  4:13).
The context of these verses is the legal  relationship between the
people and a ruler. To speak of going astray within a context of
judicial hierarchy has the implication that someone in authority
has taken the lead: the biblical shepherd and sheep relation-
ship. It is never said anywhere in the text precisely what these
sins were. Presumably, they were not major, self-conscious sins

1. In the case of Nineveh, fasting and sackcloth were the required means (Jonah
3:5).



Corporate Responsibility 89

on the part of the congregation, since the atoning rituals listed
in this passage applied to unintentional sins. Yet even a minor
sin committed by a priest threatened the whole community

The required offerings in Leviticus 4:1-3 were called purifi-
cation offerings. 2 They had to do with the tabernacle and tem-
ple, God’s dwelling place, the geographical location around
which He had drawn a boundary. Writes Wenham: “Under the
Levitical laws the blood of the purification offering was used to
cleanse the tabernacle from the pollution of sin. . . . [T]he
primary purpose of this purification was to make possible the
continuing presence of God among his people.”3 Sin, if it was
not judicially dealt with according to God’s holy standards,
would drive God away from His place of residence among His
covenant people. This in turn would open the nation to invad-
ers, for God would no longer defend the nation’s boundaries.
Israel would be invaded and oppressed by foreigners dwelling
in the land, or worse, invaded and then dragged into captivity.
This was the threat that made mandatory a series of acts of
ritual cleansing.

Broken Oaths

Leviticus 4 is entirely devoted to the various atoning rituals
for unintentional sins: by priest, congregation, civil rule~ and
common citizen. It begins, significantly, with the sin of the
priest. The New American Standard Version translates the
introductory clause of verse three as follows: “if the anointed
priest sins so as to bring guilt on the people. . . .“ The New
English Bible translates it exactly the same way. The Revised
Standard Version reads: “if it is the anointed priest who sins,
thus bringing guilt on the people. . . .“ There is no doubt that
the priest could commit a sin which in some way brought into

2. GordonJ. Wenham, The Book of Leuiticus  (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 84.

3. Ibid., p. 101.
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jeopardy all those who were under his authority. It was not just
that he sinned on his own behalfi he sinned representatively. In
contrast, this high degree of corporate responsibility for unin-
tentional sins did not rest upon the civil rule~ as we shall see.4

How could the priest’s unintentional sin bring the people
under visible judgment? Because of the structure of the biblical
covenant. Responsibility is covenantal, which means that it is
imposed hierarchically. Human accountability is simultaneously
upward and downward. God is at the top of the hierarchy
nature is at the bottom. In between, God gives men and women
varying degrees of accountability, depending on their ordained
offices, their economic positions, and their social roles.

Because of the existence of God’s covenant sanctions in
history, the doctrine of covenantal hierarchy leads us to con-
clude that responsibility is both upward and downward. Those
who are under the legal authority of a covenantal  officer are
under the historical sanctions of God, both positive and nega-
tive, which God applies to them through this ordained agent
and also sometimes because of him. Authority is always hierar-
chical. It is therefore necessarily representative.5  No one can legiti-
mately claim judicial innocence based merely on his claim of
autonomy. Participation in any covenantal institution is inevi-
tably a form of assent to representative authority, though always
limited by God’s law in the degree of required obedience.G
This assent is made in history; the sanctions are applied in
history. This includes God’s sanctions.’ This was true in

4. I am not speaking here of intentional sins of a civil ruler, such as in the case
of David, who intentionally numbered the people in peacetime, against the advice of
Joab (II Sam. 24).

5. Ray R. Sutton, That Ibu May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant (2nd cd.; Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 2.

6. Gary North, When Justice Is Aborted: Biblical Standards for Non-Vwlent  Resistance
(Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1989); cf. Christianity and Civilization, Nos. 2 and
3 (1983).

7. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 4, subsection on
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Adam’s case; it is true of us. As God’s curse on nature, which
was subordinate to Adam, informs us, responsibility is hierarchi-
cal: upward and downward.a  This is why we are required to
sware allegiance to church, State, and family. This allegiance is
definitive and progressive .9 Our covenantal responsibility is
both corporate and hierarchical. When a nation’s senior mili-
tary commander wins or loses a war, so do all those under his
protection.l”

Ritual Cleansings

The atoning ritual requirements for the priest were specific:
a bullock (young bull)ll had to be slain and its blood used to
wipe away the sin (Lev.  4:4-8).  The atoning ritual requirements
of the congregation were similar, and the sacrificial animal was
the same (Lev.  4: 13-21).

The question arises: What was the “whole congregation,”
and what was “the assembly”? Wenham argues that the congre-
gation was a smaller body within the worshipping assembly.
This smaller group possessed representational and legal func-
tions. Thus, when the congregation had committed an uninten-
tional sin, and the assembly later learned of this, the assembly
brought the bullock as an offering.12  If this thesis is correct,
then there was an added degree of hierarchy in the relation-
ship: priest, congregation, assembly. The assembly, the larger
body, brought the offering for the sake of its representative
body. Jordan sees it the other way around: the congregation

“God’s Sanctions in History.”
8. Ibid., ch. 4, section on “Corporate Sin and Covenantal Hierarchy.”
9. Ibid., ch. 4, section on “Covenantal  Allegiance.”
10. Ibid., ch. 4, section on “Responsibility Collective and Hierarchical.”
11. A young bull is not a vicious animal. Its temperament is still sweet. Its

character changes when it becomes mature. See J ordan, The Law of the Covenant: An
,R@o$dion  of Exodus 21-23 (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1984), p.
122.

12. Wenham, Levtticu.s, pp. 98-99.
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[’edah]  was the nation as such; the assembly [qahal]  was the
formal gathering.13 He sees this gathering as primarily sabbati-
cal. 14 I think he makes the stronger case. 15 On this point, he
has followed Rushdoony’s lead: “Congregation has reference to
the whole nation in its governmental function as God’s cove-
nant people. G. Ernest Wright defined it as ‘the whole orga-
nized commonwealth as it assembled officially for various pur-
poses, particularly worship.’”lG

In either case, there was a unique covenantal  link between the
jn-iest  and the people,  a link identified by the identical nature of
the appropriate atoning sacrifices: a bullock. This covenantal
link was judicially grounded in the designation of Israel as a
kingdom of priests (Ex. 19:6).  The high priest was a priest to
the other priests; they in turn were priests to the priestly nation
of Israel; and the nation of Israel served as priests for the en-
tire pagan world. 1’ Thus, as Milgrom says, “The high priest
assumes responsibility for all Israel.”ls

Civil and Ecclesiastical Representation

In contrast to the priest, the tribal leaderlg  who sinned un-
intentionally had to bring a male goat without defect for his

13. James B. Jordan, The Sociology of the Church (Tyler, Texas: Geneva Ministries,
1986), Appendix A “Biblical Terminology for the Church.”

14. Ibid., P. 298.

15. The silver donated by the congregation to build the tabernacle was a hun-
dred talents (Ex. 38:25).  This was an enormous sum. A large collective must have
contributed it. ASO,  God said all the congregation would die in the wilderness, a
reference to the entire nation (Num.  14:35).

16. R. J. Rushdoony  The Institutes of Bibhcal  Law (Nutley  New Jersey Craig
Press, 1973), p. 85. Wright’s statement appears in The Interpreter’s Bible, II, p. 468.

17. This is why 70 bullocks had to be sacrificed each year at the feast of ingather-
ing (booths or tabernacles) during the first eight days (Num.  29: 13-36). These were
representative atoning sacrifices for the whole gentile world, symbolized by the 70
nations. Jordan, Law of the Covenant, p. 190.

18. Jacob Milgrom,  Leviticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The Amhor Bible (New York:
Doubleday 1991), p. 54.

19. Wenham, Leviticus, p. 99.
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offering (Lev. 4:23).  The common man who sinned uninten-
tionally had to bring a female goat without defect (Lev.  4:28).
He could also bring a female lamb without defect (Lev. 4:32).
The symbolism is obvious: masculinity under the Mosaic Covenant
was associated in the civil covenant with rule, femininity with subordi-
nation.20  In neither case – civil ruler or citizen – was a bullock
an appropriate sacrificial animal, for the bullock was associated
with  priestly authority.

We have seen that the sin of the priest and the sin of the
whole congregation were of similar consequence in God’s eyes.
Likewise, the sins of the ruler and the lone individual were
comparable. The sacrificial link between priest and people
indicates that the priest had sufficient representative authority
for his unintentional sin to bring the people under God’s nega-
tive sanctions. The civil ruler did not possess comparable repre-
sentative authority.

What is indicated in Leviticus 4:1-3 is that there was a much
closer judicial link between the Priesthood and the covenanted society
than there was between the civil rule~ and the covenanted society. This
is why we must conclude that the church was covenantally  more
important in Israel than the State was. The unintentional sin of
the priest was treated by God as comparable to the unintention-
al sin of the whole congregation, while the unintentional sin of
the ruler was treated on a par with the unintentional sin of the
average citizen.21 Conclusion: the laxity of the priesthood re-
garding their personal sins threatened greater direct negative

20. The abolition of all required ritual sacrifices in the New Covenant (Heb.  9)
has removed the male-female distinction in the civil covenant. Without civil sacrifices,
there is no legitimate judicial restriction on women participating in civil rulership.
The male-female distinction is maintained in matters of the church’s ordained elders
only because a male must represent a male God in the administration of the sacra-
ments and the covenantally  authoritative declaration of God’s word (I Cor. 14: 34-35).
Prohibiting female elders has nothing to do with sacrifices.

21. Economically speaking, the king’s sacrifice was less burdensome than the
commoner’s, for a female goat can produce offspring and milk. The male animal was
symbolically  more important in the ancient world, but not economically.
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consequences for the citizens of Old Covenant Israel

moral or judicial laxity of the civil authorities.22

than the

Corporate Sanctions and Authority: The People

This raises the question of the locus of authority for the
initiation of corporate sins. Temporally and functionally, this
infraction was initiated by the priests, who were in repeated
contact with the holy implements of the tabernacle-temple. But
the corporate nature of God’s negative sanctions indicates that
primary institutional responsibility lay elsewhere. The priests
were legal representatives placed by God between Himself and
His people. As representatives, they did in fact represent. A
representative, judicially speaking, is legally the initiating agent,
but this act must be sanctioned by those represented. His ac-
tions are to reflect the wishes of those whom he represents.23
Their continuing consent is the basis of his authority. Thus, the priest
was required by God to offer a sacrifice because of this repre-
sentative infraction that he unknowingly had initiated.

The representative represents both God and society. If soci-
ety does not bring negative sanctions against evil representa-
tives, then God will. God delegates authotit~  to the people to sewe as
His covenantally  sovereign agents, meaning those who bring lawful
sanctions in His name. If the people refuse to act as God’s repre-
sentatives, then He acts on His own behalf against both the
rulers and the people. This covenantal  threat is to serve as their
motivation for imposing positive and negative sanctions against
their rulers. Even revolution is lawful, when led by faithful
lower civil magistrates against lawless higher civil magistrates.
This is the traditional Calvinist doctrine of interposition: Insti-
tutes, Book IV, Chapter 20, Section 31.24

22. Cf. Jordan, Judges, on Judges 17-21.
23. This is not true, short-term, in tyrannies, but tyrannies do not indefinitely

survive a change in heart in their subjects.
24. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 24, subsection on “The Doctrine of
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The Priestly Office

It is clear from Leviticus 4 and from many other texts in the

Bible that those who are at greatest risk in relation to the impo-
sition of God’s covenantal  sanctions in history are those who are
the primary sanctioning agents of the specific covenant: the
people rather than their covenantal representatives. We discov-
er in this principle a fundamental rule of all biblical social
authority: those who are threatened as the jn-imaq recipients of God’s
national covenantal  sanctions are the society’s jn-ima~  sovereign agents.
From him to whom much is given, much is expected (Luke
12:48). Again and again in the Old Testament, God’s capital
sanctions fell on the people rather than the kings and the
priests. 25 This indicates that it was the people  who possessed @ima-
~ institutional authority, not their representatives. This is why Israel
was a theocratic republic. The Bible’s holy commonwealth ideal
necessarily involves the establishment of an oath-bound civil
covenant. In this civil covenant, the corporate people possess
primary responsibility and therefore primary authority. In this
sense, the republican ideal is biblical. Authority extends down-
ward from God to the people and upward from them to their
representatives. God validates rulers in the name of the people.

Modern democratic theory (popular sovereignty) is a secular-
ization of this biblical holy covenant ideal (delegated sovereign-
ty), in which the people exercised judicial authority under God
because of the covenant they had made with God. The evils of
democracy, familiar from Aristotle’s era to today, are no worse
than the evils of any other political system. The evils stem from
an attempted divinization of the State, not from democracy as
a political arrangement. Whenever the political order is viewed
as beyond earthly appeal – the divine right of politics – politics

Interposition.”
25. The Levites killed 3,000 after the golden calf incident (Ex. 32:28). Aaron was

not executed. Numbers 25:8 records the death of 24,000 by plague. In H Samuel
24:15, we read of 70,000 who died in a plague.
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will become progressively tyrannical, no matter which authority
structure the State adopts: oligarchic, democratic, republican,
bureaucratic, or monarchical (today a defunct ideal).

The Door of the Tabernacle

The priest had to sacrifice a young bullock in order to turn
back the negative sanctions of God against those who were
under the priest’s authority. These sanctions threatened not
only the priest; they threatened that segment of the covenanted
community under his lawful jurisdiction. The atoning sacrifice
had to take place at the door of the tabernacle of the congrega-
tion. “And he shall bring the bullock unto the door of the ta-
bernacle of the congregation before the LORD; and shall lay his
hand upon the bullock’s head, and kill the bullock before the
LORD” (Lev.  4:4).  The very place of sacrifice is designated by
God as the congregation’s tabernacle, i.e., a dwelling place. This
was the place where God met the congregation. “This shall be
a continual burnt offering throughout your generations at the
door of the tabernacle of the congregation before the LORD:
where I will meet you, to speak there unto thee” (Ex. 29:42).
This was the dwelling place of God, but it was also the dwelling
place of the congregation. Although the people were not al-
lowed bodily into the presence of God, the furniture of the
tabernacle symbolically represented them. The tabernacle was the
place where the dual citizenship - heaven  and earth” - of both man
and God was publicly revealed. Covenant-keepers in history are
not citizens merely of earth (Phil. 3:20), and God in history is
King not merely in heaven. The whole creation is His kingdom,
and to prove this, He brings His sanctions in history, both
directly and representatively

26. This was fulfilled in Christ: “That in the dispensation of the fulness of times
he might gather together in one all things in Christ, both which are in heaven, and
which are on earth; even in him” (Eph. 1:10).
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Sacrilege is the theft of God’s property. This was Adam’s sin,
the primary sin in history.27 This sin was essentially priestly: a
sacramental boundary violation. Adam’s priestly sin extended
downward to his heirs, bringing death. In a similar sense judi-
cially, a priest under the Mosaic Covenant possessed delegated
authority, thereby enabling him to place the covenanted com-
munity under God’s condemnation. An unintentional sin com-
mitted by the priest was a greater threat than an unintentional
sin committed by the king. Conclusion: the judicial link between
the priest and the people was more binding covenantally  in Israel than
the link between the king and the people.

This is evidence that the church is more fundamental than
the State in the political economy of the Bible. The church is
central to society: not the State and not the family.28 The fami-
ly and the State have been more universal in time and place;
neither has been central in history. It is the ancient error of
natural law theory that has led pagan and Christian social theo-
rists to assume that the geographical universality of family and
State implies the social centrality of one or the other. On the
contrary, the formal preaching of the gospel and the adminis-
tration of the sacraments – inclusion and exclusion – are central
in history because they are central in eternity. (Note: the word
sacrament is derived from the Latin word sacramentum,  a military
oath of enlistment.2g  Sacraments are an aspect of point four of
the biblical covenant model: oath-sanctions.30)  This does not

27. North, Boundaries and Dominion, Appendix A “Sacrilege and Sanctions.”
28. The church perseveres institutionally in the resurrected world beyond the

final judgment (Rev. 21, 22). The family surely does not: “For in the resurrection
they neither marry, nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels of God in
heaven” (Matt.  22:30). The State apparently does not, since its judicial function is to
bring negative sanctions against public evil. Public evil will end at the final judgment.

29. “Sacrament~’  in Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature,
edited by John M’Clintock and James Strong, 12 vols. (New York: Harper & Bros.,
1894), IX, p. 212.

30. Sutton, That Km May  Prosper, ch. 4.



98 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

imply that the institutional church is at the top of a single insti-
tutional hierarchy in society; no such single hierarchy exists. It
does imply the institutional church is the most important insti-
tution in history, for the Bible calls it called the Bride of Christ.
The Christian family and the Christian State are not so desig-
nated. Only the Old Covenant priests, best represented by
Melchizedek, possessed control over the public signs of eternal
life: the sacraments. Only church officers do today. This is why
the church alone possesses a lawful claim over all of a person’s
tithe.31 While the State and certain life-saving occupations pos-
sess a quasi-priestly function, allowing some civil restrictions on
the free market principle of “high bid wins,” this is not the
same as a lawful claim on the tithe.32

The Authority of the People

The people as a collective unit exercised greater judicial
authority in Mosaic Israel than the priesthood, who merely
represented the people before God. It was the people who were
derivatively sovereign under God, in both church and State, not
their representatives. This should be obvious: the judicialfunction
of representatives is, after all, to represent. The representative’s
judicial authority is based solely on his occupying a mid-way
position between God and the covenanted assembly that he
represents. God therefore held the people of Israel corporately responsi-
ble for the oficial  actions of the priests.

This leads to an important covenantal conclusion: it U the
moral character of the people that detemines the public character and
historical fate of society. The collective nation is represented in
church and State by ordained individuals whose acts necessarily
have covenantal consequences in history because of God’s sanc-

31. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 4, section on “The Priestly Function.” See
also Gary North, Tithing and the Church  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Econom-
ics, 1994).

32. Ibid., ch. 4, section on “The Quasi-Priestly Function.”
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tions; nevertheless, it is the people who will receive the brunt of
God’s judgment, for it is they who possess greater authority
under God.

If my thesis on the primary connection between priest and
people is correct, then the fundamental political thrust of Old
Testament covenant theology was toward theocratic  republicanism:
the political authority of formally covenanted citizens. In both
church and State, the locus of institutional authority in Old Covenant
Israel ,j?owed  upward: from the people to their legal representa-
tives. The moral integrity of the ecclesiastical hierarchy was of
greater importance for the survival of a biblically covenanted
society than the political hierarchy’s integrity was.

In church and State, those people who possess initiatory
earthly authority – church members and citizens – are those
who are under the formal jurisdiction of superiors who possess
derivative authority: officers. The officers’ authority is derived
from above – God – but also from below, i.e., those who are
under their oath-bound authority. Those who are under the
visible sanctions of these two covenantal institutions are those
who are required by God to exercise institutional sanctions:
positive and negative. Formal acts of covenant renewal periodi-
cally manifest this God-derived sanctioning authority of the
people. 33 This is why there are no acts of covenant renewal for
the family: there are no formal sanctioning powers held by
those who are under the authority of the head of the house-
hold.34 Authority is delegated downward by God to the head
of the household, not upward from his wife or children.

33. The negative sanction may be imposed by leaving the jurisdiction of the
particular institutional authority This is called “voting with your feet.”

34. Minor children are not legally allowed to flee the jurisdiction of the head of
the household. Civil governments are required to return runaway children to their
parents unless the civil authorities can prove in civil court that the parents have
broken the family covenant by child abuse, either moral or physical. On the other
hand, adult children cannot legally be compelled to return to their parents’ house-
hold. This is why the parent-authorized, forcible “de-programming” of adult cult
members is biblically illegal; it is a form of kidnapping.
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The Authority of the Priest

The priest who committed an unintentional sin brought the
covenanted nation of Israel under the threat of God’s negative
sanctions. He had to sacrifice a bullock to atone judicially for
this sin. Similarly, if the people as a covenanted nation committed
an unintentional sin, the priest had to sacrifice a bullock to
atone for their sin. Because the people could not know of a
priest’s sin, he had to guard himself carefully. Their ignorance
was no automatic safeguard to them, any more than the igno-
rance of the 36 victims of the first battle of Ai regarding Ach-
an’s sin safeguarded them (Josh. 7:5).

The atoning sacrifice was killed at the door of the tabernacle
of the congregation. This ritual barrier was a two-way barrier:
keeping the polluting effects of the priest’s sins contained inside
the tabernacle until he could offer a sacrifice, and containing
the pollution of the people’s sin outside the tabernacle, so that
God would not depart from the holy of holies.  The doorway was
the place  of judgment, just as it had been on the night of the first
Passover. It was the barrier against God’s sanctions, just as it
had been on the night of the first Passover.35 This threat of
God’s departure accentuated the importance of boundaries.
These boundaries could not be violated with impunity.

The Mosaic Covenant’s sacrificial system announced that the
integrity of the priests and the people regarding unintentional
sins was of greater consequence in relation to God’s negative
covenant sanctions than was the integrity of the civil authorities.
It is incumbent upon theologians, whether liberal or fundamen-
talist, who assert that there is no comparable relationship in the
New Covenant era, to prove their case from Scripture. The
fundamentalist tends to adopt the atomism of right-wing En-
lightenment thought.3G He allies himself with free market con-

35. Jordan, Law of the Covenant, Appendix E “Proleptic Passover (Exodus 4:22-
26).”

36. North, Boundaries and Dominwn, ch. 4, sections on “The Social Atomism of
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servatives and libertarians. The liberal adopts the statism of left-
wing Enlightenment thought.37 He allies himself with Keynes-
ian economists and secular liberals. Meanwhile, the secular
conservatives, libertarians, and liberals disregard the corporate
implications of adultery in high places .38 The secularist affirms
the necessity of exclusively earth-bound “transmission belts” for
historical cause and effect; God’s omniscience and sanctions are
dismissed as historically irrelevant.39  The vast majority of hu-
manist-trained and university-certified Christian social theorists
agree with this view. They adopt humanism’s pluralism, so they
are unable to identify the primary locus of civil responsibility in
society: the church and the sacraments .40

Priesthood and People

The required sacrifices of Leviticus 4 reveal a tighter judicial
link between priest and people than between king and people.
The priest sacrificed a bullock for his sin. A bullock also atoned
for the sin of the congregation (VV. 14-15). Civil rulers and
private citizens brought lesser sacrifices. The civil ruler brought
a male goat (VV. 22-26). The individual brought a female goat
or lamb (VV. 2’7-35). This indicates that the congregation was
sacrificially closer to the priesthood than it was to the civil ruler.
The congregation possessed prima~ authority in civil government
because the threat against them was great; hence, the more holy the
required sacrificial anirnd. The king operated by the authority
delegated to him by the congregation (I Sam. 8). His required
sacrificial animal was less holy – less associated with priestly
sacrifice.

Christian Individualism” and “The Moral Atomism of the Enlightenment.”
37. Ibid., ch. 4, subsections on “The Enlightenment’s Two Wings” and “Enlight-

enment Thought and Corporate Responsibitity.”
38. Ibid., ch. 4, section on “Adultery in High Places.” I study the effects of the

behavior of Martin Luther King, John F. Kennedy, and King Edward VII.
39. Ibid., ch. 4, section on “Transmission Belts.”
40. Ibid., ch. 4, section on “Sacramental Priesthood and Civil Congregation.”
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This tight covenantal  relationship between sacramental
priesthood and congregation still exists. God expects men to
honor it. Nothing in the New Covenant has changed it. With-
out specific New Testament revelation to the contrary, there is
judicial continuity from the Mosaic covenant to the New cove-
nant: the Ten Commandments, the statutes, and their required
civil sanctions. This is both the testimony and the offense of
Christian Reconstruction. The New Testament’s standard for
civil government has to be the same as in Old Covenant law: a
theocratic republic. The biblical concept of civil authority man-
dates republicanism: public consent by representatives of the
nation to certain laws and forms of rulership  (Ex. 19). A theo-
cratic republic preceded kingship in Israel. Theocracy – i.e.,
rule by God – is established today through a biblically mandato-
ry Trinitarian civil oath. The alternative is either another god’s
theocracy (e.g., Islamic nations and the State of Israel) or politi-
cal polytheism, i.e., religious pluralism.41  All liberals and most
fundamentalists agree: political polytheism is morally mandato-
ry for every nation except the State of Israel .42 This worldview
is a denial of the ideal of Christendom.

The theocratic status of a civil government is also manifested
by the presence of a priesthood. The congregation is a nation
of priests (Ex. 19:6); so is the New Covenant church (I Pet. 2:9).
This broad priesthood is represented before God in the church
by a sacramental priesthood, one which is responsible for ad-
ministering baptism and the Lord’s Supper The covenantal
faithfulness of this sacramental priesthood is more important
for the preservation of continuity and peace in society than the

41. North, Political Polytheism, ch. 7.
42. Jacob Neusner (b. 1932) is a Jewish conservative and the autho~ translator,

or editor of about 500 books. His bibliography falls over 23 single-spaced pages. He
reminds his readers: “We cannot build a decent society on secular foundations. Islam
knows that; Judaism knows tha~ why should Christians say any less?” Jacob NeusneL
“Who’s Afraid of the Religious Right?” Natwnal  Review  (Dec. 27, 1993), p. 37. Yet he,
too, calls for a political alliance among Christians, Jews, and Moslems: political
pluralism.
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faithfulness of the politicians. (If God’s blessings on society
hinged primarily on the covenantal  faithfulness of politicians,
all would have been lost by Nimrod’s day.)

The Centrality of the Church43

Christians are required by God to affirm the social centrality
of the church. This presupposition must govern Christian social
theory. The New Covenant church is the fulfillment of the
promise of God to establish a kingdom of priests. “But ye are a
chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation, a pecu-
liar people; that ye should shew forth the praises of him who
bath called you out of darkness into his marvelous light” (I Pet.
2:9).  In this sense, God regards the church as a nation. Jesus
prophesied to the leaders of Israel: “Therefore say I unto you,
The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and given to a
nation bringing forth the fruits thereof” (Matt.  21:43). Like the
priests of Israel, the ordained priests of the new temple must
protect the assembled saints by not committing unintentional
sins. Similarly, the assembled saints must not commit uninten-
tional sins, in order to protect the society around them.

I conclude: what i.s central to bibiical  social order is the @enerva-
tion of Bible-based judicial sanctions inside the church. The church is
more important than the State. A society’s creeds are more
important than its civil constitution.44 The sacraments are
more important than the franchise. The tithe is more important
than taxes. This is why combined taxes should not equal the
tithe (I Sam. 8:15, 17). Until the twentieth century, with its
messianic humanistic State and its endless, power-centralizing
wars,45 taxes in the West were below 10 percent of net capital

43. Peter J. Leithart, The Kingdom and the Power: Redzscouering  the Centrality of the
Chw-ch (Phillipsbmg,  New Jersey: P&R Publishing, 1993).

44. R. J. Rushdoony  Foundations of Social Order: Studies in the Creeds and Counczls
of the Early  Church  (Fairfax, Virginia Thoburn Press, [1968] 1978).

45. Robert Higgs, Cri.m  and Leviathan: Critical Episodes m the Growth of American
Government (New York Oxford University Press, 199 1); Robert Nisbet, The Present
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increases plus income. The evidence of God’s civil judgments
on the once-Trinitarian West is the historically unprecedented
escalation of wars and taxes in the twentieth century. There are
predictable sanctions in history. (You have a choice: believe
Meredith Kline4’ or believe your tax bills.)

What goes on inside the church sets the standard for the
world. If the church refuses to enforce biblical law, then the
State will surely also refuse. If moral corruption is the standard
in the church, then moral corruption will be the standard in
the State. Why is there this sociological pre-eminence of the
church? Because the priest-people relationship is far more vital for
social order than the civil ruler-people  relationship. God has estab-
lished His institutional church as the primary ethical model, not
the family or the State. Neither the family nor the State – the
bringer of exclusively negative sanctions – enters the post-resur-
rection New Heaven and New Earth; the church does (Rev.
21). But whenever the church refuses to preach and enforce
God’s revealed law on its own members, the ethical and judicial
standards of the political realm will become dominant in the
church and family. This is the underlying motivation behind
humanism’s war against the authority of the church. This is
why the State insists that the church does not possess an equal
jurisdiction and therefore equal immunity from lawsuits. This
is why the enemies of the church promote lawsuits against
churches that excommunicate members for such public sins as
adultery. (Another reason is income for lawyers. )47 The hu-
manists have a better grasp of the sociological implications of
biblical covenantalism than the Christians do.48

Age: Progress and Anarchy in Modern America (New York Harper& Row, 1988), ch. 1;
Jonathan Kwitny  Endless Enemia: The Making of an Unfriendly World (New York
Congdon & Weed, 1984).

46. Meredith G. Kline, “Comments on an Old-New Error;  Westminster Theological
Journal, XLI (Fall 1978), p. 184.

47. J. Shelby Sharpe,  “The Nuclear Attack on Christianity in America Has Begun
in Earnest:  Chalcedon Report (Nov. 1990), pp. 2-9.

48. The leaders in Jerusatem felt compelled to set up a guard in front of Jesus’
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Conclusion

The purification offerings linked ordained rulers to God’s
covenant people. The representatives of the people in both
church and State were bound to the people through the details
of God’s law. There are no unacknowledged private sins on the
part of ordained rulers that do not threaten the safety of the
holy commonwealth. The corporate implications of private sins
were the reason why rulers had to offer public sacrifice for
their unintentional private transgressions of God’s law.

The institutional church in the Mosaic social order was basic
to the survival of that order. The church was also crucial for
the successful defense of liberty. The State possesses concentrat-
ed power; without the church’s unique power of the gospel, the
sacraments, and the threat of excommunication from the Lord’s
Suppe~ neither the family nor the institutional church can
successfully resist the concentrated power of the modern State.
Men’s only reasonable hope in such a sanctions-free ecclesiasti-
cal world is in the collapse of the existing civil order because of
its own incompetence – again, a kind of self-inflicted (autono-
mous) judgment: the bureaucratic suicide of the existing
State.49 But the problem still remains for reconstruction dur-
ing the post-collapse era: By what standard? Whose sanctions will
be enforced, God’s or self-proclaimed autonomous man’s?

The political theorists of the Enlightenment’s right wing,
most notably John Locke, lodged ultimate sovereignty in the

tomb in order to keep the disciples from stealing His body and claiming that He had
risen from the dead (Matt. 27:62-66). Meanwhile, the disciples had scattered. The
covenant-breakers understood the specifics of Jesus’ prophecy the disciples did not.
This has been a continuing curse on the church from the beginning.

49. In Eastern (now Central) Europe in the final quarter of 1989, the collapse of
Communist rule was in part an act of either treachery against Communism on the
part of the ruler or else a highly risky deception of the West – Gorbachev, for
whatever reasons, refhsed  to send in the tanks – and in part the prayerful work of
the national churches. In this revolt, the churches were recognized as the friends of
the people, not the allies of the rulers and the targets of the revolution’s rulers, as
had been the case in the French and Russian revolutions.
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individual. The right wing of the Enlightenment was therefore
morally atomistic.  This is the legacy of the Whig tradition. This
philosophical individualism has greatly influenced Protestant-
ism, especially Anglo-American Protestantism.  Protestants do
not feel comfortable with doctrines of corporate responsibility.
The biblical doctrine of the covenant, especially the civil cove-
nant, disturbs them. But without comprehensive biblical coven-
antalism,  the State is freed from the restraints of biblical law
and biblical sanctions. The church is then left to create a tenu-
ous alliance with the family against the State. But the State,
with its promise of endless money for education, health, and
retirement, eventually lures away the support of families until
the State finally goes bankrupt. In nations where the churches
are funded by taxation, the allegiance of the churches to God is
also compromised. This is why we need a doctrine of the cove-
nant, with God’s law at the center, and the with church as the
primary counselor and therefore the primary institution. But
this does not alter the primary locus of authority in both
church and State: the people, who are at greatest risk of God’s
historical sanctions. The purification offerings testified to this
fact.



5

PROPORTIONAL PAYMENTS TO GOD

And he shrill bring his trespass oflering unto the LORD for his sin
which he bath sinned, a female from the flock, a lamb or a kid of the
goats, for a sin offering; and the priest shall make an atonement for him
concerting his sin. And if he be not able to bring a lamb, then he shall
bring for his trespass, which he bath committed, two turtledoves, or two
young pigeons, unto the LORD; one for a sin ofering,  and the other for
a burnt ofleting  (Lev. 5:6-7).

But if he be not able to bring two turtledoves, or two young pigeons,
then he that sinned shall bring for his oflering  the tenth part of an ephah
of fine jlour fm a sin ofleting; he shall put no od upon it, neither shall
he put any frankincense thereon: for it is a sin ofering.  Then shall he
bring it to the prtist,  and the priest shall take his handful of it, even a
memorial thereo~ and bum it on the alta~  according to the o~ermgs
made by fire unto the LORD: it is a sin o~ering (Lev. 5:11-12).

This passage extends the law of purification offerings: point
four. This was a special form of purification offering that ap-
plied to a specific kind of sin: a sin of omission (VV. 2-4).* A pur-
ification offering was required to purify the tabernacle or the

1. The sins were hidden sins. Gordon J. Wenham, The Book of Levilictu (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1979), p. 100.
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temple, so that the worshipper could enter into the presence of
God. A burnt offering was the means of reconciling God and
man through the sinner’s re-dedication.2 In the case of the
turtledoves, one was for the purification offering, while the
other was for the burnt offering.3 Both the sinner and God’s
sanctified environment had to be cleansed.

Why was a female animal required? James Jordan argues
that this was because “The animals represented Israelites in
terms of their social or symbolic order.” Laymen were regarded
as the social brides of God, so their representative sacrifices had
to be female.4  This was a sign of their subordination.

The law granted to the one bringing a sacrifice the right to
make a substitution: a less expensive animal for a more expen-
sive animal, or meal for the less expensive animal. The word of
the individual regarding his ability to pay was acceptable to the
priest unless there was evidence to the contrary. This means
that self-government under God was the operational assumption of
the laws of sacrifice. God delegated considerable authority to
the individual to decide how much he could afford to pay, even
in the case of a violation of God’s law by the individual, al-
though a minor violation.

The Taxation of Capital

What is important for purposes of economic analysis is the
fact that this sacrifice to God was proportional to the wealth of
the transgressor Milgrom calls this a graduated purification
offering. 5 Because of the deliberately non-proportional nature
of the modern income tax – those in higher income brackets

2. Ibid., p. 101.
3. Ibid.,  p. 100. Birds were not used as guilt (reparation) offerings; the second

passage therefore must be deating with purification: ibid., p. 104.
4. James Jordan, “The Whole Burnt Sacrifice: Its Liturgy and Meaning: Biblical

Horizons Occasional Paper, No. 11, p. 2.

5. Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The Anchor  Bible (New York: Double-
day 1991), p. 312.
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pay a higher percentage of their income than those in lower
brackets – the use of the term “graduated” is misleading. The
required payment was proportional. This element of propor-
tionality was analogous to God’s required system of ecclesiastical
financing: the tithe. The tithe to God is a fixed percentage -10
percent – of a person’s net income from his labor or his net
increase from investing. This percentage payment to the local
church – and only to the local church5 – is made on the basis of
the increase that God gives to a person: “Thou shalt truly tithe
all the increase of thy seed, that the field bringeth forth year by
year” (Deut. 14:22).

There were cases in which God did require payment on the
gross, irrespective of costs of production. One case was the
firstfruits offering. Firstfruits was a tiny representative payment,
small enough to be carried by a man who walked to Jerusalem.
The cost of delivering this payment to the temple was vastly
higher than the value of the firstfruits offering itself. Second,
the poor were paid out of gross production when they gleaned.
Third, a payment was required for the firstborn (Num.  18:15-
17). Fourth, when the nation was numbered, all men over age
20 who were eligible to serve in the armed forces paid half a
shekel to the priests (Ex. 30:12 ).6 But these were either very
small payments or infrequent. The major ecclesiastical tax, the
tithe, was paid out of net income. In the New Covenant, only
the tithe remains as a mandatory payment, so God no longer
taxes capital, except in the sense that the sabbath principle
must still be honored: forfeited income one day in seven.

5. The institutional church is a monopoly institution which atone can lawfully
offer the sacraments and which alone collects the tithe on the basis of this sacramen-
tal monopoly See Gary North, Tools of Dominzon:  The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 32. Cf. Gary North, Tithing and
the Church (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 3.

6. For a summary of these payments, see Alfred Edersheim, The Temple: Its
Mmist~ and Semites As They Were in the Time of Jesus Christ (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, [1874] 1983), p. 379.
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Let us consider the case of a modern farmer. When a farmer
begins his career, he has a stock of “after-tithe” seed corn.
From this point on, when he saves the same quuntity  of seed corn
from a harvest and plants his next crop with it, there is no tithe
required on the land’s fruitful replacement of that original
capital investment. Whatever quantity of seed and other inputs
that it took to plant this season’s crop is not subject to the tithe.
So, if a farmer had to pay wages to his workers through the
year, the tithe begins only after he has replaced the equivalent
of the wages paid. God taxes only the increase on capital invest-
ed. Except for the previously listed payments, there was to be
no taxation of gross income in Israel’s economy; there should
be none today.

This is true for the church’s tithe; it is also true for the
State.’ Both church and State must be supported by propor-
tional levies based on income rather than property A farmer
who makes no income in a bad year, but is instead forced to
consume capital and borrow, is not to face the threat of the
confiscation of his inheritance by either church officers or tax
collectors merely because he holds legal title to land and equip-
ment. The same objection applies to a head tax or a poll (vot-
ing) tax.8 God’s monopolistic ministries of church and State are
to prosper economically only to the extent that their members
do. God authorizes both church and State to tax success at a
low, common, fixed rate, with the combined taxes of all branch-
es of the State at less than the tithe (I Sam. 8:15, 17). Neither
institution is authorized to tax the capital that makes success
possible.

7. R. J. Rushdoony  The Institutes o~lliblical  Law (Nutley  New Jersey: Craig Press,
1973), p. 283.

8. God does not impose a head tax. North, Tools  of Dominwn,  ch. 32. In the fall
of 1990, Prime Minister Ma~aret  Thatcher of England was forced to resign from her
position by her own political party. The Conservative Party had suffered a serious
decline in popularity as a result of decision to add a kind of head tax to the existing
property tax. (Had she not strongly opposed England’s entry into the European
Community she might have retained her office.)
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Of the lbp

God is entitled a tithe on our net productivity His share
comes “off the top .“ But the modern State in many cases de-
mands this initial payment, leaving the church with a tithe on
whatever remains. This is wicked but common. In the United
States, the taxpayer is allowed to deduct payments to charitable
organizations before the U.S. government assesses an income
tax on whatever remains. But this is not the case with the Social
Security (old age pension) payroll tax, which is euphemistically
called a contribution. The U.S. government collects its tax on
total wage income – no deductions allowed. This is standard
practice in most nations with respect to the taxation of all in-
come.

The question arises: Does the Christian owe God a tithe on
his pre-tax net income? He does if the State does not collect the
tax first. But if the State collects the money “off the top” and
does not allow the taxpayer to deduct his tithe payments from
his gross income before estimating his income tax obligation,
the answer is clear: the tithe is 10 percent of whatever remains
after the tax collector has collected the State’s immorally ex-
tracted tax. The State has stolen from God: sacrilege. This is
not the tithe-payer’s responsibility. He is a victim. If the tithe-
payer had to pay a tithe on his pre-tax income, God would be
taxing what the tithe-payer never received. This would consti-
tute a tax on capital.

Put another way, God does not tax us on that portion of our
net crop that the locusts eat. Tax collectors are the economic
equivalent of locusts, except that we can lawfully eat locusts.

On the other hand, if the State allows us to deduct our tithe
payments before it computes our taxable income, we owe the
tithe on our pre-tax  income. God should always get paid first.
If a man takes in a hundred ounces of gold a year, net, and he
pays his tithe, the State should tax him on the remaining 90
ounces. If it collects a tax equal to the tithe – immoral (I Sam.
8:17) – it receives 9 ounces. An even more immoral State will
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collect 10 ounces, leaving the tithe-payer with 90 ounces of gold
after taxes. He then pays 9 ounces to the church. In both ex-
amples, he retains 81 ounces. In the first example, the church
collects 10 ounces and the State collects 9; in the second exam-
ple, it is the reverse. The first example is closer to God’s stan-
dards than the second.

Sharecropping

We can understand this better if we think of the pre-twenti-
eth-century  agricultural practice of sharecropping. Land owners
owned land and capital. (Capital is the product of land and
labor over time).g  After slavery was abolished, they no longer
owned people. Instead, they hired people.l” Rather than pay-
ing them wages, land owners leased to sharecroppers tools and
land. Owners concluded that it was less expensive to monitor
economic results – a local crop – than it was to monitor the
productivity of their employees’ labor inputs to the production
process, requiring them to specify a wage for these labor in-
puts.’o What mattered to land owners was results, not labor
inputs. (“Activity is no substitute for production .“)

Hourly wages are based on the average productivity of a
particular class of workers. An above-average producer in any
given class is usually much better off to become a sharecroppe~
a piece-rate worker, or a commissioned salesman. He is paid in
terms of his measurable net productivity not in terms of his

9. Murray N. Rothbard, Man, Economy, and State: A Treatise on Economic Principles
(Auburn, Alabama Mises Institute, [1962] 1993), pp. 285-88.

10. In the American South, 1865-80, sharecropping became a way of life for ex-
slaves and ex-slave  owners. It was a cost-effective system for a defeated post-war
society with minimal financial capital. Roger Ransom and Richard Sutch,  One Kind of
Fi-eedom:  The economic consequences of emancipation (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1977).

10. The cost of monitoring people’s behavior is fimdamental  in the evolution of
economic and potitical  institutions. Thomas Sowell, Knowledge and Decisions (New
York: Basic Books, 1980), pp. 55-56, 65-66, 111-12, 215-26. See Sowell’s index for
more entries: “Monitoring.”
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membership in a class of laborers. The lower the percentage of
the crop owed contractually to the owner, the better this ar-
rangement is for the efficient produce~ To gain the services of
such workers, owners are willing to take a lower percentage of
the crop: a smaller percentage of a much larger pie.

God is the owner; we are His sharecroppers. He does not
tax capital today for the same reason that the land owner does
not tax his own land and tools. They are being used by the
sharecroppers to produce a crop. The land owner collects a
fixed percentage of the crop after the replacement of seed and
tools. So does God. God demands a low percentage of our net
output – 10 percent to the church; less that 10 percent to the
State – in order to encourage us to work efficiently He does
not have to monitor our inputs except for prohibiting our labor
one day a week. He authorizes His agents, meaning ordained
ministers (church and State), to monitor our net output and
collect God’s mandated share.

This system of taxation is appropriate to a decentralized
economic order. It is consistent with God’s system of represen-
tative government. God’s kingdom, unlike Satan’s, is not a top-
down commonwealth. God delegates tremendous authority and
responsibility to the individual. He treats us as sharecroppers:
people who are responsible for final results, not bureaucratic
wage-earners. This structure of ownership and taxation is why
a Christian social order rewards economic growth rather than
time-serving. God as the owner is paid in terms of our net
productivity not a fixed tax. We sharecroppers keep the lion’s
share of our crop: above 80 percent in a society that honors
God’s law. The twentieth century has not honored it. It has
suffered wars, taxation, inflation, regulation, and socialist im-
poverization as its appropriate reward. God is not mocked.

God assigns the costs of ownership to owners because he
allows them to reap the dual harvest of rent and profit. The
owner’s task is to add value to whatever has been placed under
his authority. Only through private ownership can both the
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costs and rewards of production be rationally calculated by
society, 11

The Ability to Pay

All sin is an affront to God. The rich man’s sin as well as the
poor man’s sin enrages God. But there is this distinction: the
rich man has sinned in the face of greater blessings from God.
He therefore owes more to God than the poor man does in
absolute terms. Making restitution to God is supposed to hurt,
but one man’s economic pain is another man’s economic de-
struction. Thus, sinners are to make restitution to God in terms
of the proportional benefits they expected to gain from their
sin.

A fundamental biblical principle is invoked at this point:  ~ronz
him to whom much is given, much is expected. The context of this
rule is the imposition of God’s eternal sanctions (Luke 12:42-
48). If this system of proportional sanctions is true throughout
eternity, then it surely must be true in terms of the restitution
payments in history owed to God by men. Marx’s principle of
expectation and economic remuneration is therefore wrong:
“From each according to his ability, to each according to his
needs!”12 The first half of the statement is correct; the second
half is true only in the case of the physically or mentally incom-
petent, or those who in the West were for centuries referred to
as “the deserving poor”13  The general rule is this: “To each
according to market value of his actual production .“ We know
this from the parable: “And the Lord said, Who then is that

11. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominwn: The Economics of Leuittcus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 5, section on
“Costs of Ownership .“

12. Karl Marx, The C~dique  of the Gotha  Pro~am  ( 1875); in Karl Marx and Freder-
ick Engels, Sekcted  Works, 3 VOIS. (MOSCOW Progress Publishers, 1969), III, p. 19.
Marx stole this phrase from Morelly’s  Code de la Nature (1755-60).

13. Peter Mathias, The First Industrial Nation: An Economic Histo~ of Britain, 1700-
1914 (New York: Scribners, 1969), p. 26.
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faithful and wise steward, whom his lord shall make ruler over
his household, to give them their portion of meat in due sea-
son? Blessed is that servant, whom his lord when he cometh
shall find so doing. Of a truth I say unto you, that he will make
him ruler over all that he bath” (Luke 12:42-44).

Discontinuities of Sacrifice

When men were required by God to sacrifice animals as
substitutes, the priests faced a problem: How were the required
restitution payments to correspond with the sinner’s ability to
pay? When the tithe was owed, this payment could be estimated
easily: so many pieces of silver or so many units of grain. It
could also be done in terms of so many animals. “And concern-
ing the tithe of the herd, or of the flock, even of whatsoever
passeth under the rod, the tenth shall be holy unto the LORD.
He shall not search whether it be good or bad, neither shall he
change it and if he change it at all, then both it and the change
thereof shall be holy; it shall not be redeemed” (Lev.  2’7:32-33).
The animals would be lined up randomly and passed under a
rod; every tenth animal was culled out of the flock to be given
to the Lord. If a man saw that a favorite animal was lost to this
procedure, he could redeem it by paying its market value plus
20 percent (Lev. 2’7:31 ). If he in any way tampered with the
lining-up process, he could not subsequently redeem the ani-
mal. Thus, God created risks for tampering with the flock; if
the herdsman miscalculated in his prohibited calculations, he
could lose a cherished animal. 14

The animal sacrifice system created a problem that did not
exist to the same degree in the case of the tithe. A tithe was
proportional to net increase. A net increase could be measured
or at least estimated fairly well. But offering an animal sacrifice
was not the same as paying God a fixed proportion of net in-
come. A specific kind of sin required a specific sacrifice. The

14. Chapter 38, below.
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nature of the sin determined the nature of the sacrifice. Then
how could God maintain the principle of Propotiional  Pain? Had
the sacrifice been a specified amount of money, either the rich
man would have paid too little proportional to his economic
benefits in life or the poor man would have paid too much.
The penalty would not have been proportional.

There is no way to sacrifice one-third of an animal without
killing it. This is the problem of sacrificial discontinuity. Thus,
proportional restitution to God is not possible in a world that
requires a single type of animal sacrifice. If killing a lamb or
goat is the only legitimate way to placate God, then both the
rich man and the poor man have to pay it. But this would
violate the biblical principle of greater responsibility on the part
of those possessing greater wealth.

The problem of sacrificial discontinuity is reflected in the
specified sacrificial animals in Leviticus 5: lambs or goats, a pair
of birds,15 or fine flour and oil. The payment for sin to God
(as distinguished from an earthly victim) was not to be made in
terms of money, except by someone who was willing to pay an
extra 20 percent to buy back (redeem) the animal. The wealth
(capital) of the sinner was to determine which animal he was to
sacrifice, or even if he was to sacrifice an animal. The poor man
could legitimately sacrifice fine flour and still meet the judicial
requirement, but the sacrifice had to impose pain on the sin-
ner. The sacrifice was to reflect or represent the intensity of the
negative sanction he was avoiding, on earth and in eternity.

Rich Man, Average Man, Poor Man

The tripartite division that we commonly make in class anal-
ysis – uppe~ middle, and lower – is reflected in this passage.
The idea that each wealth group was bound by differing ritual
obligations pointed to the biblical principle of present obligations

15. One for a purification offering and the other for a burnt offering: Wenham,
Leviticus, p. 100.



Proportional Payments to God 117

in terms of @or  benefits. If the rich man imagined that he could
escape God’s condemnation by the payment of a trifle, he did
not understand God’s analysis of the nature of the specific
infraction. The earthly restitution payment to God was to be a
token of the required eternal payment, what Paul called an
earnest (Eph. 1:14), meaning a down payment. God promises to
inflict great pain for sin in eternity the pain endured by sin-
ners in history is to reflect this coming pain. The sanctions of
Israel’s sacrificial system were designed to teach this lesson
before it was too late for repentance.

On the other hand, had the poor man been expected to pay
a rich man’s obligation, he would have lost sight of the reality
of differing sins: any sin would bankrupt him. Such a restitu-
tion system would economically subsidize the worst sins by poor
people. Why not commit really serious infractions if the end
result in history is the same for great and minor infractions,
i.e., bankruptcy and enslavement? To impose an impossibly
high penalty on all crimes or sins is to make it equally expen-
sive to commit all crimes or all sins. Man being what he is –
totally depraved apart from God’s grace – this system of sanc-
tions would be a subsidy to his depraved nature. It would be
comparable to imposing the death penalty for murdering a po-
liceman and also for stealing a bicycle. It would result in ex-
treme danger for any policeman attempting to arrest a bicycle
thief. The thief would know that killing the policeman would
not result in any greater earthly penalty. This assessment of
comparative risk would eventually lead to very high expenses
for the arrest of suspected bicycle thieves. Squads of police
would have to be allocated to the arrest every suspected bicycle
thief. Meanwhile, someone calling the police department’s
emergency phone number in order to stop a murder might
find that there were very few police left to respond; too many
of them would be assigned to arresting some armed and dan-
gerous bicycle thief.
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Conclusion

The Bible teaches the principle of proportional tithing and
proportional restitution to God. The problem with animal
sacrifices in the Old Covenant was that they could not be pre-
cisely proportional: men cannot slay just half an animal. Thus,
God imposed a system of different sacrifices for people of vary-
ing wealth.

The priests collected the sacrifices, and they could lawfully
use them personally “And the priest shall make an atonement
for him as touching his sin that he bath sinned in one of these,
and it shall be forgiven him: and the remnant shall be the
priest’s, as a meat offering” (Lev. 5:13). But these sacrifices
were not part of a predictable stream of income. These pay-
ments were the result of specific sins. These penalties were not
based on income but on the sinner’s total wealth; they were
specific restitution payments. They were the economic equiva-
lent of sin taxes – literal sin taxes to God through His church.
This system enabled men to reduce these sin taxes by sinning
less frequently.

The market value of these sacrifices was limited by the
wealth of the sinner. This was to make certain that every sinner
felt the appropriate pain of economic loss; it would remind him
of the eternal loss to come. There were “different strokes for
different folks” only to make sure that all the foh felt an a#@o-
p-iate degree of economic pain.  Had the sacrificial system been
strictly a system of fines, the proportionality of the sanctions
would have been easy to maintain. Because a living animal is
not divisible on the same basis as monetary fines, God estab-
lished a system of differing sacrifices for the same transgression,
so that all transgressors were to feel a similar psychological
burden for their transgressions irrespective of their net worth.
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SACRED, PROFANE, AND COMMON

And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, If a soul commit a trespass,
and sin through ignorance, in the holy things of the LORD; then he shall
bring for hti trespass unto the LORD a ram without blemish out of the
flocks, with thy estimation by shekels of silve~  afier the shekel of the
sanctuary, for a trespass oflering:  And he shall make amends for the
ham that he bath done in the holy thing, and shall add the fiflh part
thereto, and give it unto the priest: and the priest shall make an atone-

ment for him with the ram of the trespass o~ering, and tt shall be forgiv-
en him. And f a soul sin, and commit any of these things which are
forbidden to be done by the commandnwnts of the LORD; though he wist
it not [unaware], yet is he guilty, and skull bear hix iniquaty.  And he
shall bring a ram without blemish out of the Jock, with thy estimation,
for a trespass ofering,  unto the priest: and the priat shaU make an
atonement for him concerning his ignorance wherein he erred and wist
it not, and it shall be forgiven him. It is a trespass ofering: he bath
certainly trespassed against the LORD (Lev. 5:14-19).

The theocentric meaning of this passage is that there are
degrees of sin in trespass. Some sins are committed in igno-
rance. The two greatest sins in history were committed by some
of the participants in ignorance: the fall of man – Eve was
ignorant (I Tim. 2: 13b) – and the crucifixion of Christ: the
Roman soldiers were ignorant (Luke 23:34).  Nevertheless,
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is no defense. Reparation for transgression is still

the fifth sacrifice: a guilt (reparation) offering. 1 AS

the fifth offering, it was associated with point five of the biblical
covenant model: succession or inheritance. It had to do with
continuity. To be restored to the legal status he had enjoyed
before the transgression, the trespasser had to offer a sacrifice.
The transgression had been individual. The judicial implication
of the passage is this: the sanctions God would apply to the
transgressor would be personal, not corporate. His sin was not
representational. He had transgressed a holy thing or a holy
commandment. Thus, the appropriate institutional sanction was
ecclesiastical: excommunication. This would cause him to lose
his inheritance in Israel: his land, but more important, his
citizenship. 2 To continue as a free man in Israel – to leave an
inheritance to his children – he had to offer a sacrifice.

A Trespass Offering

A 20 percent penalty was applied to the transgression of a
holy thing. Not so with a transgression of one of God’s com-
mandments. Here is the theological question: Why the differ-
ence?

The King James translators translated the Hebrew word
‘asham  as trespass. The English word “trespass” is readily asso-
ciated with a boundary violation, as in “No Trespassing.” The
New American Standard Bible translates ‘asharn  as guilt. So did
the medieval Jewish commentator Nachmanides.3 Grammati-
cally, this is the more precise translation. What is described
here is a guilt o~ering.  A person in ignorance commits a trans-

1. Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The Anchor Bible (New York: Doub-
leday 1991), p. 319.

2. See Chapter31, below: “Slaves and Freemen.”
3. Ramban [Rabbi Moshe ben Nachman],  CommentaV  on the Torah: Leviticzu (New

York: Shilo,  [1267?] 1974), p. 55.
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gression of God’s law, later recognizes this infraction, and then
offers sacrifice to pay for his transgression. He recognizes his
own guilt, and he then offers a sacrifice as his acknowledgment.
Nevertheless, the King James Version comes closer to the theo-
logical meaning of the type of transgression involved: a trespass
— a boundary violation – in the same sense that Adam’s sin
involved a transgression of the judicial boundary which God
had placed around the forbidden fruit. Adam and Eve were
indeed guilty, but their guilt was based on a literal trespass.

Holy Things and Holy Commandments

This passage rests on a distinction between holy things of the
Lord and holy commandments. A transgression of holy things
in ignorance required a 20 percent penalty plus the offering of
a ram (VV. 15-16). In contrast, a transgression of God’s com-
mandment in ignorance required only the sacrifice of the ani-
mal (v. 18). This seemingly minor distinction becomes the basis
of the analysis of the present chapter – specifically, acknowledg-
ing the biblical distinction between the sacred and the common,
but denying the legitimacy of a far more widely accepted dis-
tinction: sacred  vs. profane. The latter distinction unde~irded
ancient and modern religion.4 This false distinction has be-
come an important aspect of modern sociology and anthro-
pology, especially as a result of the work of Emile Durkheim.5

One of the most serious errors that has resulted from a misun-
derstanding of the biblical categories of sacred, common, and
profane is the false distinction between what is sometimes called
full-time Christian service and secular employment. Full-time
Christian service is regarded as sacred; secular employment is

4. Gary North, Boundaria  and Dominion: The Economtcs  of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 6, section on
“False Distinctions Within Ancient and Modern Religion.”

5. See my detailed treatment of Durkheim’s error in this regard: ibid., ch. 6,
section on “False Distinctions Within Modern Academia.”
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seen as common when not actually profane. This theological
confusion has led to the retreat of Christians from leadership in
the arts, industry and most other fields.G

Under the Mosaic Covenant, an inadvertent violation of
God’s commands was settled by paying the victim whatever he
had lost as a result of the transgression. The ethical transgres-
sion covered by this law must have been a transgression of one
of God’s verbal boundaries; no human victim is identified here.
God did not impose a 20 percent payment in addition to the
sacrifice of a ram for the violation of a commandment (Lev.
5:17- 18). But when someone violated a sacred space or sacred
object, he violated God’s word (the law) as well as the actual
thing or space (Lev.  5:15-16). The transgression was a double
boundary violation: word and place. The penalty was therefore
greater.

Sacred Boundaries

There is so much confusion over the relationship between
the sacred and the common that interpreters have tended to
misrepresent the relationship. They huve confined the common with
the profane. This false interpretation has undermined Christian
social and ethical theory whenever it has appeared. It makes
the common appear as if it were a realm “naturally” opposed to
grace and ultimately beyond grace – legitimately so in history.
This places a bounda~ around grace. The interpreters have not
understood that every created thing begins as common and
remains common unless judicially sanctified: actively set apart
by God or His law. Nothing begins as profane; it must become
profane, just as something becomes sanctified. This may seem
like a minor point, but it is not, as we shall see.

The sacred here refers to the sacramental, i.e., having to do
with the twin covenantal signs of ecclesiastical subordination: in

6. Ibid., ch. 6, section on “Full-Time Christian Service.”
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the Mosaic Covenant, circumcision and Passover; in the New
Covenant, baptism and the Lord’s Supper. The word sacrament
comes from the Latin word sacramentum,  a military oath of
enlistment.7

Anything that violates these holy things of the Lord is con-
sidered profane. In contrast, anything that violates a non-holy
thing is not considered profane. Such a violation is illegal, but
it is not profane. This is the heart of my thesis in this chapter:
the association of the biblical concept of profane with unique acts
of violation, namely, violations of a boundary surrounding a
judicially holy place or holy object. Profanity in the broadest
sense is a breach of a judicial wall of separation between the
holy and the common.

Leviticus 5:14-19 offers evidence of a judicial distinction
between the sacred and the common, but this difference is
minimal in the case of unintentional transgressions: a 20 per-
cent penalty for violating either a sacred object or sacred space
(VV. 15-16). What kind of boundary had been transgressed?
Was it geographical? This seems unlikely. We know that the
common Israelite was not permitted to enter the inner core of
the temple, on threat of death (Ex. 28:43). He would never
have been in a position to commit a tabernacle or temple tres-
pass in ignorance. Furthermore, no common priest in his right
mind would have tried to enter the holy of holies. He could not
have committed such a transgression ignorantly. So, the ele-
ment of the sacred here must refer to something broader in
scope than the performance of temple rituals.

If we are properly to understand the nature of each type of
transgression in Leviticus 5:14-19 – each type of boundary
violation – we must first understand what the idea of the sacred
meant under the Old Covenant. Then, and only then, can we

7. “Sacrament;’ in Cyclujsaedia  of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature,
edited by John M’Clintock  and James Strong, 12 vols. (New York: Harper & Bros.,
1894), IX, p. 212.
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begin to understand the meaning of the Bible’s concept of the
profane.

Profane Violations of the Sacred

What “the sacred” refers to is something pertaining to the
ecclesiastical activity of the priesthood in its broadest sense. Something
that belongs to God must not be misused or appropriated un-
lawfully. Something delegated for exclusive use by God’s priest-
hood must not be used by an unauthorized agent, or used in
an unauthorized way by an authorized agent. To understand
what this improper (profane) usage might have been, we need
first to consider what it could not have been. To do this, we
must consider false interpretations – some ancient, some mod-
ern – of the biblical distinction between sacred and common.

In the Bible, the contrast between sacred and profane is
never a contrast between a sacred object or place and a geo-
graphically separate object or place. The biblical contrast of
sacred vs. profane is between a sacramental object or place and
something common, i.e., something non-sacramental, that is
unlawfully inside a sacred boundary This distinction is ultimately
a contrast between something lawfully inside a boundary and
someone unlawfully inside.

Both realms on each side of the boundary are judicially
legitimate: the sacred realm and the common realm. The con-
trast in Leviticus 5:14-16 is not between the sacred and the
common; it is the contrast between sacred and profane. The
biblical contrast between sacred and profane is not a contrast
between moral opposites; it is instead a distinction between jzuii-
cially authorized fores of worship: sacramental vs. non-sacramental.
As I argue throughout this chapter, there is a biblical distinc-
tion between sacred and profane, but this distinction is not the
equally biblical distinction between sacred and common. These
two completely separate sets of distinctions have been repeated-
ly intermingled by commentators. This confusion of categories
has led to some disastrous false distinctions, as we shall see.
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Christians can better understand the biblical distinctions
between “sacred vs. common” and “sacred vs. profane” by
considering the difference between a communion meal held
during a worship service in church and a family meal eaten at
home by a Christian family. Both meals are equally religious.
Both meals are legitimately introduced by prayer. But only one
meal is sacramental: the church’s communion meal. What must
be understood from the beginning of our discussion is this: the
family meal is no.! @-ofane. It is common, but it is not profane.
Also, it is religious despite its legal status as common.

It is incorrect to contrast an inherently sacred place with an
inherently profane place. A sacred place has been made sacred
by the judicial declaration of God or by a priest acting in God’s

name. It has been sanctified: set apart judicially. It is neither
naturally nor metaphysically sacred. Similarly, there can be no
naturally or metaphysically profane place in the way that there
can be a naturally common place. A profane place is a violated
sacred Place. It has been the victim of an illegal trespass. The
Hebrew word translated most frequently as “profane” (Mawlawl)
is usually translated as “slain.”8 It is sometimes translated as
“wounded” (1 Sam. 17:52). This Hebrew word means flierced.  It
conveys the sense of someone’s having violated a boundary
The word is not used in the sense of a common place that just
sits there being common. A common place cannot become
profane, for it possesses no sacred boundary to trespass; only a
sacred place can become profane.

The Sacred as P~iestly

What is “the sacred,” biblically speaking? It is not merely the
religious sensibility in man, a need analogous to the need for
food or sex, as modern academic usage would have it. Rather,
it has to do with the church’s sacraments. In its narrowest

8. Num. 19:16;  19:18;  23:24;  and dozens of other verses.
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sense, the sacred refers to formal ecclesiastical acts of coven.antal
subordination: applying the covenant markg  and partaking of
the covenant meal.l” That which pertains to the sacred is for-
mally under the authority of an ordained church officer. This
officer’s task is to restrict certain people’s access beyond certain
specified judicial boundaries. These boundaries are always legal
and are sometimes spatial.

There is a biblical distinction between the sacred and the
profane, yet they are always linked. A sacred act involves the
lawful crossing of a sacred boundary meaning a bounday guurd-
ed by ordained priests. A profane act is the unlawful crossing of a
priestly boundary meaning a judicially segregated area of atone-
ment. The transgressor has either invaded sacred space or has
misused a sacred object that has been set aside by God for a
particular use. The essence of the distinction between sacred
and profane, biblically speaking, is judicial rather than meta-
physical. The profane act is ritually unauthorized, either because
of the legal status of the transgressor (a non-priest) or because
of restrictions placed by God against specific acts by even a
priest. It is the crossing of the bounda~ that constitutes the pro-
fane act.

When Adam sinned, he violated a legal boundary It was not
that he ate of a magical tree (realism). It was not that he ate of
a symbolic tree that transformed his consciousness or self-
awareness only (nominalism). He ate of a judicially prohibited
tree (covenantalism).11 He violated sacred space.12  In the
New Covenant, permanent sacred space no longer exists: the
special dwelling place of God. It exists only during formal
worship services. Sacred objects do exist: the sacraments during
worship. 13

9. In the Old Covenant, circumcision; in the New Covenant, baptism.
10. In the Mosaic Covenant, Passover; in the New Covenant, the Lord’s Supper
11. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 6, section on “Adam’s Transgression.”
12. Zbtd., ch. 6, section on “Sacred Objects, Sacred Space.”
13. Ibid., ch. 6, section on “Sacred Space in the New Covenant Era.”
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Nature and Grace

The removal of sacred boundaries in the New Covenant
does not imply that nature (the common) is somehow swallow-
ing up grace (the sacred). It is not that nature is pushing grace
into ever-smaller corners of man’s existence. The Bible teaches
that all of nature is sustained by God’s grace, i.e., God’s un-
earned gifts to men, beasts, and even demons. He gives us life,
time, knowledge, and power, none of which is in any way au-
tonomously deserved by the recipients. Ours is a providentially
sustained world. In the New Covenant, as in the Old, nature
does not swallow up grace. Both the sacred and the common are
under grace.

God’s special grace to His people – and only to His people
— is the foundation, judicially (justification) and ethically (sancti-
fication), of comprehensive transformation, both personal and
cultural. Special grace is marked publicly  by the presence of
church sacraments. Grace is empowered spiritually  by the sacra-
ments, but it is not restricted to (bounded by) the sacraments.
Special grace also operates in the realm outside the institutional
church: in family and State covenants, and in all the other
social institutions that are under the lawful jurisdictions (plural)
of family and State.

Not only does nature not swallow up grace in history, the
realm of common grace is steadily transformed by special grace,
either through widespread conversions or by example and
imitation by the unconverted for the sake of the external posi-
tive sanctions associated with external covenant-keeping.14  To
deny that common grace is affected by what takes place in the
realm of special grace is necessarily to deny the covenantal basis
of New Covenant history: progress or decline in terms of cove-
nant-keeping. The directionality of history then loses its charac-
ter as biblically progressive; its events becomes random, cov-

14. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987).
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enantally speaking. History is then seen as linear but not pro-
gressive. 15

The biblically valid distinction between the sacred and the
non-sacramental reminds us that all of nature is under grace,
either special or common. Without the unearned gifts (grace) of
life, law, time, and knowledge, and power, there could be no
history.lG  The processes of nature have been definitively re-
deemed by Jesus Christ by His death, resurrection, and ascen-
sional’  This is equally true of culture. The Bible is clear: na-
ture is sustained by God’s common grace and is progressively
sanctified in history in response to His extension of special
grace to the church. Grace Progressively redeems nature in histo~
because Jesus Chnkt definitively redeemed nature at Calva~.  Nature
is therefore sanctified: definitively, progressively and finally.

What Constituted “Ignorant Profanity”?

A profane act involves the misuse of God’s name. It is pri-
marily a priestly misrepresentation of God. Profanity is worse
when committed by an ordained special priest (guardian of the
sacraments) than by a non-ordained special priest (guardian of
the kingdom), i.e., a redeemed person. It can also be commit-

ted by a general priest, i.e., an unredeemed person under
Adam’s original priestly status. Is These profane acts are public
acts.

Leviticus 5:14-19 referred to a profane act committed in
ignorance. A profane act under the Old Covenant necessarily
involved the church, for it involved some aspect of the sacra-
ments, i.e., the priesthood. To violate the office of priest, either

15. This is Meredith G. Ktine’s view of New Covenant history Kline, “Comments
on an Old-New Error,” Westminster Theological  Journal, XLI (Fall 1978), p. 184.

16. North, Dominion and Comman Grace.
17. North, Is the World Running Down?

18. North, Boundaries and Dominwn,  ch. 6, sections on “Profanity Priesthoods,
and Pagans” and “New Covenant Sanctions.”
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as a priest or as a layman, was considered profane. If done in
ignorance, there was an added penalty of one-fifth.

There was an ownership principle involved. God had estab-
lished legal boundaries around the sacraments: spatial bound-
aries and liturgical boundaries. These were ultimately ownership
boundaries, analogous to the boundary He placed around the
tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Thut which belongs exclu-
sively  to God is specially protected by law. Jesus’ distinction between
God and Caesar would apply here: render to each what is
lawfully claimed by each (Matt. 22:21 ).” God is sacred; Caesar
is common. (It was this confession that later became the legal
basis of the Roman Empire’s persecution of Christians.) Jesus’
distinction between God and Mammon would not apply here:
no one should ever serve Mammon. No one should ever be
profane (Mammon: false worship). What was established in
Leviticus 5:14-19 was a legal distinction between sacred and
common, not between sacred and profane. That which is common
cannot be profaned.

What did the church in the Mosaic Covenant require? The
sacrifice of unblemished animals, for one thing. What if a man
had ignorantly offered an animal with a defect – a disease, for
example? He had mistakenly brought the wrong animal to the
altar. He owed another animal, plus a penalty payment of one-
fifth. Since he could not kill one-fifth of an animal, a monetary
equivalent according to the shekels of the temple was allowed.
To offer a blemished animal was the equivalent of stealing from
God – profaning His table-altar (Mal. 1:8-12). God’s warning
was clear: “But ye have profaned it, in that ye say, The table of
the LORD is polluted; and the fruit thereof, even his meat, is
contemptible” (Mal. 1:12).

19. Because God brings Caesars to the throne who unlawfidly claim far more
than a tithe, we are usually to obey even the unlawfi.d claims. God brings such men
to power in order to judge us. However, God allowed Jeroboan to revolt against
Rehoboam in protest against Rehoboam’s taxes (I Ri. 12).



130 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

What else would have come under the law against profanity?
Tithes. The tithes were to be set aside to God. They were His
property collected and administered solely by the priesthood.
To refuse to pay a tithe to the local Levite was the legal equiva-
lent of stealing from God (Mal. 3:8-9).  If a person discovered in
retrospect that he had earned more net income than he had
originally calculated, he owed more to God. This would have
been an unintentional transgression. He now owed the tithe,
plus an animal sacrifice, plus an extra 20 percent on that por-
tion of the tithe that he had neglected to pay. If he had earned
an additional ten ounces of silver, he owed, first, an additional
ounce to the Levite. He would also have been required to offer
an animal sacrifice, plus pay an additional one-fifth of an ounce
to the Levite.

A person might also have made a complicated vow to God.
If he neglected to fulfill all of its terms, he would have owed
the extra payment.

The civil government of every nation should impose sanc-
tions against public verbal profanity It is a form of assault. The
third commandment is binding on all nations. No one is al-
lowed by God to transgress the boundary placed around His
name. No civil government ought to tolerate such transgres-
sions. The inherited general status of priest to which all men
are born as sons of Adam brings all men under God’s civil laws
regarding profanity. It is on this legal basis, among others, that
the civil government of a formally covenanted Christian nation
could and should bring sanctions against certain practices of
cults and rival religions: their public transgression of God’s
sacramental boundaries. Sacrilege is a civil o~ense.

Unintentional sacrilege seems far less likely in a modern
nation that is not formally covenanted to God. That it could
take place in Old Covenant Israel is clear. It is far less clear
how laws against unintentional violations of priestly boundaries
would appiy today.
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Conclusion

A non-deliberate trespass of a holy thing required a 20 per-
cent penalty payment plus a slain ram. A non-deliberate tres-
pass of God’s commandment required only a slain ram. The
trespass of a holy thing was the greater (i.e., worse) trespass.

The importance today of these two Levitical  laws governing
these two guilt offerings lies in their distinctions and varying
penalties. The Levitical  distinctions between “the holy things of
the Lord” and “the commandments of the Lord” enable us to
discern a fundamental distinction between the sacred and the

, non-sacramental (i.e., the common or conventional). The com-
mon is obviously not profane, for this realm includes God’s
commandments. There is surely nothing inherently profane
about “the commandments of the Lord” or the comprehensive
realms of life governed by them. What is profane is any trans-
gression of “the holy things of the Lord.” These Levitical  laws
therefore reveal the error of the standard textbook distinctions
drawn between “sacred and profane” and “religious and secu-
lar.”

There is remarkably little discussion of the ascension of
Christ in modern orthodox theology.20 This topic inevitably
raises fundamental historical, cosmological, and cultural impli-
cations that modern premillennial and especially amillennial
theologians find difficult to accept, such as the progressive
manifestation of Christ’s rule in history through His representa-
tives: Christians.21 In a world in which grace is believed to be
progressively devoured by nature, there is little room for histor-
ical applications of the doctrine of the historical ascension.

20. Gary North, Milkmnialism  and Social Theory (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 227-29.

21. No theological or eschatologicat  school denies that there can be prolonged
set-backs in this manifestation of Christ’s rule. Conversely, none would totally deny
progress. I know of no one who would argue, for example, that the creeds of the
church prior to the fourth century were more rigorous or more accurate theological-
ly than those that came later.
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Covenantal postmillennialism alone can confidently discuss the
doctrine of Christ’s ascension, for postmillennialism does not
seek to confine the effects of Christ’s ascension to the realms of
the internal and the trans-historical.22 That is to say, postmil-
lennialism does not assert the existence of supposedly inevitable
boundaries around the effects of grace in history. On the con-
trary, it asserts that all such boundaries will be progressively
overcome in history, until on judgment day the very gates
(boundaries) of hell will not be able to stand against the church
(Matt.  16:18).23

It is now the task of Christians to work out progressively in
history the implications of what these definitive transformations
have already accomplished judicially. Whatever God has declared
judicially, He requires to be manifested Propessiuely.  This dominion
assignment to His people involves extensive personal responsi-
bility, which is why dominion theology is resisted so adamantly
by pietists. But the church has been given a written Bible, the
Holy Spirit, and the division of labor (I Cor. 12) to enable
Christians to extend God’s dominion covenant. This historical
task is huge, but our tools are more than adequate.

Sadly, most Christians in my generation prefer intellectual
slumber and life in a cultural ghetto, living on “hand-me-
downs” from the world of humanism. They, too, have adopted
the false dualisms  of humanism: sacred vs. profane, religious vs.
secular, nature vs. grace. They, too, have adopted the view that

22. This is why amillennialism drifts so easily into Barthianism:  the history of
mankind for the amillennialist  has no visible connection with the ascension of Jesus
Christ. Progressive sanctification in this view is limited to the personal and ecclesiasti-
cal; it is never cultural or civic. The ascension of Christ has no transforming implica-
tions for society in amillennial theology. The ascension was both historical and
publicly visible; its implications supposedly are not. The Barthian is simply more
consistent than the amillennialist:  he denies the historicity of both Jesus’ ascension
and His subsequent grace to society. Christ’s ascension, like His grace, is relegated to
the trans-historical.  North, Mi&ns.zalism  and Soctul  TheoU,  pp. 111-13.

23. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., He Shall Have Dominion: A Postmitiennial  Eschatology
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), chaps. 12, 13.
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without Jesus’ bodily presence in history, nature swallows up
grace.

Nature should not be contrasted with grace, for it is part of
God’s common grace and can be renewed (healed) over time
through comprehensive covenantal  faithfulness. Nature should be
contrasted with the sacramental: a judicially segregated realm. Both
realms are equally  under grace. Therefore, nature (the common) –
families, businesses, civil government, etc. – can be healed
progressively in history by special grace. This is one application
of the doctrine of the bodily ascension of Christ: overcoming
death in history.

In contrast to the biblical view of nature and grace stand all
forms of anti-Christianity. In all non-Christian systems, natu~e
swallows up grace in histo~. Tragically for the history of the
church, both amillennialism  and premillennialism necessarily
adopt this non-Christian view of nature and grace in history
(i.e., the period prior to Jesus Christ’s bodily return). The
world supposedly remains under the accelerating curses of
God, deteriorating both ethically and physically (the entropy
process). The common blessings of God in history are progres-
sively overwhelmed by the common curses .24

Nature does not swallow up grace. Nature is not separate
from grace; nature is under grace. For example, all Christian
service is under God’s special grace. All Christian service is in
this sense redemptive. When a Christian engages in any honest
labor, he is engaged in full-time Christian service. But he is not
engaged in full-time sacred service. Sacred service is limited to
the performance of the formal duties of an ecclesiastical minist-
ry: preaching the gospel in worship services, serving the sacra-
ments, anointing the sick with oil (James 5:14), etc. Formal
church worship involves an added layer of holiness, i.e., judicial
separation. This is why it can be profaned.

24. North, Millennialtim  and Soctal  Theory, ch. 4.



7

GUARDIAN OF THE CIVIL OATH

And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, If a soul sin, and commit a
trespass against the LORD, and lie unto his neighbour  in that which was
delivered him to keep, or in fellowship, or in a thing taken away by
violence, or bath deceived his neighbour;  Or have found that which was
lost, and lieth concerning it, and sweareth  falsely; in any of all these that
a man doeth,  sinning therein: Then it shall be, because he huth sinned,
and is guilty, that he shall restore that which he took violently away, or
the thing which he bath deceitfully gotten, or that which was delivered
him to keep, or the lost thing which he found, Or all that about which he
bath sworn falsely; he shall even restore it in the principal, and shall add
the fifth part more thereto, and give it unto him to whom it apperkzineth,
in the day of his trespass o~ering.  And he shall bring his trespass o&-
ing unto the LoRD, a ram without blemtih  out of the flock, with thy
estimation, for a trespass oflering, unto the priest: And the priest shall
make an atonenumt for him before the LORD: and it shall be forgiven him
for any thing of all that he bath done in trespassing therein (Lev. 6:1-7).

The theocentric meaning of this passage is that theft is a
transgression against God. God is here identified as the primary
victim of crime: “If a soul sin, and commit a trespass against the
LORD. . . .“ This principle is fundamental to biblical law. It is
therefore not sufficient for a thief to make restitution to his
earthly victim; he must also make restitution to God.
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This passage continues the laws governing trespasses and
guilt (reparations) offerings. The sin in this instance is high-
handed, unlike the sin of Leviticus 5:15.1 It is said to be a sin
against the Lord, yet what is described is a sin against a neigh-
bor. God mandated a 20 percent penalty plus the sacrifice of a
blemish-free animal.

The text identifies the presence of a false oath in conjunction
with crimes against property. The question is: Was the false
oath the basis of the 20 percent penalty payment? I argue in
this chapter that it was not. The false oath made mandatory the
animal sacrifice, but the theft itself, confessed prior to the’ trial,
was what invoked the 20 percent penalty. My line of reasoning
rests on what I have previously identified as God’s economic
subsidy for early confession of crime, i.e., reduced restitution
penalties. 2

Deception is here singled out as a sin against the Lord. This
includes deception regarding: 1) keeping an item entrusted for
safekeeping or keeping a pledged item (collateral for a loan), 2)
robbery, 3) extortion, and 4) keeping someone’s lost item.3

Theologically speaking, every sin is a sin against the Lord, to be
judged in God’s final court. The victim of every crime becomes
God’s legal representative, for he is an earthly target of man’s
rebellion against God’s standards.4 He is the victim, therefore,
of a bounda~ violation. But this passage specifically identifies
four transgressions as trespasses against God, whereas other
trespasses listed in the Bible are not specifically identified as
such. Why not? No ram offering was required for those other

1. “If a soul commit a trespass, and sin through ignorance, in the holy things of
the LORD; then he shall bring for his trespass unto the LORD a ram without blemish
out of the flocks, with thy estimation by shekels of silver, after the shekel of the
sanctuary for a trespass offering” (Lev. 5:15).

2. Gary North, TOOI!-S of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 513-14.

3. The New American Standard Version makes these crimes clearer than the
King James Version does.

4. North, Tools of Dominion, pp. 278-80.
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sins. Why not, if every sin is judicially a trespass against God?
Why single out deception?

The Presence of a False Oath

The answer lies elsewhere than in the enumerated sins
themselves. It is the transgressor’s false verbal te.shu.%y  to the
victim regarding these crimes against @o@-ty  that serves as the
differentiating factor: either lying to the neighbor directly or
swearing falsely to a civil court. Writes Wenham: “By abusing
the oath, a person took God’s holy name in vain, and tres-
passed against his holiness. Therefore a reparation offering was
required to make amends. ”5 The sin is two-fold: a violation of
a neighbor’s property rights (point three of the covenant: boun-
daries), coupled with a violation of either personal verbal assur-
ances to the victim or the violation of a formal judicial oath
(point four: oath).

Because a crime against property is involved, the lie or dece#-
tion becomes a judicial oath. The victim becomes God’s covenant
agent, the one who initiates a lawsuit against the thief.G  The
oath violation takes a specific form: the implicit (though not
legally explicit)’ misuse of God’s name. This is a boundary
violation: the third commandment (Ex. 20 :’7). This oath implic-
itly and inescapably invokes God’s negative sanctions, as all
lawful oaths must.8

In a court, there must be interrogation of the suspects. God
in the garden publicly interrogated Adam and Eve regarding

5. GordonJ.  Wenham, The Book of Leviticzu (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 108.

6. North, Tools of Dominion, pp. 278-80, 289.
7. Jesus warned men not to make oaths to each other: “But let your communica-

tion be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay for whatsoever is more than these cometh  of evil” (Matt.
5:37).  He was not speaking of civil or ecclesiastical trials, in which an oath was
legitimate because both State and church have been entrusted with the authority to
bring God’s negative sanctions in history.

8. Ray R. Sutton, That Mu May PTosfen Dominwn  By Covenant (2nd cd.; Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 4.
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the facts of the case. It is a crime to testify falsely in God’s court
or in man’s. False testimony is intended to deflect God’sjustice.
Offering it implies that God can be deceived, or at the very
least, He can be deterred from bringing His negative sanctions
in history. False testimony rests on a man’s self-confidence in
his ability to deceive God’s representative agents in history. He
believes that he can deflector delay God’s judgment in history
by means of misleading information. This faith in false testimo-
ny rests on a theology that assumes that God is non-existent, or
not omniscient, or not omnipotent, or does not bring significant
negative sanctions in history. It assumes that heaven’s court is
non-existent, or that God is forgetful, or that time, apart from
restitution, pays for all sins (universal salvation), i.e., that God
does not bring negative sanctions in eternity. It assumes, at the
very least, that God’s negative sanctions outside the earthly
court (in history and eternity) are minimal compared to the
negative sanctions that can be imposed by the court, i.e., double
restitution to the victim (Ex. 22:4). This law denies all of these
assumptions.

Restitution and Atonement

Two separate sins were involved: one formal-covenantal
(false oath), one conventional-economic (theft or fraud). There-
fore, there had to be two separate acts of restitution. The first
form of restitution - sacrificing a ram – was paid to God to
compensate Him for the oath-taker’s attempt to thwart God’s
civil court. This was necessary to satisfy God in His capacity as
both High Priest and King of the heavenly court. The second
— the return of the stolen item plus a 20 percent payment – was
required by God’s law to satisfy the earthly victim in his legal
capacity as a victim. Both the victim and the priest served as
covenantal  agents of God: the first civil, the second ecclesiastical.

The penalty for unconfessed theft is double restitution (Ex.
22:4). This is reduced to the restoration of the stolen property
plus a 20 percent penalty if the thief confesses his crime before
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either its discovery or his conviction, as we shall see. The 20
percent penalty payment constituted a double tithe.’

Why impose a 20 percent penalty, the equivalent of a double
tithe? What did the tithe have to do with restitution to the
victim? James Jordan suggests that it was because guardianship
is associated with Levitical office, and so is the tithe. Numbers
18 established the Levites as the guardians of sacred space and
sacred things. “And thy brethren also of the tribe of Levi, the
tribe of thy father, bring thou with thee, that they may be
joined unto thee, and minister unto thee: but thou and thy sons
with thee shall minister before the tabernacle of witness. And
they shall keep thy charge, and the charge of all the tabernacle:
only they shall not come nigh the vessels of the sanctuary and
the altar, that neither they, nor ye also, die” (Num. 18:2-3).
They were required to keep the common Israelites away from
the sacred spaces of the tabernacle. This entitled them to a tithe
as their lawful inheritance (Num.  18:21-24). Conclusion: the
tithe and the Levitical protection of sacred space were linked
judicially.

Death was the civil penalty for invading the temple’s sacred
space, which was protected by the Levites (Num.  18 :’7), just as
an invasion of the priests’ sacred space by the Levites would
bring God’s death sentence against both priest and Levite
(Num. 18:3).  The penalty for other invasions of sacred areas
was the 20 percent penalty: a double tithe. A vow to a priest
was redeemed by paying a 20 percent penalty (Lev.  2’7: 19).
Refusal to pay this redemption price resulted in the permanent
loss of the property even rural land (Lev. 27:20-21 ).1° Unin-
tentional boundary violations of sacred things also required a
double tithe penalty: “And if a man eat of the holy thing unwit-
tingly, then he shall put the fifth part thereof unto it, and shall

9. Andrew A. Bonar, A Commenta~  on Leviliw  (London: Banner of Ti-uth  Trust,
[1846] 1966), p. 109.

10. See Chapter 37, below.
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give it unto the priest with the holy thing” (Lev. 22:14). “Speak
unto the children of Israel, When a man or woman shall com-
mit any sin that men commit, to do a trespass against the LORD,
and that person be guilty, Then they shall confess their sin
which they have done: and he shall recompense his trespass
with the principal thereof, and add unto it the fifth part there-
of, and give it unto him against whom he bath trespassed”
(Num. 5:6-7).

In the same sense that every man is a priest through Adam,
every man is a Levite through Adam. He is a designated guard-
ian of God’s property a Levitical function. The property owner
is inescapably God’s steward because God owns everything:
“For every beast of the forest is mine, and the cattle upon a
thousand hills” (Ps. 50:10). All subordinate ownership is neces-
sarily representative. It is therefore stewardship. This judicially
bounded sphere of economic responsibility is not to be invaded
unlawfully the eighth commandment (Ex. 20:15). Adam is the
archetype. He was established as a guardian of God’s property
— a Levitical function – even before he acted as a priest. He was
told to serve as a guardian on the day of his creation (Gen.
2:15). His profane, sacrilegious act of priestly defiance - eating
a prohibited communion meal in the presence of an invading
serpent – took place later (Gen. 3:6).

Thwarting Civil  Justice

The criminal had lied to the victim in order to escape civil
justice. This was an affront to God’s kingly justice. The victim,
as God’s judicial agent, becomes the civil court’s judicial agent.
He has a direct economic incentive to pursue justice.11

The court should establish a system in which both parties,
accuser and accused, are treated equally. All court expenses

11. Gary North, Boundatis  and Dominwn:  The Economics of Leuiticza (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 7, section on
“Thwarting Civil Justice.”
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should be borne by the civil government. There should also be
some way to insure that both parties are represented equally in
the court. The general principle is that the loser should pay for
the legal fees of the winner. If a poor man is too fearful to
prosecute on this basis, fearing bankruptcy the State may do so
in his name if he approves, granting him post-trial immunity.
But then the State must provide the equivalent of vouchers for
both sides’ legal costs. It covers the legal fees for both sides, but
only to a limit. The model here is Christ’s intercession for His
people before the throne of justice (Rem. 8:34).’2

Priestly Agents of God’s Heavenly Court

When the plaintiff brings a lawsuit in his own name, he
inevitably also brings it in God’s name, for God is the primary
victim of crime. If he was a victim, he is acting as God’s agent.
The civil court is required to examine the evidence and an-
nounce judgment, but this judgment is made in the name of
the two victims: God and the earthly victim, either the plaintiff
or the defendant. The civil court is an agent of the victim in a
way that the ecclesiastical court is not. The civil court acts to
defend the victim’s rights, whereas the priest acts to defend the
civil court’s authority in the case of a false oath.

The required animal sacrifice served as an atonement for a
crime against God’s civil court. This sacrifice wiped away the sin
ritually. It was a public acknowledgment of a transgression
against God’s civil court. What is significant here is that an
ecclesiastical act was required to atone for a civil transgression. The
verbal cover-up (false witness) required a ritual payment.

This raises a key question: Why was there a ritual connection
between a civil court and the priesthood? Because of the two-
fold character of God’s judgment. The civil court always repre-
sents God’s heavenly court in a subordinate fashion, analogous
to the victim, who in his legal capacity as a victim also repre-

12. Ibid., ch. 7, section on “Allmating  the Costs of Civil Justice.”
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sents God subordinately The civil court acts on behalf of the
victim, but only in its judicial capacity as the minister of kingly
justice (Rem. 13:4), as the institution that lawfully bears the
monopolistic sword of vengeance. But God requires more than
civil sanctions to placate His wrath against the criminal. He sits
on His throne as both High Priest and King; on earth, these
offices are divided except in two unique cases: Melchizedek
(Gen.  14:18) and Jesus Christ. God mwst be placated in both of His
ofices.  This is why no single earthly court can lawfully offer two-
fold atonement to a criminal. God therefore requires a priestly
sacrifice.

New Testament Sacrijice

In the New Testament, this priestly sacrifice was made by
Jesus Christ at Calvary. The various animal sacrifices in the Old
Testament representationally prefigured this ultimate sacrifice
(Heb.  9). A question legitimately can be raised: Is any post-
Calvary public mark of contrition lawfully imposed by the
church on the perjurer? If so, on what legal basis?

If the perjurer is a church membe~  he has partaken of the
Lord’s Supper throughout the period following his false testi-
mony to the court. This placed him in jeopardy of God’s nega-
tive sanctions (I Cor. 11:30). He ignored this threat, thereby
implicitly adopting the same false theology of God’s minimal
sanctions, previously described. The church’s officers deserve to
know of the transgression, and can lawfully assign a penalty.
This penalty should not exceed the value of a ram in the Mosa-
ic economy.

If the perjurer is not a church member, he is still dependent
on continuing judgments by the church to preserve God’s
common grace in history. The State can lawfully function in
non-Christian environments, but only because of the common
grace of God mediated through His called-out church to the
world. In the Mosaic covenant, the church served as a mediat-
ing agency for the entire world. This is why the priests had to
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offer 70 bullocks annually (Num.  29:12-32) as sacrifices for the
symbolic 70 pagan nations of the world (Jud. 1:7’), plus a single
bullock for Israel on the eighth day (Num. 29:36).’3

The Church: Guardian of the Civil Oath

What this means is that the church is the guardian of the
covenantal civil oath. This is an inescapable conclusion from the
fact that only the church has the authority to accept the perjur-
er’s sacrifice in atonement for the false oath. The State cannot
offer this release from guilt. The oath involves the formal call-
ing down of God’s negative covenant sanctions on the oath-
taker. He who uses God’s name in vain in a formal judicial
conflict must then seek judicial cleansing from the church. The
reason why the oath is guarded by the church is that the
church alone can lawfully invoke the eternal negative sanctions
of God against an individual.14  Thus, by invoking the oath in a
civil court, the Animal  necessarily brings himself under the judicial
authority of the church.

The modern practice of allowing atheists to “affirm” to tell
the truth in court, but not to swear on the Bible or in God’s
name, is a direct affront against God and against the church as
the guardian of the oath. It is also inevitably an act of divinizing
the State by default. The State becomes the sole enforcer of the
public affirmation. In such a worldview, there is no appeal in
history beyond the State and its sanctions. The atheist’s afirmution
is therefore a judicial act dem.unding the removal of God from the
courtroom. Thus, it requires the creation of a new oath system,
with the State as the sole guardian of the oath. The State acts
not in God’s name but in its own. Rushdoony’s comments are

13. When Israel fell in A.D.  70, she had become like all the other pagan nations.
She could no longer offer efficacious sacrifices for them or for herself. From that
point on, only the sacrifice of Jesus Christ at Cilvary  could serve as any nation’s
atonement – covering or ransom – before God.

14. Gary North, The Sinai Strategy: Economics and the Ten Com.mandmenls  (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), pp. 52-56.



Guardian of the Civil Oath 143

on target: “If a witness is asked to swear to tell the whole truth
and nothing but the truth without any reference to God, truth
then can be and is commonly redefined in terms of himself.
The oath in God’s name is the ‘legal recognition of God’15  as
the source of all things and the only true ground of all being.
It establishes the state under God and under His law. The
removal of God from oaths, and the light and dishonest use of
oaths, is a declaration of independence from Him, and it is
warfare against God in the name of the new gods, apostate man
and his totalitarian state.”lG

The biblical State can lawfully impose negative sanctions
against a perjure~ but only on behalf of the victim. The State
cannot lawfully pronounce the permanent negative sanctions of
the oath against anyone. The State can lawfully require an oath,
but it is not the institutional enforcer of this oath. The presence
of the oath to God is a public acknowledgment of the non-
autonomy of the State. God is above the State, and the church
stands next to it as the guardian of the oath.1’

This means that theocracy is required by God’s civil law.
Without the God-given authority to require an oath, the State
would lose its covenantal status as a lawful monopolistic institu-
tion with the authority to enforce physical sanctions against evil-
doers. It would lose its status as a covenantal  institution. Yet by
imposing an oath, it inevitably places itself under the protection
of the church, for the church is the defender of the oath. As the
great seventeenth-century jurist Sir Edward Coke put it, “pro-
tection draws allegiance, and allegiance draws protection.”ls

15. T. Robert Ingram, The World Under God’s Law (Houston, Texas: St. Thomas
Press, 1962), p. 46.

16. R. J. Rushdoony  The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973), p, 115.

17. The State, in turn, is responsible for the preservation of the “legal environ-
ment that protects the church. The church is not institutionally autonomous, either.

18. Cited by Rebecca West, The New Meaning of Treason (New York: Vking  Press,
1964), p. 12; in Rushdoony  Institutes, p. 118.
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Civil Identification of a Tme Church
This law requires that the local civil government identify the

local ecclesiastical guardians of the oath. It must identi~  those
congregations that are confessionally  orthodox and therefore
eligible to receive the trespass offering. This authority to identi-
fy confessionally  orthodox churches implies that members of
associations not so identified as orthodox cannot legally be
granted the legal status of citizens. In short, the State is a con-
fessional, oath-bound, covenantal institution. It is required to
establish what constitutes a valid civil oath, but only after con-
sultation with churches. Churches are confessional, covenantal
institutions, separate from the State. They may lawfully impose
added confessional requirements beyond the civil oath for their
members and officers, but if they do not confess the Trinity,
they are not to be recognized as guardians of the civil oath.

Conclusion

We see in this law the application of the Bible’s fundamental
principle of civil justice: victim’s rights. The twin issues in this
case involve the defense of a pair of judicial boundaries: private
property and the civil oath. The ecclesiastical issue is this: What
is the meaning of the trespass offering? I argue that the tres-
pass offering is tied judicially to the defense of the civil oath
against the criminal who falsely declares his innocence. That is,
there is mow to a legitimate defense of the civil  oath than the imposition
of civil sanctions.

The primary victim of the theft is God, against whose majes-
ty the theft is committed. The secondary victim is the earthly
victim. He then becomes the primary agent of God in this legal
dispute between God and the criminal. God brings a lawsuit
against the criminal in His heavenly court; He authorizes the
victim to bring a lawsuit in a civil court. This is the biblical
principle of victim’s rights.

An important goal of the criminal justice system is to gain a
confession from the criminal before a trial is held or a verdict
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is handed down. This reflects the desire of God to gain a public
confession from the sinner before his death, and therefore
before his heavenly trial begins.lg  To gain early confessions,
God’s law imposes escalating penalties for each formal judicial
stage transgressed by the criminal’s deceptive activities. Put
another way, each time the criminal transgresses one of these
legal barriers – these judicial opportunities for public confession
- the penalties increase. Early confession reduces the costs of
prosecution. It lowers the cost ofjustice.  The double restitution
penalty (Ex. 21:4) is imposed only after the person is convicted
by a court. This is analogous to God’s reduced penalty on sin-
ners when they confess in history, before final judgment.20 But
early confession does not remove the requirement to make a
trespass offering.21  Jesus Christ’s office in history as both King
and High Priest must be upheld.

The court defends the rights of the victim. The church de-
fends the integrity of the court, i.e., its right to be told the truth
by the criminal. The criminal’s transgression of ownership
boundaries sanctified – set apart judicially – the stolen proper-
ty: set it apart judicially. The lying criminal owes the victim
double restitution because of the theft if the court convicts him.
He owes him full restoration if he admits his guilt before the
court tries him. He also owes the victim a double tithe (20
percent) because the act of theft sanctified the stolen goods.
Finally, he owes God a sacrifice through the mediating institu-
tion of the priesthood because of his false oath in civil court.

The 20 percent penalty payment to the victim is still in force
in New Testament times. It was not tied uniquely to the Prom-

19. “That if thou shah confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt believe
in thine heart that God bath raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved. For with
the heart man believeth  unto righteousness; and with the mouth confession is made
unto salvation” (Rem. 10:9-10).

20. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 7, sections on “A Subsidy for Early
Con fission,” “Calculating the Required Restitution; and “After the Accusation, But
Before the TriaI.”

21. Ibid., ch. 7, section on “Restitution Plus a Trespass Offering.”
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ised Land or the Mosaic Covenant priesthood. There has to be
a double-tithe (priestly) penalty payment in order to de-sanctify
the stolen property He pays this penalty to the victim, not to
the church.

If the criminal confesses his sin to the victim before the trial
begins, he escapes the threat of double restitution. A 20 percent
penalty payment to the victim is sufficient, plus the return of
the asset or its present market value. In Mosaic Israel, if he had
also lied to the court regarding his theft, he had to offer the
sacrifice of a ram. Today, he would confess to church authori-
ties and make whatever sacrifice they impose on him, not to
exceed the comparable value of a ram in the Mosaic economy.



Part 2

CLEANSING
(Lev. 8-16)



INTRODUCTION TO PART 2

For I am the LORD your God: ye shall therefore sanctify yourselves, and
ye shall be holy; for I am holy: neither shall ye defile yourselves wtth any
manner of creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. For I am the
LORD that bringeth  you up out of the land of Egypt, to be your God: ye
shall therefore be holy, for I am holy (Lev. 11:44-45),

God here identifies Himself as a holy God. He also identifies
Himself as the God who had delivered the Israelites from the
bondage of Egypt. This self-identification as the God who deliv-
ered His people in history is the identifying aspect of point two
of the Mosaic Covenant: historical prologue.1  In Leviticus
11:45, God identifies Himself as possessing lawful authority
over His people: hierarchy.

Leviticus 8-16 is concerned with the priesthood in general,2
but with cleansing in particular The priesthood was in charge
of identifying and attending to the marks of ritual and physical
uncleanness in society: food laws, childbirth laws, leprosy, dis-
charges of the flesh, and the day of atonement.3 This section
begins with the ritual washing of the priests: Aaron and his sons
(Lev. 8:6). It ends with the day of atonement, which is specific-

1. Meredith G. Kline, The Structure of Biblical AuthoriQ (rev. cd.; Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, 1972), pp. 53-57.

2. The Greek word for priest is hiem.s,  as in hierarchy.
3. James B. Jordan, Covenant Sequerue  in Leviticus and Deuteronomy (Tyler,

Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1989), p. 16.
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ally identified as a means of cleansing: “For on that day shall

the priest make an atonement for you, to cleanse you, that ye

may be clean from all your sins before the LORD” (Lev. 16:30).
Ritual cleanliness was mandatory for a nation  of priests (Ex.

19:6)  that had been set apart (sanctified, made holy) by God as

His special people. This national separation was tie heart of the

Mosaic  Covenant. Cleanliness laws were temporal boundary

devices that had a covenantal function for as long as the Mosaic

Covenant was valid. To enforce them, there had to be a priest-

hood for the nation  of priests. Like the nation  of priests, these

ordained priests had boundaries placed around them as a

separate family (Aaron) in a separate tribe (Levi). It was their

task to identify holiness and unholiness, cleanliness and un-

cleanliness (Lev. 10:10). As we find in the laws governing lepro-

sy, their very physical presence inside the boundary of a house

made unclean a house infected with the disease. It was not

legally unclean until  a priest crossed its bounda~. This was

analogous to the moral uncleanliness of Canaan, which became

judicially unclean – and subject to God’s corporate negative

sanctions – only after the Israelites had crossed the Jordan river

and entered the land.



8

WINE AS A BOUNDARY MARKER

And the LORD spake unto Aaron, saying, Do not drink wine nor
strong drink, thou, nor thy sons with thee, when ye go into the tabernacle
of the congregation, lest ye die: it shall be a stutute fm ever throughout
your generations: And thut  ye may put difference between holy and
unholy, and between unclean and clean; And that ye may teach the
children of Israel all the statutes which the LORD bath spoken unto them
by the hund of Moses (Lev. 10:8-11).

The theocentric meaning of this passage is that God has the
authority to establish boundaries that temporarily separate a
holy person from a blessing. The wine in this passage is analo-
gous to the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.

This prohibition applied to the priests only while they were
inside the tabernacle or temple. There is no reference to the
Levites. For a priest to drink wine inside the tabernacle consti-
tuted a boundary violation. The tabernacle-temple was God’s
place of residence in Israel. It was there that He manifested His
judicial presence. This law had something to do with the special
presence of God and the holiness of God. It also had something
to do with the office of priest. It had nothing to do with a gen-
eral prohibition against wine.

There can be no doubt that the average Israelite was allowed
to drink wine. He was specifically authorized by God to drink



152 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

it at the third-year feast. “And thou shalt bestow that money for
whatsoever thy soul lusteth after, for oxen, or for sheep, or for
wine, or for strong drink,l  or for whatsoever thy soul desireth:
and thou shalt eat there before the LORD thy God, and thou
shalt rejoice, thou, and thine household” (Deut. 14:26). Wine is
described in the Bible as a blessing from God (Deut. 7:13;
11: 14; II Chron. 31:5). God even goes so far as to say that the
absence of wine is a sign of His covenantal  curse against a cove-
nanted nation: “And he shall eat the fruit of thy cattle, and the
fruit of thy land, until thou be destroyed: which also shall not
leave thee either corn, wine, or oil, or the increase of thy kine,
or flocks of thy sheep, until he have destroyed thee” (Deut.
28:5 1). Why, then, this unique Mosaic Covenant prohibition
for the priests? Wenham understands that there is a problem
here. “The commands given to Aaron, however, are strange.
Why should a ban on drinking alcohol be introduced here, and
then be coupled with instructions about teaching the Israel-
ites?”z He correctly identifies both aspects of the prohibition: 1)
clear-headed officiating over the administration of the sacrifices,
and 2) the teaching function of the priests. But he avoids dis-
cussing a very difficult and all-too-obvious problem: teaching by
the priests that took place outside the boundaries of the taber-
nacle and the temple. Why did the prohibition against wine
cease when the priest left the tabernacle? Wasn’t clear instruc-
tion in the word of God just as important outside the temple’s
boundaries as inside?

The ban did not apply to the Levites, yet they also had a
teaching function. Their office was lower than the priestly
office. They did not speak with comparable authority. Was this
additional authority of the priesthood an aspect of the ban?

1. This did not refer to Coca Cola Classic. Fundamentalist Christians and other
anti-alcohol legalists have great exegetical problems with this passage.

2. GordonJ. Wenham, The Book of L.ewiiicus (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 158.
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Boundaries: God’s Ownership and Priestly Sobriety

The boundary of the tabernacle involved a prohibition re-
garding their personal use of wine. Wine was required in the
sacrifices. The wine of Mosaic sacrifice was to be poured out
exclusively to God and never consumed by the priest. It was
not burned on the altar because, like leaven, it was a fermented
product.’ Wine accompanied the offerings (Num.  15:5;  28:7).
Like the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, wine was
specially reserved for God in the Mosaic sacrifices. The wine of
samijice  was exclusively His property. Also like the boundary in the
garden, this was not intended to be a permanent boundary but
it was a requirement of that dispensation. Contrary to the anti-
alcohol heresy,4 it was not that God despised wine; it was that
He regarded it as exclusively His possession in formal worship
ceremonies. He saved the best for Himself.

Sobriety and Sanctzu.ny

The priest was the person who offered sacrifices, but he was
also the person who authoritatively interpreted and applied the
law of God in formal judgment. This authority to pronounce
judgment was also a possession of the king, who was also pro-
hibited from drinking wine. “It is not for kings, O Lemuel, it is
not for kings to drink wine; nor for princes strong drink: Lest
they drink, and forget the law, and pervert the judgment of
any of the afflicted” (Prov. 31:4-5). This advice – it was not a
Mosaic law – governed the highest civil magistrates: kings and
princes. The identifying issue for the king was the enforcement
of justice. The king was the high civil court of appeal. Was this
high court status also the issue for the priests within the taber-
nacle? In some cases it was, when the priest declared the law

3. Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus  1-16, vol. 3 of The Ancho~ Bible (New York: Double-
day, 1991), p. 189.

4. For a critique, see Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., The Christian and Aikoholk Beverages
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker, 1986).
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and then imposed sanctions on someone who had come to
bring a sacrifice or during one of the required feasts. Some
legal counseling may have gone on. But the imposition of sanc-
tions was not what the text refers to. The two stated reasons for
this priestly prohibition were related to two priestly tasks: dis-
tinguishing clean from unclean and teaching the people God’s
law.

The priest knew the details of the sacrificial system. He acted
as a representative agent: a bounda~ (mediator) between God
and the people of Israel, but also between Israel and the world.
Wine might disorient him. Such self-inflicted disorientation was
not permitted. Therefore, if the priests failed to officiate cor-
rectly at the sacrifices, God would bring sanctions against both
priesthood and people. These boundaries had to be respected.
This required sobriety, but it also required the priests to respect
God as the sole owner of the drink offerings. More was in-
volved here than the mere sobriety of the priests. This law
rested on the distinction between holy and unholy. In this case,
the priest, as a fallen man and fallen mankind’s agent, was
unholy or unclean. He could not touch wine within the con-
fines of the tabernacle. God is holy; wine was His exclusive
property inside the tabernacle. This did not change during the
period of the Mosaic Covenant. Only in the New Covenant era,
after the resurrection and ascension of Christ, did wine again
become lawful for laymen in worship, as it had been for Abram
(Gen.  14:18).

Within the tabernacle, there could be discussion and study
just as there was later in the temple (Luke 2:46). When discuss-
ing God’s law, men are to be alert. It is their proper service
before God, their calling. But the prohibition applied only to
the tabernacle. Why not outside? Because the focus of concern
was not the teaching of the law as such; it was the teaching of the
law in a holy place. A holy place is a sanctuary a place sanctified
by God. The declaration of the law from within the tabernacle
had far greater authority than the declaration of God’s law
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outside the tabernacle. God dwelt with Israel inside the taber-
nacle. His presence was judicial: throne-related (the mercy seat:
Ex. 25: 17-22). Any declaration of His law from within His own
house had the force of supreme law. The law declared here was
not mere advice. It could not be appealed. This was Israel’s
highest ecclesiastical court of appeal. The jn-iest  was acting as a
bounda~  guard on holy ground. This was the boundary. It was not
simply that his office was holy; his environment was holy. Jesus
did not apply a whip to the backsides of the moneychangers
outside the temple, but only inside. It was here that God was
most offended. The temple was a house of prayer, the place
where men brought their cases before God and sought God’s
authoritative pronouncements.

The Third Book of the Pentateuch

This interpretation is consistent with the structure and role
of the Book of Leviticus: boundaries. The priest within the
tabernacle was a student of the law as a bounda~ guard for the
people in their role as God’s dominion agents. As God’s dwell-
ing place, the tabernacle was the place of God’s judgment. The
tabernacle was therefore sanctified – set apart judicially by God.
When in the geographical-judgmental presence of God in the
Mosaic Covenant era, the priest had to avoid anything that
would make him lightheaded, meaning artificially lighthearted.
The priest was also the one who offered sacrifices as a bound-
ary guard whose efforts placated the wrath of God. Offering
sacrifices was the crucial official activity within the tabernacle. If
the priest was not alert to the ritual requirements of the sacri-
fices, he risked bringing under judgment both himself and
those represented by him.

There was a secondary consideration. If the priesthood as a
whole failed to declare and observe God’s law correctly, this
would undermine all lawful judgment: self-judgment, family
judgment, civil judgment, and ecclesiastical judgment. This
would in turn undermine the dominion activities of the family,
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the primary agent of dominion in history (Gen. 1:26-28). The
priest was therefore to listen to God’s word carefully, for it is a
word of judgment. This word included His liturgical word. He
was required to adhere to it precisely, just as men are to adhere
to His written word precisely. The priest’s actions in the taber-
nacle were therefore representative, which is why Jesus was so
outraged by what was going on in the temple (Matt.  21:13).

The king was analogous to God. The king brought negative
sanctions in history. He was required to study the law daily
(Deut. 1’7:18-20),  but he also had to execute judgment. His task
was more closely associated with point four of the biblical cove-
nant: sanctions. Thus, the king was under a sort of double
prohibition. He was unwise ever to drink wine, whereas the
priests could lawfully drink wine outside the boundaries of the
tabernacle.5

Pemanent  Prohibitions?

The question arises: Are these prohibitions still in force? The
fundamentalist insists that every redeemed person is now a
priest. Because of the annulment of Israel’s feasts, Christians
supposedly are no longer authorized to drink strong drink.
The prohibition against drinking wine inside the temple has
now been extended to the whole world, the fundamentalist
insists. The New Testament is therefore seen as far more hostile
to wine than the Old Testament was.

The problem with this viewpoint is that wine was legitimate
for the priest outside of tabernacle services, unless he had taken
a Nazarite’s vow (Num.  6:20; Jud. 13: 7), which also prohibited
grape juice and even raisins – an aged grape product not on

5. R. K. Harrison does not discuss the “inside-outside” aspect of the prohibition.
He relates the prohibition to the teaching fisnction  of the priesthood, as well as the
ritual function, ignoring the obvious: most of this priestly public teaching would have
been conducted outside the tabernacle. But there the absolute prohibition did not
apply R. K. Harrison, Leviticus: An Introduction and Commenta~ (Downers Grove,
Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1980), pp. 114-18.
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the fundamentalists’ list of innately evil products. Why should
the extension of the priesthood to every Christian require the
removal of wine from the tables of the land? It is the essence of
Christianity’s doctrine of the priesthood of all believers that all
believers are allowed to enter the temple and partake of the
communion feast of God. God’s full table is now open to us. He
now shares with us by His grace the wine that had been ritually
poured out exclusively to Him under the Mosaic Covenant.
The entire priesthood can now lawfully partake of this wine
inside the temple.

The Roman Catholic Church has reversed the Mosaic Cov-
enant’s prohibition in formal worship: only the priest may
drink communion wine, since it supposedly becomes Christ’s
literal blood.G  The Catholic layman is denied access to the full
table. Outside of worship, the Catholic Church teaches, wine is
as legitimate today as it was in the Mosaic economy.

In contrast to both positions, the Reformed or Lutheran
Christian says that this Mosaic restriction on the priest was
annulled by the establishment of the Lord’s Suppe~ which
commands all followers of Christ to take wine. Presumably the
New Covenant king is also allowed to drink wine, since the
King of kings made wine at the wedding at Cana. Jesus made
wine, not grape juice. The reason why it was customary to serve
the less expensive wine later in a feast (John 2:10) was that
people’s sense of taste would have been impaired by the previ-
ous consumption of wine. A declining sense of discriminating
taste is not a problem with the consumption of grape juice. (I
have never heard of “discriminating taste” regarding grape
juice. International grape juice competitions are quite rare. The
product is seldom advertised.)

One physical boundary between man and God in the Mosaic
Covenant was wine.’ The priest could not drink it during wor-

6. On what legat basis are Catholic layman allowed to eat Christ’s body? What is
so special about the blood?

7. On the removal of the Old Covenant’s physical boundaries between God and
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ship. It was a ritual barrier. Wine in worship visibly represented
a judicial boundary between God and man, just as the tree of
knowledge did in the garden. Wine still does, but in a totally
different way. The sacraments physically mark the boundary
between God and man. This is the reason for the ritual use of
wine in New Covenant times. Those who do not have legal
access to this wine are warned by the very existence of the
ceremony that they are judicially separated from God. The wine
hwnda~ keeps covenant-breakers outside the special protection
of God – His positive sanctions – but God requires covenant-
keepers to partake of its This includes covenant-keeping
kings.g

Breaking Cultural Boundaries

Grape juice cannot expand until it begins to ferment. It then
loses its character as grape juice. The kingdom of God broke
the boundaries of the Old Covenant, just as new wine breaks
old wineskins (Matt. 9:17). The imagery of broken wineskins
testifies to a new, expanding kingdom that is no longer con-
fined by old geographical and cultural boundaries. The new
kingdom means a new mentality dominion-oriented, expan-
sionist, and comprehensive in its scope. This imagery was pres-
ent in Old Covenant Israel, as the use of wine indicates: wine
was not universally prohibited, and prior to the Mosaic econo-
my, it was even allowed to the priesthood. “And Melchizedek
king of Salem brought forth bread and wine: and he was the
priest of the most high God” (Gen. 14:18). Isaac’s blessing of
Jacob demonstrates the link between wine and dominion:
“Therefore God give thee of the dew of heaven, and the fatness

redeemed men, see Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus
(computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 8,
section on “Boundaries of the Heart.”

8. An exception is valid for former alcoholics: weaker brethren (1 Cor. 8:9).
9. For a more detailed discussion of wine and civil servants, see North, Bound-

aries and Dominion, ch. 8, section on “The Supreme Civil Ruler.”
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of the earth, and plenty of corn and wine: Let people serve
thee, and nations bow down to thee: be lord over thy brethren,
and let thy mother’s sons bow down to thee: cursed be every
one that curseth thee, and blessed be he that blesseth  thee”
(Gen.  2’7:28-29). The boundary of wine for the priests testified
that Israel was under temporary constraints geographically the
element of worldwide dominion was not present to the same
extent that it is in the New Covenant.

Denying Expansion

The worldview of fundamentalism denies the reality of an
expanding kingdom in history, meaning before Christ returns
in person to set up an earthly kingdom. The kingdom of God
is said to be limited to the family and the church. In some
extreme formulations, the kingdom of God is equated only with
the church; even the family is understood to be outside it.
According to this view of history, a millennium of medieval
society was either at bottom religiously neutral or else it was not
really a society. This is the history of Western civilization ac-
cording to Voltaire, Diderot, the Enlightenment generally, and
the standard American high school world history textbook. It is
fundamentalism’s worldview, too, which is why there is a con-
tinuing operational alliance between pietism and humanism. 1°

Grape juice is the pietist’s preference: a sweet, red liquid
that looks like wine but has no bite, bubble, or joy to it. Funda-
mentalists do not use wine in any form because wine can be
misused by undisciplined people. (They are not equally wary
about their diets and their weight. It is fermented sugar that
arouses their wrath, not unfermented. )11 The imagery of bro-

10. Gary North, Millennialism and Social TheoU (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 43-44, 135-36, 144, 147, 151, 179-80, 258, 277-78.

11. Typical of the fimdamentalist  mindset is the concordance at the back of the
Scojield Refirence Bible (Oxford University Press, 1909). If you are trying to locate
Deuteronomy 21:20, “And they shall say unto the elders of his city, This our son is
stubborn and rebellious, he will not obey our voice; he is a glutton, and a drunkard,”



160 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

ken wineskins also does not appeal to pietistic fundamentalists.
They want to keep those old wineskins intact. The thought of
cultural wine that breaks the institutional structures of society
is foreign to their thinking. Like wine, cultural and political
power can be abused, so they reject it as a matter of morality.
Thus, Christians are supposed to shun power, influence, and
culture in the same way that they are to shun wine. Culture
means dirty movies and perversion; people who even study
cultural affairs are risking being engulfed by a morally pollut-
ing worldliness.

Pietistic fundamentalists do not have confidence in those
fellow Christians who would exercise public authority in the
name of Christ and in terms of His law. They prefer to be
ruled by pagans. Similarly, they have no faith in culture.

Rendering Good Judgment

It is clear why liquor and justice do not mix. The ruler is
required by God to render judgment in His name. This judg-
ment must apply the general principles of biblical justice to
specific infractions. This work takes considerable skill. A person
who is under the influence of alcohol in this task is to that
degree not under the influence of God’s law. But why should
this not be true in every other instance? Why is the decision-
making of civil law so crucial? The answer is this: because the
civil magistrate renders judgment in God’s name.

Whenever good judgment is required for the safety of oth-
ers, equally rigorous standards are required. Pilots of airplanes
are not allowed to drink liquor for hours prior to flights. Were
it not so common for automobile drivers to drink before driv-
ing, thereby making it difficult for prosecutors to get juries to

you can find it by looking up the word “drunkard,” but not “glut ton.” Similarly with
Proverbs 23:21: “For the drunkard and the glutton shall come to poverty and
drowsiness shall clothe a man with rags.” There is no reference at all to “glutton” in
the concordance.
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convict drunk drivers, harsh economic sanctions would be
applied to those driving while intoxicated. Other people are at
risk; thus, the person under the influence of alcohol or drugs
is a threat to society.

But what about after work? Why should alcohol be prohibit-
ed, if the person does not subsequently drive? What about
relaxation? There is no biblical prohibition. The enjoyment of
conviviality is sometimes enhanced by the loosening of inhibi-
tions that alcohol produces. This is the “merry heart” phenom-
enon: the reduction of worldly cares that interfere with inter-
personal relationships. The merry heart is a legitimate goal
when one’s work is completed. “Go thy way, eat thy bread with
joy, and drink thy wine with a merry heart; for God now accep-
teth thy works” (Eccl.  9:’7). Anyone who would translate the
Hebrew word for wine as “grape juice” in this passage is per-
sonally unfamiliar with the merrying effects of wine – and
proud of it!

Modern fundamentalism views the God of the Old Testa-
ment as horribly harsh. For example, God’s law requires wit-
nesses to stone those convicted of a capital crime. “The hands
of the witnesses shall be first upon him to put him to death,
and afterward the hands of all the people. So thou shalt put the
evil away from among you” (Deut.  17 :’7). Such judicial barba-
rism is not required today, they tell us. “We’re under grace, not
law.” (In fact, Christians are today universally under covenant-
breakers and their laws.) Yet at the same time, they view the
God of Israel as far too morally lax, allowing people to drink
alcohol. In both cases, Mosaic law is a great embarrassment to
them. They do not consider an alternative viewpoint, namely,
that pietistic fundamentalism is a great embarrassment to
God.12

12. Reformed pietism is only half embarrassed by the Old Testament. Its defend-
ers are repulsed by the thought of the capital sanction of stoning, but some of them
do enjoy drinkhg.  On the fundamentalists’ hostility to the cultural dominion that is
symbolized by wine, see North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 8, section on “ Breakkg
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Conclusion

Is the prohibition against wine judicially relevant in New
Testament times? No. The offices to which the prohibition
applied – priest and king - no longer exist. The average citizen
has legal access to the offices of minister and senior civil rule~
if he meets certain specified judicial criteria. Neither office is
attained through inheritance in modern society. The Mosaic
priesthood has not been inherited since its demise at the fall of
Jerusalem.

The prohibition against wine for priests was limited by the
boundary of formal worship before God’s throne. The issue
here was the ritual monopoly ouer wine possessed by God. He
refused to share this wine with the people or their representa-
tives. Holy Communion changed this: ministers and members
can and must partake of God’s blessing. The prohibition ap-
plied to kings because of the unique judicial boundary of their
own persons. The issue here was the proper rendering of judg-
ment, not ritual exclusion.

The warning to the king is still with us: when rendering
formal judgment or performing actions that place others under
risk, wine and strong drink are still prohibited. Wine is for
celebration after daily work is over. A mild alteration of the
senses in this case is legitimate, for the responsibility of render-
ing daily judgment is past. This points to a view of life that
renounces the stress of perpetual, inherited responsibility – the
kind of responsibility appropriate only to Old Covenant kings.
The pressures of New Covenant responsibility ebb and flow;
they are not to become continual. The internally stressful lives
of modern men point to their violation of the biblical rhythm of
responsibility and celebration. Instead of hard work followed by
relaxation, men today adopt killing stress and worry alternating
with mindless, addictive escapism: distilled liquor, drugs, and
television.

Cultural Boundaries.”
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We are not to become either alcoholics or workaholics. We
are also not to become either abstainers or slothful. Alcoholism
is a denial of personal responsibility. Abstaining from all liquor
is also a denial of personal responsibility “If I take one drink,
1’11 become an alcoholic.”13 Both are wrong. Workaholism is a
denial of God’s sovereignty. It is the attitude of autonomy “My
power and the might of mine hand bath gotten me this wealth”
(Deut. 8: 17b). Slothfulness is a denial of man’s responsibility.

The New Testament prohibition against drunkenness is a
boundary against alcoholism (Eph. 5:17-18). But God also man-
dates fermented wine for His Supper, a judicial rejection of the
mentality of the absolute prohibition against liquor, which in
turn leads to the withdrawal from culture and its responsibili-
ties. Similarly, the law of the sabbath is an affront to workahol-
ics: a judicial barrier. It is also an affront to the slothful: six
days we are to work.

Responsibility involves the recognition and honoring of the
boundary between hard work and addiction to work. It also
involves recognizing and honoring the boundary between feast-
ing and gluttony, between making merry and getting drunk.
Jesus’ enemies accused Him of having transgressed both of
these boundaries: “The Son of man came eating and drinking,
and they say, Behold a man gluttonous, and a winebibber, a
friend of publicans  and sinners. But wisdom is justified of her
children” (Matt.  11:19).

Modern man thinks of himself as wise, but he is foolish. He
refuses to recognize God’s boundaries. He ignores them and
then risks falling into personal addiction, or else he creates
absolute but artificial boundaries where none exist in God’s
word, and he then falls into a cramped personal legalism that
frequently produces cultural irrelevance. Man finds many ways
to deny God’s boundaries. These ways are all illegitimate.

13. This may be true for recovered alcoholics. They are under a God’s physio-
logical curse because of their former rebellion.
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QUARANTINE

And the leper in whom the plague is, his clothes shall be rent, and his
head bare, and he shullput  a coveting upon his upper lip, and shall c~,
Unclean, unclean. All the days wheretn the plague shall be in him he
shall be defiled; he is unclean: he shall dwell alone; without the camp
shall his habitation be (Leu. 13:45-46).

We come now to the longest passage in the Bible that deals
with a specific law. This is the law of plague or leprosy. It fills
two very long chapters in the Bible, Leviticus 13 and 14. Leviti-
cus 13 presents the law as it applied to the priest: examining
whether or not a person had been afflicted with plague or
leprosy. Leviticus 14 deals with the specified sacrifices that
enabled a person who had been healed from the plague or
leprosy to be cleansed judicially and then re-enter the congre-
gation of the Lord. Leviticus 14 also deals with the extremely
peculiar phenomenon, namely, plague of garments and houses.

The theocentric meaning of this law is that Mosaic-era lepro-
sy was a sign of God’s curses in history and eternity. God’s
curses separate some men from others. Mosaic-era leprosy
testified to the ultimate separation of heaven from hell, of the
New Heaven and New Earth from the lake of fire (Rev. 20:14-
15). Community is therefore evidence of God’s grace. Autono-
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my, as a theory of separation, is a demonic social theory. God’s
final curse against self-professed autonomous man is eternal
separation.

This law was given by God directly to Moses and Aaron (v.
1). The priesthood enforced this law, not the Levites (v. 2). This
means, first of all, that there was a civil function for the priest-
hood. The civil magistrate had to enforce the declaration of the
priest. Second, while the text does not say so, this law indicates
that a priest had to reside in every city. He did not offer sacri-
fice there. Jerusalem was the exclusive place of official sacrifice.
The priesthood performed a civil function: declaring people
and things unclean within the boundaries of a city.

I argue in this chapter that the leprosy of Leviticus was not
a communicable biological disease but rather a judicial afflic-
tion. It was not what is known today as Hansen’s disease. The
quarantine law governing this affliction applied only within the
camp or a city; it did not apply in a man’s house in the coun-
try. Thus, it was a very peculiar disease.

The Plague on a House

Instead of going into great detail about the nature of either
plague or leprosy as it affected the individual human being, I
want to discuss the plague on a house. The plague was not
simply inside the confines of the house; it was literally on it. By
beginning here, I focus on what I believe is the crucial point:
this plague was judicial in its frame of reference, not biological.~  We
can recognize this more clearly in the case of inanimate objects.

1. The rabbis interpreted this law as applying only to Israelites and proselytes,
not to resident atiens.  Jacob Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, vol. 3 of The zhzchm  Bible (New
York Doubleday 1991), p. 772. This view is called into question because Naaman,
a Syrian military leader, contracted the disease (II KI.  5). He was not an Israelite or
a proselyte. The Syrians had invaded Israel (v. 2); this boundary violation may have
been the basis of his leprosy, despite his honor before God (v. 1). Naaman’s cure was

to dip himself seven times in the Jordan River, the boundary that separated Israel
ffom  the world (v. 14).
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The house law, which was given in the wilderness period, speci-
fied that when the people came into the land of Canaan, and
built or inherited houses, those houses would sometimes be
subjected to the curse of plague. It began: “When ye be come
into the land of Canaan, which I give to you for a possession,
and I put the plague of leprosy in a house of the land of your
possession. . .“ (Lev. 14:34).  This law was restricted to Canaan,
as we shall see.

God said that He would put the plague of leprosy on a
house. When the owner of the house discovered an outbreak of
mold in the house’s walls, he was required to go to the priest
and inform him of the fact (Lev.  14:35-38).

The Sanctity of the Priest

Before entering the house, the priest saw to it that every-
thing inside the house was first removed. It is specifically said
that this would keep everything inside the house from becom-
ing unclean. “Then the priest shall command that they empty
the house, before the priest go into it to see the plague, that all
that is in the house be not made unclean: and afterward the
priest shall go in to see the house” (Lev. 14:35).  After the house
was emptied, the priest would go into the house. This indicates
very clearly that the problem was not the spread of disease
inside the house, but rather the judicial sanctity of the priest. If this
sanctified agent were to enter the house when the house was
under suspicion, this would make all of the implements and
furniture of the house unclean if the house was found to be
unclean. The bounda~  here was jn-imarily  judicial rather than biologi-
cal. The house was not judicially unclean until the priest
crossed its doorway boundary He himself would not become
unclean. When he did cross it, if he then corroborated the
symptoms, everything inside the house at the time of his en-
trance would become unclean.

Note carefully that the text does not say that the things
inside the house would become unclean after the priest entered
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the house only if the house itself was biologically unclean. The
text says that everything in the house would become legally
unclean merely by the priest’s entering into the house in order
to inspect it. This indicates that it was the priest’s legal status, as
an agent of God, that produced the unclean judicial status of
the things inside the house. The house itself was only under
suspicion. Everything in the house therefore came under suspi-
cion. It was the entrance of the priest into the house that trans-
formed suspicion into the actual legal status of being unclean.
When the priest crossed the boundary of the house – that is to
say, when he crossed the door or threshold – his legal status as
a holy agent of God created the unclean status of everything
inside. Conclusion: these two chapters are primarily concerned with
legal status rather than biological condition. If this was not the case,
then why wasn’t it mandatory to burn the furniture that had
been moved outside the house?z

It was the priest’s declaration of a suspected house that
would make ritually unclean everything inside the house at the
time that he entered it. It was not the biological organism itself
that would make everything. inside the house unclean. Individ-
uals who entered the house would become ritually unclean,
which is why they had to wash their clothes. It was legal status
that was in question, not biological status. The proof of this is
the requirement that a house that had been pronounced un-
clean and re-plastered, when found to be healed, had to have
a ritual cleansing. The priest cleansed the house with two birds,
cedar wood, scarlet, and hyssop (Lev 14:49-53).  He killed one
of the birds in an earthen vessel over running water. He took
the cedar wood and the hyssop and the scarlet and the living
bird and dipped them into the blood of the slain bird and in
the running water then he would sprinkle the house seven

2. On stones with plague, see Gary North, Boundatis and Dominion: T)w Economics
of L.euiticus (computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994),
ch. 9, section on “The Plague on a House,” subsection on “A Week of Testing.”
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times. The text actually says that the house was cleansed with
the blood of the dead bird, the running water, the living bird,
the cedar wood, the hyssop, and the scarlet (Lev. 14:52). The
legal status of unclean went from the house to the dead bird,
and from there to the live bird. The priest then was to let the
living bird out of the city into the open fields, thereby making
an atonement for the house, in order to make it clean (Lev.
14:53). An unclean thing could not legally remain inside the
city. The bird flew away, carrying the unclean legal status of the
house. Conclusion: the threat was judicial; so was the cure.

Total Infection: Covenantal Inclusion

One of the most remarkable aspects of this plague was the
law governing the degree of affliction. “Then the priest shall
consider: and, behold, if the leprosy have covered all his flesh,
he shall pronounce him clean that bath the plague: it is all
turned white: he is clean” (Lev.  13:13). What this says is that if
an individual was cmntletely  covered with @rosy, turning his flesh
entirely white, he was then pronounced clean. This means that
he had legal access to the tabernacle or to any other element of
corporate worship in Israel. He posed no threat to his neigh-
bors, either ritually or biologically. He was not contagious.3 We
would normally think of the leprosy as being an affliction that
required him to be totally separate, permanently This is not
the case. A Partial afiiction of leprosy did require his separation.
So did all of the other sores and discolorations of the flesh that
are described in Leviticus 13. Nevertheless, the individual who
was completely aflicted  became legally clean.

When an individual was so completely afflicted by the whit-
ening of his skin, he became like God: pure white (Dan. i’ :9; Rev.
1:14). This is why God discusses man’s sins as scarlet, and pro-
mises that they will be white as snow: “Come now, and let us

3. GordonJ. Wenham, The Book of Leuitic~ (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 203.
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reason together, saith the LORD: though your sins be as scarlet,
they shall be as white as snow; though they be red like crimson,
they shall be as wool” (Isa. 1:18). The red splotchy marks on
the body made the individual legally unclean. If the white
leprosy replaced those marks, he became legally clean.

This means that the individual could be restored to his status
as clean in one of two ways: either by becoming totally afflicted
by the leprosy or by becoming totally unafflicted by any of the
diseases of the skin. What would otherwise have been regarded as
total afliction became a means of judicial liberation.

In my opinion, this points directly to Christ’s suffering on
the cross. He became totally afflicted, yet this led to his death,
resurrection, and ascension, and it also led to the liberation of
His people. Bearing the comprehensive judgment of God in his
flesh, He liberated mankind. In a much more limited sense, the
Israelite who bore the total affliction of leprosy in his own flesh
liberated himself judicially from the penalty of exclusion from
the city.

Mandatory Atonement

What must be stressed here is that this law was not based on
considerations of public biological health; it was based on public
judicial health. For the individual to be restored to full commu-
nion within the congregation, he had to make four of the five
sacrifices of Leviticus: the burnt offering (14:13), the cereal
offering (14: 10), the sin offering (14: 19), and the guilt offering
(14: 13). Only the voluntary peace offering was absent.’

The main problem here is to explain the guilt offering. The
guilt offering was a reparation offering: the settling of a debt.
Why did leprosy involve a debt to God? The commentators
have trouble with this question.5 I see the answer in the way in
which this offering was to be administered: anointing the right

4. Ibid., pp. 209-10.
5. Ibid., p. 210.
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ear lobe, the right thumb, and the right big toe with oil (v. 17).
The boring of the man’s ear to the doorpost was the bondserv-
ant’s mark of his volzmta~  adoption as a permanent household ser-
vant in another man’s family (Ex. 21:6; Deut.  15: 17). The amputa-
tion of the right thumb and right big toe was a mark of a defeat-
ed wam”or  (Jud. 1:7), leaving him with reduced balance and with
the greatly reduced ability to draw a bowstring. The person
anointed with oil had his ear, thumb, and toe symbolically
restored. He recentered the army of the Lord and could lawfully
remain inside the camp of God’s holy army. Because he had been
outside the camp, and therefore outside the priestly army of
the Lord, he had to demonstrate that he was willing to pay a
kind of priestly re-entrance fee - a fee analogous to the pay-
ments required of those who sought adoption into the family of
Levi (Lev. 27:2 -8).6 The reparation offering constituted this
payment. The alien seeking adoption had to be circumcised.
Because this barrier did not exist for a formerly leprous Israel-
ite, he was required to cross a different barrier.

Dtiinheritance

This indicates that these specified diseases were primarily
regarded as judicial afflictions rather than biological afflictions.
They marked covenantal  death: disinheritance. Furthermore, the
requirement that the individual be cast out of the congregation
means that he would have to be forced outside the boundaries
of any city. On the other hand, a diseased person who lived in
a rural area (as did most of the inhabitants of Israel at the
beginning) would not have to leave his home or his family. He
was not eligible for the army – the camp – being excluded from
Passover in Jerusalem and also from the holy camp during
wartime, but he could remain in his home. He became the
judicial equivalent of an uncircumcised resident alien: a strang-

6. See Chapter 36, below.
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er in his own land. He lost his citizenship. But the man who
had fled from a blood-avenger and had been cleared by the
elders of a city of refuge was in the worst legal condition of all:
cast outside the city, he could be lawfully executed by the blood
avenger.

Economic Costs

From an economic standpoint, the most significant aspect of
all of these laws is that neither the State nor the church was
required by God to support the afflicted person financially. An
individual could lose his house. Nevertheless, the State was not
required to rebuild a new house for him. Similarly, an individu-
al would lose his job, his place of residence, his access to the
fellowship of the saints in corporate worship, and almost every-
thing else that an urban resident would enjoy. Nevertheless,
neither the State nor the ecclesiastical hierarchy was required to
provide any kind of relief or other aid to this individual. This
does not mean that voluntary charity was not appropriate.
Obviously, it was very appropriate. Nevertheless, the State was
not enjoined to compensate the individual for the losses that
the individual would sustain. He sustained the losses, not be-
cause he was a biological threat to society, but because he was
a judicial threat to society. He was a person whose legal status
before God had changed. This change had manifested itself as

a biological affliction: the mark of covenantal death. No other
diseases in the Bible came under the same exclusion rules. This
indicates that these diseases were to be regarded as the direct
hand of God against an individual. It was not assumed that an
individual had caught the disease from another individual. It
was not assumed that this individual could pass on the disease
to another individual.

The reason why we know this to be the case is that the indi-
vidual who lived in the countryside was not under the same
restraints. Because the individual’s presence in the countryside
was not a threat to his neighbors, there is reason to believe that
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the curse of God had something to do with the presence of the
city. We may not be able to understand all of these ram-
ifications. The point is, the individual was not quarantined
inside the city; he was quarantined by removing him from the
city. The one exception to this was King Uzziah (II Chron.
26:2 1). He was forced to dwell in a separate house, and he was
cut off for the rest of his life from the house of God. This judg-
ment had come upon him immediately after his presumptuous
sin of offering sacrifice in the temple. It was clear from this
incident that the judgment was regarded as judicial – coming
directly from the hand of God – and not biological. As the king,
he was granted immunity from exclusion from David’s city, but
only by means of a boundary separating him from the city.

There is no question that quarantine was legal for those
dwelling inside the cities of Israel. Men were cut off from their
homes, their families, their livelihood, and especially from the
household of faith. They could not participate in the covenant
rituals and feasts of Israel. This was the ultimate civil quaran-
tine in ancient Israel, other than execution.’ It meant excom-
munication from Passover and the loss of citizenship.

To Protect the Public

The justification for quarantine in Leviticus 13 was the need
to protect the public. The spread of the disease, or other forms
of God’s judgment, was to be halted by removing the afflicted
individual from the city. The concern was public health, but it
was not a concern about biological contagion. It was concern
about the willingness of God to afflict other individuals with the
disease or other afflictions because of the rulers’ unwillingness
to enforce God’s law. Thus, the quarantining process of Leviti-
cus 13 was primarily judicial. In fact, it would probably be safe
to say that it was entirely judicial. Only by the extension of the

7. Being confined to a city of refuge at least had a temporal Iimih  the death of
the high priest (Num.  35:25).
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principle of the protection of others within the city is it legiti-
mate to classify today’s diseases as being subject legally to the

Bible’s quarantining process.

Consider a contemporary individual who has contracted a

contagious disease. He has become a threat to the community

If the community is required by law to finance this individual

until such time as he recovers biologically from the disease, it is

less likely that the community will take the necessary steps to

isolate him. Common law therefore does not require the civil

government to compensate the quarantined individual. Neither

does biblical law. This is why quarantine is a devastating event

in the life of the individual.  Historically, quarantined people

have not been permitted to leave their homes. Others have not

been able to come into those homes without falling under the

ban. While it is assumed that charity will be forthcoming to

help the quarantined individual in his time of need, it has been

assumed until very recently that the State has no legal obliga-

tion to support that person during the period of his confine-

ment. To do so would raise the cost of confining individuals,

and it would therefore lead to an unwillingness on the part of

public health officials to confine them. This would increase the

risk of contagion and disease in the community

The contagious nature of the disease is, in effect, a form of

violence. It is violence conducted by a third party, namely, the

biological organisms that transmit the disease, but it is still a

form of violence. The carrier places other people at risk. Thus,

common law determined that an individual who becomes a

threat to the community must be removed from the community

so as to reduce the likelihood of this indirect form of violence.

Public health measures are directed against the disease primari-

ly and against its carriers secondarily. But with respect to a

judicial affliction, this Mosaic law is no longer in effect.8

8. See North, Boundanes  and Dominion, ch. 9, section on “Civil Authority.”
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Conclusion

Wenham has summarized the Levitical  laws of quarantine.
He correctly relates them to the Levitical  holiness laws.g  The
quarantine laws of Leviticus had more to do with quarantining

the people from the presence of God than they did with quar-

antining sick people from healthy people. For example, a blem-

ished priest had to be kept away from God’s presence in the

temple (Lev. 21:1 ‘7-21). The laws of leprosy were related to the

temple’s laws of purity far more than they were to modern

public health laws. This is why any conclusions that we attempt

to draw from these laws must be done by analogy, not directly.

What can we say with confidence? First,  the civil government

did possess lawful authority to remove urban residents from

their homes in order to protect others in the community from

the judgment of God. This judgment came in tie form of

plague. The contagion was judicial, but the threat did exist.

Second, the priest possessed the civil authority to remove

houses and people from a city. His judicial declaration as an

ecclesiastical agent had to be enforced by the civil magistrate.

Third, the victim of the plague had to bear the expenses

associated with the results of the quarantine. Because there was

no command in the Old Testament that the State support quar-

antined individuals, it is not possible to derive from this law any

biblical injunction for State welfare programs. The only legiti-

mate economic conclusion to draw from this law by analogy is

that there is no State welfare function. The job of the civil

government is to protect people from violence, not support

people who have been afflicted, either naturally or judicially.

To argue any other way is to make the State into an agency of

healing rather than an agency of protection. The State is an

agency that is supposed to bring negative sanctions against evil-

doers. There is no biblical warrant for the concept of the State

as a healer. The job of the State is to prohibit behavior that

9. Wenham, Leviticus, pp. 213, 214.
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threatens other individuals physically. If this threatening behav-
ior is breathing upon others, then the State must see to it that

the individuals who are a threat to others are not put into close

contact with those who might be injured as a result.

If the State in the Mosaic Covenant was not told by God to

support those who fell victim to diseases that mandated quaran-

tine, then there is no biblical case for the State as an agency of

tax-financed healing today. If the victim of leprosy in the Mosa-

ic Covenant was forced out of his home by the State, and made

to wander outside the city, and still the State was not responsi-

ble for his financial support, then the case for modern social-

ized medicine cannot be based on any biblical text. 10 It must

be based on the argument from silence. lt must be based on the

conclusion that there has been a fundamental change in the

function of civil government in the New Testament: from pro-

tector (Old Covenant) to healer. We have yet to see the exegeti-

cal case for such a change. While the presuppositions of the

twentieth century’s political order favor such a view of the State
— as did the presuppositions of the ancient pagan world – hu-

manist presuppositions are not a valid substitute for biblical

exegesis.

10. When I raised this argument in my debate with Ron Sider in the spring of
1981 at Gordon-Conwell  Seminary his rhetorical response was clever. He cried,
“Unclean, unclean!”  He then admitted that he had never heard anything like this
before. But he made no attempt to answer my argument exegetically.



Part 3

SEPARATION
(Lev.  17-22)



INTRODUCTION TO PART 3

Therefore shall ye keep my commandments, and do them: I am the LORD.
Neither shall ye profane my holy namz; but I will be hallowed among the
children of Israel: I am the LORD which hallow you, That brought you
out of the land of Egypt, to be your God: I am the LORD (Lev. 22:31-
33).

Separation: this is the heart of the Book of Leviticus, the
third book of the Pentateuch. The biblical meaning of holiness is

to be set apart  by God, i.e., hallowed. Separation and holiness are

inescapably linked; or, we might say, inescapably bound. Leviti-
cus 17-22 presents the laws of separation.

Leviticus 22:31 speaks of profaning God’s name in relation

to obeying the commandments. This points back to the third

commandment, which prohibits the taking of God’s name in

vain (Ex. 20:7). God places a boundary around His name; to

violate this boundary is to profane it. That this law is recapitu-

lated in a passage mandating obedience to God’s command-

ments should not be surprising. Point three of the biblical cove-

nant model, ethics, is related to the third commandment. It is

also related to the eight commandment, “thou shalt not steal”

(Ex. 20:15), the Bible’s supreme affirmation of the rights of

private property  i.e., the right of individuals to own, use, and

sell (disown) property 1

1. Gary North, The Sinai Strategy: Economics and the Ten Commandnunts  (Tyler,
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The separation described in Leviticus is multifaceted. Sepa-
ration was judicial: sacred, common, and profane. It was geo-
graphical: the holy of holies in relation to the temple; the tem-
ple area in relation to the rest of the nation; each tribe of Israel
in relation to the other tribes; walled cities in relation to the
countryside; the very land of Israel in relation to the land out-
side the boundaries. Tribal separation was in turn prophetic,
relating to the promised Seed (Gen. 3:15; 49:10). Separation
was priestly: Aaron and Levi; Levi and the other tribes; Israel
and the nations. Separation was chronological: the three man-
datory yearly feasts, the sabbatical year, and the jubilee year. It
was biological: breed vs. breed. It was dietary: clean and un-
clean. It was physical: clean and unclean. It was ritual: clean
and unclean. It was economic: rich and poor. It was political:
citizen and non-citizen. It was above all ethical: good and evil.

It is in these chapters that the hermeneutical problem with
Leviticus – and with the Mosaic covenant generally – presses
the commentator Which of these laws were cross-boundary
laws? Which applied both inside and outside the nation of
Israel? The geographically cross-boundary laws were universal
moral laws, and as such, their binding character has crossed
over into the New Covenant. To use a New Covenant meta-
phor, these laws were resurrected with Jesus.

Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), ch. 8.



10

THE PROMISED LAND AS
A COVENANTAL AGENT

Dejile not ye yourselves m any of these things: for in all these the
nations are defiled which I cast out before you: And the land is dejiled:
therefore I do msit the iniqutty  thereof upon it, and the land itself vom-
iteth out her inhabitants. M shall therefore keep my statutes and my
judgnwnts,  and shall not commit any of these abominations; ne~ther any
of your own nation, nor any stranger that sojourneth  among you: (For
all these abominations have the men of the land done, which were before
you, and the land w defiled;) That the land spue not you out also, when
ye dejile  it, as d spued out the natzons  that were before you. For whosoev-
er shall commtt any of these abominations, even the souls that commit
them shall be cut of from among their people (Lev. 18:24-29).

The theocentric meaning of this passage is that God is the
Lord of history. He brings judgments in terms of His covenan-
tal law. History is theocentric.  It is therefore to be understood
in terms of the covenant.

God, the supreme authority of the covenant (point one),
possesses the power to impose sanctions directly (point four),
but He usually chooses to use agents in this task (point two). In
this passage, He uses an agent to separate covenant-breakers
from the society of covenant-keepers (point three).
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Leviticus 18, more than any other chapter in the Bible,
connects a society’s obedience to biblical law and its geography.
This chapter describes the land as vomiting out those who
disobey God’s laws: separation. This graphic metaphor is that of
a geographic area that literally forces out of its presence all
those who disobey these laws.

The vomiting land of Canaan is one of the most peculiar
metaphors in the Bible. Bible commentators do not go into
detail on just why it was that the land should be described here
as vomiting people from its midst. The reason for the commen-
tators’ silence is that they have not recognized that this lan-
guage is more than metaphorical; it is covenantal.  It has to do
with a system of boundaries and oaths. The land of Canaan was
a covenantal  subordinate in a hierarchical system of authority,
just as the whole earth has been since the creation of Adam.
This language is therefore judgmental. It describes a unique
hierarchical-judicial relation among God, the land of Israel, and
those who lived inside the land’s boundaries. The pre-fall  hier-
archical relationship – God> covenant-keeping man> nature –
has been distorted because of sin, although the hierarchical
requirement remains the same. The earth brings forth thorns
and weeds to thwart mankind; the land of Israel vomited out its
inhabitants.

The Promised Land as the Enforcer

Israelites were warned to obey God’s laws, “That the land
spue not you out also, when ye defile it, as it spued out the
nations that were before you. ” The land is described as serving
as God’s sanctioning agent. Like the hornets that went before the
Israelites as they removed the Canaanites (Ex. 23:28), so would
the land spew them out if they committed the same sorts of sins
that the Canaanites had committed. Historically, the Assyrians
and Babylonians spewed them out of the land under the Mosaic
Covenant. Yet the land was spoken of as the covenantal agent
in the Mosaic Covenant, while the ascended Jesus is spoken of
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as the agent of spewing in the New Covenant: “So then because
thou art lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will spue thee
out of my mouth” (Rev. 3:16). The language is both covenantal
and symbolic in each case. The land did not have a literal stom-
ach and a literal gullet. Jesus does not literally spew out
churches. Yet the language of vomiting is used in both cases.
The imagery of vomiting is appropriately disgusting, and it is
used throughout the Scriptures to describe sin and its conse-
quences.1  This imagery is that of a man who has eaten some-
thing that he should have avoided, and his stomach rebels. This
unpleasant event is supposed to remind him: don’t eat this
again. The metaphor’s message: “Go and sin no more.” Israel
never learned this lesson.

The imagery of the land’s vomiting is closely connected to
the Mosaic dietary laws, as we shall see. When those dietary
laws ceased to have any covenantal  relevance – definitively in
Acts 10; finally in A.D. 70 – the Promised Land ceased to per-
form this covenantal  task.

Special Promise, Special Claim

The strategic reality of the symbolism of the land’s spewing
out the Canaanites was that Israel  possessed a uniqw  legal claim on
the land as a result of God’s promise to Abraham. Israel was autho-
rized by God to commit genocide, or mandate total expulsion,
against the land’s existing inhabitants. God brings negative
sanctions in history. He did so with the firstborn of Egypt, and
again when Egypt’s army perished in the Red Sea. He had
shown no mercy to those who rebelled against Him. He would
tolerate no mercy on the part of the Israelites against the in-
habitants of Canaan. “And thou shalt consume all the people
which the LORD thy God shall deliver thee; thine eye shall have
no pity upon them: neither shalt thou serve their gods; for that

1. Job 20:15;  Prov. 23:8;  26:11; Isa. 19:14;  Isa. 28:8;  Jer. 48:26;  11 Pet. 2:22.
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will be a snare unto thee” (Deut.  7:16). Why no pity? Because
of the abomination of their gods. God’s warning: similar wor-
ship inside the land will bring similar military sanctions (Deut.
8:19-20). God subsequently raised up Assyria and Babylon to
perform an analogous service for Him, which is why this pas-
sage warned of a future spewing forth.

The land specified as God’s agent was the Promised Land,
not Egypt or any other plot of ground. Only the land inside
God’s covenantal bounda~ of separation  served as His agent of
negative military sanctions. This leads us to a conclusion: be-
cause the Promised Land could serve as a prosecuting witness
against Israel, it was unique. The witness for the prosecution is
required to cast the first stone (Deut.  17 :’7). The earthquake is
the obvious example of stone-casting by the land (Isa. 29:6;
Zech. 14:5; Joel 2:10; Nahum 1:5). This quaking is the lan-
guage of covenantal judgment. Israel’s covenantal agent, Moses,
had already experienced this. “And mount Sinai was altogether
on a smoke, because the LORD descended upon it in fire: and

the smoke thereof ascended as the smoke of a furnace, and the

whole mount quaked greatly” (Ex. 19:18). lt took place again at

the crucifixion of Jesus Christ (Matt.  27:51). Conclusion: If the

land’s office as witness fo~ the prosecution still exists, then its office
as stone-caster still exists. Because the resurrected Christ appears
as the vomiter in New Covenant imagery, I conclude that He is
the witness who brings judgment against societies.

What about this prophecy in the Book of Revelation? “And
the kings of the earth, and the great men, and the rich men,
and the chief captains, and the mighty men, and every bond-
man, and every free man, hid themselves in the dens and in
the rocks of the mountains; And said to the mountains and
rocks, Fall on us, and hide us from the face of him that sitteth
on the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb” (Rev. 6:15-16).
The reason such language applied to that event is because the
prophecy was intended to be fulfilled a few years after it was
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written. This prophecy of looming covenantal  judgment was
fulfilled in A.D. 70: the fall of Jerusalem.z

Milita~  Sanctions

The Mosaic Covenant’s symbolic use of the land as God’s
agent of negative sanctions represented military conquest: Israel
vs. the Canaanites, Moab vs. Israel (Jud. 3), Canaan vs. Israel
(Jud. 4), Midian vs. Israel (’Jud. 6), Phoenicia and Ammon vs.
Israel (Jud.  10; 13), Syria vs. Israel (II Ki. 5:2). In the cases of
Assyria vs. Israel and Babylon vs. Judah, the Israelites were
actually removed from the land. If someone should argue that
the New Covenant has transferred to the earth in general the
symbolic authority to serve as an agent bringing negative sanc-
tions, meaning that God still raises up nations to bring military
sanctions against His people, he must also insist that genocide
is still authorized by God as the mandatory strategy of covenan-
tal conquest by His people. But genocide is not the way of the
gospel; persuasion, not military conquest, is its means of evan-
gelism. Conclusion: the land no longer serves as a covenantal
agent under the New Covenant except in the general Adamic
sense (Gen.  3:1 ‘7-19). That is, the symbolism of the land as God’s
covenantal agent is no longer valid; the arena of covenantal con-
j?ict  is no longer the milita~ battlefield.

With the abolition of the unique covenantal status of Old
Covenant Israel, God ceased to speak of the Promised Land as
His covenantal agent. Remember, it did not act as a covenantal
agent until the Israelites crossed into the land from the wilder-
ness. Egypt had not spewed out God’s enemies. The idea that
the land is in some way the bringer of God’s military sanctions
against covenant-breakers was valid only under the Mosaic
Covenant, and only within the boundaries of national Israel.

2. David Chikon,  The Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), pp. 196-97.
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Ethics and Geography

The issue was ethics, point three of the biblical covenant
model. The focus was geography the Promised Land (Lev.
18:2-5).  The laws that God’s people must follow in the land
should not be the laws of either Egypt or Canaan. While the
text does not specifically mention it, it is clear that God’s histor-
ical sanctions were involved. The Israelites had already seen the
sanctions that God had brought against Egypt. First, there were
plagues inside the land. Second, the Egyptians had given pre-
cious gems and precious metals to the fleeing Israelites. Third,
the Israelites had been expelled from Egypt as God’s means for
providing deliverance and liberation. The Egyptians lost their
slave labor force. Similarly, God tells them in this chapter that
there will be comprehensive negative sanctions imposed against
those who presently dwell in the land of Canaan. The Canaan-
ites will someday be vomited out by the land, i.e., by the invad-
ing Israelites. The imagery of vomiting out symbolized a military
phenomenon – invasion of the land – and the cultural phenom-
enon of replacement by a new nation.

The operational factor here was ethics. God promised them
that when they entered the land and established residence, the
plagues of Egypt would be removed from the land, if they
remained covenantally  faithful (Deut.  7:15). The God of libera-
tion they understood as the God who brings positive and negative
sanctions in history. What is unique about this chapter is that the
land itself is described as imposing negative sanctions against
law-breakers. The Promised Land would become God’s coven-
antal agent after they invaded Canaan. The land was a surro-
gate for man.3 Because of this, living inside the land’s bound-
aries meant that all residents were under a theocratic order.4

3. For a detailed discussion, see Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The
Economizs of L.eviticsu  (computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Econom-
ics, 1994), ch. 10, section on “The Land as a Surrogate for Man.”

4. Ibid., ch. 10, section on “Theocratic  Order in the Promised Land.”
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Strangers in the Land

During the post-exilic era, the same degree of civic evil in
the land did not defile the land in equal measure as it had
before the exile. There are several reasons for this. Most impor-
tant, the exile marked the end of the DavzMc  theocracy. Kingship was
never again restored politically inside the boundaries of Israel.
The highest civil appeals court lay outside the boundaries of
the land. The post-exilic  period was the era of the empires:
Medo-Persia, Macedonia, and Rome. Cyrus of Persia was God’s
designated anointed agent (Isa. 45: 1). This transfer of kingship
beyond the land’s boundaries led to a fundamental judicial
change inside the land. Resident aliens could now inherit rural
land permanently (Ezek. 4’7:23).  Also, Greek and then Roman
military forces remained in the land. The Samaritans, brought
in by the Assyrians after the Northern Kingdom fell, remained
as permanent residents within the original geographical bound-
aries of Israel, accepting a deviant theology that was loosely
related to authorized worship (John 4:19-25).

The central judicial manifestation of the sanctuary status of
the Promised Land was the temple. There was a judicial cen-
trality of worship in the post-exilic  era that was even greater than
during the pre-exilic  era. The Israelites never again indulged
themselves in the worship of the gods of Canaan. The purity of
the temple, the sacrificial system, and the national synagogue
system was primary. The land is no longer said to be a covenantal
agent after the exile. It did become a covenantal threat one last
time in A.D.  70, but this was after the establishment of the New
Covenant. The fall of Jerusalem marked the transfer of the
kingdom of God to the church (Matt.  21:43): the final annul-
ment of the Promised Land’s covenantal status. There were
strangers in the land after the Babylonian exile, and these
strangers exercised lawful civil authority, but this no longer
threatened the sanctuary status of the nation. What would
threaten it was the presence of strangers in the temple.
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The metaphor of vomiting symbolized a successful military
invasion of the land and its subsequent conquest. After the
exile, God’s people were no longer sovereign over civil affairs
in the land. The threat of invasion by a strange nation was no
longer a covenantal  threat to Israel’s civil orde~ which was not
governed by God’s covenantal  hierarchy. In this sense, a boun-
dary violation of Israel’s borders was no longer a major theo-
logical problem. Being vomited out of the land was no longer
a covenantal threat, except in response to their unsuccessful
rebellion against pagan civil authorities who were already in the
land. With the replacement of the temple by the church as
God’s dwelling place in history, it is Jesus Christ who now
spews His enemies out of His presence (Rev. 3:16).5

The Replacement of the Promised Land

The kingdom of God cannot be confined geographically in
New Testament times. Any nation can lawfully covenant with
God today.G  Israel was the single covenanted nation of Old
Testament, which alone acknowledged the sanctions of God and
the revealed law of God, and which alone required circumcision
of all its male citizens. Only one other nation briefly covenanted
under God, Assyria (under Jonah’s preaching), but this cove-
nant was soon broken.’ Today, however, there is no monopoly
of the Promised Land. All nations are required by God to cove-
nant with Him.s Their law structures are supposed to be bibli-

5. See North, ibid.,  ch. 10, subsection on “The Church as the New Temple.”
6. Gary DeMar, Ruler of the Natzorss: Bibhcal  Blzup?ints  for Government (Ft. Worth,

Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
7. This seems to have been a common grace covenanting process - format public

obedience to the outward civil laws of the Bible – since there were no covenantal
heirs remaining at the time of Assyrians conquest of Israel. Also, there is no indication
that they were circumcised as part of their nationat repentance.

8. Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., The Greatness of the Great Commission: The Christian
Enterprise in a Fallen World (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch.
10.
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cal.  They are to turn to the whole Bible in search of civil laws
and civil sanctions.

This is denied by Christian defenders of the polytheistic
worldview known as political pluralism. They deny that nations
can or should formally make a covenant with the Trinitarian
God of the Bible. They argue that Trinitarian oaths remain
valid for church and family, but not the State. But Covenant
Land status has become a universal promise to all nations rath-
er than a restricted promise to one nation. A nation becomes a
biblical sanctuary by means of its covenant. So, where the
preaching of the gospel is, there we find a nation being asked
to become judicially holy ground. The gospel has universalized the
covenantal pro~ises of God. But there has been a change in ad-
ministration because of the missionary work of the church
inside non-Christian nations: the land of a covenanted nation is
no longer God’s covenantal agent, except in the sense that it is
the place to which men’s bodies return after death (Gen. 3:19).
Israel’s radical geographical inclusion/exlusion  is annulled.

Natural and Supemtional  Disasters

The land of Israel ceased to be an agent of vomiting when
the Old Covenant ended in A.D. 70. After A.D. 70, earthquakes
and other geographical phenomena ceased to be relevant cov-
enantally within Palestine, i.e., ceased to be predictable in terms
of corporate ethics. This is not to say that earthquakes, like any
other kind of disaster, are not signs of God’s wrath in general
against mankind in general, but there is very little biblical evi-
dence that earthquakes are still part of God’s predictable coven-
antal sanctions in history. Jesus is now the agent of judgment,
seated on the throne beside God. The land of Israel is no long-
er an instrument for separating covenant-breakers from cove-
nant-keepers. While nations can lawfully covenant with God in
the New Testament order, the lands so constituted judicially are
not part of the Abrahamic promise, which was a promise geo-
graphically limited to what Abraham could see and walk
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through (Gen. 13:15-17). Thus, it is fruitless to search the his-
torical records of earthquakes in covenant-keeping nations and
covenant-breaking nations in the expectation that a predictable
pattern will be discovered.g

If I am incorrect about this, then the land still mediates
between God and man. We do have such a case in the Old
Testament: Cain’s curse. “When thou tillest  the ground, it shall
not henceforth yield unto thee her strength; a fugitive and a
vagabond shalt thou be in the earth” (Gen. 4:12). This was a
sanction against Cain, whose brother’s blood had penetrated
the land and testified against Cain (Gen. 4:10). The promised
sanction was not active but rather negative: the absence of
positive sanctions. The curse in Genesis 4 was agricultural: the
land would no longer yield its fruit to Cain. So, Cain built a city
(Gen.  4:17). He had been a tiller of the soil; he became a resi-
dent of a city. He was not threatened with an earthquake; he
was threatened with personal famine. He avoided personal
famine by building a city and becoming a trader or other non-
agricultural producer He escaped the curse of the ground by
(presumably) switching occupations - he would no longer be a
shepherd or a cattle drover – and by changing his residency
rural to urban.

Cain’s curse did not speak of earthquakes: the active stone-
casting that the land later brought against Israel at the close of
the Old Covenant order in A.D. 70. While I believe that God
will reveal to covenant-keeping societies techniques that mini-
mize the effects of earthquakes, I do not believe that He will
predictably alter their number and intensity in relation to the
degree of the societies’ obedience to His law.

9. One earthquak that struck a sin center was the 1994 southern California
earthquake, which centered in the Canoga Park-Chatsworth area. This is the center
for pornographic movie production in the U.S. Models who appear in such movies
temporarily became less enthusiastic about their work, according to one agent for
these performers. “ It’s put the fear of God into them.” ChnManity  Today (March 7,
1994), p. 57.
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The last great wave of such covenantal  speculation took
place in the aftermath of the Lisbon earthquake of 1755.1°
When rational men concluded that they could make no ethical
sense of that momentous event, they ceased searching for such
covenantal connections in history. Their initial error in expect-
ing to find specific ethical relevance in the 1755 earthquake led
to a rejection of a covenantal worldview in general, a rejection
that enhanced the universal triumph of Newtonian rationalism
in the late eighteenth century. 11 If earthquakes are irrelevant
covenantally,  rational men concluded, then so are all the other
natural disasters of life, which is why we call them natural disas-
ters. This was also Solomon’s conclusion in the midst of his
existential period: “All things come alike to all: there is one
event to the righteous, and to the wicked; to the good and to
the clean, and to the unclean; to him that sacrificeth, and to
him that sacrificeth not: as is the good, so is the sinner; and he
that sweareth, as he that feareth an oath” (Eccl.  9:2). What we
should affirm is this: the arena of God’s predictable historical sanc-
tions has moved from geography to society.

Let me give an example of this move from geography to
society. Jesus announced that God does not send more or less
rain on a society in terms of its theology or its ethical standards.
On the contrary, God “maketh his sun to rise on the evil and
on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust”
(Matt. 5:45b).  The positive effects and negative effects of sun
and rain fall indiscriminately on the righteous and the wicked.
The positive effects of sun and rain are accentuated economical-
ly by societies that pursue God’s law. Similarly, the negative
effects of too much sun and too much rain are minimized in
societies that pursue God’s law. Matthew 5:45 is a statement
regarding God’s general laws of covenantal cause and effect; the
statement applies to earthquakes as well as to sun and rain. In

10. T. D. Kendrick, The Lisbon Eatihquah  (Philadelphia Lippencott, 1956).
11. Voltaire included a section on the Lisbon earthquake in Candide.
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other words, people who build homes in flood plains or on top
of major seismic faults will not see their property predictably
protected from the effects of flooding or earthquakes merely
because they pray a lot or give money to the poor. The best
they can legitimately expect from God is better information
about controlling floods or better construction methods that
resist Richter-7 quakes. I seriously doubt that increased per-
centages of adultery will produce increased percentages of
Richter-9 quakes.12

Conclusion

Under the Mosaic Covenant, God dwelt in Israel in a unique
way. As men approached God’s earthly throne room, they
approached holy ground. The extreme edges of this series of
concentric holy boundaries were the nation’s geographical
boundaries. The land of Israel therefore acted as God’s coven-
antal agent. In the New Covenant era, there is no holy ground
separate from common ground. We do not take our shoes off
when we enter a church, as God required of Moses when he
stood on holy ground (Ex. 3:5), and as some Eastern religions
and Islam require. We do not have ritual foot washings. The
land of the New Covenant no longer serves as a covenantal
agent. It no longer brings predictable sanctions in history. It is
no longer tied covenantall  y to military affairs.

Prior to the exile period, the land was spoken of in terms of
its covenantal  position as God’s representing and represented
agent. The land was represented by man, but it also represent-
ed God when it came time  for God to bring His negative sanc-

tions against covenantally  rebellious residents inside the land’s
boundaries. The Promised Land was analogous to God in the

12. If I am wrong, Westminster Seminary West would be wise to move out of
Escondido, California to, say Lynden, Washington. Combine the morality of South-
ern Cfllfornia  and the San Andreas  fault, and you have a prescription for disaster if
the land is still a covenantat agent.
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sense that it is said to vomit the nations out of the land, just as
God is also said to be the one who drives the nations out of the
land.

In the New Testament, we no longer legitimately speak of
the land’s vomiting out its inhabitants. Instead, we read of the
kingdom and its worldwide expansion. Because the self-con-
sciousness and consistency of the individual is supposed to be
greater under the New Covenant than under the Old, the New
Testament does not speak of the land as analogous to both God
and man. We read instead of the sword of the Lord: the word
of God that proceeds out of the mouth of God. “And out of his
mouth goeth a sharp sword, that with it he should smite the
nations: and he shall rule them with a rod of iron: and he
treadeth the winepress of the fierceness and wrath of Almighty
God” (Rev. 19:15).

One reason why the land is no longer spoken of as vomiting
out its inhabitants is that the progress of the gospel is no longer
conducted by means of military conquest. There is no longer a
God-sanctioned system for covenant-keeping people to replace
covenant-breaking people by means of expulsion. Today, they
replace covenant-breakers through performance and productiv-
ity. They are to replace them in positions of cultural and politi-
cal leadership – not by force but by performance.

Covenant-keepers are also to conquer covenant-breakers by
means of preaching. Men are to brought into the “Promised
Land” today by bringing them into the church, and then by
bringing the whole nation under the biblical civil covenant
through a democratic vote. This does not equate the visible
church with the Promised Land, but it acknowledges that the
kingdom of God is primarily manifested in history by the
church, and all those who profess to be Christians are supposed
to be members of the church. Thus, the land is not the primary
agent of enforcement; Jesus Christ is. By purifying the church,
He enables His people to purify themselves and to begin the
conquest of the earth by means of the preaching of the gospel.
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He draws men to Himself rather than casting them out of the
land. He does not need to remove covenant-breakers from the
land in order to make room for His people. Instead, the kingdom
of God is the Promised Land, in history and eternity, and by
preaching the gospel, we invite all men to enter into that Prom-
ised Land. Ultimately, it is the goal of Christianity to bring the
whole earth under the dominion of Christ.13  This means that
it would do no good for the land to vomit the inhabitants out
because, ultimately, there is no contiguous land to vomit them
into. The New Covenant’s strategy is conquzst by conversion rather
than conquest by destruction and expulsion.

13. Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., He Shall Have Dommion:  A Postmillennial Eschatology
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992).
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GLEANING: CHARITY
WITHOUT ENTITLEMENT

And when ye reap the harvest of your land, thou shalt not wholly
reap the corners of thy jield, neither shalt thou gather the gleanings of
thy harvest. And thou shalt not glean thy vineyard, neither shalt thou
gather eve?y grape of thy vineyard; thou shalt leave them for the poor
and stranger: I am the LORD youY God (Lev.  19:9-10).

I have already covered certain aspects of gleaning in Tools of
Dominion.1  The theocentric  principle that undergirds this law is
this: God shows grace to man in history by allowing mankind
access to the fruit of God’s field, His creation. Put another way,
God allows mankind inside the boundaries of His field. Fallen
man is in the position of the poverty-stricken, landless Israelite
or stranger. God does not exclude externally cursed mankind
from access to the means of life in history. Neither were land-
owners in post-conquest Mosaic Israel to exclude the economi-
cally poor and judicially excluded residents of the land. Fallen
man i.s always a gleaner.2

1. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus  (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 819-22.

2. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 11, section on
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Gleaning was a form of morally compulsory charity. It re-
mains the primary moral model for biblical charity, but, as I
hope to show, it is not a literal model for modern charity. In a
non-agricultural society gleaning cannot become a literal model for
charity. Morally, however, gleaning is to be our guideline for
charity: those in the community who have been called in the
West “the deserving poor” are to be allowed to do hard work in
order to support themselves and improve their condition. God
expects the more successful members of a community to pro-
vide economic opportunities for such willing laborers – oppor-
tunities for service.

As with every biblical law, this law is ultimately theocentric.
The beneficiaries of this law were God’s representatives in
history, just as victims of crimes are representatives of God.
Crime is primarily an assault on God by means of a crime
against man, who is made in God’s image.3 Crime is man’s
attempt to bring unlawful negative sanctions against God by
bringing them against one of His representatives. Charity is
analogous to crime in this respect, but with this difference: the
sanctions are both lawful and positive. What a person does to
the poor is counted as if he did it to Jesus (Matt.  25:32-40).

A Lawful Claim: Moral or Legal?

God announced that the poor people and resident aliens in
Israel were to be invited in by the landowner so that they could
harvest the corners of the field and the fallen grain. This meant
that as a class, they had a moral claim on the “droppings” of
production. This also meant that they had no legal claim on the
primary sources of income of an agricultural community. They
were invited in. There was no State-financed welfare in Israel.

It would have been difficult for a judge or a jury to identify
which individuals in the community had the legal right to bring

“We Are AU Gleaners.”
3. North, Tools of Dominion, p. 279.
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charges against the landowner as the legal victims of his refusal
to honor the gleaning laws. The text specifies no negative insti-
tutional sanction that had to be imposed on a landowner who
refused to honor the gleaning laws. God is indirectly revealed
as the agent who would bring negative sanctions against a land-
owner who refused to honor the gleaning laws. The State was
not authorized by the text to bring these sanctions. This implies
that the sanctions were individual rather than corporate. God did not
threaten the community with negative sanctions. But without
the threat of God’s negative sanctions against the whole cove-
nanted community there was no justification for civil sanctions.
Civil sanctions were imposed in Israel in order to substitute the
State’s subordinate wrath for God’s more direct wrath against
the community. Furthermore, in case of a violation of the
gleaning law, there would have been no easy way to determine
legitimate restitution. Whew  there are no civil sanctions, there  is no
crime. God would curse the owner directly, but the society was
not at risk. Thus, civil sanctions were inappropriate.4

This law applied only to agriculture: field and vineyard.
Field and vineyard are the sources of bread and wine: Melchiz-
edek’s meal for Abram (Gen. 14:18) and also the Lord’s Sup-
per.’

The Economics of Gleaning: Who Paid, Who Benefitted?

What were the economics of the gleaning law? In a sense,
the requirement that the landowner and professional harvesters
leave a small portion of the crop for the gleaners made this
portion analogous to the manna that God had supplied to the
Israelites during the wilderness wandering. That miraculous
though predictable food was a pure gift of God. Similarly, both
the produce of the land and God’s grace in establishing the

4. See my discussion in Boundanes  and Dominion, ch. 11, subsection on “lndi-
vidual Sanctions Against Disobedience.”

5. Ibid., ch. 11, section on “Bread and Wine.”
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requirement that the landowners and harvesters share with the
gleaners were signs of God’s continuing grace to the poor. The
gleaners were visibly dependent on God’s grace for their surviv-
al. This had also been the case for the whole nation in the
wilderness.

Gleaning laws were exclusively agricultural laws. God com-
manded the harvesters of the field and the vineyard to be
wasteful – wasteful in terms of their personal goals, but efficient
in terms of God’s goals. They were to leave part of the produce
of both the vineyard and the grain field for gathering by the
poor.

This law indicates that the leftovers of the Promised Land be-
longed to God. God transferred the ownership of these high
harvesting cost economic assets from the landowner and the
harvester to the poor and the stranger. The owner in one sense
did benefit, at least those owners who paid their field hands
wages rather than by the supply harvested, i.e., piece-rate pay-
ment. The obedient owner did not have to pay salaried harvest-
ers to collect marginal pickings. This lowered his labor cost per
harvested unit of crop. But the net income loss as a result of
gleaning did lower his return from his land and planting ex-
penses. There is no doubt that this economic loss of net reve-
nue constituted a form of compulsory charity. It was a mandated
positive sanction. This should alert us to the fact that this law was
not a civil law. It was rather a church-enforced law. The church,
not the State, is to bring positive sanctions in history. The
church offers Holy Communion, not the State.

The gleaning law was also to some extent an advantage to
the piece-rate harvester because he was able to achieve greater
output per unit of time invested. He was not expected to spend
time gathering the marginal leftovers of the crop. Marginal
returns on his labor invested were higher than they would have
been had it not been for this law. Nevertheless, both the owner
of the land and the piece-rate harvesters did suffer a loss of total
income because of this law. The harvesters saved time but gath-



Gleaning: Charity Without Entitlement 199

ered less. They did suffer a loss of income compared to what
they would have earned apart from this law.

How did piece-rate harvesters suffer a loss of total income?
Because they could not lawfully gather the total crop of the
field or the vineyard. Each worker had to leave some produce
behind, which means that his income suffered. This also means
that the poor of the community were in part funded by the
slightly less poor: the piece-rate harvesters. The harvesters were
reminded of the burdens of poverty. This in effect became an
unemployment insurance program for the harvesters. They knew
that if they later fell into poverty, they would probably be al-
lowed to participate as gleaners sometime in the future. They
forfeited some income in the present, but they did so in the
knowledge that in a future crisis, they would be able to gain
income from gleaning. Both the landowner and the piece-rate
worker financed a portion of this compulsory insurance pro-
gram.

Benefits for the Landowner

The law placed a burden on the landowner. Yet this burden
was in fact a form of liberation if he acknowledged the covenan-
tal nature of the expenditure. It was analogous to the tithe. By
honoring it, he was acknowledging God’s sovereign ownership
of his land. This act of sharing placed him visibly in the service
of the great King. That King was his protector, for he was a
vassal. As with rest on the sabbath, the owner could rest confi-
dently in the knowledge that the King would defend his inter-
ests as a vassal if he abided by the terms of the King’s treaty.

There was another benefit to the faithful owner, according to
Aaron Wildavslq,  one of the most informed experts in the
world on the history of taxation.G  He was also a student of the
Mosaic law. He wrote of the gleaning law that “Compulsiveness

6. Carolyn Webber and Aaron Wildavs~,  A Histo~ of Taxatwn and Expenditure in
the Westtn-n World (New York Simon & Schuster, 1986).
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easily converts to fanaticism. The farmer who harvests not 99
percent of his crop but every last little bit becomes consumed
by his compulsion. Soon enough excess – getting it all – be-
comes an overwhelming passion.’” He quite properly identifies
fanaticism as idolatry.s  The gleaning law restrained the idolatry
of greed. It reminded rich men that they did not need to keep
everything they managed as God’s stewards in order to remain
successful. It restrained them from the passion of autonomous
man: defining themselves in terms of their wealth rather than
their obedience to God.

Hard Work

The gleaner had to work harder than the average worker
did in order to gain the same quantity of crops. The “easy
pickings” were gone by the time the gleaner was allowed into
the fields. This means that he had high marginal labor costs.
That is, he had to invest more labor per unit of crop harvested
than the piece-rate harvester did. Assuming that the harvester’s
goal was a higher return on labor invested, it was preferable to
be a piece-rate worker than to be a gleaner. To be a gleaner
was to be in a nearly desperate condition.

In the case of both piece-rate work and gleaning, most of the
labor costs of harvesting were borne by the poor. The rich man
did not work in the fields. But there were degrees of poverty.
By far, the greater cost per unit harvested was borne by the
gleaners. In modern terminology, this might be called a zwn-k-

~are program instead of a welfare program. The gleaner was
not a passive recipient of someone else’s money. He had to
work. Furthermore, marketing costs may actually have been
borne by the poor. It would have been legal for the poor indi-
vidual to take whatever pickings he gained from the field and

‘7. Aaron Wildavsky,  The Nursing Father: Moses as a Political Leader (University
Atabama:  University of Alabama Press, 1984), p. 30.

8. Idem.
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go to a store owner or other purchaser of the crop. The owner
of the land did not have the right to compel the gleaner to sell
the gleanings to him. This means that the gleaner was enabled
to obtain a competitive market price for the output of his labor.
Of course, this would have been extra work and risk for the
gleaner, and it involved specialized knowledge of markets.
Nevertheless, it was a right that the gleaner possessed.

There was another great advantage to this form of morally
enforced charity: it brings hard-working, efficient poor people
to the attention of potential employers. In effect, employers in
Mosaic Israel could “glean” future workers from society’s eco-
nomic “leftovers .“

This system produced more food for the community than
would have been produced apart from the law, although costs
were higher than otherwise.g

Subsidizing Localism

Is becoming a low-paid field hand God’s universally required
on-the-job training system? No. God no longer expects poor
people to learn how to become field laborers. In Old Covenant
Israel, however, it was important that men learn to serve Him
locally. God wanted to preserve localism and tribalism. The
tribal system was important for the preservation of freedom in
Israel. Tribalism and localism broke down attempts to centralize
the nation politically. Thus, the gleaning law was part of the
social order associated with Old Covenant Israel. It reinforced
the tribal system. It also reinforced rural life at the expense of
urban life – one of the few Mosaic laws to do so. The landown-
er was required by God to subsidize the rural way of life. Local
poor people were offered subsidized employment on the farms.
Had it not been for the gleaning system, the only rural alterna-
tive would have been starvation or beggary in the country.

9. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 11, section on “More Food for Everyone.”
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They would have moved to the cities, as starving people all
over the world do today.

The jubilee land inheritance laws kept rural land within the
Israelite family. This land inheritance was the mark of civil
freemanship for every tribe except the Levites. If a daughter
inherited land because there was no brother, she could not
marry outside her tribe if she wanted to keep the land. “Neith-
er shall the inheritance remove from one tribe to another tribe;
but every one of the tribes of the children of Israel shall keep
himself to his own inheritance” (Num. 36:9). While a rich man
might move permanently to a city, the poor person was encour-
aged by the gleaning law to stay closer to home.

Cities would inevitably have become the primary dwelling
places for most Israelites if they had obeyed God as a nation.
Population growth would have forced most people into the
cities. The size of family farms would have shrunk as each
generation inherited its portion of the land. But until Israel’s
corporate covenantal faithfulness led to population growth and
increased per capita wealth, each tribe’s poor members were to
be subsidized by the gleaning law to remain close to the tribe’s
food supplies. This law was a means of retarding the growth of
an unemployed urban proletariat. The countryside was to be
the place where the poor man received his daily bread. He
would have to do simple agricultural labor to receive his food.

This law also promoted localism rather than distant bureau-
cracy.l”

No Subsidy for Evil

bother important reason for localism was the concern of
God that His resources not be used for evil purposes. Either
the provider of this agricultural charity had to reside locally or
else his specified agent had to. Local residents in rural Mosaic
Israel were more likely to be well known to the landowners.

10. Zbid., ch. 11, subsection on “Localkm  and Bureaucracy”
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Presumably the cause of their poverty was also well known to
the landowners, or at least this could be discovered without
much difficulty. The gleaning system reduced the subsidy of
evil. The poor person who was poor as a result of his own bad
habits did not have to be subsidized by the landowner and the
professional harvesters who worked his fields. The landowner
had the right to exclude some poor people from access to his
fields. Gleaning was therefore a highly personal form of charity,
since the person who was required to give this charity was also
the person who screened access to the fruit of the land.

This means that the gleaning law was a form of conditional
chan”ty in each individual recipient’s case, although the loss was
compulsory from the point of view of the landowner. Biblical
charity is always conditional. 11 Charity is not to subsidize evil, for
it is an act of grace. Unconditional charity is antinomian. In a
fallen Worid, unconditional charity will inevitably subsidize evil.

Strangers

The local member of the landowner’s tribe was the primary
recipient of charity, but he was not the only one. The other
recipient of the grace of gleaning was the stranger. These stran-
gers were presumably resident aliens who had fallen on hard
times. They might have been hired servants who could not find
employment. They were people who did not want to go back to
their home country. They were therefore people who wanted to
live under the civil law of God in the Promised Land. These
people were entitled to the same consideration that the poor
Israelite was entitled to. It is clear that this arrangement would
have increased the emotional commitment of the resident alien
to the welfare of the community. He was treated justly.

11. Ray R. Sutton, “Whose Conditions for Charity?” in Theonomy:  An Infornwd
Response, edited by Gary North (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1991), ch. 9.
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The land was God’s covenantal agent. This law was agricul-
tural only. It did not apply to urban businesses. I*

Conditional Charity: Moral Boundaries

The owner of the farm had to acknowledge the sovereignty
of God by obeying the gleaning laws. These laws were a re-
minder to him that biblical authority always has costs attached to it.
The owner of the land had been given capital that other people
lack. He therefore had an obligation to the local poor as God’s
agent, for the land itself was pictured as God’s agent. His obli-
gation was to supply the land’s leftovers to the poor.

In making this demand, the gleaning law placed decisive
limits (boundaries) on both the poor rural resident and the
State. It limited the moral demands that the poor could make
on economically successful people in the community. The poor
had no comparable moral claim against the successful non-
agricultural businessman. This law also limited the demands
that the State could make on the community in the name of the
poor. Biblical law specified that the man with landed wealth
should share his wealth with the deserving poor, but not the
poor in general. The deserving poor were those who were
willing to work hard, but who could not find work in the nor-
mal labor markets. In short, the gleaning law had conditions attached
to it. The idea of morally compulsory non-conditional charity
was foreign to the laws of the Mosaic Covenant. 13

12. North, Boundaries and Dominwn,  ch. 11, section on “A Law of the Land, Not
the Workshop.”

13. It is equally foreign to the law of the New Covenant. This assertion appalls
Timothy Keller. See Keller, “Theonomy and the Poor: Some Reflections in William
S. Barker and W. Robert Godfrey (eds.), Theonomy:  A Reformed Critique (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan, 1990), pp. 273-79. He calls for initially unconditional
charity to all poor people. He argues that anyone in need anywhere on earth is my
neighbor, thereby universalizing the moral claims of all poor people on the wealth of
anyone who is slightly less poor. He writes: “Anyone in need is my neighbor – that is
the teaching of the Good Samaritan parable.” Ibid., p. 275. He rejects the traditional
Christian concept of the deserving poor (pp. 276-77). He concludes: “I am proposing
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The gleaner had to work very hard, for he reaped only the
leftovers. This means his income was lower than would have
been the case if he had been a professional harvester. Gleaning
provides a lesson to the poor: there are no free lunches in l~e.
Someone always has to pay. The economic terms of the glean-
ing system established that only the destitute members of the
community would have become gleaners. If there had been any
other source of income, other than begging, they would have
taken it. The hard work and low pay of gleaning was an incen-
tive for the individual to get out of poverty.

We must always remember that the gleaning laws operated
within the framework of the jubilee land laws. The poorest
Israelite in the community at some point would inherit from his
father or grandfather a portion of the original family inheri-
tance. The size of that portion of land depended on the num-
ber of male heirs. Its value depended on the economic produc-
tivity of local residents who could legally bid to lease it.14 The
more productive the heir, the more likely that he would be able
to retain control over it.15 Gleaning gave the poor Israelite an
opportunity to gain management and other skills as a landown-
er prior to the time that he or his children would be given back
the original family land grant through the jubilee land law. The
gleaning law provided training that could in the future be
converted into family capital. The gleaning law was designed to
keep poor people in the local agricultural community

The gleaning law did not apply to non-agricultural business-
es or professions. It originated from the fact that God declared

that the reconstructionist  approach to biblical charity is too conditional and restric-
tive.” Ibid., p. 278. For my response, see North, Westmm.ster’s Confession: The Aban&m-
ment of Van Til’s Legacy (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1991), pp.
271-73. See atso Sutton, “Whose Conditions for Charity?” in North (cd.), Theonom-y,
ch. 9.

14. The economist looks for a price to establish value. The highest market vahse
is determined by the highest market bid by a potential buyer or long-term lesser.

15. This legal right to inherit the family’s land did not extend to the stranger
until after the exile (Ezek.  47:22-23).
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Himself as the owner of the Promised Land. He did not verbal-
ly claim an equally special ownership of businesses. The land,
not business, was identified as God’s covenant agent that
brought God’s covenant lawsuits in Old Covenant Israel.lG  Any
attempt to derive a modern system of charity, public or private,
from the gleaning law faces this crucial limitation. It was not
intended to apply outside a farm.

The modern welfare State is a perverse mirror image of the
gleaning law. It disregards the moral boundaries of charity and
substitutes unconditional charity. This has greatly expanded
both the political boundaries of charity and the extent of pover-
ty. People get paid by the State for being poor; the market
responds: more poor people. The welfare State now faces bank-
ruptcy the destruction of those dependent on its support. 1’

There are few modern applications of the gleaning law,
which was a land law. Modern society is not agricultural.ls
Nevertheless, there is a theological principle that undeugirds
gleaning: fallen man i.s always a gleaner. But redeemed men will
progressively escape their dependence on other men’s charity
as society advances through God’s grace.

Conclusion

The gleaning law was part of an overall system of political
economy. Many of the details of this political economy were
tied to the Promised Land and the sacrificial system of that
land. The economic laws of Leviticus were more closely at-
tached to the Promised Land and the sacrifices than the laws of
Exodus and Deuteronomy were. The Levitical  land laws were part
of a tempora~  system of landed famili.sm,  tribalism, and localism.

16. See Chapter 10, above.
17. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 11, section on “Unconditional Charity

Political Boundaries.”
18. Ibid., ch. 11, section on “Modern Applications of the Gleaning Law Are Few.”
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Localism and tribalism were both basic to the application of
the gleaning law in Mosaic Israel. The authority of the local
landowner to chose who would glean and who would not from
among various candidates – the boundary principle of inclusion
and exclusion – transferred great responsibility and authority
into his hand. This kind of personalized charity is no longer
taken seriously by those who legislate politically grounded
welfare State policies in the modern world. Such a view of
charity transfers too much authority to property owners, in the
eyes of the politicians, and not enough to the State and its
functionaries. But it is not the principle of localism that changes
in the New Testament era; it is only the landed tribalism that
changes. When the kingdom of God was transferred to a new
nation (Matt. 21:43), meaning the church, the Levitical land
laws were abolished.

Gleaning no longer applies in the New Covenant era. The
jubilee land law was annulled by Jesus through: 1) His minis-
try’s fulfillment of the law (Luke 4: 16-2’7); 2) the transfer of the
kingdom to the church at Pentecost (Matt. 21:43; Acts 2); and
3) the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. ’70. Can we learn any-
thing from the gleaning law? I think we can, but these lessons
are essentially negative. They show us what should not be done,
not what must be done, to avoid God’s negative sanctions.

The lessons from gleaning are these: 1) all charity is based
legally on the fundamental principle that God owns the earth
(Ps. 24:1); 2) a third party has no legal civil claim on any asset
that he does not own; 19 3) charity should not create a perma-
nent dependence on the part of the recipient; 4) charity should
not subsidize evil; 5) it should involve hard work except in cases

19. In Old Covenant Israel, a person had the right to pluck grapes and corn
from a neighbor’s fields, though only what he could carry in his hands (Deut.  23:24-
25; Luke 6:1 ). This law increased the likelihood of travel and communications, since
visitors would not have to return home to eat or carry food with them everywhere.
The economic benefit of being located close to a road – cheap transportation of farm
commodities – was partiatly  offset by this open access law.
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where the recipient is medically incapacitated; 6) it should not
provide living standards that are higher than the poorest work-
ers in society are able to earn.

The fundamental principle learned from the gleaning laws
is this: charity in a biblical social order must not be based on the idea
that the State is a legitimate institution of salvation. The State is not
a biblically legitimate agency of social healing. It is an agency of
public vengeance (Rem. 13: 1-’7). It possesses a lawful monopoly
of violence. It therefore cannot be entrusted with the authority
to take the wealth of successful people in order to reward the
poor. If it is allowed to do this, its agents become the primary
beneficiaries of the confiscated wealth. Its political and bureau-
cratic agents will gain power over both the poor and the eco-
nomically successful. These agents will become permanent
spokesmen for the official beneficiaries of the wealth, namely,
the poor. They will have no incentive to get poor people as a
class permanently out of poverty. A system of legal entitlements
for the poor becomes a system of legal entitlements to full-time
jobs for those who administer the system. This is the antithesis
of the gleaning system of the Mosaic Covenant. In that system,
the productive members of the economy all had an economic
incentive to get the poor back to work: the landowners, the
piece-rate harvesters, and the poor themselves.
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VERBAL BONDS AND
ECONOMIC COORDINATION

E shall not steal, nezther deal falsely, nezther lie one to anothex And
ye shall not swear by my name falsely, neither shalt thou profane the
name of thy God: I am the LORD (Lev.  19:11-12).

Stealing, false dealing, and lying are prohibited. So is swear-
ing falsely by God’s name. The latter is worse because it invokes
God’s name and authority to defend fraud. It compounds the
infraction. The passage begins with a judicial boundary that
facilitates interpersonal relations: the boundary around private
property

What is the theocentric principle that unde~irds  this law?
Protecting the nume of God. This passage of Scripture is clearly an
application of the third commandment. The third command-
ment prohibits the profaning of the name of God. 1 That is, it
places  a sacred judicial bounda~ around the name of God - a bound-
ary that must not be transgressed without permission. The
name of God is the protected asset. Like a brand name in ad-
vertising, the name of God is strictly licensed by its Owner. Men

1. Gary North, The Sinai Strategy Economtcs and the Ten Commandmmts  (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), ch. 3.
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are not to swear falsely by the name of God. Swearing in this
case is an illegal imitation of a formal act of oath-taking.2 This
form of the violation – swearing falsely – is an aspect of point
four of the biblical covenant model: oath/sanctions.

Nevertheless, the primary focus of this text is the profana-
tion of God’s name: a verbal bounda~ transgression. This places
the law under point three of the biblical covenant model, just as
the third commandment is under point three.3 Additional evi-
dence is the fact that this passage tells us not to defraud a
neighbor or rob him. This is a prohibition against theft. The
eighth commandment parallels the third commandment.4 They
are both aspects of point three of the biblical covenant model.
The theocentric basis of this law is the absolute integrity and
inviolability of God’s name. A profane act is an act that trans-
gresses a sacred boundary either judicial or geographical.’
Therefore, in the Bible, the laws against theft are part of the
general law of God that protects His name and His property
from any unauthorized invasion.

This commandment has implications that extend beyond the
courtroom. Men are not to lie to each other in order to further
their own ends at the expense of others. Even when not under
oath, their words are to be reliable; other people will plan their
own activities in terms of what is said. For example, a physician
is not supposed to tell his patients that they are sick when they
are healthy, nor is he to tell them they are healthy when they
are not. The same rule applies to economic transactions.

Bonds and Promises

“A man’s word is his bond.” This maxim is a familiar one in
Western history. The word “bond” points to a legal transaction.

2. Idem.
3. Ibid., Preface, p. xvi; ch. 3.
4. ML, Preface, p. xx; ch. 8.
5. See Chapter 6, above.
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In the Bible, a covenantal bond establishes a formal legal rela-
tionship under God: personal, ecclesiastical, familial, or civil.
While a promise does not possess the judicial authority of a
covenantal  bond, since it lacks a lawfully imposed self-maledic-
tory oath, a promise is nevertheless analogous to a covenant
bond. It is a verbal contract.

In modern finance, a bond is a promise to pay. A person
gives up money in the present in exchange for a specified
stream of money in the future, with the return of the principal
at a stated date, which will complete the transaction, thus end-
ing the legal relationship.

Promises are a form of inventory. In this sense, they are a
form of capital. They serve as substitutes for physically stored
assets. Instead of accumulating physical assets for future use, a
producer relies on another person to deliver the goods, literally
or figuratively.G  A broken promise in such circumstances is the
economic equivalent of an empty storage facility that was
thought to be full. Worse; someone had guaranteed that it
would be full. The missing good or service creates a kind of
falling domino effect: delayed production all down the line.
The person who fails to deliver on time produces losses for the
person who became dependent on him.

The person who promises to deliver goods or services puts
his reputation on the line. The better his reputation, the more
business he will generate, other things (such as price) being
equal. It pays a person to gain a reputation as one who keeps
his word. He tells the truth, and when other people plan their
actions in terms of what he says, they are not disappointed (Ps.
15:4). This person lowers the cost of doing business with him.
By lowering the price of anything, the seller increases the quan-

6. In the 1980’s, the advent of inexpensive computers and the spread of over-
night air cargo detivery  companies made possible the development of “just in time”
manufacturing. Manufacturers can time the delivery of raw materials and parts so
that they do not have to invest in large inventories. This has made manufacturing far
more efficient.



212 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

tity demanded. This is why a person who keeps his word has
increased his market value.’

The fraudulent person is like a thief who steals the assets
stored in a warehouse, and who then swears that the warehouse
is full. He posts a verbal bond. Like a bonded warehouse ille-
gally emptied by its manage~  the violation of this verbal bond
is regarded by God as theft. The promise-giver owes double
restitution to his victim.

In this case, the promise-giver has used God’s name in his
false bonding. This involves an additional infraction. The bond-
giver has invoked God as his personal bonding agent. This is a
major violation of God’s law. “And ye shall not swear by my
name falsely, neither shalt thou profane the name of thy God:
I am the LORD” (Lev. 19:12). By doing this, the false swearer
has placed himself under the sanctions of God. What is said
here of individuals is equally true for nations and societies:
foreign policy.

What this law prohibits is the illegal transfer of private prop-
erty. It prohibits a direct transfer in the form of robbery. The
law says that we must not steal. There is also an indirect form
of theft that is prohibited: fraud. Fraud is false dealing. It in-
volves giving a false report to a buyer. First, fraud means a
refusal to abide by one’s previous word to another individual.
Second, it means the deliberate camouflaging of one’s word: to
appear to say one thing but in fact mean something else. This
is done in order to gain legal control of something that is not
lawfully one’s own. The other person transfers ownership vol-
untarily but in confusion. The classic example in the Bible is
Satan’s deception of Eve: the promise that she would become as
God (Gen.  3:5).  Third, false dealing is the outright defrauding
of the individual. An example of this form of fraud is simple
lying. A person says that he is going to do something, but he

7. The market value is an asset’s present price. This price is the asset’s expected
stream of future income, discounted by the prevailing rate of interest.
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never intends to do it, and if all the facts were available, it
could be proven that he never intended to do it. The deliberate
writing of a check drawn against insufficient funds would be
such an act of fraud.8 So would posting as collateral for a loan
an asset known by the holder to be worth less than what he
insists it is worth. So would gaining multiple loans on the basis
of one piece of collateral: fractional reserves.g

The Problem of Economic Coordination

The economic issue that must be explained is the problem of
the coordination of individual plans. How is this best accom-
plished: By State compulsion or market coordination? It is clear
from both the eighth commandment and the tenth command-
ment that private property must be honored. Men must neither
steal nor covet their neighbor’s property. This means that bibli-
cal economics rests on the ideal of the legitimacy of private
property. “Christian socialism” is an oxymoron.l”

In a market economy, individuals make plans about the
future, and then they act in terms of these plans. They buy or
sell or hold in terms of their individual plans. The question
then is: How are the millions of individual decisions integrated
with each other so that men can participate together in the
division of labor? This is the problem of the revision of eco-
nomic plans. How do people change their plans and expecta-
tions in response to the decisions of other individuals? This is
the problem of feedback: information coupled with sanctions.
In what form does information come to an individual that other
participants in the market approve or disapprove of what he is

8. In most states in the United States, this act constitutes a felony.
9. Gary North, Took of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute

for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 739-40; North, Honest Money: The Biblical BIw-
jrsnt for Money and Banking (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press; Nashville: Thomas
Nelson Sons, 1986), ch. 8.

10. Gary North, Boundaries and Domtnton:  The Economics of Leviticm (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), Appendix D.
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doing or not doing? This is the problem of economic sanc-
tions.11

Promise and Dependence

The importance of the division of labor has been emphasized
in modern economics ever since Adam Smith wrote his famous
first chapter on the production of pins.lz A highly skilled indi-
vidual craftsman cannot produce a great number of pins in one
day, Smith observed. On the other hand, a small group of
relatively unskilled workers can produce thousands of pins if
they are given the proper capital equipment. He pointed to the
division of labor as the explanation – a fundamental biblical
concept (Rem. 12; I Cor. 12). The division of labor allows the
increase of output per unit of scarce resource input. Coopera-
tion produces greater wealth than economic autarky can. It is
the division of labor which enables us to pool our talents in
order to gain much greater output together than we could
possibly have achieved as individuals acting in isolation. Be-
cause increased cooperation increases individual productivity,
it also increases per capita wealth. This increase – a positive
sanction – is the incentive for men to cooperate economically
with each other. It is a very important aspect of the preserva-
tion of society. It allows the pooling of individual talents, and it
allows the pooling of capital. This capital can be of three kinds:
economic, intellectual, and moral.

Cooperation requires a degree of predictability First, it
requires the predictability of timing. Let us consider a business.
A business manufactures a particular product. To do so, it
requires resource inputs. Because people’s knowledge of mar-
kets is limited, and because it is expensive to go out and buy
exactly what you want exactly when you want it, businesses

11. Gary North, Inherit the Earth: Btblical Blueprints for  Economia  (Ft. Worth,
Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), ch. 9.

12. Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nattons (1776).
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carry inventories of raw materials and spare parts. These inven-
tories compensate for men’s imperfect knowledge of the future.
An inventory of raw materials and spare parts enables the busi-
ness to expand production without a great deal of warning. &
inventory of finished products enables the business to meet the
demand without increasing the price of the product. It allows
the business to continue operating if there is an interruption of
the delivery of materials. In other words, inventories create a
production system in which there are fewer bottlenecks. Bottle-
necks create “ripple effects,” both in the company and in some
cases in the economy as a whole. Inventories smooth produc-
tion. But they must be paid for. They must be “carried.” They
tie up resources.

Second, the producer seeks predictability in the @icing of his
resource inputs as a means of gaining predictability of produc-
tion. If an individual agrees to sell you an item, and you then
make plans in terms of the price of that item, you have become
dependent on him. Similarly you have agreed to pay him a
money price at a particular time. He has therefore become
dependent on you. The free market economy produces a sys-
tem of independence legally (individualism) and mutual depen-
dence economically (coordination of plans). We are legally free
to make our voluntary decisions; therefore, we are judicially
independent. At the same time, because of these voluntary
agreements, we become mutually interdependent in our eco-
nomic activities. This is why pricing is so important. It enables
us to make decisions rationally in terms of existing conditions of
supply and demand.

Third, predictability of quality is also important. This one is
more difficult to police. What level of quality is good enough at
a particular price? This is difficult for the buyer or the seller to
specify in a written contract. We seek ways of gaining this infor-
mation inexpensively, both as buyers and sellers. The existence
of brand names is very important in lowering the costs of peo-
ple’s estimates of quality. Pricing also plays an important role.
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We are used to the idea that an item that costs five times more
than another item is probably of higher quality. We believe that
the product will not break readily, and therefore our time
won’t have to be spent taking the thing in to be repaired.
Brand names enable us to make better predictions about the
performance of both services and goods.

This is an aspect of the third point of the biblical covenant.
God protects His name from profanation. In a similar way, we
protect our own names from misuse. We have a property right
to our names: other people are not allowed to use our names to
promote their ends without our agreement. This is why the
existence of brand names and the legal right to property estab-
lished in a brand name are so important in a society, in order
to reduce the uncertainty of the future. People can make deci-
sions based on price and name with respect to the quality of the
good or the service.

Contracts

Contracts are a crucial part of this system of economic inter-
dependence. God’s goal is greater cooperation among men and
a reduction of coercion in economic affairs: peaceful exchange.
Peace on earth is a biblical goal. Contracts enable people to
specify their own performance more precisely. At least when all
parties understand the terms of the contract, contracts reduce
the cost of cooperation, and hence increase the quantity of
cooperation demanded.

There are always inherent limitations on contracts. One
limitation is the difficulty of specifying the conditions of perfor-
mance. This is why, as societies become more complex, con-
tracts tend to grow longer and in ever-smaller print. Lawyers
are the ones today who speak to each other about the nature of
the conditions; the actual participants in the contract are rarely
able to understand. This has created a new priesthood of law-
yers. They speak to each other, and their supposed employers
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— clients – have to accept on faith what it is that they have just
signed.

Language has limitations. Every possible condition cannot be
included in a contract; hence, mutual trust is mandatory This
trust can be abused by one party. So can the contract’s lan-
guage. God serves as the final arbitrator in all contracts. He
knows each person’s intentions.

Another limit on contracts is the existence of clogged civil
courts. A contract may specify exactly what the other individual
is supposed to do, but if you cannot get that person into court,
the contract does you very little good. This is why mutual trust
is important. Nevertheless, people who trust each other should
still write contracts in order to settle differences later. Even if
the two parties presently agreeing to act together do not get
involved in a dispute, their heirs may later get involved in a
dispute. Still, we cannot expect contractualism to substitute for
trust and moral responsibility. We should not expect words
apart from intentions to protect us in all situations. We should
not trust the letter of the law to protect us from evil intentions
and the skilled misuse of language.

Mutual Trust

The society in which mutual trust is increasing is more likely
to be a productive society. Men seek others who will deal hon-
estly with them.13 The cost of policing contracts is reduced as
mutual trust increases. This is a form of self-government instead
of civil government which becomes dominant. We have appeals
courts in a society: both church and State. Less pressure is
placed on these courts when mutual trust is increasing. This

13. “And it came to pass at that time, that Abimelech  and Phichol  the chief
captain of his host spake  unto Abraham, saying, God is with thee in all that thou
doesc  Now therefore swear unto me here by God that thou wilt not deal falsely with
me, nor with my son, nor with my son’s son: but according to the kindness that I

have done unto thee, thou shalt do unto me, and to the land wherein thou hast
sojourned” (Gen.  21 :22-23).
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enables a society to achieve its goals with less expenditure than
a society in which there is very little mutual trust.

There is another aspect of mutual trust that is important:
historical experience. When, over a period of time, we have gained
the trust of another person, this becomes an asset to us and to
him. He has created a mutually beneficial asset. As the record
of the participants’ past performance becomes available, it
makes it less expensive for other individuals to enter into agree-
ments with these individuals. 14 Therefore, a society that has a
good record of performance has increased other societies’ trust
in doing business with it. This is an important aspect of increas-
ing the international division of labor.

The division of labor is a manifestation of the doctrine of the
Trinity unified efforts by more than one person. The Trinity
therefore has implications for both social theory and economic
theory. 15 Economic theory based on coordination by either the
State (macroeconomics) or the market (macroeconomics) is
incomplete. 16 Theory must be grounded on the idea of the
covenant.

Economic Coordination: Covenantal

The free market individualist says that the best economy is
the result of human action but not of human design: no central
planning by the State. The collectivism says that any economy
that is the exclusive result of human action but not of human
design is an imperfect economy. It needs the coercive power of
the State to right wrongs, correct imbalances, and achieve high
employment and sustained economic growth without inflation.

14. A word that increases advertising response is “proven.”
15. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer

edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 12, sections on
“The Doctrine of the Trinity and Social Theory” and “The Doctrine of the Trinity
and Economic Theory.”

16. Ibid., ch. 12, section on “Economic Coordination: State or Market?”



Verbal Bonds and Economic Coordination 219

The covenantalist insists that the economy is the result of
God’s absolute sovereignty through delegated authority. The
economy is designed by God. When the human actions of large
numbers of the members of society conform to His law, the
general economic results will be good, conforming to God’s
promises (Lev. 26:4-5,9-1 O). When men’s actions are rebellious,
the economic results will be bad (Lev.  25:20,  22, 26). The col-
lective results are determined by God’s responses to widespread
covenantal faithfulness or rebellion.

This means that there is an all-seeing, omnipotent agent who
oversees the “big picture.” He does not require or even permit
men to usurp His role as overseer. He delegates to individuals
the responsibility of planning for the future. He delegates to
individuals the authority to bring evil-doers to the attention of
civil magistrates. He relies on the individual’s self-interest in
both cases: the entrepreneur’s quest for profitl’  and the vic-
tim’s quest for restitution .18

This system rests on the concept of the honest word: the
producer’s promise to buy, the seller’s promise to sell, and the
oath-bound witness’ promise to tell the truth to the court. It
also rests on the idea of God’s predictable corporate sanctions
in history: economic, military, and biological-medical.lg  God
takes care of the “big picture”; He delegates to individuals and
voluntary associations the responsibility of administering the
“local picture.” This is the biblical doctrine of responsible (hier-
archical) stewardship, which is always accompanied by the
covenantal doctrines of law, judgment, and inheritance.

17. Frank H. Knight, Risk, L.hcertairz.ty and P@ (New York: Harper Torchbooks,
[1921] 1965); Israel M. Kirzner,  Cmnjxtttion  and Ent@mmeurshi~  (University of
Chicago Press, 1973).

18. North, Took of Dominion, ch. 7. See also Gary North, Victim’s  Rights: The
Biblical  View of Civil Justtce (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990).

19. In Old Covenant Israel, there was another sanctioning agency the land itself,
i.e., the environment. See Chapter 10, above.
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Covenantal economics asserts the existence of an original

natural harmony of economic interests, but only in the garden

of Eden. Since the fall of man, there has not been a harmony of

interests. There can be no permanent harmony of interests between
covenant-breakers and covenant-keepers. There can, however, be
temporary cooperation in history based on mutual self-interest.
The tares are not uprooted in history; neither is the wheat

(Matt.  13:18-23, 36-43). Their cooperation is based either on

the willingness of the wheat to abide by the stipulations that are

established by the tares or on the willingness of the tares to

abide by the stipulations established by the wheat: biblical law.

It cannot be based on neutral civil law, since  there is no neutral

law. There is no neutrality. There is only covenant-breaking

and covenant-keeping.

Conclusion

The prohibition against theft and false dealing is here linked
to the prohibition against profaning God’s name. This points to

the parallel between the eighth commandment against theft and

the third commandment against taking God’s name in vain.

The issue in the third commandment is misusing God’s name

in a formal oath. The issue here is lying.  Swearing by God’s

holy name is prohibited; therefore, so is false dealing and lying.

Men must not deal falsely with each other. In economics,

such a law increases the possibilities for cooperation. The divi-

sion of labor and the specialization of production make possible

greater output per unit of resource input. Honest dealing en-

ables men to increase their productivity and their wealth.

“A man’s word is his bond.” This phrase points to the coven-

antal grounding of society: a legal bond between God and man,

and among God and men, based on a self-valedictory oath. A

contract is analogous to a covenant. Men may not use God’s

name in vain, so they may not swear by God in a contract. But

there is an element of self-malediction: the contracting parties
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agree to submit themselves to an arbitrator or a civil magistrate
when signing the contract.

Because of promises, men can cooperate with each other

over time. The future becomes less uncertain because of the

existence of promises. Thus, if we wish to overcome the eco-

nomic uncertainties of life, we can enter into agreements with

others. But each party to the agreement must deal honestly

with the others; otherwise, men’s plans regarding the future are

undermined by the non-performance of others. The coordina-

tion of men’s plans then becomes disrupted.

The West has generally been faithful to this law. The result

has been the proliferation of contracts, culminating in the high-

ly organized securities markets. These markets have led to a

vast increase of wealth in the West. Men have been able to pool

their assets, making possible the capitalization of present goods.

Capitalization involves placing a present price on an expected

future stream of income. If all men were liars  all of the time,

such capital formation would be impossible.

Because God has delegated authority and responsibility to

men, they can cooperate. His system of hierarchical authority is

a bottom-up system: men are free to do anything not specific-

ally prohibited. A court system settles disputes between individ-

uals. This is the structural foundation of a free market econo-

my: local responsibility, voluntary cooperation, and hierarchical

judgments after the fact. This is the opposite of bureaucracy a

top-down system of controls in which a central planning agency

announces goals and standards, modifies them repeatedly, and

then evaluates the performance of subordinates in terms of the

previous announcements. If all men were liars most of the time,

this is the kind of system mankind would be stuck with. It is

Satan’s system, for he deals with liars. Therefore, when society

is marked by widespread lying and fraud, it will either move

toward autar~ or toward bureaucratic centralization: the many

or the one. ln both cases, productivity suffers.



13

PROTECTING THE WEAKEST PARTY

Thou shalt not defraud thy neighbou<  neither rob him: the wages of him
that is hired shall not abide with thee all night until the morning. Thou
shalt not curse the dea$ nor put a stumblingblock  before the blind, but
shalt fear thy God: I am the LORD (Lev. 19:13-14).

The theocentric meaning of this passage is two-fold. First,
God pays us what He has agreed to pay us, and He pays us on
time; therefore, so should His people. Second, God is a protec-
tor of those who cannot protect themselves; therefore, so

should His people.

What does a three-part law against fraud, robbery, and the

withholding of wages have to do with a two-part law prohibiting

an unheard curse against a deaf person and tripping the blind?

The connection is not grammatical. These laws are judicially

and economically linked. The link is two-fold, as I hope to

prove: 1) God’s desire to protect the weakest members of soci-

ety; 2) God’s establishment of ways to overcome the inherent

limits on men’s knowledge, especially limits on judges’ knowl-
edge.

This raises an important question. If we are to defend the
deaf and the blind because they cannot defend themselves, isn’t
this a violation of the fundamentaljudicial  principle of Leviticus
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19:15, namely, that God does not respect persons? On the
contrary, this case law affirms that the deaf and the blind are
entitled to the same protection from cursing and tripping that
anyone is. But because they cannot bring a lawsuit on their own
behalf, a righteous person must do it for them. This upholds
the universal authority of God’s law.

I. Withholding Wages

The previous section of Leviticus 19 deals with theft through
fraud: the deliberately deceptive use of words (VV. 11-12 ).1 The
first half of verse 13 repeats this warning. The second half adds
another form of fraudulent wealth transfer: the withholding of
a worker’s wages overnight. This act is specified as fraud, and
it is also specified as robbery. The question is: Why? If the
worker agrees in advance to wait longer than a day for his pay,
why should the law of God prohibit the arrangement? Or does
it?

It is always helpful in understanding a case law if we can
first identify the theocentric principle that undeugirds it. Verse
13 deals with paying a debt. The employer-employee relation-
ship reflects God’s relationship to man. God provides us with
an arena: life and capital. Similarly, the employer supplies an
employee with capital that makes the employee more produc-
tive. Man is dependent on God. Similarly, the laborer has
worked for a full day, the employer is required to pay to him at
the end of the work day. The context is clear: rapid  payment for
services received. God employs us as His stewards. He gives us
the tools that we need to serve Him and thereby serve our-
selves. He always pays us on time. So should the employer. The
employer who withholds wages from his employees is making a
symbolic statement about God’s relationship to man: God sup-
posedly delays paying man what is rightfully owed to him. This
symbolism is incorrect. It testifies falsely about God’s character.

1. See Chapter 12.
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A Position of Weakness

The wage earner in verse 13 is in a position of comparative
weakness. He is assumed by God to be in a weaker economic
position than the individual who is paying his wages. This
employer-employee relationship reflects God’s supremacy as the
sovereign employer and man’s subordination as a dependent
employee.

If the wage earner is not paid immediately then he is being

asked by the employer to extend credit to the employer. The

employer gains a benefit – the value of the labor services per-

formed – without having to pay for this benefit at the end of

the work day. The Bible allows this extension of such credit

during daylight hours, but not overnight. 2 This law teaches

that the weaker party should not be forced as part of his terms

of employment to extend credit to the stronger party. God ac-

knowledges that there are differences in bargaining power and

bargaining skills, and He intervenes here to protect the weaker

party. This is one of the rare cases in Scripture where God does

prohibit a voluntary economic contract.

What if the worker says that he is willing  to wait for his pay

if he is given an extra payment at the end of the period to

compensate him for the time value of his money (i.e., interest)?

This would bean unusual transaction. The extra money earned

from two weeks of interest would be minimal  in comparison to

the amount of the wage. In any case, to abide by the terms of

this law, such a voluntary agreement would have to be a legal

tran.sa~tion publicly  separate from wage earning as such. There would
have to be a public record of its conditions. It would constitute
an investment by the worker. But the worker would have to
pay his tithe and taxes on this money before he could legally
lend it to the employer.

2. By implication, the night laborer is under the same protection: he must be
paid before the sun rises. The idea is that he must be paid by the end of the work
day.
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The law here specifies that an employer who hires an indi-
vidual to work for a period of time has to have the money
available to pay that individual on a daily basis at the end of
each work day. This is the employer’s standard requirement.
There would be no confusion about this in a Christian cove-
nanted society. There is no doubt that in the modern world,
such an arrangement is not economically efficient. Checks must
be written, checks must be delivered to individuals, account
books must be kept, and so forth. If this had to be done daily,
it would add to the expense of running a firm.3 The larger the
firm, the more difficult such an arrangement would be. Never-
theless, the employer is required by God to abide by this law.
The question is: Can he lawfully substitute a more convenient
payment scheme and still meet the requirements of this law?

Debt and Credit: Inescapable Concepts

If the employer decides that it is too much trouble to pay
each worker at the end of each work day, he must advance the
funds for the period of employment prior to the next payday.
Thus, if the average period of employment between paydays is
two weeks, the employer must bear the risk of paying an indi-
vidual for work not yet received. The employer must extend
credit to the worker. This is another way of saying that the
worker must assume a debt obligation: two weeks of agreed-upon
labor services.

Payments for a stream of continuous services cannot be
simultaneous, although this limitation will change when the use
of electronic cash becomes widespread.4 Therefore, one of the

3. In the final stages of the German inflation in 1923, workers were sometimes
paid cash in the morning. Wives  would accompany them to work, take the cash, and
rush to spend it on anything tangible before it depreciated during the day. This
inflation devastated workers and employers alike. On the daily payment of wages in
the second hatf of 1923, see Adam Fergusson, When Money Dies: The Nightmmz  of the
Weimm Collapse (London: William Kimber, 1975), pp. 149, 191.

4. It is technically possible today to deposit money electronically into a worker’s
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two parties in this transaction must go into debt in this system,
while the other must extend credit. There is no escape from debt
and credit apart from the technology of continuous payments. What
this law authorizes is an extension of credit by the worker to
the employer for a maximum of one work day. At the end of
the work day, the account must be settled; credit is no longer
extended by the worker, so he receives his day’s wage.

What if the worker is paid in advance for a week or two of
labor? He then necessarily becomes a debtor to the employer.
He is required to deliver the work that he has been paid to
perform. This places the worker in a debt position, but it is not
a long-term debt. It is not considered a form of slavery, but
there is no doubt that the worker has voluntarily accepted
payment in advance, and this creates an obligation on his part.
This debt position is limited, however. The law’s presumption
is that the employer is not going to pay a person in advance for
months of work except in very rare circumstances.

The Bible teaches that we are not to become indebted to
others: “Owe no man any thing, but to love one another: for he
that loveth another bath fulfilled the law” (Rem. 13:8). This
must not be interpreted in an absolutist fashion. We know this
because every person is in debt to God, and also to the perfect
man, Jesus Christ, as a result of Christ’s atoning work at Calva-
ry.5 This rule of debt-free living should be interpreted in a
non-utopian sense. It means that we are to avoid debt contracts that
threaten our continuing legal status as free men. It does not mean
that we are to become hermits who separate ourselves from a

account on a moment-by-moment basis, just as it is possible for him to spend it on
the same basis, but the cost of doing so is too high to make it feasible. This cost
constraint will probably change in the near future as computer technology and the
cost of using computer networks both decrease. Kevin Kelly, “Cypherpunks, E-
money, and the Techniques of Disconnection,” Whole Earth  Rswi-w  (Summer 1993).

5. This debt always involves common grace; sometimes it also involves special
grace. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Btblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 6.
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division-of-labor economy. (It surely does not mean that we are
required to become household slaves.)

The restraining factor against the extension of too much
credit by the stronger party is the employer’s fear that the
worker will either quit before his term of service ends or else
not produce competent work. It is too expensive for the em-
ployer to sue the average worker for damages; court expenses
plus his own time in court exceed the money owed.G  The eco-
nomic judgment of the employer is the restraining factor. He
suspects that he will not be repaid if he extends too much
credit.

What this text specifies is that the worker must not be asked
to work for a week or two in order to receive his wage. There
is always a risk of default on the part of the debtor, whether he
is the employer or the worker. This law specifies that the risk of
default for this form of debt – wages beyond one work day –
must be born by the employer, not by the worker. This law
prohibits a form of robbery: by the employer and also by the
employer’s accomplice, i.e., the worker who can afford to accept
a delayed-payment contract, thereby excluding the poorest
workers from the labor market.’

The employer must not become a thief by withholding any-
one’s wages.s By forcing the employer to make restitution to
his employed workers who had seen their wages withheld, the
law reduces the amount of such robbery of those unseen by the
judges: future workers who are too weak even to compete for
the delayed-payment job.g

6. God does sue workers who default on His advance payments. Some are sued
in history, all are sued on the day of judgment. Court costs are irrelevant to God.

7. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominwn:  The Ecomics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 13, sections on “A
Case of Economic Oppression” and “Bargainers: Strong, Weak, and Weakest.”

8. Ibid., ch. 13, section on “What Did the Employer Steal?”
9. Ibid., ch. 13, section on “The Limits of Judiaal  Knowledge.”
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Worker vs. Worker

I In a poor nation, which the whole world was until the nine-
teenth century an offer by a worker to accept delayed payment
would have given this capital-owning worker a competitive
advantage over destitute workers who needed payment immedi-
ately. This law establishes that competition among workers must
not involve the employer’s acceptance of such an offer by any
worker. The biblical standard of payment is specified: payment
at the end of the day. There may lawfully be payment in ad-
vance by the employer but not delayed payment, unless there
is a legally separate interest-paying savings plan involved, as
mentioned earlier.

Where this law is enforced, destitute workers in the commu-
nity are not replaced in the labor force by less destitute workers
who can afford to forego immediate payment. All workers are
to be allowed to compete for jobs, irrespective of any worker’s
possession of reserves sufficient to tide him over until the next
payday. So, one idea behind this law is to make job opportuni-
ties available to the destitute workers in the community Every-
one who is physically able to work is to be allowed to compete
for a job on a basis independent of his asset reserves. The desti-
tute man’s poverty  is not to become the basis of his exclusion from the
labor market. His competitors are not allowed to use their ability
to extend credit to an employer as a way to offset his only
assets: his willingness and ability to work.

Weaker Parties

The worker needs protection. An employer might hire him
for a period and then dismiss him without pay. Jacob’s com-
plaint against Laban was that Laban had changed his wages
repeatedly, meaning retroactively (Gen. 31 :’7). To protect the
worker from this sort of robbery, the Bible requires the em-
ployer to bear the risk of longer-term default on the part of a
worker. The employer bears the risk that the worker may turn
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out to be inefficient and will have to be fired before he has
fulfilled his contract. The worker may even cheat the employer
by walking off the job before his term of employment is over.
That is the employer’s problem. He can minimize this risk by
paying workers at the end of each day. In doing so, he does not
allow them to become indebted to him. If he chooses to have
more infrequent pay periods, then he must bear the risk of
paying people in advance who turn out to be inefficient or
corrupt workers.

It is not immediately apparent that this law deals with the
robbery of the poor by the somewhat less poor. This law seems
to have only the employer in mind as the agent of theft. But
the employer cannot act alone in this act of theft. He needs
accomplices, even if they are unaware of their economic status
as accomplices. An employer who wants to discriminate against
destitute workers by forcing them to extend him credit beyond
one working day cannot do so without the voluntary coopera-
tion of other workers. He cannot hire people to work without
daily wage payments unless some workers are willing to work
on these terms. The text identifies this practice as a form of
robbery, but it is not merely the robbery of those workers who
voluntarily agree to accept the terms of the contract; it is also
the indirect oppression of all those workers who cannot afford
to offer their labor services on these terms. It is above all the
oppression of those who are excluded from the employer’s work
force, not those who are included. But it requires some knowl-
edge of basic economics to discover this fact. This law’s protec-
tion of the destitute worker’s ability to bid for jobs is implicit in
the text, not explicit.

On what legal basis does this law apply to the free market?
Why should a voluntary contract – delayed payment – be pro-
hibited by civil law? What makes the practice of delaying pay-
ment judicially unique, and therefore legitimately subject to
interference by the civil government? Answer: the principle of
priestly @icing. The closer we get to life-and-death transactions,
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the less valid is the economic pricing principle, “all the traffic
will bear,” i.e., “high bid wins.” God does not sell salvation by
means of “high bid wins.” The law against delaying the pay-
ment of wages is an application of the ethics of priestly pricing.
A destitute worker is not to be excluded from any labor market
by an employer’s policy of delaying payment. Delayed payment
is a policy of excluding workers. There are biblical judicial limits on
voluntarism.  lo No employment contract contrary to this law is
legal in God’s eyes. The civil laws of every nation should pro-
hibit such delays in the payment of wages.

The typical employer is trying to minimize his risk when he
hires competent workers rather than substandard workers. He
delays payment because he wants to see each new worker prove
himself before getting paid. This delay in payment pressures
workers with little capital to quit early or never even apply for
the job. The practice of delaying wages is therefore primarily a screen-
ing device. It favors workers who have capital in reserve. These
capital reserves serve the employer as a substitute for other
screening techniques. The employer’s economic problem is the
his lack of knowledge about the competence of the new worker.
The employer wses a delayed payment scheme in order to minimize his
search costs in estimating the competence of new workers. Accurate
knowledge is not a zero-price resource. Employers try to obtain
such knowledge as cheaply as possible. They use the new work-
er’s willingness to accept delayed payments as a cost-effective
substitute for more detailed information regarding the worker’s
abilities and his willingness to work.

II. The Deaf and the Blind

Verse 14 deals with the deaf man and the blind man: “Thou
shalt not curse the deaf, nor put a stumblingblock  before the

10. This fact does not constitute a legitimizing of an open-ended socialism,
including some modernized version of medieval guild sociahsm.  Biblical law, not
socialkt slogans, is the source of our knowledge of such limits on voluntary exchange.
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blind, but shalt fear thy God: I am the LORD” (v. 14). Neither
one of them can defend himself against the specified evil. The
deaf man cannot hear the curse; the blind man cannot see the
stumbling block. The person who takes advantage of their
condition of weakness has broken the law of God.

These are case laws. They are specific applications of more
general principles. We are supposed to deduce the general law
from the specific conditions described in the case law. What are
these conditions? Let us consider the easiest case first.

Ttipping the Blind

The blind man must not be tripped, since there is no way
that he can adjust for the obstacle, It is not his fault that he
cannot see. There is nothing that he can do about his condi-
tion. It is not a moral weakness on his part that he is blind
(John 9:1-3).

The context of this law is the payment of wages (v. 13). The
case law of verse 14 means that the stronger party must not use
another person’s inherent weakness in order to pay him less
than a market wage. By implication, he must not cheat the
illiterate man or the mentally retarded person. He must ac-
knowledge the existence of the other person’s weakness and not
use it to take advantage of him. Where the other person is
biologically unable to compensate for his weakness, the employer is
not to profit from the other person’s incapacity.

Cursing the Deaf

A curse under the terms of the Mosaic law was an act of
assault.11 It still is. Modern societies still have laws on the
books identifying curses as illegal, although these laws are rare-

11. The curse in this case means “make light: which connotes deliberate humili-
ation or abuse. Herbert C. Brichto, The Problem of “Curse” in the Hebrew Bible (Phila-
delphia: Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis, 1963), pp. 120-22. James Jordan
provided me with this reference.
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ly prosecuted by victims in our day. The Bible regards a verbal
curse as a judicial act with consequences in history, just as it
regards a verbal blessing.

This outlook is foreign to modern man, both humanist and
pietist. Modern man does not believe that God’s blessings or
curses are called down on others in history because a represen-
tative covenantal  agent pronounces blessings or curses. The
third commandment is clear: God’s name must not be taken in
vain. The frame of reference is the misuse of God’s holy name
— a boundary violation – by someone who is not authorized to
invoke that name judicially.

Cursing a deaf man is a double violation: calling down God’s
curses illegitimately, and cursing someone who cannot respond
judicially. The deaf man is unaware of the boundary violation.
Because God’s name has been misused, or at least the violator
has judicially misused language, society is at risk. The agent
who has been authorized by God to press charges in God’s
name in an earthly court – the victim – is unaware of the viola-
tion. This transfers responsibility for invoking a lawsuit from
the victim to the witness.

Pressing Charges

The deaf victim must be informed of the infraction, and the
blind person must be informed of the identity of the person
who tripped him. The blind person cannot press charges. He
did not see who tripped him. Similarly, a deaf person cannot
respond to a curse against him, since he did not hear it.
Through no fault of their own, these victims cannot bring a
lawsuit against the evil-doers who have broken God’s law.

But God can. So can His lawfully appointed courts if a rep-
resentative of the victim either informs the victim or, if the
victim cannot press charges himself (e.g., a mental defective),
the representative presses charges in the name of the victim.
Victims in these cases need spokesmen to act in their behalf.
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As in the case of a crime, God is the primary victim .12 The
witness serves as a spokesman for both God and the victim.
This law makes it plain that God expects others in the commu-
nity to take action and serve as covenant agents in the name of
the victims. How else could such public infractions of this law
be prosecuted? A verbal curse is a public act in defiance of
God’s law. Such public acts must be prosecuted, not just be-
cause they are morally wrong – many immoral acts cannot
legitimately be prosecuted under biblical law – but because they
are public. The public character of this form of cursing places
the integrity of the society on trial, for the victim cannot hear
and respond as God’s designated agent. If no witness intervenes
to bring formal charges, then God will take action against the
evil-doer and the society that has failed to protect the hand-
icapped victim from his persecutor.

Conclusion

Grammatically verses 13 and 14 are not linked; ethically and
judicially, they are. The links are: 1) God’s protection of the
weakest members in society; 2) ways to overcome the limits on
men’s knowledge, especially the limits on the judges’ knowl-
edge. So, the judicial cases are different – theft vs. public assault
- but the general prohibition is the same: do not harm the
weakest parties. 13

These case laws prohibit the victimization of the poorest and
weakest members of the community. The case law in verse 13
deals with theft from economically weak workers and also (indi-
rectly) the most impoverished workers in the community The
most impoverished workers are those who cannot afford to
extend credit to their employer. They need to be paid at the

12. North, Took  of Dominion, pp. 279, 296, 300.
13. North, Boundati and Dominwn,  ch. 13, section on “The Generat Legal

Principle: Protecting the Weakest Party”
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end of the work day. The employer is required to do this or
else pay them in advance for a longer term of service.

This law proves that Mosaic Israel was not a debt-free soci-
ety. There were creditors and debtors. A legitimate biblical goal
is to reduce long-term debt, but God’s civil law does not man-
date absolutely debt-free living. Debt is basic to society, for
society implies a division of labor. Debt will exist in a division of
labor economy until such time as an economically efficient
means of making moment-by-moment wage payments becomes
universal.

The employer who delays payment to his workers is de-
frauding them. Verse 13 says this. But to do this, he is inescap-
ably providing an opportunity for some workers to oppress
their competitors. The worker who can afford to work without
pay for a period is given an opportunity by the employer to
steal a job away from a worker so poverty-stricken that he
cannot survive without payment at the end of the day. This
form of competition is illegitimate, this passage says (“fraud,
robbery”). It is unfair competition. God’s civil law makes it
illegal for an employer to act as the economic agent of any
employee against a destitute competitor. There are very few
cases of unfair competition specified in the Bible, but this is one
of them.

Verse 14 prohibits the active assault on the deaf and blind.
We are not to attack defenseless people. The text specifies this.
This case law also implicitly condemns all those who sit idly by
when others publicly assault these defenseless people. We are
required by God to become covenantal agents of those
victimized people in our presence who are inherently incapable
of defending themselves judicially the deaf and the blind. We
are to act as the ears of the deaf and the eyes of the blind
whenever we hear or see others assault them. In short, we are
to accept our role as covenantal  witnesses. God reminds us of
who He is: “I am the LORD” (14b).
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A delay of payment is described in the text as robbery: a
crime. A judge can impose a restitution penalty on the per-
petrator. There is also a hidden element of oppression: the
excluded workers. To become subject to civil law, oppression
must be identifiable as a criminal offense. There must be defin-
able criteria that make the act a crime. The indirectly oppres-
sed, excluded worker is not the victim of a crime. Ironically,
the one who has oppressed him, the employed worker, is the
victim of a crime: delayed payment. Even more ironically, if the
oppressor brings a lawsuit against his assailant, the employer,
he thereby makes it less likely that he and his employer will be
able to oppress the weakest party: the excluded worker. He
therefore may refuse to press charges. This is why I think an
excluded worker or the State acting on his behalf can bring a
lawsuit against the employer to have the practice stopped.

If it is immoral to discriminate against the weakest worker,
then what of trade union practices that exclude these same low-
bidding weak parties, referred to by union members as “scabs”?
Can this case law legitimately be extended to make all
exclusionary trade union screening practices illegal? That is,
should we define indirect economic oppression in such a way
that all exclusionary hiring practices become crimes? If we do,
then we violate a fundamental biblical principle: the predictabil-
ity of the civil law. The law identified as criminal – robbery – an
easily specified act: delaying payment overnight. Only when
such oppressive acts are easily specified and prosecution be-
comes predictable by all parties should this case law be extend-
ed to create new civil laws. But the oppressive character of the
contract should be recognized, and no legislation should be
passed that imitates the “delayed payment” contract, with its
exclusionary side effects. This would surely include laws man-
dating that employers deal with trade unions. The element of
State coercion should not be imposed for the benefit of the
oppressors, i.e., workers who are members of unions, which
gain above-market wages only by excluding others from joining.
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IMPARTIAL JUSTICE VS.
SOCIALIST ECONOMICS

E shall do no unrighteousness in judgment: thou shalt not respect the
person of the poo~ nor honour  the person of the mighty: but in righteousn-
ess shalt thou judge thy neighbour  (Lev. 19:15).

The theocentric meaning of this law is that the State is to
imitate God by doing what God does: judge all people without
respect to their persons, i.e., their class, status, or power.

This law is one of the two most important laws in the Bible
that deal with civil government. The other verse is Exodus
12:49, which insists that civil judgment in the land of the cove-
nant must apply to all men equally, whether strangers or Israel-
ites: “One law shall be to him that is homeborn, and unto the
stranger that sojourneth among you.” Exodus 12:49 confirms
the judicially binding nature of the civil law of God: biblical
civil laws are to be applied equally to all people residing within
the geographical boundaries of a biblically covenanted society.
The same civil laws are to be applied to everyone residing in
the land, regardless of race, color, creed, or national origin. 1

1. Gary North, Moses and Pham.oh:  Dominion Religion vs. POWW Religwn  (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), ch. 14: “The Rule of Law.”
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These binding civil laws have been revealed by God directly to
mankind in the Bible, and only in the Bible.

Almost every legal theorist in Western society accepts the
principle of equality before the law. This ideal is one of the
bedrock foundations of Western civilization. It comes from the
Bible, not from Greek and Roman law, both of which explicitly
denied the concept of equality before the civil law. Classical law
protected only citizens: males who had lawful access to the
religious rites of the city. Women (half the adult population),
slaves (one-third of all males), and foreign-born residents were
excluded. 2 The ultimate manifestation of the biblical principle
of equality before the law in history was God the Father’s will-
ingness to place His incarnate son, Jesus Christ, under the
negative sanction that had threatened Adam. Paul writes: “He
that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for us all,
how shall he not with him also freely give us all things?” (Rem.
8:32).  Among these things that God gives is liberty. Liberty is a
product, along with other judicial factors, of the ideal of equali-
ty before God’s law. But Stoic natural law theory is not the
source of this ideal; biblical law is. Natural law theory invariably
falls into ethical dualism: one law-order for pluralistic society,
another for Christians.3  The natural law theorist prefers Pon-
tius Pilate to Moses as a civil judge. Those Christians who de-
fend natural law theory ignore this biblical judicial principle:
any failure to impose God’s specified civil sanctions in society
necessarily requires the imposition of anti-biblical civil sanctions.

Sanctions: Evaluation and Imposition

Biblical civil justice must seek to apply written laws to public
acts. Neither the social status nor the economic class of either

2. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominaon:  ‘The Economics of Levattius (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), Appendix E: “Greek
Mythology The Myth of Classicat  Politics.”

3. Ibid., ch. 14, section on “Naturat Law Theory Ethical Dualism.”
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the victim or the accused is to be considered in judicial pro-
ceedings. The pronouncement by the judge or the jury regard-
ing the fit between the law and the public act of the accused is
to be based solely on the law and the evidence. Justice is never
impersonal; it is wholly personal: the law, the act, the evidence,
and the court’s judgment.

Judgments should involve the imposition of sanctions: bless-
ings (on the victim) and cursings (on the criminal). There is no
neutrality. Any failure to impose  biblical sanctions, apart from the
permission of the victim, is necessarily the imposition of unbiblical
sanctions. Biblical sanctions are limited. There must be the ap-
plication of sanctions, but the victim always has the right to
reduce the sanctions. Biblical sanctions are always based on the
principle of restitution: to God and the victim.4 The victim is to
gain back what he lost plus a penalty payment. But biblical
sanctions must not exceed what is legally appropriate to the
crime. This places limits on the judges. The judges are not to
declare greater sanctions than God’s law allows. The judges
therefore are under a legal boundary

The imposition of the sanctions restores the judicial status quo
ante. Judicially, at the end of the trial and after the sanctions
have been imposed, both the victim and the criminal are re-
stored to their original judicial status. Their economic status has
changed. This is because of the restitution payment. The victim
is richer than before the commission of the crime. The convict-
ed criminal is poorer than before the commission of the crime.
This fact categorically denies the ideal of economic equality.
The economic positions of the two individuals are not equal
after the sanctions have been enforced. On the other hand, the
judicial positions of the individuals are equal after the sanctions
have been imposed. Therefore, judicial equality before the law has
to mean economic inequality after the sanctions have been imposed.

4. Gary North, Tools of Dominwn: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 7.
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The civil law determines the maximum extent of the change in
economic positions. The victim is entitled to reduce the penal-
ty.5 Mso, under the Mosaic Covenant, the kinsmen-redeemer
was entitled to pay the victim in the name of the convicted
criminal. If this was not the case, then Jesus Christ, the arche-
typical Kinsman-Redeemer, cannot lawfully pay for our sins
against God. The Mosaic kinsman-redeemer became poorer
than he would have been had the crime not been committed.
Once the restitution payment was made by anyone, the judicial
status of each party was restored to what it had been prior to
the commission of the crime. Both the victim and the criminal
could return to honest work. Their legal status was restored to
what each had been prior to the commission of the crime.

No Respect for Persons

Leviticus 19:15 is an application of Exodus 12:49. Exodus
12:49 insists that the same laws must apply to everyone. Leviti-
cus 19:15 specifically identifies two groups that must be treated
equally in civil courts: the poor and the mighty. While Exodus
12:49 refers to covenantal rivals – the stranger in the land and
the Israelite – Leviticus 19:15 refers to the legitimate differen-
tiation of wealth and power. This verse formally le@timizes  the
simultaneous existence of degrees of power and depees of wealth within
the holy commonwealth. The poor man is to be judged by the
same law as the rich man.

The focus here is not simply on the law itself, but on the
person who is actually bringing formal judgment as a member
of the court. This is thejtzdicial  agent who determines the validi-
ty of a particular lawsuit. Men are not to respect persons in
rendering judgment.G

5. Ibid., pp. 294-95, 305-7.
6. Deut. 1:17;  16:19; II Chron.  19:7;  Prov. 24:23;  Rem. 2:11; Col. 3:25; James

2:9; I Pet. 1:17.
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The Theology of the Poor; o? Poor Theology

From the late 1960’s through the late 1980’s, a movement
known as liberation theology had considerable influence on the
thinking of highly educated – i.e., humanist-certified – North
American evangelical Christians and Latin American Roman
Catholic priests. 7 This movement developed out of a self-con-
scious attempt by Communists and far-Left heretical Christian
groups to fuse Marxist social diagnoses and solutions with bibli-
cal rhetorics This phrase became the rallying point of the
liberationists: “God is on the side of the poor.” Is this phrase
true? No, and Leviticus 19:15 is the most obvious passage in the
Bible demonstrating the phrase’s falsehood. Hardly less power-
ful in this regard is Psalm 62:9:  “Surely men of low degree are
vanity, and men of high degree are a lie: to be laid in the bal-
ance, they are altogether lighter than vanity.” Conclusion:
“Trust not in oppression, and become not vain in robbery if
riches increase, set not your heart upon them” (Ps. 62:10). In
short, judge righteously.

Whose Side Is God On?

The Bible says specifically that God is on the side of the
righteous. Occasionally, the Bible does say that God identifies
with certain members of the poor. The poor who are poor not
by their own fault, and especially those who are poor because of
oppression by others, become identified with God by God’s

7. The major Engtish-language publishing house for liberation theology is Orbis
Books. The major ecclesiastical organization is the Roman Cathotic Maryknoll order.

8. Introductory books, critical of the movement, are Michael Novak (cd.),
Liberatwn North, Liberation South (Washington, D .C.: American Enterprise Institute,
1980); Gerard Berghoef and Lester DeKoster, Liberation Theology: The Church’s Fkture
Shock (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Christian Library Press, 1984); James V. Schall,  S.J.,
Liberation Theology in Latin America (San Francisco: Ignatius  Press, 1982); and Ronald
Nash (cd.), Liberation Theology (Milford,  Michigan: Mott Media, 1984). A neo-orthodox
critique is J, Andrew Kirk, Liberatwn  Theology: An Evangelical View from the Thi7d World
(Atlanta, Geo~ia:  John Knox Press, 1979).
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grace. God does care for the righteous. But the Bible makes it
clear that God is not on the side of the poor in general. This is
why liberation theology is heretical when it is not actually apos-
tate.g

Two Kinds of Equality

Which kind of equality do we want? Free market economist
and legal theorist F. A. Hayek made it very clear that we can
choose between two kinds of equality, but we cannot gain them
both simultaneously We can pursue equality under the law, or we
can pursue equality of economic results, but we cannot rationally
pursue both simultaneously He wrote in 1960: “From the fact
that people are very different it follows that, if we treat them
equally, the result must be inequality in their actual position,
and that the only way to place them in an equal position would
be to treat them differently. Equality before the law and materi-
al equality are therefore not only different but are in conflict
with each other; and we can achieve either the one or the oth-
er, but not both at the same time. The equality before the law
which freedom requires leads to material inequality.”lo

The Bible requires equality before the law. The inescapable
result of impartial civil jwstice is economic inequality. This fact is an
affront to all socialists and semi-socialists (i.e., defenders of the
corporate State). 11 They want to redistribute wealth by State
compulsion, either through State ownership of the means of
production (socialism) or though adjusting the incentives of the

9. Most of the time it is apostate. It is too often merely baptized Marxism. Its
adherents now face a spiritual crisis: since 1989, Marxism has become terribly pass6.
For them, this is a far greater psychological blow than mere apostasy. See North,
Bounakwies  and Dominwn,  ch. 14, subsection on “Which Side Is God On?’ for a
detailed anatysis of Ron Sider’s version of liberation theology.

10. F. A. Hayek, The Constitution o~Liberty (University of Chicago Press, 1960), p.
87.

11. George Reisman, The Government Against the Economy (Ottowa, Illinois: Carol-
ine House, 1979).
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economy, even though legal ownership remains with private
individuals or organizations (fascism, Nazism, and Keynesian-
ism).lz Always, the socialists focus on the supposed need for
specific  economic results  rather than the need for an impartial
declaration of impartial law and the impartial application of
predictable sanctions. Therefore, Sider concludes, “the God of
the Bible is on the side of the poor just because he is not biased,
for he is a God of impartial justice.”13

This perspective on poverty is basic to all socialist thought.
The socialist blames poverty on the capitalist system, not on
scarcity and not on immoral behavior on the part of the poor.
The phrases that Sider and his colleagues used again and again
are “structural injustice” 14 and “structural evil,”15 meaning
unjust institutions. It is therefore not cursed mankind (Gen.
3: 16-1’7) and cursed nature (Gen. 3:18-19) that bring poverty,
the socialist insists. 16 Widespread poverty as a social phenome-
non is always explained by capitalism’s critics as the result of

12. The two systems were linked from the beginning. Keynes admitted in his
Preface to the 1936 German language edition of his General Theo~ of Employment,
Interest, and Money: “The theory of aggregate production, which is the point of the
following book, nevertheless can be much easier adapted to the conditions of a
totalitarian state than the theory of production’and  distribution of a given production
put forth under the conditions of ikee competition and a large degree of Iaissez-fiaire.
This is one of the reasons that justifies the fact that I call my book a germ-al theory.”
A side-by-side translation of the Preface and the original German edition is found in
James J. Martin, Reviswnist  Viewfoirzts (Colorado Springs: Ralph Myles  Press, 1971),
pp. 203, 205. The station appears in The Collected Wtitings  of John Maynard Keynes
(New York: St. Martin’s, 1973), VII, p. xxvi.

13. Ronald L. Sider, Rich Christians m an Age of Hunger (Downers Grove, Illinois:
InterVarsity Press, 1977), p. 84.

14. Ibid., p. 87.
15. Ibid., ch. 6: “Structural Evil & World Hunger”
16. Mises writes: “Most social reformers, foremost among them Fourier and

Marx, pass over in silence the fact that the nature-given means of removing human
uneasiness are scarce. As they see it, the fact that there is not abundance of all useful
things is merely caused by the inadequacy of the capitalist mode of production and
will therefore disappew  in the ‘higher phase’ of communism .“ Ludwig von Mises,
Humun Action: A Treatise on Economics (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University
Press, 1949), p. 644n.
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unjust institutions that are in turn the product of politically
powerful rich men who successfully exploit others. This is a
vision of a universe not under a curse, not populated by sin-
ners, and not under God’s judgments in history – factors that
would frequently bring people under the negative sanction of
poverty. Proverbs 19:15- another 19:15 verse that is despised
by the socialists – tells us: “Slothfulness casteth into a deep
sleep; and an idle soul shall suffer hunger.” The socialist dis-
counts this message almost to zero.1’

God is not on the side of the rich, the poor, or the middle
class as such; He is on the side of the covenantally  righteous.lg

The Righteous

God is on the side of the righteous: the righteous poor, the
righteous middle class, and the righteous rich. There are few
principles in the Bible that are of greater judicial and economic
importance. In verse after verse, book after book, the Bible
testifies to the fact that God is on the side of the righteous. I
offer a long list of supporting verses in the hope that readers
will acknowledge the extent of God’s commitment to the righ-
teous. Both amillennialism and premillennialism deny the rele-
vance of these verses as they apply to history. 19 But these vers-
es do apply to history: “Behold, the righteous shall be recom-
pensed in the earth: much more the wicked and the sinner”
(Prov. 11:31). There are dozens of these verses, all ignored by

17. So, by the way, did fundamentalistC. I. Scofield, of the Scojield Reference Bible
fame. Sider quotes him at the beginning of Chapter 9: “The present social order is
the most abject failure the world has ever seen. . . . Governments have never learned
yet to so legislate as to distribute the fruits of the industry of their people. The
countries of the earth produce enough to support all, and if the earnings of each was
fairly distributed it would make all men toil some, but no man toil too much.”
Scofield,  Our Hope, X (August 1903), pp. 76-77.

18. North, Bouno!uries and Dominion, ch. 14, sections on “Which Poor?’ “The
Rlch~ and “The Middle Class.”

19. Gary North, A4illenniahsm  and Social TheoV  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 6.
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liberation theologians. (My favorite is Psalm 58:10, although I
do not interpret it literally. It is the thought that counts.) Read
them all, so as to drill the basic point into your ethical decision-
making: there are predictable covenantal  sanctions in histo-

W’”
There is no escape from this conclusion; the texts are clear:

God is on the side of the righteous as such, not the poor as such. God
is righteous; so, His people should be righteous (Lev.  11:45).
God is righteous; so, He brings blessings in history to His peo-
ple who are righteous. God is righteous; so, He brings negative
sanctions against those who are not righteous. God is righteous;
so, sane People  are deservedly poor. This is what the socialist does
not want to consider.

Sanctions and Inequality

Because God does not respect persons, He rewards and
punishes people in terms of their actions and thoughts in histo-
ry. He rewards individuals in time and eternity in terms of
their conformity to His law. He rewards societies in terms of
their outward conformity to His law. He brings positive and
negative sanctions in history. Therefore, there is no aspect of God’s
creation that displays  equality of results. There is no area of God’s
final judgment that displays inequality of judgment before the
law. The impartiality of God leads to disparities of rewards. Those
who achieve a great deal are given great rewards. Those who
achieve average results are given average rewards. Those who
achieve below-average results receive below-average rewards.
Those who are out of covenantal favor with God are said to
have nothing, and what they have is taken away from them
(Matt.  13:12). That is to say, they are cast out of the presence of
God and tortured eternally without mercy. But they are not

20. Gen. 18:23-26;  Ex. 23:7,8; Deut.  25:1; I Kings 8:32; Ps. 1:5, 6; 5:12; 34:15,
17; 34: 19; 37:17;  37:25,29, 39; 55:22;  58:10-1  1; 92:12;  112:6;  146:8;  Prov. 2:7;  10:3,
28; 11:8,  10, 21, 28; 12:7;  13:9,  21, 25; 14:19;  15:6,  29; 28:1; 29:2, 16.
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tortured equally (Luke 12:47-48). (Those Christians who are
squeamish about the word “torture” may prefer to substitute
the word “torment,” as in Matthew 18:34 and Luke 16:24.)

Inequality of results is an inescapable outcome of the in-
equality of men’s productivity, given the existence of impartial
justice. Put another way, impartial justice – justice that does not
bring sanctions or evaluate public actions in terms of a person’s
economic status or legal status – inevitably produces inequality
of economic results. When the judge imposes double restitution
on the criminal, he inescapably creates inequality of economic
results. This is exactly what God does in history. When God
brings His judgment into history, there will be unequal eco-
nomic results.

It is part and parcel of the socialist perspective of all libera-
tion theologians to deny this principle. They seek equality of
results, and therefore they inescapably recommend policies that
are a flat denial of the biblical principle of impartiality of jus-
tice. Liberation theology is a self-conscious rebellion against Leviticus
19:15. Its defenders seek to confuse their followers and their
readers on this point. Impartial justice that is applied in a
world made up of people with differing capacities and differing
degrees of righteousness will inevitably produce inequality of
economic results. It is this outcome of biblical law which enrag-
es and outrages almost all modern Christian theologians, espe-
cially those who are either neo-evangelical  college professors
(outside of the natural sciences) or liberation theologians. They
call for the State to use the threat of violence to steal the wealth
of the successful and transfer it to the unsuccessful. They call
for socialism: the State’s control over resources through bureau-
cracy. They prefer the political sanctions of bureaucrats to the
economic sanctions of consumers.

The law of God testifies against the legitimacy of any society
that seeks the equality of results. The law of God testifies
against any society that would use the power of the civil govern-
ment to redistribute wealth on any basis except one: the pro-
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portional restitution payment from a criminal to his victim. The
liberation theologians, the neo-evangelical  theologians, and the
humanist-trained and humanist university-certified Reformed
theologians who staff and control Reformed seminaries are
united on this one point: there must be equality of ideological results,
and therefore there must be respect, if not for persons, then for ideologi-
cal pwity.  This ideological purity is the purity of perspective
that says that the civil law of God is no longer to be enforced in
the New Covenant era. Anyone who denies this principle will
find himself the victim of the seminaries’ version of modern
academic freedom: “All opinions regarding biblical law are
equal, but some are more equal than others.”21

The Bible is quite clear. There must be no respect of per-
sons. Because individuals have different abilities, there must be
inequality of economic results if God’s law is enforced without
respect of persons. The only justification for the State to inter-
vene to take wealth from one individual and give it to another
individual is that the first individual has been convicted in a
civil court due process of law for having committed a crime
against the second individual. The quest for restitution for a specific
crime is the only legitimate way for an individual to seek the economic
intervention of the State against another individual.

In contrast to this principle of civil justice is the socialist
ideal: the equality of economic results. This equality is pursued
by using civil power to take wealth from those who have legally
gained it through competition in a market with open entry, and
to redistribute it to those who have done nothing to receive it
other than being statistically classified as poor. Nevertheless, the
poor are still with us. So is a growing horde of middle-class
bureaucrats who administer the government-mandated anti-
poverty programs. The U.S. Federal bureaucracy extracts as

21. Nothing at Westminster Seminary protected Norman Shepherd from being
fired in 1982. Gary North, Westminst#s Confesswn:  The Abandonment of Van Til’s Legacy
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1991), Appendix E: “A Speech from
the Play JULIUS SHEPHERD.”



Impartial Justice vs. Socialist Economics 247

administration expenses at least half of the Federal govern-
ment’s total expenditures on welfare programs.22

All of this is rejected by those Christian socialists and Keynes-
ians, who reject – necessarily – the idea of judicially binding
biblical blueprints in civil government and economics.23

Conclusion

Leviticus 19:15 establishes a fundamental principle of justice:
the impartial application of God’s legal standards to all men,
irrespective of their wealth or status. It proclaims the judicial
principle of equality before the law. This biblical principle of
civil justice is the antithesis of all socialism. The socialist pro-
claims the need for the equality of economic results, not equali-
ty before the law. There is no way to achieve the former with-
out abandoning the latter, and vice versa. Logically, the socialist
has to deny the legitimacy of Leviticus 19:15; logically, the
defender of Leviticus 19:15 has to deny socialism. People are
not always logical, however. What we find is that defenders of
Christian socialism either ignore the existence of Leviticus 19:15
or else reinterpret it to mean the opposite of what it says. They
interpret it, as Sider interprets it, to mean that the judge must
uphold the poor man in his cause. Upholding the poor man in
his cause is as great a sin as upholding the mighty in his cause.

The response of Christian socialists and welfare statists has
been to deny that the Bible offers biblical blueprints for eco-
nomics. Any appeal by a Christian economist to the Mosaic law
is rejected as illegitimate. This has to be their response, since
the legal order of the Mosaic Covenant, if obeyed, would inevi-
tably produce a free market social order. Without Mosaic law,
however, it is not possible to say what kind of social and eco-

22. James L. Payne, The Culture of Spending: Why Congre~s  Lives Beyond Our Means
(San Francisco: ICS Press, 1991), p. 51.

23. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 14, section on “The Rejection of Biblical
Blueprints.”
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nomic order would have to develop from Christianity. Thus, in
order to leave the social order biblically open-ended, the Chris-
tian defenders of the welfare State are forced to deny that the
Bible offers any blueprints at all. Then they tell us what kind of
economic order they would like to see established in God’s
name (by way of Keynes, Marx, or no economist at all).24

The issue of wealth redistribution through taxation is never
discussed by Christian defenders of the welfare State in terms
of Samuel’s warning in I Samuel 8: a tyrannical king is marked
by his willingness to extract as much as 10 percent of his sub-
jects’ net income. To return to such a “tyrannical” tax rate,
every modern industrial nation would have to cut its average
level of taxation by ’75 percent. Yet Christian defenders of the
welfare State insist that far too much money is left in the hands
of today’s citizens. We need more “economic justice” in the
name of Jesus, they say. We need greater taxation of the
wealthy – and the not-so-wealthy. We need a “graduated tithe.”

The biblical solution is to restrict total personal and corpo-
rate taxation – national, regional, and local taxation combined –
to less than 10 percent of net income, just as the tithe lawfully
collected by the combined levels of a national church’s hierar-
chy is limited to 10 percent. But this Old Covenant limit on
taxation is too confining for welfare statists.

The State today asserts an implicit claim to be the primary
judicial agent of God in history. The mark of this presumed
primary sovereignty is the lack of biblically revealed limits
(boundaries) on the wealth that it is authorized by God to ex-
tract from those under its jurisdiction. This is the political
doctrine of the divine right of the people – an assertion of the
voters’ God-granted moral authority to steal from each other by
means of the ballot box. “Thou shalt not steal, except by major-
ity vote.”

24. See the footnotes in the essays other than mine in Clouse  (cd.), Wealth  and
Poverty the absence of economists.
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LOCAL JUSTICE VS.
CENTRALIZED GOVERNMENT

E shun do no unrighteousness in judgvunt: thou shalt not respect the
person of the poo~ nor honour the person of the mighty: but in righteous-
ness shalt thou judge thy neighbour (Lev. 19:15).

Leviticus 19:15 deals with more than just the principle of
impartial civil justice; it also deals with the locus of civil judicial
sovereignty “Ye shall do no unrighteousness in judgment: thou
shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor honour  the person
of the mighty: but in righteousness shalt thou judge thy  neigh-
bor.”  This law established the requirement that the citizens of
Israel from time to time be required to serve as civil judges in
their communities (Ex. 18:21-22). The focus of Leviticus 19:15
is on civil courts within the local community although the
principle of equality before the law also applies to ecclesiastical
courts. The verse specifically says, “in righteousness shalt thou
judge thy neighbor.” There is a very strong emphasis on ethics:
righteousness. There is also a very strong emphasis on localism
in this verse: judging a neighbor.

Two issues are fundamental in this verse: equality before the
law and local judicial participation. First, eqzdty before the law:
this points back to Exodus 12:49, where the law of God is iden -
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tified as the binding judicial standard for all civil judgment,
irrespective of the national and covenantal  origins of residents
within the land. 1 Second, local judicial participation: the law is
given to people in a particular community. Law enforcement is
always to begin with self~”udgment.  The formal exercise of cove-
nantal  judgment then extends to local covenantal  institutions:
church, family, and State. This indicates that jurors and judges
in the first stage of civil court proceedings must be recruited
from the local community Their attitudes will inescapably be
shaped by that community. Acknowledging both the reality and
the legitimacy of this institutional arrangement, Leviticus 19:15
emphasizes the necessity of righteousness. It is this fusion of
God’s  universal standards with honest and impartial judgment
according to local customs and circumstances – the one and the
many – that is the basis of the development of the godly civil
order.2

Judicial Localism

In a political order that is structured in terms of biblical
standards, politics is inherently local. The reason why this is
true is that politics is an aspect of the civil judicial order. Poli-
tics is an aspect of civil judicial sanctions. It is the means by
which those who are lawfully represented in the civil realm are
given an opportunity periodically to sanction their judicial
representatives: legislators, judges, and governors. This is the
Bible’s authorized means of allocating lawful civil authority.
This is why all politics is inherently a form of the judiciary.3

Politics is an outworking of the civil ofice of judge.

1. See Chapter 14.
2. Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Dominwn Religion vs. Power Religwn (Tyler,

Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), ch. 14.
3. On the 60-year transformation of the Massachusetts General Court into a

purely legislative body see Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of
Leviticus (computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994),
Appendix F: “The Plg That Changed American Government.”
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Biblical politics is at bottom local because biblical courts are
at bottom local. Judicial authority moves from the bottom to the
top (local jurisdiction to the more distant center) in a biblical
civil order (Ex. 18). Biblical civil justice is exclusively negative:
bringing negative sanctions against those who initiate or commit
acts that violate fundamental law and its appropriate legislation.
An individual defies the legislation by committing a prohibited
act. The biblical judicial model places primary responsibility for
applying the law within the community in which the prohibited
act took place, since the victim was injured while residing un-
der the jurisdiction of a local court. The judicial process of
bringing negative sanctions therefore must begin with an inves-
tigation of the facts of the case in a particular place and at a
certain time. It is least expensive in most judicial conflicts to
obtain accurate information about local events in the local juris-
diction. It is also least expensive to obtain accurate information
about the local community’s interpretation of the law in the
local jurisdiction.

The legal issue is jurisdiction: speaking (diction) the law. Who
possesses the initial right and responsibility for speaking the law
and then enforcing it? Exodus 18 is clear: local magistrates.

Tribal Boundaries

The preservation of freedom in Israel’s civil order relied on
local jurisdiction. Local tribal units helped to maintain this
localism. There had to be permanent legal boundaries between
each tribe. These boundaries protected Israel from political
centralization. Political scientist Aaron Wildavsky writes: “Moses’
strategy was to divide the Israelites to keep them whole. Treat-
ing the people as a collective unit exposed them to collective
punishment.” He gives the example of the Levites’ slaying of
three thousand members of other tribes who had participated
in the idolatry of the golden calf (Ex. 32:27-28). “If Moses had
not shown that he would punish at least some of the people,
the Lord, in whose eyes all were equally guilty, would have
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done them all in. So Moses had to separate some to save oth-
ers.”4 Wildavsky could also have offered the example of the
tribe of Benjamin, whose rebellion led to the military destruc-
tion of almost the entire tribe by the other tribes (Jud.  20). Sin
was contained. Israel’s tribal boundaries served as restraints
against the spread of covenantal  rebellion. In this sense, tribal
boundaries had a @mu?y dglen.sive  judicial aspect: preserving the
authority of local jurisdictions and outlooks.

These boundaries also had a secondary expansive judicial as-
pect. A local jurisdiction could begin to apply God’s law in a
new way, and this new application might prove beneficial to the
local community Localism leads to experimentation. A tribal
unit could become a kind of judicial laboratory. The rest of the
nation could see if God blessed this experiment. (This presumes
that God did bring predictable, visible, positive corporate sanc-
tions in history in response to corporate covenantal  faithful-
ness.) At the discretion of the local community the new judicial
practices of another tribe could be imported. But the importing
initiative was local, unless the nation’s supreme civil authorities
mandated the change in the name of God’s law. If the nation’s
appeals court used the local guideline as a judicial standard, it
would become a national standard.

Localism in Mosaic Israel was offset in part by the presence
of Levites: local advisors who rarely had an inheritance in rural
land.’ Instead, they had income from the tithe (Num. 18:20-
21) and urban property (Lev.  25:32-34).  They served as special-
ized judicial agents of God. The tribe of Levi was the only
cross-boundary national tribe: the tribe that publicly spoke

4. Aaron Wildavs@,  The Nursing Father: Moses as a Political Leader (University
Alabama: University of Alabama, 1984), p. 112.

5. There were two exceptions: 1) land that had been vowed for use by a priest
but then was leased by the vow-taker to someone else; 2) land that had been vowed
for a priest which was then voluntarily forfeited by the heirs at the time of the jubilee
(Lev.  27:20-21).  See Chapter 37, below.
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God’s law. So, there was both localism and universalism, the
many and the one, in the judicial structure of Mosaic Israel.

The Division of Judicial Labor

The organizational problem that Moses faced in applying
God’s revealed law to specific cases was that there were too
many disputes to settle. He was God’s only authorized voice of
civil authority within the nation, as Korah and Dathan learned
the hard way (Num. 16). His word was the final earthly court of
appeal in Israel. He therefore became the central civil judicial
institution, which is another way of saying that he became the
pinnacle (Ex. 18:13-18).

The problem was that Moses, despite his ability to declare
the most reliable civil judgments in the land (or in the world,
for that matter), had become an impediment to obtaining wide-
spread justice. The reliability and predictability of civil judg-
ment in Israel was no better than the ability of the disputants to
get to the front of the line. This allocation system for civil jus-
tice rewarded those who were willing and able to stand in line.
But standing in line is expensive. It uses up the only truly
irreplaceable economic resource: time. Jethro saw the problem
and recommended a solution: the establishment of a hierarchy
of judges (Ex. 18:19-26).

This solution was based on the economic principle of the
division of labor. It necessarily relied on the judicial principle
of localism. The authority to impose civil and ecclesiastical
sanctions moved upward judicially (i.e., inward geographically,
toward the tabernacle, and later, once they were in the Prom-
ised Land, toward Jerusalem) from the local jurisdiction to a
more distant jurisdiction.G This means that the broadest judi-
cial authority in Israel was local. This was where the resident of
Israel first encountered God’s civil law. Jethro reserved the

6. The “inner arcle” of influence or power is therefore at the top of the organi-
zational  pyramid, if not formally, then at least informally.
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judicial system’s scarcest economic resources - those people
who possess progressively better-informed judgment – for the
progressively more difficult cases.

Judicial resources, being scarce, had to be allocated by
means of some principle. This was not the free market princi-
ple of “highest bid wins.” Civil and ecclesiastical justice may not
lawfully be purchased. But without price allocation, there was
only one other alternative means of rationing civil justice: stan-
ding in line. Jethro’s system transformed the single long line in
front of Moses’ tent into tens of thousands of shorter lines.
Rashi,7 the late eleventh-century French rabbinic commentato~
estimated that in Moses’ day, there would have been 78,600
judges in four levels.s

The Intellectual Division of Labor

Localism is extremely important for the advancement of
what I call the division of judicial labor. The concept of the
division of labor is basic to the Bible. We see it in a primarily
negative sense in the scattering of families at the Tower of
Babel.g We see it in a positive sense in Paul’s injunction that
the simple man or the man of one primary skill not feel bad
because he does not possess a skill that a more prestigious
individual has. In both I Corinthians 12 and Remans 12, Paul

7. Rabbi Solomon (Shlomo)  Yizchaki.
8. His reasoning: 600 at the top - judges of thousands (600,000 men divided by

1,000); 6,000 in the upper middle - judges of hundreds (600,000 men divided by
100); 12,000 in the lower middle – judges of fifties (600,000 men divided by 50); and
60,000 lower court judges - judges of tens (600,000 men divided by 10). Chunwsh
with Targum Onk-dos, Haphtaroth  and Rashi’s Commenta~, A. M. Silbermann and M.
Rosenbaum, translators, 5 vols. (Jerusalem: Silbermann Family, [1934] 1985 Uewish
yean 5745]), II, p. 95. Rashi served as a rabbinic  judge, and difficult cases were
continually sent to him from Germany and France. Heinnch Graetz,  Histo~ of the
Jews, 5 vols. (Philadelphia Jewish Publication Society of America, [1 894] 1945), III,
p. 287.

9. Not entirely a negative sanction. See my comments in The Dominion Covenant:
Genesis (2nd ed; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 15: “The
World Trade Incentive.”
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was speaking of the church as a body. No individual member of
the body should feel that he is less important than any other
member of the body. The body is governed by its head, Jesus
Christ. Therefore, so long as the entire body is honoring its
head, no member of the body should feel as though he is less
important than any other (I Cor. 12:4-27).

The idea of scarcity is the most fundamental idea of econom-
ics: “There is no such thing as a free lunch.” Scarcity is defined
as follows: at zero price, there is greater demand for a scarce
resource than there is supply. Modern economics asks the
question: How can men reduce the level of scarcity? This is the
question of wealth or economic development. Modern econom-
ics began with the observation that the division of labor is soc-
iety’s most important means of reducing scarcity. We date the
advent of modern economics with the publication of Adam
Smith’s Wealth  of Nations in 1776. Smith began Book I, Chapter
I, which is titled “Of the Division of Labour,” with these words:
“The greatest improvement in the productive powers of labour,
and the greater part of the skill, dexterity, and judgment with
which it is anywhere directed, or applied, seem to have been
the effects of the division of labour.” His statement refers to the
productivity of labor, but it applies to every area of human
endeavor in which cooperative service is beneficial. He was
saying that there is a greater output of goods and services for
any single input of labor resource when individuals cooperate
voluntarily in a division of labor economy.

The application of a biblical truth – the division of labor
within the institutional church – is not limited to the church or
to economics. It also has important ramifications for politics,
social institutions, and all other aspects of life in which men and
women cooperate for personal gain, and whose cooperative
efforts lead to greater social benefits. The principle is this:
through cooperation, the specialized knowledge of individuals can
be applied more effectively to those areas of life in which this
knowledge is most appropriate. Thus, it is possible for individu-
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als to achieve greater output because their unique skills and
unique knowledge are most effectively applied to the specific
and narrow tasks at hand. This means that through the division
of labor, there is a greater output of socially valuable wisdom
from a given input of individual knowledge. It is the free mar-
ket economic order alone that permits the widespread co-ordi-
nation of individual plans.l” By bringing together many minds
to deal with particular problems, society gains the benefit of
obtaining greater wisdom at any given expenditure – in this
context, judicial cases. It also means that there will be a greater
number of cases settled by courts when this division of labor is
operating. Many courts and man y cases mean greater justice
within the community (Ex. 18).

The committee is another example of the division of intellec-
tual labor, but it is far more suited to imposing a veto than
creating new programs. A committee works better by delegating
authority to a representative and then monitoring his perfor-
mance.11

Biblical law was designed by God to spread across borders,
increasing the number of people under His jurisdiction, there-
by increasing the output of all participants. The law was also
intended by God to extend across the judicial border separating
the Old Covenant from the New Covenant. The New Coven-
ant’s ideal is Christendom: the civilization of God in history. 12

Judges and Jurors

Localism is the foundation of the biblical judicial system. The
primary authority to declare judgment under biblical law is the

10. Friedrich A. Hayek, Individualtim and Economic Order (University of Chicago
Press, 1948), chaps. 2, 4. Cf. Gerald 1? O’Driscoll,  Jr., Economics as a Coordination
Problem: The Contribsdwns  of Ftiderich A. Hayek (Kansas City, Kansas: Sheed Andrews
and McMeel,  1977).

11. North, Boundaries and Dommion, ch. 15, subsection on “Committees and
Representation.”

12. Ibid., ch. 15, subsection on “The Worldwide Extension of God’s Law.”
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local court. The fundamental agency  of corporate judgment is the local
court, whether civil or ecclesiastical. This is an extremely important
principle for any system of law designed to resist the centraliza-
tion of power.

The civil judge in the Mosaic Covenant declared the sen-
tence: negative sanctions. Capital sanctions were carried out by
the people, beginning with the witnesses (Deut.  17:6). Case by
case, the civil court was to declare judgment. As the cases grew
more difficult, they would work their way up the appeals court
system. The most difficult civil cases ended up in Jerusalem in
the king’s courtroom. The king was the Supreme Court of the
Israelite civil order. This is why he was commanded to read the
law daily (Deut.  17:18-19). Yet even the king could not lawfully
declare absolutely final earthly judgment, imposing final earthly
sanctions, for there is no final, institutionalized, earthly court of
appeal in a biblical civil order. Only one person can lawfully
declare the final judicial word of the Lord: Jesus Christ. There-
fore, the people as a whole could lawfully intervene to restrain
the king, as they did when Saul attempted to carry out his
judgment against his son Jonathan (I Sam. 14:45). The people
placed a judicial boundary around the king, and they were
willing to place a physical boundary around him. He relented.
On what basis could they overturn the king’s sentence? Only as
authorized jurors who refused to convict Jonathan because the
king’s verbal legislation on the battlefield had been foolish and
therefore unconstitutional. Their declaration of “not guilty” was
final, and Saul accepted it.

Nevertheless, the king did lawfully serve as the highest civil
judge in Israel. This was the great authority of kingship: exer-
cising the power of speaking in God’s name as the single indi-
vidual who could declare God’s final earthly judgment, unless
the people lawfully revolted under the direction of the lower
magistrates.13  David’s rebellious son Absalom  began his revolt

13. See John Calvin, Zn.stitutes  of the Christian Religion, IVXX:31.
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by serving as a lower judge in the gates (II Sam. 15:2-6). But
his was a messianic impulse: “Absalom  said moreove~ Oh that
I were made judge in the land, that every man which bath any
suit or cause might come unto me, and I would do him justice!”
(II Sam. 15:4).  He promised justice to all.

To restrain this messianic impulse, the king was not allowed
by God to multiply horses (offensive weapons), wives (alliances),
or precious metals (Deut.  17:16-17). He was required to study
biblical law daily (Deut.  17:18-19). He had to be placed under
judicial’and  institutional restraints in order to restrict the devel-
opment of a messianic impulse based on concentrated civil
authority. Legitimate authority was not to become ille~timate  power.
It is this move from multiple authorities to a single authority –
from legitimate, decentralized social authority to centralized
State power – that is the essence of the move from freedom to
totalitarianism. 14 Biblical law places boundaries around cen-
tralized political authority in order to prevent this development.

What, then, was the basis of a judge’s authority? We can
answer this best by asking: “Biblically, who declared the law in
ancient Israel?” The priests did. Yet this office was not limited
to ecclesiastical affairs. Israel was a kingdom of priests. “And ye
shall be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation.
These are the words which thou shalt speak unto the children
of Israel” (Ex. 19:6). This was an office held by all adult circum-
cised males (age 20+ )15 and all adult women under the au-
thority of a circumcised male. 16

Civil Priests

There were both civil and ecclesiastical priests. The elders in
the gates in ancient Israel were empowered by God to make the

14. Robert A. Nisbet,  The Quest for Community (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1953), ch. 5.

15. Exodus 30:14.
16. The best example is Deborah (Jud. 4).
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civil judicial system function. The elders in the gates imposed
the negative sanctions of God’s civil law. The priests were advi-
sors to the elders (Deut.  17:8-13). The point is, civil  rulership was
plural became priestly rulership was plural. This has not changed.
Who are the civil priests – citizens who exercise lawful civil
sanctions – in New Testament times? Biblically speaking, in a
formally covenanted nation – which all nations are required by
God to becomel’  – only those adults who are church members
and are therefore under church authority. 18

The fundamental agency of the local court - both civil and
ecclesiastical – is the jury. It is the jury that announces guilt or
innocence after having heard the arguments of conflicting
parties in the courtroom. Its members evaluate the cogency of
the arguments and the “fit” between the law and the evidence.
The jury places limits on the judge’s authority to decide the
case. This is especially true in the United States.lg

The jury system is a necessary outworking of a biblical legal
order. It did not appear overnight in the early church, even as
slavery was not condemned overnight. But it had to develop in
a Christian legal order, even as slavery had to be abolished.20
The ju~’s legal basis is the priesthood of all believers.2~  The jury is
a Christian institution. This is not to say that it is exclusively a
Christian institution. Ancient Athens and Rome both had trial
by jury.22

17. Gary DeMar, Ruler of the Natwns:  Biblical Blueprints for Government (Ft. Worth,
Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), ch. 4.

18. Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989), ch. 2.

19. Lawrence M. Friedman, A Histov of American Law (New York: Simon &
Schuster, 1973), p. 135.

20. Gary North, Tools  of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Insti-
tute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 4.

21. James B. Jordan, The Law of the Covenant: An Exposition of Exodw 21-23
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1984), p. 232.

22. North, Boundaries and Dominwn,  ch. 15, subsections of “The Jury” and
“Popular Sovereignty in Athenian Democracy.”
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The Biblical Ju~

The goal of the biblical jury system is not to create new laws
but rather to apply fixed biblical laws to specific cases. The
function of the jury is to bring a small number of individuals
into court so they can hear the disputes between individuals
who have not been able to settle their disputes outside of the
civil court. This is the principle of the division of labor. Many
minds are focused on the details of a single case. After hearing
both sides, the k-nericanjury  is sequestered into a private room
where members can discuss the case secure from interference
or the threat of subsequent retaliation against any individual
jury member. Neither the judge nor the agents of the dispu-
tants are allowed to enter this room when the jury is in session.
This is a sign of its sovereignty. When the common law rule
against double jeopardy is honored, the American jury becomes
the final court of appeal when it issues a “not guilty” verdict.

The jury publicly announces civil judgment: guilty or inno-
cent. This is the same judicial principle that operates in demo-
cratic balloting. It is a manifestation of point four of the biblical
covenant model: the imposition of sanctions. The Anglo-Ameri-
can institution of the secret jury rests on the legal principle that
no outside agent is authorized to bring pressure of any kind
against the decision-makers who sit on that jury. No kind of
public pressure, no kind of economic pressure, and no kind of
threat is legal to be brought against a jury. Tampering with a
jury is a criminal offense. By sequestering the jury -by placing
a judicial and physical boundary around the members in their
collective capacity as jurors – the judge pressures the members
of the jury to focus all of their attention on the details of the
particular case, rather than worrying about what their opinions
or decisions will produce in response within the community

This is indirect evidence that the modern political practice of
the secret ballot is analogous to the sequestered jury.23 When

23. The practice first began in Great Britain in 1662, when the Scottish Parlia-
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individual citizens bring formal political sanctions against their
rulers in a democracy, they are to be left free from subsequent
retaliation by politicians. The secret jury and the secret ballot
are both basic to the preservation of the institutional indepen-
dence of the sanctioning agents, and therefore to the preserva-
tion of the impartiality of the decision.

The other biblical principle of civil law is the prohibition
against double jeopardy. If “not guilty” decisions could be
overturned on appeal by a higher court, innocent men could be
bankrupted by the State by endless trials for the same accusa-
tion.24

Men must judge as God’s representatives in history. “Judge
not!” (Matt.  7:1) is misapplied when it is said to apply to gov-
ernment. This would make all government impossible. This
would turn over the office of judge to covenant-breakers.25

When the judge renders judgment lawfully, he does so as God’s
agent.2G

ment voted secretly (in disguised hand) on the Billeting Act. This act was repudiated
by Charles II. The secret ballot was not used again by the Scottish Parliament until
1705. In the United States, the use of the secret ballot was introduced in the New
England colonies, and in Pennsylvania, Delaware, and the two Carolinas at the time
of the American Revolution, beginning in 1775. See “Ballot,” Encyclopedia Britannica,
1 lth edition (New York: Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., 1910), III, pp. 279-81.

24. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 15, section on “Double Jeopardy.” See
also Greg L. Bahnsen,  “DoubleJeopardy A Case Study in the Influence of Christian
Legislation” Journal of Christian Recon.structton,  11 (Winter 1975-76). This protection
%~nst  double jeopard  y cloes not apply to church courts. First, church membership
is voluntary. Second, court costs are minimal. Third, and most important, unlike
American civil government, local church government is not divided into judicial,
legislative, and executive branches. A church court is unitary. There must be a way
to overturn the decisions of such a unitary local power. A local congregation’s declar-
ation of” not guilty” can be overturned by a higher court. If this were not true, no
liberal clergyman could be removed from office when declared innocent by his liberal
congregation, presbytery, or synod. The protection of biblical preaching and the
sacraments is more important than the preservation of double jeopardy protection.

25. Zbid.,  ch. 15, section on “Judge Not!”
26. Ibid., ch. 15, section on “Rendering Judgment: A Voice of Authority.”
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Conclusion

The Bible specifies the locus of primary judicial sovereignty:
the local court. This court has the benefit of better knowledge
of the facts and circumstances of any alleged crime. It has a
tradition of judicial decisions (precedents) that is familiar to
jurors. It is made up of people who speak God’s law – jurisdic-
tion – with a familiar local “accent.” This enables local residents
to forecast more accurately what is expected of them. This
reduces forecasting costs.

The jury is the culmination of a long tradition of Christian
history. The jury makes possible a greater division of judicial
labor. A jury is less likely to be arbitrary than a lone judge.
Men can obtain justice less expensively because of the greater
efficiency of a jury’s collective judgment. The authority of the
jury at the local level provides a counter to the decisions of
professional bureaucrats.

By lodging in local courts the final authority to declare an
accused person “not guilty,” God’s law provides a check to the
centralization of political power. A distant civil government
cannot impose its will on local residents without a considerable
expenditure of time and money, possibly risking the public’s
rejection of the central government’s legitimacy, the crucial
resource of any government.



THE

16

STATE’S MONOPOLY
OF VENGEANCE

Thou shalt not avenge, nor bear any grudge against the children of
thy peofie,  but thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyselfi  I am the LORD

(Lev. 19:18).

The theocentric focus of this law is this: only God can know
a person’s heart Uer.  1 ‘7:9-10). Therefore, only God is entitled
to judge a person’s heart. Because a civil judge is not God, he
cannot legitimately claim to be able to search another person’s
heart in his quest for civil justice. The affairs of the heart and
mind are off-limits to the State. There can be no lawful civil
sanctions against thoughts or attitudes. We must conclude that
the prohibition against holding grudges (Lev. 19:18) cannot be
an aspect of the Mosaic civil law. 1 Such a civil law is inherently
unenforceable.

Civil law also cannot enforce an attitude of love; hence, civil
law is not the focus of the command to love one’s neighbor,

1. This is why all polygraph or “lie detector” exams must be submitted to
voluntarily A civil court cannot lawfully use the results of a compulsory lie detector
examination as evidence against an individual, nor may any civil court use a person’s
refusal to submit to such a test as evidence against him. The same principle applies
to the use of hypnotism.



264 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

except insofar as love is defined judicially: treating the neighbor
legally, i.e., love as the fulfilling of God’s law (Rem. 13:10). But
even in this case, there would have to be an infraction of a
specific civil law or an act against another person’s rights –
lawful immunities (protected boundaries) – in order to enforce
this law of compulsory love. Hence, this law, too, is inherently
unenforceable by the State.

Nevertheless, this verse begins with a prohibition against
individual acts of vengeance. This is clearly an aspect of civil
law; the relevant Mosaic case law is the requirement that any
man who injures another man in a fight must pay restitution to
him (Ex. 21:18-19): no private vengeance. But why is this
verse’s negative injunction attached to two other injunctions
that are clearly individual moral injunctions – aspects of self-
government rather than civil government? By prohibiting per-
sonal grudges and requiring personal love, this verse makes it
clear that the concern of the civil portion of this civil law is the
elimination of privately imposed vengeance. The civil prohibi-
tion against taking vengeance applies only to individual actions.
This prohibition does not apply to the State. Civil law applies
negative sanctions to individuals who commit specified prohibit-
ed acts; hence, it applies to individual acts of vengeance. Ven-
geance is legitimate when imposed by the State.

The parallel verse in Deuteronomy is used by Paul in his
epistle to the Remans to introduce his discussion of the civil
magistrate. “Dearly beloved, avenge not yourselves, but rather
give place unto wrath: for it is written, Vengeance is mine; I
will repay saith the Lord” (Rem. 12:19; cf. Deut.  32 :35a).
Paul’s message is not that there should be no vengeance in
history. On the contrary he immediately launches into a discus-
sion of the civil magistrate’s lawful administration of vengeance:
66 . . . for he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the minister
of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil”
(Rem. 13:4b).  It is a mistake to see Paul’s prohibition of ven-
geance in these verses as applying to the institution of the State,
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any more than “thou shalt not kill” applies to the State. What
Leviticus 19:18 does is to establish the State as the lawful mo-
nopolist of covenantal  vengeance in history.2 The Bible is nei-
ther pacifistic nor anarchistic; it affirms the legitimacy of the
State in seeking public law and order. But both the law and the
order must be God’s – a covenantal,  oath-bound law-order.3
The State exercises a monopoly over public sanctions.4

Establishing the Judicial Conditions of Wealth-Creation

The State makes wealth-creation possible for individuals by
protecting private property i.e., by protecting individuals who
own property. The State is required by God to enforce the
decisions of property owners to exclude others from using their
property. The State is therefore to enforce legal boundaries
that are established by private contract. Property owners are
given legal immunities – rights  – by God in history, and these
immunities are to be defended by the State whenever the victim
of an unauthorized invasion appeals to the civil magistrate. The
State is to defend the rights of stewards over the property that
God has assigned to them by covenant (lawful inheritance) or
by contract. As Rushdoony says, “AH property is held in trust
under and in stewardship to God the King. No institution can
exercise any prerogative of God unless specifically delegated to
do so, within the specified area of God’s law. The state thus is
the ministry of justice, not the original property owner or the
sovereign lord over the land.”5

2. The family is not an agency of vengeance. It is an agency of justice only within
the boundaries of a covenanted household.

3. Ray R. Sutton, That @u May Prosper: Domwt.ion  By Covenant (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 12. Second edition: 1992.

4. Gary North, Boundaries and Dommion:  The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 16, section on
“Monopoly Control Over the Sword.”

5. R. J. Rushdoony  The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nuttey  New Jersey: Craig Press,
1973), p. 504.
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This means that property rights are human rights. It is true
that property rights are not absolute – nothing since the closing
of the canon of Scripture is absolute – but they are on the same
judicial level as any other human rights except those associated
with worship and life. Property rights are not impersonal and
therefore are not judicially subordinate to personal rights;
property rights are both personal and judicial. The familiar
dualism between human rights and property rights should
always be resolved in terms of stewardship under God. The key
question is this: To whom has God delegated the authority to
exercise representative control His property? A discussion of
the rights of property should begin with a consideration of
God’s rights to property

Positive Benejits  Through Negative Sanctions

By remaining exclusively negative judicially, a biblically
restricted State serves as a beneficial agency of government
within society. This is the only way that it can remain an exclu-
sively positive force in society, given its source of funds. The
State is financed by the collection of taxes.G Taxes, like the
church’s tithe, apply legitimately only to individual income and
net increases in an individual’s wealth (capital gains).’ The
State is an economically dependent institution, not an economi-
cally creative institution.

The State has a God-given right to collect taxes by threat of
violence. It is therefore not authorized by God to become an

6. It can print fiat money which is a form of taxation: compulsory weatth
redistribution from those who gain access to the fiat money before prices rise, from
those who gain access to money later in the process. The State can also borrow, but
this only transfers wealth from lenders to the State. The State can gain access to
credit only by promising to repay the lenders. This means that it must impose taxes
(including the inflation tax) later.

7. This means that neither the church nor the State can lawfully tax capital,
meaning property. This also means that the State cannot lawfidly  tax church proper-
ty. Propert}  biblically speaking, is tax-immune – not just the church’s, but all weatth-
producing assets. The fruit may be taxed, not the tree.
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agency of positive sanctions, for that would involve asserting its
authority as a compulsory agency of healing. There is no com-
Pzdso?y, earthly, covenantal agency of healing in history. A com-
pulsory healing agency must be funded by compulsory taxes:
anti-healing. Churches and families, while covenantal agencies
of healing, are voluntary institutions.s  The State is compulsory.
It can reward one group only by imposing penalties on some
other group. God has therefore placed it under strict judicial
boundaries. It is not to be regarded by anyone as a creative
institution. It is instead exclusively protective. It is a monopolis-
tic agency of vengeance against wrongdoers (Rem. 13:1-7). Its
task is not to make men good; rather, it is to penalize biblically
identified evil acts. To this end, God has given it the sword.

God is the original source of lawful violence – negative sanc-
tions – in both history and eternity. The State is God’s designat-
ed monopolistic agent of lawful violence against convicted crim-
inals. God brings negative sanctions; so does the State. God’s
negative sanctions are physical, in time and eternity. The State’s
ultimate negative physical sanction is the right of execution:
excluding people from continuing access to the blessings of God
in history. By executing a person, the State transfers the per-
son’s soul into God’s heavenly court for final judgment. The
State’s court thereby becomes the agency of next-to-the-last
judgment. God’s court brings the final judgment.

Se.l~Defense

This does not mean that only the State can lawfully possess
and use deadly weapons. The person who kills another in self-

8. How can the church be an agency of heating if its only God-mandated income
is the tithe? Isn’t its dependent condition analogous to the State’s dependence on
taxes? Doesn’t the church also have only two hands: a gentle one and a rough one?
This analysis overlooks the positive aspect of the church’s covenantal sanctions: the
sacraments. Only the church can lawfidly  confer the sacraments on its members. In
contrast, the State is not a means of special grace. It is an agency that administers
common grace only to the extent that it confines itself to punishing evil acts.
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defense is acting as a lawful agent of God. There are civil laws
governing this God-granted authority to kill another person.
The case law of Exodus 22:2 allows a householder to kill a
burglar if the owner catches him while the intruder is breaking
in. The intruder has no legitimate reason to be inside the
house. The resident has a legitimate role as a defender of his
household’s boundaries. God has delegated this authority to
him. The occupant cannot know for sure why the invader has
entered his home without permission, so he is allowed by God’s
law to assume the worst: the invader is a potential murderer
He can lawfully be killed by the person who resides there. The
mere transgression of the home’s boundary is sufficient to
remove the protection of God’s civil law from the invader. If
caught by the homeowner and threatened with a weapon to
prevent his flight before the police arrive, the invader is not
protected by God’s law from execution should he attack the
homeowner. Those lawfully inside the house are protected by
God’s law; therefore, the invader is not. The thief may be
struck while breaking in. If he attempts to flee, the resident is
not supposed to kill him, for he is no longer breaking in. But
the benefit of the doubt is always with the defender This exe-
cution of an illegal invader is not an act of personal vengeance;
rather, it is an act that defends a lawful boundary The defend-
er acts in the name of the State and is authorized by the State
because no policeman is available to enforce the law.

By implication, this case law establishes the judicial plea of
self-defense. The person who is given cause to believe that an
assailant is ready to kill him is entitled to kill the assailant. The
civil government is required by God to investigate the reasons
for any killing of a human being.g  The judges must examine
the evidence in order to determine whether a murder trial

9. The passage that establishes this requirement is Deuteronomy 21:1-9, which
requires a special sacrifice when a body is found outside a city, and the elders cannot
discover who committed the crime.
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should be held.l”  The person who faces a life-threatening as-
sault must decide which risk is greatest: 1) death from the
assailant if no action is taken; 2) death from the assailant in a
failed self-defense; 3) death from the State for murder of the
assailant. There is a slogan used by American defenders of their
Constitutional right to own and use guns.11 “I would rather be
tried by twelve than carried by six.” When a person is faced
with a life-threatening attack, a jury in his future is preferable
to pallbearers.

The plea of self-defense is in fact a plea of the right to de-
fend oneself as an authorized agent of the State. Self-defense is
not an autonomous act of violence. It is not an act of ven-
geance. It is a boundary defense.

What is clearly prohibited is vengeance by the victim after
the suspect has fled from the scene of the crime. In such a case,
there can be no claim of self-defense if the suspect dies as a
result of the attack. The victim faces no life-threatening attack.
His response is therefore limited to bringing a lawsuit. He may
lawfully seek out the civil magistrate as a public avenger, but he
is not allowed to impose vengeance unilaterally. 12

10. In common law, this authority to decide to hold a trial belongs to the grand
jury, which hands down an indictment. Then the trial is held.

11. This is the Second Amendment of the Constitution: part of the original Bill
of Rights. More than any other Constitutional guarantee, this one is under assault by
the State in late-twentieth-century America. It was imposed on the Federal govern-
ment in the 1790’s because citizens had achieved panty of weaponry with the State.
They were determined to keep this parity which they recognized as the means of
enforcing boundaries on the State. Parity in weaponry was the technical basis of the
advent of modern democracy. Carroll Quigley,  Tragedy and Hope: A Histo~ of the
World in Our Time (New York: Macmillan, 1966), pp. 34-35. Quigley  was an expert in
the history of warfare and weaponry and their relation to politics.

12. Some legat  codes authorize people to pursue a criminat who is fleeing from
the scene of a crime. This is the doctrine of citizen’s arrest. Civil government may
lawfidly  authorize such a practice. This law in effect makes the citizen a deputy of the
State. If the suspect is injured by the citizen-arrester under such circumstances, the
citizen would be at legat risk if the suspect is not subsequently convicted for the crime
in question.
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God’s law places boundaries around men’s lives. The State
may lawfully deprive a person of his life if the person is convict-
ed of a capital crime, but otherwise he is to be protected. The
law is an innocent person’s defensive shield because the law is
the State’s offensive weapon against boundary violators.

Why This Monopoly?

The State possesses a monopoly of vengeance and violence,
although in some instances the individual acts as an agent of
the State in defending himself and those under his authority.
What is the rationale for the creation of such a monopoly?
First, to limit the number of people seeking violent vengeance,
i.e., bounda~ violators.  These State-’’anointed” agents can be
identified. The agent has the authority to announce himself as
an agent of the State. He is usually marked in some way: uni-
form, badge, or credentials.13 It is illegal for anyone not so
authorized (oath-bound) to wear or bear such marks of authori-
ty. The authority to act in an official capacity as God’s minister
of vengeance is circumscribed by God’s law. This limits the
number of instances in which violence becomes likely. The goal
of any monopoly is to reduce the quantity supplied of some
scarce economic resource. In this case, the item to be limited is
violence.

By limiting the amount of lawful violence in a society, the
law of God channels violence. Residents in a covenanted nation
know what to expect from the State. They can identify the
lawful uses and applications of violence, and therefore they can
identify the unlawful uses. There are far fewer lawful uses than
unlawful uses. Biblical law specifies the boundaries of lawful
violence and thereby identifies unlawful violence. It includes
some violent acts and therefore excludes all other violent acts.

13. His vehicle may be similarly marked. Drivers of State-authorized vehicles
alone have the right to use flashing red lights and sirens.
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It is less costly to specify the legitimate agents of violence
than to identify every possible illegitimate agent. By identifying
the primary agency of coercion, i.e., the State, biblical law plac-
es this institution under greater public scrutiny. By lowering
the number of legal public acts, biblical law lowers the cost of
publicly scrutinizing the State. More limits are placed around
the State as a result of these lower costs of scrutiny. As the
agency of violence, the State is feared; a feared agency is likely
to be scrutinized more closely by its potential victims. Citizens
covenant under God to establish State authority, they monitor
the State’s activities because of their fear that the State’s officers
will exceed their lawful boundaries. This is especially true in
societies where the State has not become a functional agent of
healing. The more acceptable the messianic claims of the State,
the less incentive there is for citizens to scrutinize it and limit it.
The power to tax is the power to destroy, and the costs of heal-
ing must be paid for by higher taxes. The healer State becomes
the destroyer State.

The State is required by God to operate under God-revealed
biblical law. This biblical law-order is quite specific. The State
must apply sanctions specified by the victims. These sanctions
are specific. The State is under judicial limits. 14 It is also gov-
erned by written law. These laws are supposed to be under-
stood by citizens, which is why the whole law had to be read to
the assembled nation every seventh year (Deut. 31:10-13).
Citizens are expected by God to know the boundaries that God
has placed around them as individuals and also around the
State.

This means that the State’s sword is to be used sparingly. It
is governed by God’s civil law. The State is not authorized by
God to impose negative sanctions outside the limits of the law.
The law circumscribes the application of the sword. Put another

14. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Insti-
tute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 7.
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way, the magistrate’s use of violence cannot lawfully be extend-
ed to areas that have not been authorized by the law, either
explicitly or as extensions of a case law or a judicial principle.
In short, whateuer  is not prohibited b~ law X allowed. This legal
principle is derived from God’s original command to Adam
regarding judicial boundaries placed around a particular tree.
Everything else was permitted to Adam; hence, no negative
sanctions were threatened in these areas.

Any attempt to substitute other judicial ideals for biblical law
is an attempt to substitute either judicial Unitarianism or judi-
cial individualism, which in turn move in the direction of inter-
national statism or anarchism. The latter ideal in turn devolves
into warlordism: rule by private armies. The basis of biblical
judicial theory is Trinitarianism.15

The Division of Powers

There are several layers of civil government, and in modern
Western jurisprudence, several branches within each layer:
legislative, executive, and judicial. The delegation of God’s
unified judicial authority to mankind is always marked by a
division of powers, sometimes described as a system of checks
and balances.

The existence of a civil covenant, marked by a self-maledicto-
ry oath of allegiance, is proof that anarchism is not a biblical
ideal. Civil government is a separate jurisdiction from the free
market, which is an extension of family government. The State
has the God-given authority to settle disputes by force of arms.
The free market does not. To argue that it does is to adopt
judicial warlordism.  16 While there can be lawful private arbi-

15. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 16, section on “Trinitarianism, Unitarian-
ism, and Individualism.”

16. To argue that no one has the right to impose physical sanctions is to adopt
utopian pacifism. It is to reject the idea of God’s negative sanctions in history
through representative agents. If actually legislated, pacifism would lead to tyranny
by Satan’s representatives in history evildoers (Rem. 13: 1-7).
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tration organizations, they do not possess the covenantal au-
thority to impose the sword, that is, the right to declare guilt
and impose mandatory penal sanctions. On the other hand, the
existence of multiple levels of civil authority (Ex. 18) is proof
that judicial centralism is not a biblical ideal. The biblical system
of civil government is Trinitarian, not unitarian or atomistic.

There are two theoretical alternatives to social Trinitarian-
ism: social Unitarianism and judicial warlordism. The confes-
sional Unitarians – which include Orthodox Jews and orthodox
Muslims – deny the doctrine of the Trinity. Unitarianism does
not affirm the equal ultimacy of the one and the many. It
affirms the ultimacy of the one. A consistent application of this
view of God leads to the ideal of a top-down centralized
State.17  God mandated the tribal land ownership system for
Mosaic Israel in order to restrain the development of a unitary
State, for Israel’s confession was, on the surface, unitarian:
“Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God is one LORD” (Deut. 6:4).
Social Unitarianism rejects the ideal of a decentralized theocratic
order that is unified by a common confession, where the power
to tax the individual directly is exclusively local,ls  and the jury
system is also local.

Judicial warlordism, in contrast, rejects the ideal of a central
civil government. It offers a theory of truncated courts: no
lawful court of appeal above the person of the warlord unless
the warlord consents to it. In judicial warlordism, there is only
temporary power for imposing order in the case of disputes;
there is no legitimate central authority. One form of theoretical

17. This may be why Jews continually embrace the State, to their long-term
disadvantage. On this political tradition, see Benjamin Ginsberg, The Fatal Embrace:
Jews and the State (University of Chicago Press, 1993). While there are a few free
market economists who are also Orthodox Jews, they generally do their technical
economic analyses as secular economists, not as Orthodox J ews.

18. The Articles of Confederation ( 178 1-1788) served as the national constitution
of the United States. It restricted tax collection by the national government to
assessments made on the states, with the state legislatures actually collecting these
taxes (Article VIII).
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warlordism  (anarcho-capitalism)  ends the appeals system with
the most militarily powerful individual or with the court of the
most powerful private police force in a system of private, com-
peting courts. In the version of truncated courts known as
nationalism, appeals end with a national civil court. Both of
these truncated judicial systems are associated with the right-
wing Enlightenment model. These are polytheistic judicial
models: many laws, many gods. Rushdoony writes: “The prem-
ise of polytheism is that we live in a multiverse,  not a universe,
that a variety of law-orders and hence lords exist, and that man
cannot therefore be under one law except  by virtue of imperial-
ism.”lg

Biblical law, being universal in scope, is not polytheistic. It is
also not imperialistic. The top-down judicial order of imperial-
ism is Satan’s perverse imitation of God’s kingdom. Both sys-
tems are comprehensive in their claims, but they are structured
differently. God’s kingdom is a bottom-up system of appeals
courts based on binding covenantal oaths. But the biblical sys-
tem of appeals courts cannot be limited, for the universalist of
God’s mandatory covenantal  oaths cannot be limited. There is
no zone of neutrality, no place of refuge outside the jurisdiction
of God.

Judicial Trinitarianism proposes the ideal of Christendom.
Because it envisions the extension of God’s universal kingdom
in history, it affirms a confessionally  unified pair of appeals
systems – ecclesiastical and civil – that transcends national bor-
ders. Judicial Trinitarianism is necessarily internationalist be-
cause the kingdom of God transcends political borders.20 Mod-
ern Christianity, being antinomian, rejects the ideal of this
international kingdom. The churches deny the possibility of
internationalism because they deny the universality of God’s

19. Rushdoony  Institutes, p. 17.
20. Gary North, Healer of the Nation-r Bibhcal  Bltwprints for International Relatwns

(Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
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law. Modern Christianity is politically polytheistic.zl  Rush-
doony  is correct: “To hold, as the churches do, Roman Catho-
lic, Greek Orthodox, Lutheran, Calvinist, and all others virtual-
ly, that the law was good for Israel, but that Christians and the
church are under grace without law, or under some higher,
newer law, is implicit polytheism.”22 This antinomian outlook
turns over judicial authority to polytheistic humanist kingdoms
as surely as the pacifism of the Mennonite sects causes them to
turn over the law-making power, police power, and military
authority to others. Thus, modern Christians hail as biblically
valid the truncated court systems of modern nationalism. They
reject the ideal of Christendom on two accounts: its commit-
ment to universal Christian legal standards and its denial of
humanistic nationalism as anything more than a temporary
stopgap measure analogous to the scattering at the Tower of
Babel. They do not regard Babel’s scattering as God’s curse on
covenant-breakers’ confession of autonomy: to make themselves
a name. Rather, they see judicial Babel as inherent in the hu-
man condition, even if all men were to covenant with God.

Nevertheless, the creation of such a supreme judicial civil
court must not precede the creation of a supreme ecclesiastical
court. The church is the model for the State, not the State for
the church. The church continues into eternit~  the State does
not (Rev. 21; 22). No agency will then be needed to impose civil
sanctions: no sin! Conclusion: to begin to create a supreme civil
world court before creating the covenantal  foundation of a free
world society – Christendom – is to attempt the creation of a
secular one-world order. It represents a return to the Tower.

The inherently international ideal of Christendom is denied
by right-wing judicial Anabaptists, but they cannot escape the
theoretical problem of social order. Traditionally, they have

21. Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989).

22. Rushdoony  Zn.stitutes of Biblical Law, p. 18.
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appealed to civil judicial neutrality – the ideal of either Stoic or
Newtonian natural law - in their attempts to deny the ideal of
Christendom. They become like the Amish, the archetypal
right-wing Anabaptists:  trapped in the humanists’ judicial order
as it moves toward either the one-State world or judicial war-
lordism.  To put it in terms familiar to those living in the 1990’s,
they find themselves moving toward either the humanists’ New
World Order or Balkanization.

Conclusion

Vengeance is God’s, but He delegates limited authority to
the civil government to impose negative sanctions against law-
breakers. The Bible establishes a judicial ideal: the supply of
vengeance must be placed under the restraint of Bible-revealed
law. This is accomplished biblically by making the State the sole
lawful supplie~ 23 In the case of negative physical sanctions,
except for parental punishing of children, the State is to be the

sole supplier of the service.24

Biblical law establishes a monopoly of vengeance. The eco-
nomic function of a monopoly is to reduce the quantity of
output of some good or service. The “service” in this case is
potentially negative for society: vengeance. There is some so-
cially optimum quantity of this service, but because of the ten-
dency toward autonomy and lawlessness among men, the unre-
strained free market would create an oversupply.

The State is required by God to protect private property
The State must honor God-established property rights, i.e.,
legal immunities – boundaries – against invasion. Stewards over
property are to have their rights protected by threat of violence
by the State against invaders. Property rights are human rights.

23. In the Old Testament, the kinsman-redeemer was Iawt%lly  authorized to act
as the State’s agent.

24. Personal self-defense should be interpreted as an act of State. The State
delegates to the individual the authority to impose this sanction in unique circum-
stances. It is analogous to “citizen’s arrest.”
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By limiting the number of authorized agents of vengeance,
society limits the spread of violence. This also places the State
under public scrutiny. The more limited the State, the less it
has to be scrutinized.

The State establishes a hierarchical system of appeals courts
(Ex. 18). This system parallels the ecclesiastical court of appeals.
The church is the model for society, not the State. When the
church rejects the covenantal ideal of an international, hierar-
chical system of appeals courts, both ecclesiastical and civil, it
necessarily adopts a rival judicial model: tribalism, regionalism,
or nationalism. The biblical goal is world government under
God’s law, for both church and State. But until the church
establishes this in practice, the quest for world civil government
under common world law is messianic and a threat to freedom.
There must be a common confession among men before there
can be a lawful appeals court, and only one confession is valid:
Trinitarianism.
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THE PRESERVATION OF THE SEED

k? shall keep my statutes. Thou shult not let thy cattle gender with a
diverse kind: thou shult not sow thy field  with mingled seed; neither shall
a gamnt mingled of linen and woolen come upon thee (Lev. 19:19).

The theocentric  meaning of this passage is the meaning of
the entire Book of Leviticus: God’s boundaries must be respect-
ed. This case law establishes three boundaries, each referring to
a specific economic activity: animal husbandry, agriculture, and
textiles. Except for the products of mining and metalworking,
these were the primary categories of economic goods in the
ancient world. Leviticus 19:19 established rules for all three
areas. That world is long gone. Beginning no later than the
fifteenth century A. D., and accelerating rapidly in the late
eighteenth century, a series of improvements in all three areas
transformed the traditional economy of Europe. The modern
capitalist system – with its emphasis on private ownership, the
specialization of production, and the division of labor – steadily
replaced the older medieval world of the common fields. This
comprehensive economic transformation was accompanied by
the violation of at least the first two, and seemingly all three, of
the statutes of Leviticus 19:19. The question we need to answer
is this: Was this law annulled by the New Covenant, or was the
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Agricultural/Industrial Revolution illegitimate biblically? I argue
that the law was annulled.1

Hermeneutics

I employ a theonomic hermeneutic – a principle of biblical
interpretation – that enables me to do three things that every
hermeneutic should do: 1) identify the primary function of an
Old Covenant law; 2) discover whether it is universal in a re-
demptive (healing) sense, or whether 3) it was conditioned by
its redemptive-historical context (i.e., annulled by the New
Covenant). In short: What did the law mean, how did it apply
inside and outside Mosaic Israel, and how should it apply to-
day? This exegetical task is not always easy, but it is mandatory.
It is a task that has been ignored or denied by the vast majority
of Christian theologians for almost two millennia.

The question here is the hermeneutical problem of identify-
ing covenantal  continuity and covenantal discontinuity. First, in
questions of covenantal continuity we need to ask: What is the
underlying ethical principle? God does not change ethically.
The moral law is still binding, but its application may not be.
Second, this raises the question of covenantal discontinuity
What has changed as a result of the New Testament era’s fulfill-
ment of Old Covenant prophecy and the inauguration of the
New Covenant? A continuity – prophetic-judicial fulfillment –
has in some cases produced a judicial discontinuity the annul-
ment of a case law’s application. A very good example of this is
Leviticus 19:19.

I begin any investigation of any suspected judicial disconti-
nuity with the following questions. First, is the case law related
to the priesthood, which has changed (Heb.  7:11-12)? Second,

1. A preliminary version of this chapter appears in Theonomy:  An Informed Re-
sponse, edited by Gary North (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1991),
ch. 10. See also, Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Levihczu
(computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 17.
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is it related to the sacraments, which have changed? Third, is it
related to the jubilee land laws (e.g., inheritance), which Christ
fulfilled (Luke 4:18-2 1)? Fourth, is it related to the tribes (e.g.,
the seed laws), which Christ fulfilled in His office as Shiloh,  the
promised Seed (Gal. 3:16)? Fifth, is it related to the “middle
wall of partition” between Jew and gentile, which Jesus Christ’s
gospel has broken down (Gal. 3:28; Eph. 2: 14-20)?2 These five
principles prove fruitful in analyzing Leviticus 19:19.3

Let us ask another question: Is a change in the priesthood
also accompanied by a change in the laws governing the family
covenant? Yes. Jesus tightened the laws of divorce by removing
the Mosaic law’s exception, the bill of divorcement (Matt.  5:31-
32).4 Similarly, the church from the beginning has denied the
legality of polygamy even though there is no explicit rejection
of polygamy in the New Testament except for church officers:
husbands of one wife (I Tim. 3:2, 12). Polygamy is rejected by
the church on the same basis that Jesus rejected the Mosaic
law’s system of easy divorce: “from the beginning it was not so”
(Matt.  19:18). Did other changes in the family accompany the
New Covenant’s change in the priesthood? Specifically, have
changes in inheritance taken place? Have these changes result-
ed in the annulment of the jubilee land laws of the Mosaic
economy? Finally, has an annulment of the jubilee land laws
annulled the laws of tribal administration?

2. This application is especially important in dealing with Rushdoony’s theory of
“hybridization.” See North, Boundartis  and Dontinwn, Appendix H: “Rushdoony on
‘Hybridization’: From Genetic Separation to Racial Separation.”

3. There are several other hermeneutical  questions that we can ask that relate to
covenantat discontinuity Sixth, is it an aspect of the weakness of the Israelites, which
Christ’s ministry has overcome, thereby intensi@ing  the rigors of an Old Covenant
law (Matt.  5:21-48)?  Seventh, is it an aspect of the Old Covenant’s cursed six day-one
day work week rather than the one day-six day pattern of the New Covenant’s now-
redeemed week (Heb. 4:1-11)? Eighth, is it part of legal order of the once ritually
polluted earth, which has now been cleansed by Christ (Acts 10; I Cor. 8)?

4. Greg L. Bahnsen,  Theonomy  in Chzstian Ethics (2nd cd.; Phillipsbexg,  New
Jersey: Presbyterian and Reformed, [1977] 1984), p. 99.
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Case Laws and Underlying Principles

A law governing agriculture, animal husbandry and textile
production had to be taken very seriously under the Mosaic
Covenant. The expositor’s initial presumption should be that
these three laws constitute a judicial unit. If they are a unit,
there has to be some underlying judicial principle common to
all three. Ml three prohibitions deal with mixing. The first
question we need to ask is the crucial one: What was the coven-
antal meaning of these laws? The second question is: What was
their economic effect?

I argue here that the fundamental judicial principle under-
girding the passage is the requirement of separation. Two kinds
of separation were involved: tribal and covenantal. The first two
clauses were agricultural applications of the mandatory segrega-
tion of the tribes inside Israel until a unique prophesied Seed
would appear in history: the Messiah. We know who the Seed
is: Jesus Christ. Paul wrote: “Now unto Abraham and his seed
were the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of
many; but as of one, and to thy seed, which is Christ” (Gal.
3:16). The context of Paul’s discussion is inheritance. Inheritance
is by promise, he said (Gal. 3:18). The Mosaic law was given,
Paul said, “till the seed should come to whom the promise was
made” (Gal. 3:18). Two-thirds of Leviticus 19:19 relates to the
inheritance laws of national Israel, as we shall see. When the
Levitical land inheritance laws (Lev.  25) ended with the estab-
lishment of a new priesthood, so did the authority of Leviticus
19:19.

The final clause of Leviticus 19:19 deals with prohibited
clothing. This prohibition related not to separation among the
tribes of Israel – separation within a covenant – but rather the
separation of national Israel from other nations. The principle
undergirding second form of separation – clothing – is more
familiar to us: covenantal  se~aration.
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Boundary of Blood: Seed and Land

The preservation of Israel’s unique covenantal status was
required by biblical law. The physical manifestation of this
separation was circumcision. A boundary of blood was imposed
on the male organ of reproduction. It was a sign that covenan-
tal life is not obtained by either physical birth or through one’s
male heirs. Rushdoony has written: “Circumcision witnesses to
the fact that man’s hope is not in generation but in regenera-
tion. . . .“5 To escape Adam’s legal status as a covenant-break-
er, a man must re-covenant with God, a human response made
possible by God’s absolutely sovereign act of regeneration. The
mark of this covenant in ancient Israel was circumcision. Ulti-
mately, this separation was confessional. It involved an affirma-
tion of the sovereignty of Israel’s God. This was a different kind
of boundary from those that divided the tribes, for the tribes

were united confessionally:  “Hear, O Israel: The LORD our God

is one LO R D: And thou shalt love the LORD thy God with all

thine heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy might”

(Deut.  6:4-5).  The nation  of Israel was separated from non-

covenanted nations by geographical and covenantal boundaries.

Tribal  and family units separated the covenant people within

Israel. This separation was always to be geographical, usually

familial,6  but never confessional. Every tribe confessed the

same confession. They were divided tribally because they would

have di~erent  heirs. Only one tribe would bring forth the prom-

ised Seed. Tribal separation was therefore based on differences

in inheritance.
Israel’s tribal divisions had political implications. They guar-

anteed localism. This localism of tribal inheritance was the
judicial complement of the unity of national covenantal  confes-

5. R. J. Rushdoony  The Institutes of Bibltcal Law (Nutley  New Jersey  Craig Press,
1973), p. 43.

6. There could be inter-tribal marriages. Daughters received dowries rather than
landed inheritance. Dowries could cross tribal boundaries.
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sion. Tribal boundaries were part of an overall structure of
covenantal  unity. This included politics: localism.

Family membership and rural land ownership in Israel were
tied together by the laws of inheritance. A rural Israelite – and
most Israelites were rural’ – was the heir of a specific plot of
ground because of his family membership. There was no rural
landed inheritance apart from family membership. Unlike the
laws of ancient Greece, Mosaic law allowed a daughter to inher-
it the family’s land if there was no son. But there was a condi-
tion: she had to marry within the tribal unit (Num.  36:8). The
landed inheritance could not lawfully move from one tribe to
a’nether (Num.  36:9).8 A man’s primary inheritance in Israel
was his legal status (freemanship). Land was tied to name. The
land of Israel was God’s; His name was on it. The family’s land
was tied to the family’s name.g  Jacob had promised Judah that
his blood line would rule until the promised heir (Shiloh)
should come (Gen. 49:10). Thus, the integrity of each of the
seed lines in Israel – family by family, tribe by tribe – was main-
tained by the Mosaic law until this promise was fulfilled. The
mandatory separation among the tribes was symbolized by the
prohibition against mixing seeds. The prohibition applied to
the mixing of seeds in one field. The field did not represent the
whole world under the Mosaic Covenant; the field represented the
Promised Land. The husbandman or farmer had to create boun-
daries between his specialized breeds and between his crops.

So closely were seed and land connected in the Mosaic law
that the foreign eunuch, having no possibility of seed, was not

7. This is not to say that God intended them to remain rural. On the contrary
the covenantal  blessing of God in the form of population growth was to move most
Israelites into the cities as time went on. See below, Chapter 25, section on “The
Demographics of the Jubilee Inheritance Law: pp. 416-22.

8. The exception was when rural land that had been pledged to a priest went to
him in the jubilee year if the pledge was violated (Lev. 27:20-21). See Chapter 37,
below: “The Redemption Price System.”

9. North, Boundaries and Dominwn,  ch. 17, subsection on “Family Land and
Family Name.”
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allowed to become a citizen in Israel. (The New Testament’s
system of adoption has annulled this law: Acts 8 :26-38.)1°

Artificial Barriers

The boundaries separating animals had to be there because
of the normal sexual bonding that takes place among pairs
within a species. So, too, was it normal for members of the
same covenantal  confession to marry. But Mosaic law estab-
lished an artificial bam”er  between the tribes. This artificial barri-
er was both legal and economic: landed  inheritance. Tribal sepa-
ration decentralized Israel’s economy and politics. There was to
be continuity of theological and judicial principles, one tribe to
another. Plots of land could not be merged beyond the jubilee.
Kings and Levites – the national enforcers of God’s law – could
not pursue judicial centralization through either land purchase
or interman-iage.  This prevented what Pharaoh and the priests
had done under Joseph (Gen. 47:20-22) – a curse on Egypt
consistent with Egypt’s theology of the divine Pharaoh.

Thus, the prohibition against the interbreeding of animals
and the mixing of seeds had to do with keeping separate artificially
what i.s normally mixed.  Fenced family fields inside Israel reflected
the nation’s tribal boundaries. Such tribal separation was abnor-
mal, not normal. What is abnormal is the separation of breeds
within a species and the separation of crops within a single
fenced field. What is also abnormal is the separation of a bibli-
cally covenanted people. This abnormality was essential to the
maintenance of the tribal structure in Israel. Inheritance in the
land was by tribal separation, but only until Shiloh at last ar-
rived. The internal boundaries would disappear once Shiloh
came.11

10. See below, p. 471.
11. The absence of tribal membership in Judaism indicates that this prophecy

was fidfilled  prior to A.D. 70.
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Leviticus 19: 19’s prohibition of genetic experimentation was
an aspect of the preservation of the national covenant, which
included the tribal boundaries. In the economic t~ade-o~  between
the land’s seed (increased wealth from genetic experimentation)
and the promised Seed (which required the maintenance of tribal
boundaries), the promised Seed had priority. Jacob’s prophecy
was more important than agricultural production. We mwst
interpret the seed laws as ritual laws. Israel had to sacrifice some
degree of wealth in order to honor ritually the principle of the
promised Seed.

Leviticus 19:19 is part of the Mosaic Covenant’s laws govern-
ing the preservation of the family’s seed (name) during a partic-
ular period of history. It was an aspect of the necessary preser-
vation of genetic Israel. The preservation of the separate seeds
of Israel’s families was basic to the preservation of the nation’s
legal status as a set-apart, separated, holy covenantal entity. This
principle of separation applied to domesticated animals, crops,
and clothing.

Animals and Crops

Let us begin with the law prohibiting the mixing of cattle.
Did this refer to bovines only? No. The plain teaching of the
passage indicates that the breeds of all domesticated animals
that were common in the Promised Land at the time of the
conquest were to be allowed to reproduce. The breeds had to
be kept separate, however. There was to be no active breeding
of new specialized breeds in order to produce animals that had
different characteristics from the land’s original breeds. There
was to be no man-directed genetic manipulation of animals in
Mosaic Israel.

The Mosaic law prohibiting the interbreeding of animals was
never part of the creation mandate. It was a temporary law that
illustrated an eschatological  principle: the fulfillment of God’s
promise to Abraham regarding the world’s deliverance through
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the Seed, and the fulfillment of Jacob’s promise regarding Shi-
Ioh, the Messiah.

Separation of the Breeds

The technical possibility of mixing breeds always exists.
Mixing will happen without active interference from man. If
members of a species are not deliberately kept separate, they
will breed together. Thus, to preserve an existing breed geneti-
cally, a husbandman must take active steps to keep the breeds
separated. He must either build fences or hire drovers to keep
them apart.

A law prohibiting random intermixing of breeds really was
superfluous. No profit-seeking owner would allow a pair of
specialized breeds to intermix randomly Such progeny would
rarely command the same price or produce the same level of
output as the progeny of the separate breeds. Even if a more
productive offspring would occasionally be produced, this
would do the owner no long-term economic good, for he was
prohibited from interbreeding the resulting pairs. So, this law
was really  a prohibition against scientific breeding aimed at producing
a new breed with unique characteristics. It meant that whatever
common animals existed when they entered the land – “mon-
grels” - could mix freely with other similarly undistinguished
animals.

What if the free market began to register demand for a
particular kind of animal? This demand would have applied to:
1) a breed that they had brought with them into the Promised
Land, 2) a breed already within the land when they invaded, or
3) an imported breed from outside the land after they con-
quered it. These breeds would have been the modern equiva-
lent of registered animals.

The husbandman would have kept these animals separate
from other existing breeds. Obviously, he would have an eco-
nomic incentive to do this. To sell into a specialized market, his
animals would have to be kept away from others not of the
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same type. So, this law commanded what the economy would
have required anyway: separation. It would have applied only to
owners who had begun programs of experimental breeding to produce
a separate b~eed.

The seed of each breed had to be separated, To obey this
law as it applied to “non-mongrels,” an Israelite would have
had to construct a holding area or pen for each specialized
breed. This means that a specific seed or line was associated
with a specific place at any point in time. Owners could lawfully
move animals to new locations, but there was always to be a
geographical boundary associated with each breed (seed). This
boundary established a connection between land and seed. This
connection was mandatory for both man and beast.

The same principle of separation – prohibition of genetic
experimentation – applied also to crops. The law stipulated,
“thou shalt not sow thy field with mingled seed.” This means
that a specific field had to be devoted to a specific crop at any
given point in the growing season. Like the pens for animals,
the seeds of the crop had to reside in a particular place. Seed
and land had to be linked.

What about genetic experimentation? The same prohibition
applied. There could be no lawful, systematic mixing of seeds.
An Israelite was not to apply his ingenuity to the creation of
new species of plants. Hybrid animals and seeds were illegal to
develop. They could be purchased from abroad, but since most
hybrids are either sterile (e.g., mules) or else they produce
weak offspring, there was little economic incentive to import
hybrids except as a one-generation consumer good. Such im-
ports were legal: with no “inheritance’’p ossible, there was no symbolic
threat f~om hybrids. A hybrid was not prohibited because of its
status as a hybrid. It was illegal to produce them deliberately
because of the prohibition against mixing seeds, which was
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fundamental. The practice of seed-mixing was illegal, not hy-
brids as such.

This law did not apply to the familiar practice of grafting the
branches of one species of fruit tree into the trunk of anoth-
er.]z Leviticus 19:19 was specific: it dealt with seeds planted in
a field, not with branches grafted into an adult tree. The tree’s
trunk is the primary agent, symbolic of the covenant itself. The
branch would become part of the older tree. It was not a com-
peting seed. The removed branch was “adopted” by the older
tree. This was always a legal option in Israel, as the marriages
of Rahab and Ruth indicate. The technique of grafting was
symbolic of conversion, which was why Paul used this imagery
as the archetype in discussing the fate of the old branch of
Israel and the grafting in of the gentiles (Rem. 11:17-21). So,
tree grafting symbolized covenantal  inclusion – adoption by
conversion and confession – not tribal mixing.

Some crops do better when mixed, such as fodder. In the
modern-day State of Israel, Jewish farmers deal with this prob-
lem in a Rabbinically approved way. One man makes a pile of
seeds in a public place and covers it with a board. A second
person piles up a second seed crop on top of the board. Then
a third person comes along and announces in front of witness-
es, “I need this board.” He removes it. Finally, a fourth man
comes along and is instructed to sow the field with the now-
mixed crop. 13

Clothing

Mixed clothing made of linen and wool was under a differ-
ent kind of prohibition. It was illegal to wear clothing produced

12. Rabbinic  opinion on this verse forbade grafting. See Nachmanides (Rabbi
Moshe ben Nachman, the Ramban),  Commenta~  on the Torah:  Leviticus (New York:
Shiloh,  [1267?] 1974), p. 295. He cites the Talmud: Ktddu.shin  39a.

13. Israel Shahak, Jewish Hi.sto~, Jeumh Religion: The Weight of Three Thousand
Ears (BouldeL  Colorado: Pluto Press, 1994), p. 45.
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by mixing these two fibers. There was no law against producing
mixed cloth for export, however. Why was wearing it wrong
but exporting it allowed?14

No other form of mixed-fiber clothing was prohibited by the
Mosaic law. Did this case law by implication or extension pro-
hibit all mixed fibers? This seems doubtful. It would have been
easy to specify the more general prohibition rather than single
out these two fibers. Deuteronomy’s parallel passage also speci-
fies this type of mixed fabric (Deut.  22:11) Then what was the
nature of the offense? Answer: to wear clothing of this mixture
was to proclaim symbolically the equality of Israel with all other
nations. This could not be done lawfully inside Israel. But it
could be done by non-Israelites outside Israel.

Linen was the priestly cloth. The priests were required to
wear linen on the day of atonement (Lev.  16:30-34). Linen was
to be worn by the priest in the sacrifice of the burnt offering
(Lev. 6:10). During and after the Babylonian captivity, because
of their rebellion in Israel, the Levites and priests were placed
under a new requirement that kept them separate from the
people: they had to wear linen whenever they served before the
table of the Lord. They had to put on linen garments when
they entered God’s presence in the inner court, and remove
them when they returned to the outer court. No wool was to
come upon them (Ezek.  44:15-19). The text says, “they shall not
sanctify the people with their garments” (Ezek. 44:19). Priestly
holiness was associated with linen.

Inside a priestly nation, such a mixture was a threat to the
holiness of the priests when they brought sacrifices before God.
AS between a priestly nation and a non-priestly nation, this
section of Leviticus 19:19 symbolized the national separation of
believers from unbelievers. Deuteronomy 22:11 is the parallel
passage: “Thou shalt not wear a garment of divers sorts: [as] of
wool and linen together.”

14. In biblical law, if something is not prohibited, it is allowed.
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Inside the boundaries of Israel the law symbolized sacrificial
separation: the tribe of Levi was set apart as a legal representa-
tive before God. In this intra-nationul sense, this law did have a
role to play in the separation of the tribes. This is why it was
connected to the two seed laws in Leviticus 19:19.

It is still prohibited to mix covenantal opposites in a single
covenant: in church, State, and family. But is the wearing of
this mixture of these two fabrics still prohibited? No. Why not?
Because of the change in the priesthood (Gal. 3). Our new cov-
ering is Jesus Christ. Paul wrote: “For as many of you as have
been baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There is neither
Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there is neither
male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus. And if ye be
Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the
promise” (Gal. 3:2’7-29).  Here it is again: inheritance is by
God’s promise to Abraham. The sign of this inheritance is no
longer circumcision; it is baptism. This is our new clothing. The
old prohibition against mixing wool and linen in our clothing
is annulled. The new priesthood is under a new covering: Jesus
Christ.

The Question of Jurisdiction

Was this a civil law or an ecclesiastical law? To identify it as
a civil law, we should be able to specify appropriate civil sanc-
tions. The text mentions none. The civil magistrate might have
confiscated the progeny of the interbreeding activities, but then
what? Sell the animals? Export them ? Kill them and sell the
meat? These were possible sanctions, but the text is silent. What
about mingled seed? Was the entire crop to be confiscated by
the State? Could it lawfully be sold? Was it unclean? The text is
silent. This silence establishes a prima facie  case for the law as
ecclesiastical.

The mixed clothing law refers to a fact of covenantal  separa-
tion: a nation of priests. The Israelites were not to wear cloth-
ing made of linen and wool. This symbolic mixing testified to
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the legitimacy of mixing a nation of priests and a common
nation. This is why wearing such mixed cloth was prohibited.
This aspect of the case law’s meaning was primarily priestly.
Again, the $rirna facie case is that this was an ecclesiastical law
and therefore enforced by the priesthood.

The maximum ecclesiastical sanction was excommunication.
This would have marked the law-breaker as being outside the
civil covenant. He faced the loss of his citizenship as well as the
disinheritance of his sons unless they broke with him publicly.
Instead of a mere economic loss, he faced a far greater penalty.
This penalty was consistent with the status of this law as a seed
law. The prohibition of mixed seeds was an affirmation of tribal
separation until Shiloh came. An attack on tribal separation was
an attack on Jacob’s messianic prophecy. The appropriate pen-
alty was ecclesiastical: removal from both inheritance and citi-
zenship within the tribe.

Conclusion

In this chapter I have attempted to answer three questions:
What did Leviticus 19:19 mean? How was it applied? How
should it be applied today? This is the three-part challenge of
biblical hermeneutics.

The prohibition against the mixing of seeds – animals and
crops – was symbolic of the mandatory separation of the tribes.
This separation was eschatologically  based: till Shiloh came. The
prohibition against wearing a mixed cloth of linen and wool was
a priestly prohibition: separation of the tribe of Levi within
Israel and symbolic of the separation of the priestly nation of
Israel from other nations, i.e., a confessional separation.

This three-fold law was temporary. It ended with the death,
resurrection, and ascension of Jesus Christ, or, at the latest, at
Pentecost. Spiritual adoption has overcome tribalism as the basis of
inheritance in the kingdom of God. The gift of the Spirit is the basis
of Christians’ inheritance, not physical reproduction. National
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Israel was disinherited in A.D. 70.15  The kingdom of God was
taken from national Israel and given to a new nation, the
church (Matt.  21:43). The jubilee land laws (Lev.  25) have
ended forever. So have the prohibitions against genetic mixing
and mixed crops. When people are baptized into Christ
through the Spirit, this new priesthood puts on Christ. The
older requirements or prohibitions regarding certain types of
garments have ended forever. What remains is the judicial
boundary between covenant-breakers and covenant-keepers.
This separation is eternal (Rev. 20:14-15).

The biblical principle of not mixing seeds, whether of ani-
mals or crops in a single field, applies to us only indirectly. The
basic judicial application is that we must be faithful to Jesus
Christ, the promised Seed, who has come in history. In Him
alone is true inheritance. But there is no application with re-
spect to tribal boundaries. The tribes of Israel are gone forever.
Thus, there is no application of this verse genetically. We are
allowed to breed animals and plant various crops in the same
field at the same time.

The other application of the principle of separation in this
verse prohibited the wearing of mixed fiber garments: linen
and wool. This applies to us today through baptism, for by bap-
tism we have received our new clothing in Christ. This princi-
ple of separation still holds nationally, for it is covenantal,  not
tribal. It refers to the distinctions between priests and non-
priests, between priestly nations (confessionally  Christian) and
non-priestly nations. It refers to the distinction between Chris-
tendom and every other world system. But it has nothing to do
with fabrics any longer.

15. David Chilton,  The Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
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COVENANTAL FRUIT

And when ye shall come into the land, and shall have planted all
munner of trees for food, then ye shall count the fruit thereof as uncir-
cumcised: three years shall it be as uncircumcised unto you: it shall not
be eaten ofi But in the fourth year all the fmit  thereof shall be holy to
praise  the LORD withal. And in the jijlh year shall ye eat of the fruit
thereoj  that it may yield unto you the tncrease  thereo~ I am the LORD

your God (Lev.  19:23-25).

When we consider a biblical case law, it is best to begin theo-
centrically. God established this prohibition, so it must have had
something to do with His relation to the land through His
agents, men. The problem that the commentator faces is to
specify three things: 1) what this relationship involved; 2) which
men it applied to, men in general or the Israelites of the Mosaic
covenant; 3) its proper application today. Was it a universal
prohibition, or did it apply only to the Promised Land under
the Mosaic economy?

This is another seed law. The seed laws were laws of separation.
That is, they placed judicial boundaries around living organ-
isms. We need to determine what this law meant. Because this
statute invokes the language of circumcision, it has to refer
symbolically (i.e., representatively) to the covenantal separation
between circumcised and uncircumcised people. Tribal or fami-
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ly separation within Israel is therefore not in question here.
What kind of separation was involved? Did this law refer to the
legal boundary separating circumcised and uncircumcised men
dwelling in Israel? Did it refer to the separation between cir-
cumcised and uncircumcised nations? Or was there some other
separation involved? I believe that it referred to a unique form
of covenantal separation, one which is represented by no other
law in Scripture: a separation whose origins were in Israel’s
past. This separation was the 40-year period of wandering in
the wilderness in which the Israelites of the exodus generation
refused to circumcise their sons.

This law applied to orchards. God marked off the fruit of
newly planted trees for His own purposes. He set this fruit
outside of covenant-keeping man’s lawful access. That is, He
placed a “no trespassing” boundary around the fruit of newly
planted trees for three years after they began to bear fruit.
Then he announced that the fruit of the fourth year was holy:
set aside for him. This was analogous to what He had done in
the garden with the tree of the knowledge of good and evil:
setting it aside for a period, keeping men away from it. The
question is: Why?

Temporarily Forbidden Fruit

Two facts need to be noted. First, this prohibition applied to
the first four years of fruit borne by a tree that was planted in
the Promised Land after the land had come under the control
of the Israelites. As we shall see, the prohibition did not apply
to fruit from trees that had been planted by the Canaanites just
prior to the invasion of Canaan by Israel. It was not “trees as
such” whose fruit came under this ban; it was trees that had
been planted after the conquest.

The seeds or cuttings that would serve as the parents of
Israel’s first crop would have come from the existing trees of
Canaan. The new trees’ fruit was to be set aside for three sea-
sons and offered to God in the fourth. This indicates that there
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had to be a discontinuity between the trees and seeds of the old
Canaan and the trees and seeds of the new Canaan. Like the
leaven of Egypt that had to be purged out during the first
Passover, so were the firstfruits of Canaan. The leaven (yeast) of
Egypt could not be used as “starter” for the leaven of the con-
quered Canaan. It was different in the case of Canaan’s trees.
They had to be used as “starter” for Israel’s new orchards.
Thus, God prohibited access to their fruit for a period, thereby
emphasizing the covenantal discontinuity between the old Ca-
naan and the new Canaan.

Second, God called “uncircumcised” the forbidden fruit of the
first three seasons. This is a peculiar way to speak of fruit.
Circumcision was the visible mark of the Abrahamic Covenant:
the visible legal bounda~ separating the heirs of the promise
from non-heirs. That is, circumcision determined inheritance
(point five of the biblical covenant model: succession/inheri-
tance). In Mosaic Israel, circumcision separated those who had
lawful access to the Passover meal from those who did not
(point four: oath/sanctions). The legal basis of separation was
inclusion vs. exclusion inside the formally covenanted people of
God (point three: boundaries). Incorporation into the covenant-
ed nation was by covenantal oath-sign (point four). The uncir-
cumcised individual was institutionally outside God’s covenantal
boundary. He was therefore judicially unholy, i.e., not set apart
legally. He would profane a ritually holy place by crossing its
legal boundary But who was this uncircumcised person? Was
he a resident alien? If so, what did the mandatory three years
of separation have to do with him?

A judicial separation of this kind implied a threat – negative
sanctions – to the violator of the boundary. Whom did the
forbidden fruit threaten? Not the birds or other beasts of the
land. They had lawful access to the fruit during the first three
years. The fruit was not poisonous, obviously. Then why was it
prohibited to an Israelite? Why was there a legal boundary
placed around it? What did this boundary symbolize?
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It could be argued that mankind poses a threat to young
trees or to the orchard itself. Perhaps the law was ecological in
intent rather than ritual. But then why was the new fruit of
young trees that had already been planted in Canaan at the
time of the conquest not placed under the ban? And why was
the covenantal-legal  language of circumcision invoked?

Uncircumcised Fruit

The language of the law is clear: “And when ye shall come
into the land, and shun have planted all manner of trees for food,
then ye shall count the fruit thereof as uncircumcised.” The
trees of Canaan that were already bearing fruit at the time of
Israel’s conquest of Canaan were not under any prohibition.
They were to be considered by the invading Israelites as part of
the spoils of war. “And I have given you a land for which ye
did not labour, and cities which ye built not, and ye dwell in
them; of the vineyards and oliveyards  which ye planted not do
ye eat” (’Josh. 24:13). This verse does not say that young trees
were excluded; it does imply that the whole land was God’s gift
to Israel. Where a prohibition was placed around spoils, which
was uniquely the case with the city of Jericho, God warned
them in no uncertain terms through Joshua (Josh. 6:17-19).

Uncircumcised fruit was analogous to an uncircumcised male
or a woman who was under the family jurisdiction of an uncir-
cumcised male: outside the covenant. This was a legal issue, not
ritual: incorporation. The fruit of the Canaanites’ existing or-
chards was not identified as judicially uncircumcised. It could
immediately be consumed or sold by the land’s new owners. So,
the prohibition had nothing to do with any supposedly ritually
polluting effects of the land of Canaan. In fact, the reverse was
the case: the land was holy, but the Canaanites were not. The
land was part of Abraham’s legacy to his heirs (Gen. 15:16). It
was judicially holy land. God’s promise had made the land
definitively holy. Subsequently the land had been progressively
polluted by the Canaanites (Lev.  18:24-28).
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The Canaanites’ ethically perverse behavior had defiled the
holy land, i.e., profaned it. They were unholy men dwelling
inside a holy boundary. Finally, the land pu~ed itself of those
who had defiled it. It was a holy land, so it vomited out those
who were unholy. But why didn’t the land do this long before
Joshua’s generation? Because the cup of iniquity of Canaan
(“Amorites”)  had not been filled up (Gen. 15: 16b). A progres-
sive process of profanation had to take place first, just as a
progressive process of holiness had to take place among the
Israelites. By Joshua’s day, this progressive profanation by the
Canaanites had reached its fullness (final profanation), as had
the progressive sanctification of Israel. It was time for the land
to begin vomiting, i.e., time for Israel to invade. The land
became jindly  holy at the time of the invasion by a judicially
holy nation. It was circumcised Israel’s presence in the land that made
the land a finally holy place. The judicially mandatory cleansing
process began. The separation was to be total: the annihilation
of the Canaanites (Deut.  7:16).

When the land attained its status as finally holy, it gained its
status as ritually holy. The finalization of the land’s holy status
in history came only with the circumcision of Israel inside the
land (Josh. 5). The Israelites had been ritually unholy until they
were circumcised at Gilgal.  Their circumcision anointed them
as a nation of priests, and they could then lawfully offer sacri-
fice: Jericho, Israel’s firstfruits offering to God (Josh. 6:24). The
battle of Jericho marked the beginning of the land’s vomiting
process. The land began serving as God’s covenantal agent:
“And I will send hornets before thee, which shall drive out the
Hivite, the Canaanite, and the Hittite, from before thee” (Ex.
23:28).

It was the presence of the circumcised nation of Israel in the
land that made the land and its existing fruits holy. Except for
Jericho, which served as the firstfruits for the Lord, none of the
land and its fruit was declared off-limits to covenant-keepers.
The land had become totally off-limits to the covenant-breaking
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Canaanites who were residing in it.1 When the Israelites inher-
ited the land, the land gained a unique judicial and ritual status
as God’s dwelling place. It became the land of the tabernacle
and, later, the temple. It was the only place on earth where
lawful sacrifices to God were offered by God’s corporately cove-
nanted people.

Who Planted Which Trees?

Why, then, was the early fruit of newly planted trees identi-
fied as uncircumcised? Uncircumcised means unholy: not set
apart by God, i.e., not incorporated. How could the land, which
had been made finally holy by the invasion of the Israelites,
produce unholy or uncircumcised fruit? Clearly, the new fruit
was declared uncircumcised, but the land could not have been
at fault. Conclusion: if it was not the land that was the source of the
new fmit’s unholy status, then it mut have been the Israelites. But
why?

To find the answer, we need first to ask: What was judicially
or ritually different about fruit trees that had been planted by
the Israelites in the Promised Land, as distinguished from
young trees that had been planted by Canaanites immediately
prior to Israel’s invasion of the land? When an Israelite was the
agent who planted seeds in the land, the judicial status of the
fruit of the trees changed. The fruit was placed inside a legal
boundary for four years. It was declared off-limits. Normally,
we would expect any set-apart status to be called holy by God,
but in this case the fruit was called uncircumcised. This is pecu-
liar. What was special about the fruit of young trees planted by
Israelites? What was the point, ritually and judicially?

What was God’s reason for calling the fruit of the first three
years uncircumcised? What did circumcision have to do with

1. The exceptions, of course, were the Gibeonites (Josh. 9), who lost their land
and citizenship, becoming slaves to the Levites (Josh. 9:23,  27), who also owned no
land outside cities.
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fruit? Biologically, nothing at all; symbolically, everything. In
Israel, not to be circumcised was to be judicially unholy, i.e.,
common or “gentile.” Those people who were holy had been
set apart judicially by God: incorporated into the covenant
people. The new fruit was identified by God as judicially unholy
— not ritually unclean, but judicially unholy, meaning common.
The unholy or gentile judicial status of the fruit was not pro-
duced by the land, which was itself holy; it therefore had to be
produced by the Israelites who did the planting. Conclusion: the
fwit’s jwdicial  status of being uncircumcised came from men who were
circumcised. Why was this the case?

Pointing Back to the Wilderness

Obviously, there was nothing unholy about the judicial status
of the circumcised Israelite at the time that he planted an or-
chard. What was it about judicially holy men that produced an
opposite judicial status in the fruit of young trees? Here is the
dilemma: the Israelite’s present judicial status at the time of
planting was holy; the land’s present judicial status was also
holy; yet the fruit would be judicially unholy for three years.
The judicial question has to be turned away from the Israelites’
present judicial status in Mosaic Israel to their past, their fu-
ture, or both.

The frame of reference surely was not eschatological in the
way that the seed laws of Leviticus 19:19 were. The orchard
statute had nothing to do with tribal separation, the way Leviti-
cus 19:19 did. The law of uncircumcised fruit did not refer
Jacob’s promise to a specific tribe of Israel, nor did it mandate
the permanent separation of tribal inheritance until the Prom-
ised Seed appeared. I therefore conclude that this statute’s
primary frame of reference was historical. The anomaly of two
holy things – land and circumcised planter – producing some-
thing temporarily unholy points back to the generation of the
conquest of the land: the fourth generation after Abraham’s
covenant (Gen. 15:16). Why do I conclude this? First, because
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that generation was temporarily unholy Second, because of the
rejn-e.sentative  numerical relationship between 40 days (the time
the twelve tribal spies spent in the Promised Land: Num. 13),
40 years (the time of the wilderness wandering), and four years
(the period of the two-fold boundary around the fruit).

Forty Ears

For four decades, the Israelites of the exodus generation had
wandered in the wilderness without circumcising their sons.
Why 40 years? Because the spies had been in the land for 40
days (Num.  14:28-35).  Except for Joshua and Caleb, the men of
the exodus generation had been designated by God as unholy
because of their disbelief and rebellion. They could not enter
the land, which would become finally holy at the time of their
sons’ mass circumcision at Gilgal. They could not lawfully cross
this boundary to have done so would have been a profane act.
Thus, that first generation had to be kept outside the land by
God. They were not allowed to profane the holy land by violat-
ing its boundaries. When they were all dead, as prophesied,
their sons were allowed to cross that boundary. But they, too,
were unholy. They had never been circumcised. So, Joshua had
them circumcised at Gilgal after they came into the land (’Josh.
5:6-12).

The male children in the wilderness should have been cir-
cumcised on the eighth day after each was born. Their parents
had refused to do this. The text does not say why. I think the
most likely economic explanation is that the parents thought
they might return to Egypt at some point. They were “keeping
their options open” covenantally  with respect to their children.
The children were not formally placed under the covenantal
protection and obligations that God requires of His people.
That is, their parents did not incorporate them into the nation.

The parents had been told by God that they would not enter
the land (Num.  14:23). The regarded their possession of the
land of Canaan as the only meaningful public validation of
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God’s covenant; their deliverance from bondage in Egypt was
not sufficient in their eyes. They were basically announcing:
“No immediate payoff in real estate; so, no mark of covenantal
subordination in our sons.” They wanted an immediate payoff,
just as Adam had desired in the garden; they were unwilling to
trust God with respect to the inheritance of the land by their
children. So, God kept that uncircumcised younger generation
in the wilderness until the exodus generation died, except for
Joshua and Caleb.

There may also have been a judicial reason for their refusal.
The nation had rebelled against Joshua and Caleb, and then
against God when they attacked the Amalekites and Canaanites
against God’s specific command (Num. 14:39-44). The 10 cow-
ardly spies had been killed by God through a plague (Num.
14:37).  The nation had become unholy: separated from the
definitively holy Promised Land for one generation. The fathers
may have concluded that they had lost their status as household
priests. So, they refused to circumcise their sons, or have the
Levites circumcise them. Whether this was at God’s command
is not revealed in the text. But these people were cowards, and
they had seen what happened to the 10 cowardly spies. They
may have decided that discretion was the better part of valor
with respect to circumcising their sons.

After entering the land, the sons who had been born in the
wilderness were immediately circumcised. At that point, they
celebrated the Passover with the existing fruit of the land (Josh.
5:11 ). Immediately, the miraculous manna ceased. The people
lived off the fruit of the land from that time on (Josh. 5:12).
They had moved from miraculous food to miraculous warfare
(’Jericho). After the conquest of the land, they moved to non-
miraculous planting.2

2. There would still be one remaining miracle: the triple harvest just before the
seventh sabbatical year (Lev.  25:21).
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To recapitulate: Canaan’s conquerors had been uncircum-
cised for up to 40 years. The close of the wilderness period
came with their celebration of the Passover as household pn”ests:
heads of their own households. Then the conquest began. The
firstfruits of the conquest was the city of Jericho, which had to
be burnt as a whole offering to God. None of its treasure was to
be taken by the Israelites personally everything was either to
be burned or used to make the treasures of the tabernacle
(Josh. 6:19). Jericho was to be cut off completely a foreskin.

Four Ears

We return to Leviticus 19:23-25. The fruit of newly planted
trees was off-limits to them until the fourth year. “But in the
fourth year all the fruit thereof shall be holy to praise the LORD

withal.” The question is: What were they required to do with
the fruit in year four? Were they to take it to the priest, as they
were required to with the firstfruits offering (Lev. 23:10-11)?
Or was it analogous to the required third-year tithe feast in

Jerusalem (Deut.  14:22-23)?

Because the forbidden fruit is called uncircumcised, it is best

to treat the fourth-year harvest as analogous to the Passover

feast. Only after circumcision was Passover legal. This fourth-

year feast provided each family with the first lawful occasion for

enjoying the fruits of their own labor – the trees they had

planted and nurtured – in the Promised Land. What had been

uncircumcised fruit and therefore forbidden to them became

circumcised in the fourth year, and therefore eligible to serve as

fioodfor a mandato~ holy feast. They would have had to invite the
Levites to the feast, and presumably also widows and orphans,
just as they were required to do in the third-year festival: “And
the Levite that is within thy gates; thou shalt not forsake him;
for he bath no part nor inheritance with thee. At the end of
three years thou shalt bring forth all the tithe of thine increase
the same year, and shalt lay it up within thy gates: And the
Levite, (because he bath no part nor inheritance with thee,)
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and the strange~  and the fatherless, and the widow, which are
within thy gates, shall come, and shall eat and be satisfied; that
the LORD thy God may bless thee in all the work of thine hand

which  thou doest” (Deut.  14:27-29).

Historical References

It is time to make some connections. We have to ask our-

selves: What did this prohibition represent?3 First,  young fruit

trees are immature. So were the children born in the wilder-

ness. Such fruit was designated as uncircumcised. The children

in the wilderness era had been uncircumcised.

Second, the “harvesting” of Canaan militarily began after 40

years. The unrestricted harvesting of fruit  trees began lawfully

after four years of fruitfulness.

Third, there is the question of inheritance. Caleb said that

he had been 40 years old in the year that he had been sent in

to spy out the land Uosh.  14:7’).  This was one year after the

exodus  (Num. 10:1  1-12; 13:1’7-20).  Israel wandered for 39

years after the spying incident before entering Canaan. Caleb

was 79 (40 + 39) when the invasion began, and 85 when it

ended (Josh. 14: 10). So, it took Israel six years to conquer

Canaan.4  The text says that the land then had rest from war

(Josh. 14: 15). This means that there was rest from war in the

seventh year – a sabbatical symbol. Therefore, during the fifth
decade after the exodus, Israel took possession of the whole land
as its inheritance. Similarly, the jifth year of fruit was the first
year in which the fruit of the trees belonged to the individual.

There is a parallel between the wilderness years the uncir-
cumcised generation of the conquest and the ban on eating the

3. The issue of symbolism in the Bible is judicial representation, point two of the
biblical covenant model. We seek to learn what a particular symbol represented
judicially.

4. James B. Jordan, “The Chronology of the Pentateuch  (Part 6)/’ Biblical Chron-
010~, VI (Aug. 1994), pp. 3-4.
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fruit of new trees planted in Canaan. The fruit did not belong

to the owner until  after the holy feast of year four. That is, he

took possession of the fruit in year five. This parallels Israel’s

taking possession of Canaan during decade five. This four-year

prohibition pointed symbolically back to Israel’s rebellion in the

wilderness: four decades of deferred possession.5  This seed law

for orchards referred back to the unique historical experience

of the conquest generation: Israel’s seed.

This ban was not symbolic of the separation between Israel-

ites and resident aliens, a separation that did not involve a four-

year waiting  period.6  This law had nothing to do with the agri-

cultural laws of the Hammurabi  Code.’ Contrary to Rabbinical

interpretations, it had nothing to do with man’s supposedly

animalistic nature, which requires the discipline of waiting,  i.e.,

the phenomenon Ludwig  von Mises  called time-preferences

The Economics of Restricted Access

There is no doubt that one economic effect of this law was to

force the orchard’s owner to forego three years’ worth of the

orchard’s output before he could celebrate before the Lord in

year four. No doubt this law did pressure obedient men to

count the costs of their decision: planting an orchard vs. plant-

ing something else (or planting nothing). But being required to

count the costs of our actions is not in and of itself an incentive

5. It also pointed forward to the ministry of Jesus Christ. See Gary North,
Boundaries and Dominion: The Economizx  of Lsviticus (computer edition; Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 18, subsection on “Eschatological
References.”

6. The third-generation circumcised Egyptian or Edomite became a citizen
(Deut.  23:8).  The third-generation member of these two nations was therefore
regarded as the judicial equal of a circu incised Israelite. (He could  not inherit land
in the countryside, however: Leviticus 25.) But the third-year fruit was still uncircum-
cised. So, there is no analogy between these two forms of circumcision.

7. Ibid., ch. 18, section on “The Initially Confhsing  Economics of This Law.”
8. Ibtd., ch. 18, section on “Rabbinical Interpretations.” I refer hereto Rashi and

S. R. Hirsch.
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to become more future-oriented. No law can force men to become
mo~e future-oriented. The function of biblical civil law is not to

make men positively good; it is to reduce the level of public

evil. This law merely sorted out those who were more future-

oriented (less present-oriented) from those who were less fu-

ture-oriented (more present-oriented). Those residents of the

holy commonwealth who were more future-oriented were more

likely to plant orchards. Those who were less future-oriented

were more likely to plant a crop that was not under a tempor-

ary harvesting restriction. Each man made his choice. So, there

was no necessary connection between this case law and a gener-

al increase in men’s future-orientation. But there was a neces-

sary connection between future-orientation and the kinds of

crops individual decision-makers planted.

Edward Banfield has linked time perspective with class posi-

tion. ~ upper-class person is someone with low time-prefer-

ence, i.e., a future-oriented person.g A society that views an

increase in future-orientation as a virtue – and the Bible indi-

cates that it is a virtuel”  – does pressure individuals to become

more future-oriented. But civil law cannot accomplish this. 11

Then what does? Such psychological factors as fear, education,

and moral persuasion. At best, widespread obedience to the

uncircumcised fruit law would have enabled local residents to

identify families whose heads of household were (or had been)

9. Edward Banfield, The  Unheavenly  City (Boston: Littte, Brown, 1970), pp. 48-50.
On the middle class, see pp. 50-53. On the lower class, see pp. 53-59. On the impor-
tance of Banfield’s book, see Thomas Sowell, “The Unheavenly  City Revisited,”
American S~ectakw (Feb. 1994).

10. At the margin, of course. An increase to total future-orientation is not
possible, for we must eat, drink, and be clothed in the present.

11. This includes tax policy. Lowering capital gains tax rates, for example, does
not make someone more fiture-oriented.  It merely raises the after-tax return of
future profits. The fact that a person can legally keep more in the future than less in
the fiture  w-ill affect his present investment decisions, but this change has nothing to
do with a change in his time-preference: the discount of future vatue  in relation to
present value.
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future-oriented. The presence of an orchard on a person’s land
so identified such an individual, or at least such a family.

In the moral environment of covenantally faithful Israel, the

presence of an orchard became a kind of status symbol. The

orchard took on the characteristic of a consumer good. Like a

very expensive automobile in today’s world, the orchard testi-

fied to someone who had “made it” because of his (or his fath-

er’s) diligence and willingness to defer gratification by planting

the orchard. In this sense, the uncircumcised fruit law may
have indirectly promoted future-orientation, but only because
this outlook on deferred gratification was already widely ac-
knowledged to be positive – a sign of character in a person or
family. The presence of an orchard became a visible manifesta-
tion of a desirable character trait. In short, “if you’ve got it,
flaunt it!”

God told the Israelites to wait, just as He told Adam in the
garden .12

Conclusion

This law had nothing to do with the sabbath .13 It also had
nothing to do with biological health, contrary to Rushdoony.  14
It had to do with God’s special presence in the land. When the
temple’s sacrifices ended, and God no longer dwelt in the Pro-
mised Land, Leviticus 19:23-25 was annulled by God. The land
of Palestine today is no longer owed any restitution payment. It
no longer spews people out of its boundaries. Its unique coven-
antal status ended in A.D. 70.

This law was never part of the sabbath rest laws. It was part
of the restitution laws. It therefore came under the general

12. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 18, section on “Forfeited Income and
Class Positionl’  subsection on “When God Says ‘Wait!’”

13. Ibid., ch. 18, section on “Which DecaIogue  Commandment?”
14. R. J. Rushdoony  The Institutes of Bibhcal Law (Nuttey  New Jersey: Craig

Press, 1973), p. 87.
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category of theft laws: the eighth commandment. But the Prom-
ised Land’s owner was God; thus, this law relates also to the
third commandment: the boundary around God’s name. God
placed a “no trespassing” boundary around the fruit of young
trees, just as He had placed such a boundary around the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil. He had originally placed no
such boundary around the tree of life. It was not trees in gen-
eral or fruit in general that came under the original ban in
Eden; it was only one tree. This Edenic prohibition had noth-
ing to do with soil conservation. It was not universal. It was in
fact a temporary ban. So was the Mosaic law’s ban on uncircum-
cised fruit. At the very least, that law ceased to have any judicial
authority when circumcision ceased being a covenantally  rele-
vant mark (I Cor. 7:19).

The law governing the harvesting of fruit from a young tree
was a law unique to ancient Israel. It was not intended for the
nations around Israel, for it was part of the seed laws and land
laws that applied only to Israel as a holy nation. This law was a
negative sanction imposed on Israel by God because of the
wilderness rebellion. God imposed this law as a negative sanc-
tion because of the failure of the exodus generation to invade
the land of Canaan after hearing reports and military analysis
from Joshua and Caleb. The land of Canaan had deserved
deliverance from the Canaanite rule 40 years before the chil-
dren of the exodus generation invaded the land. It therefore
was owed restitution by the heirs of the exodus generation.

This law was also an aspect of the parents’ failure to circum-
cise their sons in the wilderness. This is why the new fruit was
called uncircumcised. This was to remind them of the sons’ own
temporary status as unholy – culturally unfruitful – during the 40
years of wilderness wandering. This law was never designed as
a universal statute; it was a specific negative sanction on the
people of Israel and a positive sanction on the Promised Land
itself. It was not a cross-boundary law. It did not apply outside
the Promised Land, so it does not apply today.
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MEASURING OUT JUSTICE

And if a stranger sojourn with thee in your lun.d, ye shall not vex
him. But the stranger that dwelleth with you shall be unto you as one
born among you, and thou shalt love him as thyselj$  for ye were strangers
in the land of Egypt: I am the LORD your God. k? shall  do no unrigh-
teousness in judgment, in meteyard, in weight, or in mmsure. Just bal-
ances, just weights, a just ephah, and a just bin, shall ye have: I am the
LORD your God, which brought you out of the land of E&t. Therefore

shall ye observe all my statutes, and all my judgments, and do them: I am

the LORD (Lev.  19:33-37).

The theocentric meaning of this law is equality before God’s
law. This includes strangers. The general principle is the famil-
iar guideline known as the golden rule: do unto others as you
would have them do unto you (Matt. 7:12).

God reminded the Israelites in this passage that He had
delivered them from Egyptian bondage, where they had been
strangers. This deliverance had been an application of the
fundamental theme of the Bible: the tmn.sdion~rom  wrath to grace.
The God who delivered His people in history (point two of the
biblical covenant model: historical prologue) is also the God
who lays down the law (point three).

One judicial application of God’s historical deliverance of His
people is the creation of a civil sanctuary a Place set apart judi-
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cially  by God for those who seek libetiy under God.1  The establish-
ment of a boundary is an aspect of point three. In this case, the
boundary was geographical. It was to serve as a judicial model
for the whole world (Deut.  4:4-8).  Strangers in the land were
expected to tell “the folks back home” of the benefits of dwell-
ing in God’s sanctuary. God prepared a place for strangers to
live in peace through justice. This system of justice did not give
strangers political authority, for they were outside the ecclesias-
tical covenant. But the system provided liberty. Conclusion:
political pluralism is not biblically necessary for civil liberty.

There is no valid biblical reason to believe that God’s ideal of
sanctuary for strangers in a holy commonwealth has been an-
nulled by the New Covenant. On the contrary, the sanctuary
principle has been extended across the globe through Christ’s
universal gospel of deliverance (Matt.  28:18 -20).2 Nation by
nation, the whole world is to become such a sanctumy.3  But a biblical
sanctuary is a theocratic commonwealth. That is to say, the
extension of God’s theocratic commonwealth means the exten-
sion of God’s civil sanctuary the transition from civil wrath to civil
grace. The judicial evidence of this biblical civil grace is equality
before the civil law. To maintain the blessings of liberty, all
residents of a holy commonwealth are required to obey the
Bible-revealed law of God. .God made it quite clear: without
corporate obedience to God’s Bible-revealed law, no nation can
maintain the blessings of civil liberty.4

1. Gary North, Political Po@%ez.sm:  The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989), ch. 2: “Sanctuary and Suffrage.”

2. Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., The Greatness of the Great Commission: The Chrzstzarz
Ente@~ke it-z a Fallen WoTZd  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990).

3. Gary North, Heal~ of the Nations: Btblical Blueprints for International Relations
(Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).

4. Those who seek to defend the ideal of civil liberty – sometimes called “civil
liberties” – apart from an appeal to God’s Bible-revealed law-order are indulging
their preference for humanism: Stoic natural law theology or Newtonian natural law
theology. In either case, they have abandoned the Bible’s explicit method of retaining
the blessings of liberty. Trinitarian, covenantal,  oath-bound constitu tionatism.
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Judicial Love

There are three commands in this passage: to avoid vexing
a strange~  to love the stranger, and to use honest weights and
measures. We begin with the first. Leviticus 19:33 is a recapitu-
lation of Exodus 22:21: “Thou shalt neither vex a stranger, nor
oppress him: for ye were strangers in the land of Egypt.” This
is followed by the law commanding Israelites to love the resi-
dent alien (v. 34). One command is negative: do not vex. The
other command is positive, or seems to be: exercise love. This
positive injunction is followed by the phrase, “I am the LORD

your God.” This was a reminder to Israel of the sovereignty of
the ultimate Enforce~

The third law governs weights and measures. The question
is: Are the vexation law (negative) and the weights and mea-
sures law (negative) two separate laws? Presumably, they are
one law, for they are found in the same section. There is at
least one link: the text’s stated justification for each of these
laws is historical, namely, the Israelites’ experience in Egypt
and their deliverance by God from Egypt. But these laws seem
to be dealing with different issues: 1) the general public’s vex-
ing of strangers; 2) sellers’ cheating of the general public.

The second law initially appears not to be a civil law, for it
commands civility: “Thou shalt love him as thyself.” That is, it
seems to command a certain attitude toward someone. But
biblical civil law does not command righteous behavior; it is
limited to forbidding certain kinds of unrighteous behavior. It
does not seek to compel goodness; it imposes negative sanctions
against certain evil acts. That is to say, biblical civil law is not
messianic. It establishes no positive civil sanctions for showing
love to resident aliens. But without positive civil sanctions for
righteous behavior, there is no civil law promoting righteous
behavior: no sanctions = no law. Thus, if we interpret the com-
mand to love someone as meaning the inculcation of a positive
attitude toward someone, this command is not a civil law. Also,
no civil sanctions are attached to this law.
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In apparent contrast, the third law is at the very heart of
civil law: the enforcement of universal public standards of
weights and measures. It forbids a public evil: “Ye shall do no
unrighteousness in judgment.” This is a restatement of Leviti-
cus 19:15: “Ye shall do no unrighteousness in judgment: thou
shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor honour the person
of the mighty: but in righteousness shalt thou judge thy neigh-
bor.” The principle of the rule of law is publicly displayed in
the enforcement of just weights and measures.

The Exam@e of E~pt

The text’s historical references to Egypt are two-fold: resi-
dence in Egypt and deliverance out of Egypt. The Israelites
had not been loved in E~pt. The mark of that lack of love was
their enslavement. They had been vexed by their one-time
hosts, whose fathers’ lives Joseph had saved. They had not been
treated fairly. So perverse were the Egyptians – so unloving –
that God intervened to deliver His people. In doing so, He
imposed negative historical sanctions against the Egyptians. The
warning in this case law is clear: those who refuse to honor God
by loving their neighbors will be placed under God’s negative
historical sanctions.

But this raises a question: If the sin of the Egyptians in not
loving the Israelites was their act of enslaving the Israelites,
rather than a mere negative attitude toward the Israelites, then
the focus of the anti-vexation law may be judicial rather than
psychological. This is my interpretation of the law. Love in this
case can legitimately be understood as treating people  lawfully – as
Bahnsen has put it, “showing love to our fellow men (by pro-
tecting them from theft, rape, slander, abortion, sexual devi-
ance, etc.). . . .“5 If so, then the two laws are doubly linked:

5. Greg L. Bahnsen, No Other Standard: Theonomy and Its Critics (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1991), p. 205.
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both prohibit evil public actions; both are justified in terms of
the Israelites’ experience in Egypt.

The State as Savior

The State is authorized by God to impose only negative
sanctions. The modern welfare State ignores this restriction. It
attempts to benefit some groups at the expense of others. It has
become the Savior State, a plundering State. It seeks to act
messianically:  a healer in history. It seeks to make men good
rather than to restrict its activities to preventing designated evil
acts.G

Corporate Sanctions

The State imposes negative physical sanctions as God’s dele-
gated agent in history. If Israelite magistrates failed in this task
with respect to individual law-breakers, God would raise up
other agents of His justice to impose negative sanctions on the
whole society. For example, when Judah refused to honor the
sabbatical year of rest for the land, God raised up Babylon –
strangers – to carry His people into captivity, so that the land
would receive its long-awaited lawful rest. God’s law had speci-
fied this as the appropriate negative sanction (Lev.  26:32-35;
fulfilled in II Chron. 36:1’7,  21).

The biblical justification for the State’s imposition of negative
sanctions against individual law-breakers is God’s threat to
impose negative corporate sanctions against the entire society if
His Bible-revealed civil law is not enforced by civil magistrates.
This is the distinctive principle of biblical civil government. I
keep returning to this theme because it is central to biblical
political economy. God’s negative historical sanctions will be
applied. The question is: By God or by the civil magistrates?

6. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 19, section on
“Negative Sanctions: The State as Intermediary.”
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Those in society who are innocent of a particular crime deserve
protection from God’s corporate sanctions.’ The State is there-
fore authorized to impose negative sanctions on convicted law-
breakers.

To Love the Imperfect Stranger

“Thou shalt love him as thyself.” Why does this positive
injunction to love the stranger appear in a list of civil laws?
There are no non-judicial criteria listed that indicate how the
covenant-keeping individual can show love to the stranger.
There are no negative civil sanctions for a refusal to perform
positive acts of charity, let alone for not displaying a positive
mental attitude toward strangers. Therefore, love in this case
law must be interpreted judicially: treating the stranger lawfully, as
if he were a full citizen of the holy commonwealth. It is the
same meaning that Paul attributed to love: “Love worketh no ill
to his neighbour: therefore love is the fulfilling of the law”
(Rem. 13: 10). Fulfilling the terms of the law is the public mani-
festation of love. This is what the civil law requires of the cove-
nant-keeper.

What was the ~epresentative  illegal act of not showing love in
Israel? The oppression of strangers, widows, and orphans.a  How men
treated the least powerful members of society served as a repre-
sentation of their covenantal status before God, just as Jesus
warned regarding the final judgment (Matt.  25:34-40).

But was there a specific representative public act in Israel that
defined a prosecutable oppression? Yes. The next case law ident-
ifies it: using rigged weights and measures. A seller of goods was
not allowed to use one set of weights for buying goods and

7. This is why, in the case of an unsolved murder in a field, civil magistrates
from the nearest city were required to kill a heifer and have the priests sacrifice it in
a nearby valley (Deut. 21:1-9). The blood covering had to be made, either by the
shed blood of the convicted murderer or by the heifer.

8. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laos of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 22.
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another set for selling these goods. He was not allowed to use
one set of weights for some customers and another set for other
customers. To do so would have testified to the existence of a
God who imposes His law’s standards in a partial mannen That
is, it would have pointed to a God who shows favor to certain
persons: one law for one group, another law for a different
group. Again and again in Scripture, this is denied emphatical-
ly.g The essence of God’s moral character, and therefore of His
character as a judge, is the consistent application of His law.

Accompanying this law was an affirmation of God’s character
as a consistent judge, which also served as an implicit warning to
the nation of Israel: “I am the LORD your God, which brought
you out of the land of Egypt.” God had brought negative sanc-
tions against the Egyptians for their unrighteous behavior; He
would do the same to Israel. He said this explicitly just before
the next generation entered the land of Canaan: “And it shall
be, if thou do at all forget the LORD thy God, and walk after
other gods, and serve them, and worship them, I testify against
you this day that ye shall surely perish. As the nations which
the LORD destroyeth before your face, so shall ye perish; be-
cause ye would not be obedient unto the voice of the LORD your
God” (Deut.  8:19-20).

A State that applies God’s law impartially on all has obeyed
the injunction to love men. It must provide equal access to
justice.l”

Just Measures and a Just Society

The familiar Western symbol of justice is the blindfolded
woman holding a balance scale. The blindfold symbolizes the
court’s unwillingness to recognize persons. The scale symbolizes

9. See the citations in Chapter 14, p. 239, footnote 6.
10. North, Boundaria  and Dominion, ch. 19, section on “Open Access and Impar-

tial Justice.”
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fixed standards of justice: a fixed law appled to the facts of the
case. Justice is symbolically linked to weights.

Justice cannot be quantified,” yet symbolically it is repre-
sented by the ultimate determinant of quantity a scale. h
honest scale registers very tiny changes in the weight of the
things being weighed. A scale can be balanced only by adding
or removing a quantity of the thing being measured until the
weights on each side are equal, meaning as close to equal as the
scale can register. I* Even here, the establishment of a precise
balance may take several attempts. An average of the attempts
then becomes the acceptable measure.

The ability of men to make comparisons is best exemplified
in the implements of physical measurement. The language of
physical measurement is adopted by men when they speak of
making historical or judicial comparisons. For example, the
consumer balances his checkbook. This does not mean that he
places it on a scale. Or he weighs the expected advantages and
disadvantages of some decision.

The language of measurement is inescapable, whether in
economics (giving proper “weight” to goods and services in
constructing a price index) or politics (“checks and balances”).
This is an implication of point three of the biblical covenant
model: standards.13  As surely as societies create bureaus that
establish standards of measurement, so God has established
permanent judicial standards. Both kinds of standards must be
observed by law-abiding people.

11. See below, “Intuition and Measurement,” pp. 317-21.
12. There are physical limits on the accuracy of scales. The best balance scales

today can measure changes as small as one-tenth of a microgram. Grolter Encyclojda
(1990): “Weights and Measures,” God’s civil law calls for equal justice, not perfect
justice. Cf. Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Dominwn  Religton vs. Power Religton (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), ch. 19: “Perfect Justice.”

13. Ray R. Sutton, That Mu May Prospen Dominion By Covenant (2nd cd.; Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 3.
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The Representative Case

The preservation ofjust weights and measures in the Mosaic
Covenant was important for symbolic reasons as well as eco-
nomic reasons. As a case law, it represented a wider class of
crimes. It was important in itselfl  prohibiting theft through
fraud. But there was something unique about the case law
governing weights and measures: it was representative of injwstice
in general. “Ye shall do no unrighteousness in judgment, in
meteyard, in weight, or in measure.” The language of unrigh-
teousness and judgment has a wider application than merely
economic transactions. “Ye shall do no unrighteousness in
judgment: thou shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor
honour the person of the mighty: but in righteousness shah
thou judge thy neighbour” (Lev. 19:15). This states the funda-
mental principle of all biblical justice.

Injustice is also linked with false weights and measures.
Isaiah made all these connections clear in his initial accusation
against the rulers of Israel: “Thy silver is become dross, thy
wine mixed with water: Thy princes are rebellious, and com-
panions of thieves: every one Ioveth gifts, and followeth  after
rewards: they judge not the fatherless, neither cloth the cause
of the widow come unto them” (Isa. 1:22-23). False measures in
silver and wine; princes in rebellion against God but compan-
ions of thieves; universal bribe-seeking; oppression of widows
and orphans: all are linked in God’s covenant lawsuit brought
by the prophet. It was all part of a great spiritual apostasy – an
apostasy that would be reversed by the direct intervention of
God: “Therefore saith the Lord, the LORD of hosts, the mighty
One of Israel, Ah, I will ease me of mine adversaries, and
avenge me of mine enemies: And I will turn my hand upon
thee, and purely purge away thy dross, and take away all thy
tin: And I will restore thy judges as at the first, and thy coun-
selors  as at the beginning: afterward thou shalt be called, The
city of righteousness, the faithful city” (Isa. 1:24-26).
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Because weights and measurements are representative of the
moral condition of society in general, the prophets used the
metaphor of weights and measures in bringing their covenant
lawsuits against individuals and nations. The Psalmist had set
the example: “Surely men of low degree are vanity, and men of
high degree are a lie: to be laid in the balance, they are alto-
gether lighter than vanity” (Ps. 62:9).  Micah castigated the
whole society, warning of judgment to come, for they honored
“the statutes of Omri” and did the works of his son Ahab (Mic.
6:16; see also 6:9- 12). The essence of their rebellion, Micah
said, was the injustice of the civil  magistrates: “The good man is
perished out of the earth: and there is none upright among
men: they all lie in wait for blood; they hunt every man his
brother with a net. That they may do evil with both hands
earnestly, the prince asketh, and the judge asketh for a reward;
and the great man, he uttereth his mischievous desire: so they
wrap it up” (Mic. 7:2-3).

Daniel’s announcement to the rulers of Babylon regarding
the meaning of the message of the handwriting on the wall is
perhaps the most famous use in Scripture of the imagery of the
balance. “And this is the writing that was written, MENE,
MENE, TEKEL, UPHARSIN. This is the interpretation of the
thing: MENE; God bath numbered thy kingdom, and finished
it. TEKEL; Thou art weighed in the balances, and art found
wanting. PERES; Thy kingdom is divided, and given to the
Medes and Persians” (Dan. 5:25-28).

Corrupt measures are a token – representative - of moral
corruption. To be out of balance judicially is to be out of coven-
antal favor. The representative civil transgression in society is
the adoption of false weights and measures.

Intuition and Measurement

“Add a pinch of salt.” How many cooks through the centu-
ries have recommended this unspecific quantity? There are
cooks who cannot cook with a recipe book, but who are master
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chefs without one. Their skills are intuitive, not numerical. This
is true in every field.

There are limits to measurement because there are limits to
our perception. There are also limits on our ability to verbalize
or quantify the measurements that we perceive well enough to
act upon. Oskar Morgenstern  addressed this problem in the
early paragraphs of his classic book, On the Accuracy of Economic
Obsemations.  14 Our economic knowledge is inescapably a mix-
ture of objective and subjective knowledge.15  That is to say, we
think as persons; we are not computers. We do not think digi-
tally. We think analogically, as persons made in God’s image.
We are required to think God’s thoughts after Him. To do this,
we need standards provided by God that are perceptible to man. God
has given us such standards (point three of the biblical covenant
model). We also need to exercise judgment in understanding
and applying them (point four). This judgment is not digital; it
is analogical: thinking God’s thoughts after Him. We are re-
quired by God to assess the performance of others in terms of
God’s fixed ethical and judicial standards.

In order to achieve a “fit” between God’s standards and the
behavior of others, we must interpret God’s objective law (a
subjective task), assemble the relevant objective facts (a subjec-
tive task), discard the irrelevant objective facts (a subjective
task), and apply this law to those facts (a subjective task). The
result is a judicially objective decision. At every stage of the
decision-making or judgment-rendering process, there is an

14. Oskar Morgenstern, On the Acctwaq of Economiz  Obseruatiom  (2nd cd.; Prince-
ton, New Jersey Princeton University Press, 1963). Morgenstern wrote a book on
game theory with John von Neumann, one of the most gifted mathematicians of the
twentieth century. Morgenstern was aware of the limits of mathematics as a tool of
economic analysis. A more recent treatment of the problem is Andrew M. Kamarck’s
Economics and the Real Wodd  (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1983).
See also Thomas Mayer, Tnth vemus Precision in Economws  (Hampshire, England:
Elgar,  1993).

15. Morgenstern, Acczmzcy,  pp. 3-4.
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inescapably personal element, for which we are held personally
responsible by God.lG

Objective Facts Interpreted Subjectively

When we speak of objective facts, we often invoke the lan-
guage of physical measurement. This is because we think ana-
logically. Making subjective judgments is analogous to measur-
ing things objectively. Yet we never measure things objectively,
meaning exclusively objectively. It is men who do the measuring,
and men are not machines – and even machines have limits of
perception. We ask: “Is the balance even?” “Is the bubble in the
level equidistant between two points?” At some point, we say:
“It’s a judgment call.” Analogously, we ask of other men’s
offers: “Is this on the level?” Discovering the answer is a judg-
ment call: an evaluation based on one’s observation of some-
thing that is beyond the limits of one’s ability to perceive dis-
tinctions.

To make a biblically valid judgment regarding the public
record of the event under scrutiny, judges must perceive the
limits of the law and the limits of the records. In the language
of the common law courts, an illegal act must have violated the
law’s boundary “beyond reasonable doubt.” The language of the
law is imprecise here because the act of rendering judgment is imprecise.
Yet juries decide, judges hand down punishments, and society
goes on.

Spiritual maturity is the ability to make biblically well-in-
formed judgments. Christians must presume that intuitive
judgments that come after years of studying God’s Bible-re-
vealed laws and making decisions in terms of them will be more
reliable – i.e., more pleasing to God – than intuitive judgments
that come from other traditions or that are the products of

16. North, Boundaries and Dominton, Appendix G: “The Covenantal Structure of
Judgment.”
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1’ There is no way to test the accura-unsystematic approaches.
cy of this presumption except by observing God’s sanctions in
history on those groups that are under the authority of specific-
ally covenanted judges. 18

God is the Supreme Judge. He makes objective judgments,
yet He makes them subjectively. We must think His thoughts
after Him. We must render subordinate judgment. We must
not cheat. The free market’s competition establishes limits to
cheating by sellers of goods and services, who are more capable
of cheating, given their specialized knowledge of what is being
sold.lg  Sellers will compete against sellers, thereby improving
the public’s access to honest standards.20 In a similar way, a
form of competition – immigration – brings “buyers of justice”
into the courtrooms of honest judges.21  Honest courts that
predictably enforce law reduce the costs of justice and thereby
create conditions of prosperityzz  But when the rules are in
flux, the quest for power through politics increases.23 The
rights of victims are no longer upheld.24

Eternally objective standards of justice are found in the
Bible, not in natural law. All other standards are subject to the
flux of history and man’s subjectivity.25  God declares the truth
objectively.

17. Ibid., ch. 19, section on “Intuition and Measurement; subsection on “Intu-
ition and Creation .“

18. If God’s sanctions in history are random in the New Covenant era, as
Meredith G. Kline insists that they are, then there is no way to test this presumption.
Intuition-based decisions would become as random in their effects as God’s historical
sanctions supposedly are. See Meredith G. Kline, “Comments on an Old-New Error,”
Westmirutm Theological journal, XLI (Fall 1978), p. 184.

19. North, Boundaries and Dominiun, ch. 19, section on “Objective Standards.”
20. Ibid., ch. 19, section on “Competition and the Margins of Cheating.”
21. Ibid., ch. 19, subsection on “The Scales of Justice.”
22. Ibid., ch. 19, section on “A Final Sovereign.”
23. Ibid.,  ch. 19, subsection on ‘Justice in Flux.”
24. Ibid., ch. 19, section on “Victim’s Rights and Restitution.”
25. Zbid., ch. 19, section on “Evangelical Antinomianism  and Humanism’s Myth

of Neu trality.”
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Conclusion

“Let me be weighed in an even balance, that God may know
mine integrity” (’Job 31:6). The imagery of the balance scale is
basic to understanding each person’s relation to God, either as
a covenant-keeper or a covenant-breaker. Weights and mea-
sures are also representative biblically of the degree of civil
justice available in a society. If those who own the measuring
instruments of commerce tamper with them in order to de-
fraud consumers, either specific groups of consumers – espe-
cially resident aliens – or consumers in general, they have
sinned against God. They have stolen. If the civil government
does not prosecute such thieves, then the society is corrupt.
The continued existence of false weights and measures testifies
against the whole society.

There are limits to our perception; there are limits to the
accuracy of scales. This applies both to physical measurement
and civil justice. Society cannot attain perfect justice. There
must always be an appeal to the judge’s intuition in judicial
conflicts where contested public acts were not clearly inside or
outside the law. This does not mean that there are limits to
God’s perception and God’s justice. Thus, there will be a day of
perfect reckoning. Over time, covenantally  faithful individuals
and institutions approach as a limit, but never reach, the per-
fect justice of that final judgment. This brings God’s positive
sanctions to covenant-keeping individuals and institutions,
making them more responsible by making them more powerful.
Progressive sanctification, both personal and corporate, neces-
sarily involves an increase in God’s blessings and also personal
responsibility.

The State is required by God to enforce His standards. The
free market social order – a development that has its origins in
the twin doctrines of personal responsibility and self-govern-
ment – requires civil government as a legitimate court of ap-
peal. But the bulk of law enforcement has to be individual:
“Every man his own policeman.” No other concept of law en-
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forcement will suffice if a society is not to become a society of
informants and secret police. Secondarily, law enforcement
must be associative: market competition. Buyers and sellers
determine the degree of acceptable fluctuation around agreed-
upon standards. Only in the third stage is law enforcement to
become civil. Here, the standards are to be much more precise,
much more rigid, and much more predictable. Representative
cases – legal precedents – are to become guidelines for self-
government and voluntary associative government.



20

INHERITANCE BY FIRE

Again, thou shalt say to the children of Israel, Whosoever he be of the
children of Israel, or of the strangers that sojourn in Israel, that giveth
any of his seed unto Molech;  he shall surely be put to death: the people
of the land shall stone him with stones. And I will set my face against
that man, and will cut him o~from among his people; because he huth
given of his seed unto Molech, to defile my sancttuny, and to profane my
holy nanw. And if the people of the land do any ways hide their eyes from
the man, when he giveth of his seed unto Molech, and kill him not: Then
I will set my face against that man, and against hti family, and will cut
him o~ and all that go a whoring after him, to commit whoredom with
Molech,  from among thezr people (Lev. 20:2-5).

The theocentric principle governing this statute is God’s
jealousy against all rival gods. More specifically, God in the Old
Covenant era held the office of “Father of the sons of Israel.”
The nation of Israel was His son (Ex. 4:23),  adopted by His
grace. So, God as Father demanded that the sons of Israel
acknowledge this fact ritually by circumcising their sons.

The practice of sending children through a ritual fire was a
denial of God’s fatherhood and therefore also Israel’s son ship.
This two-fold ritual denial called forth the threat of disinheri-
tance by God. The required means of this disinheritance was
public execution by stoning, a penalty that outrages modern
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Christians, who regard it (and, by implication, the God who
required it) as barbaric. The penalty was not execution by fire
— or, for that matter, by drinking hemlock.

Godly inheritance in history is always by fire. This fire is
covenantal:  placing God’s people in trials and tribulations –
historical sanctions – in order to pu~e  them of their sins (Isa.
1:2.5-26). The imagery is that of metal-working (Isa. 1 :22a).  One
pagan version of this imagery of metal-working is alchemy.1
Another was the practice of passing children through a fire.

The sanction of execution makes it clear that this was a civil
law. As a civil law, it applied to all those residing within the
jurisdiction of the State. It applied equally to covenanted Israel-
ites and “strangers that sojourn in Israel” (v. 2). If the civil
magistrate refused to prosecute, or if the civil judges refused to
convict, or if the capital sanction was not imposed, God threat-
ened the practitioner with excommunication: cutting off (v. 5).
Since this would be God’s act rather than the priests’ act, the
implication is that God would intervene directly to kill him.

Here is another seed law, or so the language indicates: “any
of his seed.” This seed law applied to a parent’s dedication of a
son’ or daughter to a specific foreign god, Molech. First, the
seed laws were part of the laws governing inheritance and
disinheritance. Second, as a seed law, it was part of the laws
governing the land. These land laws were necessary because of
the presence of God’s temple within the land. The temple had
to be protected from defilement. Third, this statute was part of
the laws prohibiting blasphemy prohibiting the profanation of
God’s holy name. The judicial boundary around God’s name was as
important as the physical boundaries around the temple and its
environs. This boundary extends into the New Covenant, un-
like the land-based boundaries of the Mosaic Covenant. This
third aspect of the law is therefore a cross-boundary law.

1. Mircea Eliade,  The Forge and the Cructble:  The Origins and Structures of Alchemy
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, [1956] 1971).
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This God Molech

Molech was the god of Ammon, the incest-conceived, bastard
cousin of Israel (Gen.  19:38). “Then did Solomon build an high
place for Chemosh, the abomination of Moab, in the hill that is
before Jerusalem, and for Molech, the abomination of the chil-
dren of Ammon” (I Ki. 11:7’). His name came from the Hebrew
word for king, Melek. This deity was also known as Milcom and
Milcham. He was a fire god, essentially the same as the Moab-
ites’  deity, Chemosh (I Ki. 11:5; cf. v. 7).2 Stephen referred to
Molech as a god worshiped by the Israelites in the wilderness:
“Then God turned, and gave them up to worship the host of
heaven; as it is written in the book of the prophets, O ye house
of Israel, have ye offered to me slain beasts and sacrifices by the
space of forty years in the wilderness? Yea, ye took up the
tabernacle of Moloch, and the star of your god Remphan, fig-
ures which ye made to worship them: and I will carry you away
beyond Babylon” (Acts 7:42-43).  Molech was a major rival god
in the history of Israel.

Molech required a specific form of dedication: passing chil-
dren through a fire. “And thou shalt not let any of thy seed
pass through the fire to Molech, neither shalt thou profane the
name of thy God: I am the LORD” (Lev.  18:21). Israel ignored
this law, among many others, and God cited this in His cove-
nant lawsuit against Jerusalem. Jerusalem would pass through
the Chaldeans’  fire: fire for fire Uer.  32:29, 35). This indicates
that God’s negative sanctions against this crime were not limited
to the family that practiced it. As with all ritual abominations, if
the civil authorities allowed the practice to continue unopposed,
God would bring His corporate sanctions against the nation as
a whole. But it was this ritual abomination that was identified
by God through Jeremiah as the representative evil in the land.

2. “hlolech,”  in CyclO@dia  of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature,
edited by John M’Clintock  and James Strong, 12 vols. (New York: Harper Bros.,
1894), IV, p. 437.
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Their crimes were comprehensive: “Because of all the evil of
the children of Israel and of the children of Judah, which they
have done to provoke me to anger, they, their kings, their
princes, their priests, and their prophets, and the men of Jud-
ah, and the inhabitants of Jerusalem” Uer. 32:32).  Their wor-
ship of Molech was representative: “And they built the high
places of Baal, which are in the valley of the son of Hinnom, to
cause their sons and their daughters to pass through the fire
unto Molech; which I commanded them not, neither came it
into my mind, that they should do this abomination, to cause
Judah to sin” (Jer. 32:35).

Molech required the shedding of innocent blood. The Israel-
ites worshiped Molech as he required: “Yea, they sacrificed
their sons and their daughters unto devils, And shed innocent
blood, even the blood of their sons and of their daughters,
whom they sacrificed unto the idols of Canaan: and the land
was polluted with blood” (Ps. 106:37-38). “Moreover thou hast
taken thy sons and thy daughters, whom thou hast borne unto
me, and these hast thou sacrificed unto them to be devoured.
Is this of thy whoredoms a small matter, That thou hast slain
my children, and delivered them to cause them to pass through
the fire for them?” (Ezek.  16:20-21). “That they have commit-
ted adultery, and blood is in their hands, and with their idols
have they committed adultery and have also caused their sons,
whom they bare unto me, to pass for them through the fire, to
devour them” (Ezek.  23:37).  “Moreover he [King Ahaz]  burnt
incense in the valley of the son of Hinnom, and burnt his chil-
dren in the fire, after the abominations of the heathen whom
the LORD had cast out before the children of Israel” (II Chron.
28:3).  This was not an occasional practice in Israel; it became .a
way of life through death.

Five Questions

This law raises at least five questions. First, exactly what did
“giving one’s seed to Molech” involve? Was it a formal dedica-



Inheritance by Fire 327

tion service comparable to circumcision? Second, why did the
ritual offering of a child defile the sanctuary of God? Why was
this a uniquely profane act? Third, why was this forbidden to
resident aliens? The specified negative sanction, death by ston-
ing, if ignored by the judges, would be followed by God’s inter-
vention against that family and all those who joined with that
family. The law here says nothing about a threat to the Israelite
community at large. Why, then, should resident aliens be pro-
hibited from performing such a rite? Fourth, was this law a law
governing false worship in general, or was it confined to Mol-
ech worship only? Fifth, does it still apply in New Covenant
times? Was it a cross-boundary law? Let us consider each of
these questions in greater detail, one by one.3

1. Rites of Dedication

There is no question that some sort of cultic  rite was in-
volved in this crime. It was a formal, covenantal transgression
of the first commandment: “Thou shalt have no other gods
before me” (Ex. 20:3).  The legal question is: Did this act be-
come a crime only when committed outside of a household?
No; it was a crime for an Israelite no matter where it took
place. False worship within an Israelite household was a capital
crime in Mosaic Israel (Deut.  13:6-1 1).

Molech’s required ritual was a perverse imitation of Jeho-
vah’s require rite of circumcision, Instead of physically marring
the organ of generation as a symbol of physical death but also
covenantal life, the child was actually passed through a literal
fire. The child who survived this ordeal was therefore assumed
to be blessed covenantally  by Molech.  He had passed the deadly
initiation rite by means of supernatural intervention. This ritual
was covenantal, but rather than being ethical in its focus, it was

3. A far more detailed discussion appears in Gary North, Boundaries and Domini-
on: The Economics of Lewttczss  (computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Inst.itu  te for Christian
Economics, 1994), ch. 20, sections I-V.
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magical. Its mark of supernatural power was the survival of the
child.4 If the child died, the parents had to regard this as the
god’s required sacrifice. Thus, the idea of covenantal  inheri-
tance in Molech worship was magical rather than ethical. Mo-
Iech religion was power religion.

In both dominion religion and power religion, the seed is
central to the rites of initiation. The seed represents the future.
The seed is the means of expansion. If there is no growth,
there can be no expansion. If the seed does not grow, or does
not reproduce itself, the covenantal future is cut off. In biblical
religion, children are seen as children of God ethically. He who
obeys God’s law is the true son of God. In power religion,
children are seen as children of god ritually. He who observes
the details of the rites is the true son of the god. Such a view is
antithetical to biblical religion (Mic. 6:6-8).

To remove the child from the covenantal authority of Mo-
Iech-worshiping  parents, the State was required by God to
execute the parents. A child who survived this rite of fire would
become an orphan when the mandatory civil sanction attached
to this law was applied by the civil magistrate. God’s law made
it clear: better to become an orphan and live under the authori-
ty of covenantally  faithful foster parents than to live under the
authority of Molech-worshipping parents. The family’s inheri-
tance was immediately transferred to the child or children (if
there were older siblings) for this sin by the parents. This trans-
fer was a positive side-effect of this statute; it was not a specified
goal of the law. This means that the covenantal authority of the
parents was never absolute in the Mosaic economy. The parents
were to be disinherited by execution because of their false

4. In modern times, the peculiar practice of fire-walking has again become a
popular initiatory rite, this time among business executives. Certain management
training programs end with the participants’ walking over hot coals as a sign of their
confidence in themselves and their new-found ability to manage other people
through techniques of power. The fire-walkers never attempt to walk on sheet metal
placed on top of the hot coals; metal is a very efficient heat transmitter
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theology of inheritance, ritually manifested in strange fire. The
Israelite family was not autonomous. The father’s authority was

bounded.

2. Strange Fire: Defiling the Sanctua~

A murder in Israel defiled the land, which is why God re-

quired certain rites  of purification in cases where the murderer
could not be located (Deut.  21:1-9). But a murder committed
outside God’s sanctuary did not defile the sanctuary. The ques-
tion arises: Why did this ritual offering of a child defile God’s

sanctuary? The act took place away from the sanctuary. Why
was this a uniquely profane act?

There are at least two reasons. First, because this form of

ritual murde~ or potential ritual murde~ involved the use of a

fiery altar, meaning a rival to God’s altar. Second, because it

was an assault on the Seed, meaning the prophesied future
Messiah.

3. Resident Aliens and Biblical Pluralism

This law specified that a stranger in the land was to be exe-

cuted by the citizens of Israel if he was caught performing a

specific rite of Molech worship: giving his seed to Molech. The
reason why strangers were under this law is stated clearly in the

statute: such an act defiles God’s sanctuary and profanes His

holy name. No one inside the boundaries of Israel was allowed
to do this. But God regarded household false worship by resi-
dent aliens as peripheral to the national covenant. Only when
the stranger ritually threatened the survival of his own child
did he defile God’s sanctuary. The judicial foundation of the

rights of resident aliens – their immunity from State sanctions
— was the possibility that they or their children might covenant
with God. Justice in Israel was a major form of evangelism,
both inside and outside the land (Deut.  4:4-8). Allowing aliens
to see God’s law in action was a way to persuade them of the
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righteousness of God. Israel’s system of civil justice was unique

in the ancient world: a single legal order for all residents.

Today, we call such a judicial system pluralistic, but biblical

pluralism has limits.  All pluralism has limits. Pluralism can

never be unbounded; someone’s religious principles or practic-

es will always be threatened by one or another aspect of any

society’s legal orde~ The resident of Israel could not lawfully
claim religious freedom as authorization for exposing his chil-
dren to the risk of death, even though his god required such a
rite. The ideal of biblical pluralism extended to the resident
alien the right to worship family gods in peace within the bound-
aries of their homes, but it did not authorize heads of households
the right of literally sacrificing their children. The seal of a
household’s religion could not lawfully be death or the risk of
death. The household in Israel was a limited sanctuary a place
set aside, protected judicially from outside interference from
the State. There was a boundary on State power. But passing a
child through Molech’s fire was regarded by God as strange
fire: a transgression of His sanctuary’s monopoly. There was no
right – no legal immunity from the sanctions of civil govern-
ment – for anyone to light a strange fire in Israel: a ritual fire
that literally invoked death as a means of sanctioning a cove-
nant.

4. The Limits of Biblical Pluralism

The State was required to intervene and execute any Israel-
ite who could be proven to have attempted to lure one of his
family members into a rival covenant (Deut.  13:6-1 1). “And
thou shalt stone him with stones, that he die; because he bath
sought to thrust thee away from the LORD thy God, which
brought thee out of the land of Egypt, from the house of bon-
dage” (v. 10). The general crime was false worship, but the
specific reason given was God’s deliverance of the Israelites out
of Egypt. This clearly had nothing to do with resident aliens.
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False household worship was not generally a crime for resident
aliens.

Specifically, false worship was a crime if they participated in
a ritual offering of a child to Molech. Even if the child survived
the ordeal, the parent or parents were to be executed. The
crime was not murder or attempted murder; it was the profa-
nation of God’s boundary the altar of sacrifice. The attempted
sacrifice of a child on such an altar was a capital crime. It was
this crime that God specified through Jeremiah as the crime of
Israel and Judah, leading to their captivity in Babylon. This was
the abomination that God would not tolerate when His cove-
nant people did tolerate it (Jer. 32:35).

5. Is This Law Still in Force?

What principle of interpretation would lead us to conclude
that this law is not still in force? The Bible-affirming expositor
who claims that there is a total judicial discontinuity between
the two covenants with respect to this law needs to identify the
biblical basis of this alleged discontinuity

The covenantal  principle of inheritance teaches that the
heirs of covenant-keepers will inherit the earth progressively
over time. “His soul shall dwell at ease; and his seed shall in-
herit the earth” (Ps. 25:13). This is clearly one aspect of the
seed laws, which were all fulfilled in Christ. Covenant-breakers are
progressively disinherited. “For evildoers shall be cut ofi but those
that wait upon the LORD, they shall inherit the earth” (Ps. 37’:9).
The practice of Molech initiation reverses this principle of
inheritance: infanticide, either physical or covenantal.  It is
therefore an abomination before God.

To the extent that the initiatory practice relies on demonic
intervention to protect the child, this ritual will kill off more
and more children as the demonic realm becomes weaker.
When demons can protect no child from the fire, the partici-
pants will disinherit themselves. Presumably, this will reduce
the number of participants over time. Also, the death of a child
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would subject the parent(s) and any cooperating priests to the
civil law against murder  So, we would not expect to find large
numbers of participants in such a religion. But the question still
remains: What is the valid civil sanction against a participant
whose child survives intact? If the rite really did threaten the
survival of the child, what is the appropriate civil sanction?

Biblically, the answer is obvious: public  execution by stoning.
How much clearer could God’s law be? But God’s word is not
taken seriously in this matter. Its very clarity constitutes an
embarrassment for those who call themselves Christians. They
would much prefer a bit of vagueness. Despite these preferenc-
es, the profaning of God’s holy name is still the judicial issue: a
special profaning far worse than mere verbal profanity. The
issue is blasphemy and its appropriate civil sanction.

Citizenship and Separation

Then what of religious toleration? This raises the question of
the existence of civil laws that are in no way religiously intoler-
ant – religiously neutral laws. Such laws are not even conceptu-
ally possible, let alone practical. But if this is the case, then what
happens to the concept of citizenship?

Citizenship is inherently covenantal.5  The citizen acknowl-
edges the legitimacy of a sovereign, subordinates himself to the
agents of that sovereign, agrees to obey the laws of that sover-
eign, swears allegiance to that sovereign, and inherits in terms
of that sovereign. The Israelites were told by God that the
Canaanites could not lawfully occupy the land even as resident
aliens. There could be no lawful toleration of Canaanites within
the land, for this would have meant toleration of the previous
regional gods of the land. Only aliens from outside the land
were to be allowed to dwell in the land. They could not become
citizens except by becoming Israelites: through circumcision.

5. Ray R. Sutton, That Mu May Prosper: Dominion By Couenant  (2nd cd.; Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 12.
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The Gods of the Land

The gods of the ancient Near East were local. This is why
there could be no lawful toleration of Canaanite religion in
Mosaic Israel. Genocide was God’s required means of removing
even the opportunity to tolerate a Canaanite. “And thou shalt
consume all the people which the LORD thy God shall deliver
thee; thine eye shall have no pity upon them: neither shalt thou
serve their gods; for that will be a snare unto thee” (Deut.
7:16). This era of total intolerance toward Canaanites was limit-
ed to the era of the Mosaic law; intolerance was tied to the
land’s sacred boundaries. The land was the dwelling place of
God in His temple. The land was the place of lawful sacrifice.
That is, the land was sacred. No rival god that had previously
been associated with this unique piece of real estate could be
allowed to manifest itself through the presence of its represen-
tatives in Mosaic Israel.

This was a prohibition against Canaanitic gods, not the gods
of immigrants. Why the distinction? Because of pagan theology
in the ancient world. Except in Israel, a god in the ancient
world was regarded either as a household god or the god of a
particular nation.G There was always a danger that the Israel-
ites would succumb to this false theology; thus, the gods of
Canaan were to be destroyed, along with their representatives
(once). Immigrants’ gods were clearly regarded by their adher-
ents as household gods, not gods of the land. Immigrants had
left their respective homelands. They had to view their idols as
possessing power only within the boundaries of the household.

6. We can see this fidse  theology of local divinities in the disastrous anatysis of
Ben-hadad’s advisors: “Aud the servants of the king of Syria said unto him, Their
gods are gods of the hills; therefore they were stronger than we; but let us fight
against them in the plain, and surely we shall be stronger than they” (I Kings 20:23).
“And there came a man of God, and spake unto the king of Israel, and said, Thus
saith the LORD, Because the Syrians have said, The LORD is God of the hills, but he
is not God of the vatleys,  therefore will I deliver all this great multitude into thine
hand, and ye shall know that I am the LORD” (I Ki. 20:28).
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Immigrants were welcome in Israel, but the price of immigra-
tion was the forfeiture of the right to proselytize among the
Israelites. The household gods of immigrants could not lawfully
leave their households. They could not become public gods in
Israel. That is, they could not lawfully take on the status of
national gods. There was to be no public polytheism in Israel,
political or otherwise.

The God Who Imposes Boundaries

Rushdoony’s discussion of laws of separation is correct: “God
identifies Himself as the God who separates His people from
other peoples: this is a basic part of salvation. The religious and
moral separation of the believer is thus a basic aspect of Biblical
law.’” Separation can be achieved in several ways, however.
First, the believer can join other believers in a religious ghetto.
This ghetto can be geographical, as in the case of certain Amish
and Mennonite sects. It can be cultural, as in the case of much
of modern fundamentalism and immigrant religious groups. It
is always psychological, what Rushdoony has called the perma-
nent remnant psychology.8  Second, the believer can seek the
physical removal of unbelievers from the community either
through execution or expulsion. This was God’s required meth-
od with respect to the Canaanites. The problem here is honor-
ing the biblical judicial concept of “the stranger within the
gates”: preserving liberty of conscience without opening the
social order to a new law-order, which means a new god. The
radical Anabaptists  in Munster  in 1533-35 and the Puritans in
New England, 1630-65,9 made the mistake of exiling residents

7. Rushdoony  InWihtes,  p. 294.
8. R. J. Rushdoony  Van Til (Philadelphia Presbyterian and Reformed, 1960), p.

13.
9. A 1662 letter from Charles H to Massachusetts established liberty of con-

science. It was not read in the Massachusetts General Court until 1665. In that year,
the General Court repealed all laws that limited the vote to Congregational church
members. The Court determined that citizens in the colony henceforth did have to
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for their failure to adhere to the community’s religious and
ecclesiastical confession. This practice denied the biblical legal
status of the resident alien. Third, separation can be achieved
covenantally:  the removal of unbelievers from citizenship. This
is what the New Testament mandates for covenant-keeping
nations.

The New Testament does not break from the Old Testament
with respect to denying judicial participation – citizenship – to
those unwilling to affirm a Trinitarian covenant in both church
and State.1°  In this sense, the New Covenant is intolerant. But
every civil order is intolerant. Intolerance is an inescapable
concept.11

Conclusion

The law prohibiting the dedication of children to Molech
through initiation was a seed law. It was a law that governed
inheritance and disinheritance, for it dealt with a pagan rite
governing inheritance and disinheritance. Because of the pres-
ence of the temple sanctuary in the holy land of Israel, this law
was also a land law. It was required to restrain the creation of
alternative centers of worship: specifically, it prohibited strange
fire. Strange fire defiled the sanctuary, even at a distance. Next,
this law reduced the likelihood of the profanation of God’s
name. It was therefore a blasphemy law. Finally, because the
child’s life was placed at risk, it was a law against attempted mur-
der. As a seed law and a land law, it is no longer judicially bind-
ing in New Covenant times. As a law against blasphemy, it is
still judicially binding. But if the law is still binding, so is the

be “orthodox in religion” and “not viaous in conversation,” but they could be “of
different persuasions concerning church government. . . .“ Ched  in Kai T. Erikson,
Wayward Puritans: A Study in the Sociology of Deviance (New York Wiley, 1966), p. 135.

10. Gary North, Political Polythetim:  The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989), ch. 2.

11. North, Bounchies and Dominion, ch. 20, section on “Intolerance: An Inescap-
able Concept.”
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biblically specified sanction: death by stoning.12  The blasphe-
my aspect of the law takes precedence over attempted murder
God is the intended victim of blasphemy treason against God.
The victim of attempted murder can refuse to press charges.
He can specify a lesser penalty than God’s law allows. Not so
with blasphemy. The mandatory penalty is clear.

12. God’s mandated method of execution – public stoning by the witnesses
whose words condemned the criminal – is regarded as perverse even by those few
Christians who still defend the legitimacy of the death penalty They do not believe
that God requires the trial’s hostile witnesses to cast the first stones. But He does:
“The hands of the witnesses shall be first upon him to put him to death, and after-
ward the hands of all the people. So thou shalt put the evil away from among you”
(Deut. 17:7).  Like twentieth-century humanists, Christians today regard God’s
mandated sanctions as barbaric; in this case, public execution by citizens. Why is this
regarded as barbaric? The critics do not say. They do not think that have to say.
“Everyone can see that such a thing is barbaric!”  And such a God.

This law, if enforced, would place enormous responsibility into citizens’ hands,
both titerally and figuratively. Christians today want to avoid such a fearful responsi-
bility. They want the execution performed by some faceless bureaucrat behind closed
doors, which is what God’s law prohibits. Christians do not want the witnesses - those
whose public words condemned the person to death - to suffer the psychological
pressure of having to enforce their own words of condemnation. The witnesses’
public judicial words are not to be enforced by their public judicial sanctions. Their
words killed the person judicially but the work of their hands is not supposed to kill
the person biologically. The witnesses must not be burdened by the enormous
emotional pressure of having to act out in public the judiaal  implications of their
words. Word and deed are to be kept radicatly separate. The dirty work is to be
done by a hireling, a professional executioner paid by the State.

God’s law identifies the witnesses as God’s agents, as well as the victim’s agents.
They are His agents both in their capacity as bringers of a lawsuit and as public
executioners. They are to deliver the condemned person into God’s heavenly court.
In contrast, modern jurisprudence sees the witnesses as agents solely of the State.
Then the State hires its own sanctions-bringer  to execute judgment. The State
consolidates its power by relieving the citizenry of their responsibilities. Not all of
these responsibilities are economic.

Once the citizen is relieved of his judicial responsibility to cast stones against
criminals, the State can then take the next step: confiscate his weapons, Step by step,
humanism’s civil authority lodges at the top of the hierarchy. First, stoning by
witnesses is eliminated. This removes the mark of judicial sovereignty ffom the
citizen-witness: God’s mandated sanctions-bringer  Second, God is eliminated by
removing self-valedictory oaths under God by the witnesses. This makes the State
the new god: defender of the oath. Third, gun control laws are legislated: the visible
monopolization of sovereignty in the State. The State is no longer confessionally  in
between God and the oath-bound citizen. It is over the citizen and under no one.
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INHERITANCE THROUGH SEPARATION

Ye shall therefore keep all my statutes, and all my judgments, and do
them: that the land, whither I bring you to dwell therein, spue you not
out. And ye skull  not walk in the manners of the nation, which I cast out
before you: for they committed all these things, and therefore I abhorred
them. But I have said unto you, E shall inherit their land, and I wdl
give it unto you to possess it, a land that fioweth with mdk and honey: I
am the LORD your God, which have separated you from other people.  %

shall therefore put difference between clean beasts and unclean, and

between unclean fowLs and clean: and ye skull not make your souls

abominable by beast, or by fowl, or by any manner of living thing that

creepeth on the ground, which I have separated from you as unclean.
And ye shall be holy unto nw: for I the LORD am holy, and have severed
you from other people, that ye should be mine (Lev. 20:22-26).

The theocentric  foundation of this law was God’s act of
covenantal  separation: “I am the LORD your God, which have
separated you from other people” (v. 24b). The Creator God
has separated His people from all other people. This separation
is not only historical; it is eternal. It is above all covenantal. It
has ethical and judicial implications. The fundamental issue is
holiness: the set-apartness of God and also of His people. This
law was one of these implications of holiness. Some of these
implications are still in force judicially others are not. It is the
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task of the expositor to sort out – separate – these implications
in terms of the biblical principle of holiness. 1

This law recapitulates the warning in Leviticus 18:28:  if they
commit the evil acts that the Canaanites committed in the land,
the land will vomit them out. They were required to obey God’s
revealed law. I have argued that this threatened negative sanc-
tion was an aspect of the land laws of Israel, confined geo-
graphically to the Promised Land, and annulled in A.D. 70 with
the final annulment of the Old Covenant.* The office of “cov-
enantal vomiter” has been taken by the resurrected Christ (Rev.
3:16). The land no longer acts as a covenantal mediator be-
tween God and man, either in Palestine or elsewhere. It does
not provide covenantally  predictable sanctions in the New Covenant
era. But the Promised Land did do this under the Mosaic Cov-
enant.

A Separate Land for a Separate Nation

In this passage, we find four basic themes of the Book of
Leviticus: obedience to God’s revealed law, covenantal separa-
tion, national holiness, and the inheritance of the land. Actual-
ly, the third theme, national holiness, is another way of express-
ing the first two themes. God compares the religious boundary
around the people of Israel with the geographical boundary
around the land itself. The continuing covenantal separation of
the nation of Israel could be secured only by obedience to
God’s law, not by a strictly military defense of the nation’s
geographical boundaries. Secure geographical boundaries for
Israel would be the product of covenantal faithfulness, not
military strength as such (Ps. 20:7; Isa. 31:1).

The Promised Land’s geographical boundary had formerly
surrounded the nation – singular – that had occupied the land.

1. Rival principles of interpretation have divided me from Rushdoony at this
point: the interpretation of the dietary laws.

2. See above, Chapter 10: “The Promised Land as a Covenantat  Agent.”
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The Canaanite nations are spoken of here in the singular, as a
single culture: “ye shall not walk in the manners of the nation.”
According to the definition in Strong’s Conconiance,  the Hebrew
word translated here as “nation,” commonly transliterated as
goy (more accurately, go’ee),  is apparently derived from the same
root as the Hebrew word for massing: “a foreign nation; hence
a Gentile; also (fig.) a troop of animals, or a flight of locusts:
Gentile, heathen, nation, people.” It is the most commonly used
Hebrew word for “nation” in the Old Testament. The Canaan-
ites had served as God’s stewards over the land for generations;
their rebellion had now come to fruition.3

Sustaining Grace

The Promised Land was already a land flowing with milk
and honey when the Israelites arrived. This material wealth
had been set aside by God in Abraham’s day as His gift to
Abraham’s heirs. The land contained raw materials of great
value: original capital (Deut. 8:7-9).  Furthermore, it contained
secondary capital: marketable wealth which was the product of
other men’s thrift and vision over several generations (Deut.
6:10-1 1). This combined capital value – land plus labor – could
be maintained intact long-term only by obeying God (Deut.
6:12-15).

The capitalized value of the land was part of God’s promise
to Abraham. It was therefore not earned by the Israelites. It
was an unmerited gift: the biblical definition of grace.4 But once
delivered into the hands of Abraham’s heirs, possession of the
land could be maintained only by national covenantal faithful-
ness, as manifested by the Israelites’ outward obedience to

3. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 21, subsection on
“Removing the Evil Stewards.”

4. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), p. 4. By unmerited, I mean unmerit-
ed by the recipient. It was merited by Jesus Christ.
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God’s statutes. Public obedience to the Mosaic law was to re-
main the mandatory manifestation of their service to Him and
fear of Him.

The familiar Christian hymn, “Trust and Obey,” expresses
the ethical nature of covenantal inheritance: “for there’s no
other way” to maintain this inheritance. (This hymn is sung
enthusiastically by Protestants whose churches officially deny its
theology of sanctification.) Abraham was told to trust God. This
meant trusting God’s promises. His heirs were also to trust
these promises. The outward manifestation of this trust was
circumcision. Without this outward act of obedience, the Israel-
ite ceased to be an Israelite, and therefore he removed himself
and his heirs from the promised inheritance. So, the inheri-
tance of the land was a pure gift from God, but to remain the
beneficiary of this unmerited legacy, the recipients of the prom-
ise had to obey the terms of the covenant. It was not that their
obedience was the legal foundation of the promise. The prom-
ise of God was its own legal foundation. But obedience was the
legal basis of their remaining in the will of God, in both senses:
the moral will and the testamentary will. A refusal to place the
mark of the covenant – a symbolic boundary – on the flesh of
all one’s male heirs was an act ofself-disinheritance. Excommuni-
cation became mandatory: a cutting off from the people, i.e., a
kind of judicial circumcision of the nation. Covenant-keepers who
broke this commandment were to be treated as foreskins.5

The Dietary Laws

The prohibition against eating certain foods was part of the
land laws of Israel. This passage makes it clear that the reason
why God imposed the food laws was to preserve the nation’s
separation. “Ye shall therefore put difference between clean
beasts and unclean, and between unclean fowls and clean: and

5. Saul’s demand that David provide a bride price for Michal of a hundred
Philistine’ foreskins points to this judicial meaning of the foreskin (I Sam. 18:25).
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ye shall not make your souls abominable by beast, or by fowl, or
by any manner of living thing that creepeth on the ground,
which I have separated from you as unclean” (v. 25). These
animals had not been prohibited before God led them out of
Egypt. The distinction between clean and unclean had been
present in Noah’s day (Gen. 7:2, 8), but no prohibition against
eating unclean beasts was announced at that time. In this sense,
the clean-unclean distinction was prophetic for Noah. The
distinction was established so that Noah would take seven times
as many pairs of clean beasts into the ark (Gen. 7:2). The dis-
tinction had significance for the future of Israel – the increased
likelihood of the survival of clean beasts – but not for Noah’s
day. Otherwise, the detailed food laws of Leviticus would have
been given to Noah. But they weren’t. “Every moving thing
that liveth shall be meat for you; even as the green herb have
I given you all things” (Gen. 9:3).6 Abraham was under no
dietary restrictions; God’s promise of the land did not involve
dietary separation. Joseph was under no dietary restrictions in
Egypt. Clearly, the dietary laws were not cross-boundary laws.

A society’s diet separates it from other societies almost as
completely as its language does. It is very difficult for over-
weight people to lose weight permanently because of people’s
almost unbreakable eating habits. To change a society’s eating
habits takes generations, even assuming extensive contact with
foreigners (which Israel did experience because of her open
borders). Immigrants, or the children of immigrants, slowly
adopt the foods of their host nation. The Mosaic dietary laws
forced a major cultural break with the home nation for all those
who became circumcised resident aliens in Israel.

6. Given his insistence of the authority of the Mosaic food laws in the New
Testament, Rushdoony should have commented on Genesis 9:3 in The Institutes  of
Biblical Law (Nutley New Jersey Craig Press, 1973). There is only one reference to
this verse, in the middle of a block quotation fi-om another author (p. 36). The verse
is not even cited in the Scripture Texts index in volume 2, Law and Socie~ (Vallecito,
CaIifornix  Ross House, 1982).
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Covenantal  Separation or Biological Health?

Covenantal separation inside the Promised Land was the
goal of these laws, not dietary health as such. What about out-
side the Promised Land ? The young Israelites in the court of
Nebuchadnezzar refused to eat any food prepared by the Baby-
lonians except vegetables and water. These self-imposed restric-
tions had not been mandated by the dietary laws of Leviticus. It
was the king’s choice food and wine that they refused to eat,
not unclean or abominable animals. Wine had not been prohib-
ited to them by the Mosaic law, but they refused to drink the
king’s wine (Dan. 1:8). Despite their diet of vegetables and
water – no fat – the four Israelite youths looked fatter at the
end of 10 days than those Babylonian youths who had been
eating from the king’s menu (Dan. 1:15). This was nothing
short of miraculous. That, of course, was the whole point: a
visible demonstration of the sovereignty of God in the lives of
the four youths. The prescribed food of the supposedly divine
king of Babylon produced a less healthy appearance in his
servants than the uncharacteristically restricted diet produced
in the four judicial representatives of Israel.

There are vegetarian cultists today who point to this incident
as proof of the superiority of vegetarianism. This is a misappli-
cation of the text. What the Hebrew youths and their captors
all knew was that the diet decreed by the king was superior fare by
conventional Babylonian and Mosaic standards, yet it produced
visibly inferior results. The fundamental issues in this unique
case were separation (holiness) and the sovereignty of God, not
the comparative caloric or nutritional content of the rival diets.
The four youths demonstrated publicly that their God, not their
diet, was the source of their physiological advantage.

Why didn’t the four youths insist on a conventional Levitical
diet? Had the issue been comparative nutrition, this would have
been the public test of the two diets. But they did not request
such a test. They simply wanted their rulers to see that a mini-
mal diet – not a uniquely Levitical  diet – would produce visibly
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superior results in the lives of covenant-keeping people. Insist-
ing on a Levitical diet would have been an act of religious and
political rebellion: the preservation of a defeated nation’s diet.
That was not their point. It was not that the Israelites possessed
a uniquely healthy diet that had to be preserved outside the
land; rather, it was the preservation of their covenantal commit-
ment to the God of Israel, whose sovereignty extended beyond
the land. While the young men did not request food that was
prohibited by Leviticus, they also did not request the blessings
— “fat” - of the Levitical  diet: the best of the land. This should
warn us: the Levitical dieta~ laws were laws furthering covenantal
separation inside the Promised Land, not universal laws of health. To
misunderstand this is to misunderstand covenant theology. To
deny this is to deny covenant theology and replace it with “taste
not–touch not” religion.

If the captive Israelites were required to honor the Mosaic
dietary laws outside the Promised Land, how did Esther conceal
her identity from her husband and Haman? Or was she in
rebellion? Did God deliver His people from their enemies by
means of a woman who openly defied God’s law? Or is there a
theologically simpler answer, namely, that the Israelites lawfully
ignored the dietary law’s requirements when they were in cap-
tivity outside the land, i.e., under the God-ordained authority
of a rival civilization?

A Temporarily Marked-0~  Nation

The dietary laws were imposed by God before the nation
came into the Promised Land but after the Israelites had left
Egypt. These laws were given early in the wilderness experi-
ence. Throughout the 40 years, the people ate mostly manna.
They were forced to refrain from newly prohibited foods, what-
ever their dietary tastes had been in Egypt. Therefore, these
food laws were preparatory for the invasion. Manna, coupled
with the food laws, forced the younger generation to grow up
completely unfamiliar with the taste of covenantally  prohibited
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animals. The manna ceased when the entered the land. After
they conquered the land, they would have no eating habits to
overcome, and therefore no gastronomical temptation to mix
with any of the remaining tribes of Canaan.

These laws marked off the Israelites gastronomically just as
circumcision marked them off physiologically. The Levitical
dietary laws were no more permanent than the Passover law –
and no less permanent. In captivity, they could not journey to
Jerusalem to celebrate the mandatory feasts. Abraham had been
instructed to circumcise those males under his household au-
thority, but he received no instruction regarding his diet. Why
not? Because he did not dwell in the land of Canaan as a per-
manent owner. He was still a stranger in a strange land. He was

. .
a pdgrlm. A pilgrim has no geographical headquarters, no
geographical home. Abraham’s earthly home was eschatological.
God told him that his family’s inheritance of the land would not
take place until the fourth generation after him (Gen. 15:16).
So, he did have to honor the law of circumcision, for circumci-
sion identified who his heirs were: a law of covenantal  separa-
tion. The Israelites in Joshua’s day crossed the Jordan, camped
and Gilgal,  were circumcised, and celebrated the Passover in
the land (_Josh.  5:2-10). Then they ate the corn of the land: the
spoils of conquest (v. 11). They thereby also claimed their in-
heritance. They thereby claimed their national headquarters.
“And the manna ceased on the morrow after they had eaten of
the old corn of the land; neither had the children of Israel
manna any more; but they did eat of the fruit of the land of
Canaan that year” (v. 12). At that point, they had the option of
violating the dietary laws that Moses had announced four de-
cades earlier. Their testing began at Gilgal.

The laws governing Passover had been given in Egypt before
they crossed the boundary out of Egypt to enter the wilderness
(Ex. 12). Passover’s laws were primary in Mosaic Israel. They
established the rite that would henceforth celebrate their deliv-
erance from Egypt. Passover was celebrated inside Egypt. Pass-
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over announced symbolically points one and two of the biblical
covenant: the sovereignty of God and His authority over the
gods of Egypt. The dietary laws were secondary to the Passover
laws, for they were given in the wilderness after the Israelites
had crossed over Egypt’s boundary. Like the laws of clean and
unclean beasts for Noah, these laws were prophetic: tied to the
fulfillment of Abraham’s promise. These dietary laws had little
immediate relevance in the wilderness; the nation survived on
manna. Only when the Israelites crossed over the Promised
Land’s boundary and were circumcised, did the manna cease.
At that point, the dietary laws became relevant. This is why I
argue that the dietary laws were tied to the land and the Leviti-
cal laws of inheritance. The dietary laws lost all covenantal
relevance once the land of Canaan ceased to be an aspect of the
Abrahamic promise: in A.D. 70.

The dietary laws reinforced point three of the covenant:
covenantal boundaries. For as long as the boundaries of the
Promised Land remained intact covenantally,  Israelites were
required to honor the dietary laws. The Levitical  dietag laws were
expressly historical: honoring the fulfillment of God’s promise to A bra-
hum regarding the land. They were laws that reinforced the Levit-
ical laws governing landed inheritance. When the Levitical
inheritance laws ceased, meaning when the Jubilee land laws
definitively ceased, the dietary laws also ceased. This is why
Jesus laid down a challenge to the Pharisees, who were the
defenders of the dietary laws: “Not that which goeth into the
mouth defileth  a man; but that which cometh out of the mouth,
this defileth a man. Then came his disciples, and said unto him,
Knowest thou that the Pharisees were offended, after they
heard this saying? But he answered and said, Every plant,
which my heavenly Father bath not planted, shall be rooted up.
Let them alone: they be blind leaders of the blind. And if the
blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the ditch” (Matt.  15:11-
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14). There would soon be a rooting up of the nation of Israel.7
The old nation of priests (Ex. 19:6) was about to be replaced by
a new nation of priests (I Pet. 2:5, 9). A change in covenantal
law is accompanied by a change in the priesthood (Heb.  7:12).
This is why Peter was told repeatedly by God in a vision to eat
unclean foods (Acts 10: 15). The covenantal separation between
Jews and gentiles had ended forever (Eph. 2). A new covenan-
tal separation had arrived: Christian vs. non-Christian. A new
dietary law accompanied this new form of covenantal  separa-
tion: the Lord’s Supper – a new dietary boundary

Covenant-keeping man’s defilement by unclean or abomina-
ble meats ceased as soon as the Lord’s Supper replaced Pass-
over. Gentiles outside the land were never under its restric-
tions. There was nothing intrinsically evil or unclean in any
food; there was only tem$ora~ uncleanness – as temporary as the
covenantal status of the boundaries of the Promised Land.
When Jesus announced that there has never been anything
intrinsically unclean or defiling about any food, He was also
announcing that there was nothing intrinsically sacrosanct
about the boundaries of geographic Israel.

The Jews of Jesus’ day thought that Israel’s dietary laws, like
Israel’s geographical boundaries, would last forever. Today,
Jews and Anglo-Israelites suppose that the Mosaic dietary laws
are still binding. But the covenantal  significance of Israel’s
geographical boundaries and the dietary laws ended together:
the demise in A.D. 70 of national Israel and the temple sacri-
fices. As Paul wrote to a gentile church, “Wherefore if ye be
dead with Christ from the rudiments of the world, why, as
though living in the world, are ye subject to ordinances, (Touch
not; taste not; handle not; which all are to perish with the
using;)  after the commandments and doctrines of men? Which
things have indeed a shew of wisdom in will worship, and hu-

7. David Chilton,  The Days of Vengeance: An Expowtion of the Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
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mility, and neglecting of the body; not in any honour to the

satis~ing  of the flesh” (Col.  2:20-23). Apart from national Israel
under the Mosaic law, such commandments regarding unclean
food have always been “the commandments and doctrines of
men.” When the temple’s veil was torn immediately after
Christ’s death (Matt.  27:51), de-sanctifying the holy of holies,
the Mosaic Covenant’s dietary laws became the commandments
and doctrines of men. Honoring the dietary laws today is only

“a shew of wisdom in will worship, and humility, and neglecting

of the body.” This is false wisdom and false humility.

When the promised Seed arrived (Gal. 2:16), instituting  His

new covenant, the circumcision law was annulled, replaced by

the rite of baptism. Similarly, when the Holy Spirit arrived, the

Lord’s Supper replaced Passover and its ancillary dietary laws.

Covenantal separation was not annulled; its Abrahamic Cove-

nant ritual marks were annulled. Then God announced to

Peter the annulment of the dietary laws (Acts 10:15). This

marked the end of the Mosaic land laws and the end of Israel

as national headquarters. Henceforth, there would be no na-

tional headquarters for God’s covenant people. The church

replaced lsrael as headquarters. Henceforth, the pursuit of the

Great Commission would no longer be restricted by national

headquarters or dietary restrictions.s

Conclusion

The inheritance of the land by the Israelites was part of
God’s promise to Abraham. To maintain  this inheritance, the

Israelites were required to obey God’s laws. The covenantal

mark of such obedience was circumcision. They also had to

honor Passover and the dietary laws. These were laws of sepa-

ration. A separate land required a separated people. But this

Mosaic  separation was temporary

8. North, Boundaries and Dominwn,  ch. 21, section on “Rushdoony  on the Dietary
Laws.”
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God is holy – set apart - from all other gods (Ex. 20:2-3).
The people of Israel were therefore set apart by God from all
other nations on earth. Israel’s national boundaries were sa-

cred. That is, they were tied to the sacrificial system. A series  of

boundaries surrounded (marked o~ the temple in which God’s

authorized sacraments were performed by His authorized

agents. God established three separate covenantal jurisdictions

- ecclesiastical, civil, familial  – to be maintained within these

national boundaries. The lsraelites  were given a sanctzmy  from
the rest of the world: a place where God’s judicial sanctions

would be applied in terms of His law.

Their  ethical, judicial, and geographical holiness was to be

manifested by what they ate and did not eat: primarily at the

Passover meal and secondarily by the dietary laws. This holiness

or separation was ritually reinforced by the Passover meal and

the special dietary restrictions. The Passover laws were both

positive and negative. At the Passover, Israelites were required to

eat certain foods and forbidden to eat leavened bread. The di-
etary laws were exclusively negative. Neither of these food laws
was a civil requirement. The Passover laws and the dietary laws
were to be enforced only by family and ecclesiastical govern-
ments.

With the abrogation of the Old Covenant order came the

abrogation of the Mosaic food laws: Passover and the “pork”

laws.g This abrogation ended with the abrogation of the Prom-

ised Land’s historically unique position  as an agent of God’s

sanctions. That is to say, the positive  and negative sanctions

associated with the Abrahamic  promise regarding the land

ceased to be relevant in history. Prior to the fall of Jerusalem in

A.D. 7’0,  the Promised Land was said to spew out evil-doers:

symbolically, disgorging something that should not have been eaten.
This meant that the land was an arena of covenantal confronta-

9. James B. Jordan, Pig Out? 25 Remons Why Christians May Eat Pork (Niceville,
Florida: Transfiguration Press, 1992).
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tion: sanctions that were primarily military in nature. The

Israelites would drive out the Canaanites; if they subsequently

rebelled, other nations would drive them out.

After A.D. 7’0,  the land of lsrael  lost its special covenantal

status. The Mosaic sacrificial system was cut Off.l”  ln no sense
— militarily or environmentally – is land to be regarded today as

a covenantal agent. Under the New Covenant, common grace

and common curses have completely replaced special grace and

special curses with respect to the climate: sunshine and rain,

drought and flooding. God the Father “maketh his sun to rise

on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and

on the unjust” (Matt.  5:45). Only to the extent that climate is

directly influenced by man’s science and practices does it mani-

fest covenantally  predictable sanctions: blessings and cursings.

10. One result of this was the appearance of a new religion, Judaism.



Part 4

COVENANTAL ACTS
(LW. 23-24)



INTRODUCTION TO PART 4

And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, Speak unto the children of
Israel, and say unto them, Concerning the feasts of the LoRD, which ,ye
shall proclaim to be holy convocations, even these are my feasts (Lev.
23:1-2).

And thou shalt speak unto the children of Israel, saying, Whosoever
curseth  his God shall bear his sin. And he that blasphenwth  the nunu of
the LORD, he shall surely be put to death, and all the congregation skull
certainly stone him: as well the strangez as he that is born in the land,
when he blasphenwth  the namE of the LORD, shall be put to death (Lev.
24:15-16).

Leviticus 23 and the first section of Leviticus 24 are con-

cerned with corporate religious feasts. The second half of Levit-
icus 24 deals with blasphemy. The judicial link between these

passages is point  four of the biblical covenant: sanctions. The

first section deals with covenant renewal through participation

in corporate covenant-renewal celebrations. The second section

deals with individual covenant-breaking by oath.

Leviticus 23 lists the three national covenant-renewal cele-

brations: Passover (VV. 4-8); Firstfruits (VV. 10-2 1); and Taberna-

cles or booths (w. 23-44). Verse 22 is seemingly a textual ano-

maly: “And when ye reap the harvest of your land, thou shalt

not make clean riddance of the corners of thy field when thou

reapest, neither shalt thou gather any gleaning of thy harvest:
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thou shalt leave them unto the poor, and to the stranger: I am

the LORD your God.” I discuss in Chapter 22 the reason why

the gleaning law of Leviticus 19:9 is recapitulated in the middle

of the section on the three feasts.

Covenant is an inescapable concept. A man must affirm a

covenant of some kind. He is, in Meredith G. Kline’s words, by

oath consigned. Covenantal affirmations in the modern world

are usually implicit  rather than explicit. Civil covenants are not

normally established by explicit public oath except for political

office-holders and members of the milhary.  Marriage is today

regarded as a contract rather than an oath-bound institution

under God’s sanctions in history. Baptism is also not regarded

as an oath-sign, nor is the Lord’s Supper regarded as an act of

covenant-renewal. People make and break covenants without

knowing what they are doing.

Blasphemy, however, is a far more self-conscious violation of

God’s covenant: a covenant-breaking verbal oath. No one is

allowed to assault God’s name verbally, whether he is a cove-

nant-keeper under special grace or a covenant-breaker under

common grace. The mandatory sanction is public execution

(Lev. 24:15-16). This is the ultimate reparations payment to

God in history: a forcible crossing of the ultimate boundary in

history, death.
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MUTUAL SELF-INTEREST:
PRIESTS AND GLEANERS

And when ye reap the harvest of your land, thou shalt not make clean
riddance of the corners of thy jie.ld when thou reapest, neither shalt thou
gather any gleaning of thy harvest: thou shalt leave them unto the poo~
and to the stranger: I am the LORD your God (Lev. 23:22).

The gleaning statutes reflected the theocentric principle of

God as the absolute owner of the land, who possessed the au-

thority to set the terms of management for His “sharecroppers,”

the Israelites. This passage comes in between sections on two

required national feasts: Pentecost or “weeks” (V V. 15-21) and

Tabernacles or “booths” (VV.  34-43). Pentecost was the celebra-

tion of the harvest. lt took place 50 (“penteko.s.tin: fiftieth) days
after Passover. As in all the other national festivals, sacrifices to

God were required. What made this feast unique were two

things: it was a one-day festival rather than a full week, and it

mandated the use of leavened bread (v. 17).

Passover prohibited all leaven (Ex. 12:15). Leaven’s symbol-

ism of growth is the reason for both the prohibition and the

subsequent requirement at Pentecost. It was Egypt’s leaven that

was prohibited at Passover: the covenantal necessity of ethical

discontinuity with evil. It was Israel’s leaven – the product of
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the Promised Land – that was mandated at Pentecost: the cov-
enantal  necessity of ethical continuity with righteousness.

Pentecost was understood by the rabbis as the anniversary of

the giving of the Ten Commandments.1  It was a third-month

feast in the sanctuary calendar. There were two overlapping

systems used in Israel for measuring the year: sanctuary and

ordinar~z  The religious year began in the spring: the first

month, Nisan (Esth. 3 :’7), when Passover was celebrated (Ex.

12). The civil year began in the fall: on the first day the seventh

month of the religious calendar (called Tishri in the Talmud).3

This month began with a day of sabbath rest (Lev. 23:24-25).

Ten days later, the day of atonement took place (Lev. 23:27-

28). 4 In terms of the sanctuary calendar, the law was given to
Moses in the third month (Ex. 19:1) on the third day of the
week (Ex. 19:16). Tabernacles was a seventh-month feast (Lev.
23:24). It completed the annual cycles of three feasts.5

The Festival of Pentecost

Pentecost was closely associated with the harvest.G  It was a
grain-related feast. The festival required the following: “Ye
shall bring out of your habitations two wave loaves of two tenth
deals: they shall be of fine flour; they shall be baken with leav-

1. Al fi-ed Edersheim, The Temple: Its Mini.st~ and Services As They Wme in the Time
of Jesus Christ (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, [1874] 1983), p. 261.

2. James Jordan, ‘Jubilee, Part 2: Biblical Ch~onology,  V (March 1993), p. 1.
3. Rosh. Hash., 1:3; cited in “Month: Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and

Ecclaiastical Literature,  edited by John M’Ctintock  and James Strong, 12 vols. (New
York: Harper & Bros.,  1876), IV, p. 547.

4. Jordan notes that the official first year of the reign of a king of Judah ran
from the first day of the seventh month of the religious year to the last day of the
sixth month of the next religious year.

5. This structure paratlels  the week of purifications for the person who had come
in contact with a dead body third-day purification and seventh-day release (Num.
19:11- 12). James Jordan, The Law of the Covenant: An Exposition of Exodus  21-23 (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1984), p. 57.

6. GordonJ. Wenham, The Book of Levitias (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 304.
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en; they are the firstfruits unto the LORD” (v. 17). These loaves
were separate representative offerings made by the priests. All
of Pentecost’s offerings had to take place on one day. To offer
1.2 million loaves of bread before (not on)’ the altar in one day
was not possible. Also, in addition to the loaves were required
seven lambs, two rams, and a young bullock (v. 18), plus a goat
kid and two more lambs (v. 19).8 These animal sacrifices were
corporate sacrifices. There is no way that these offerings were
required from every family.

Edersheim says that the temple’s doors were opened at
midnight. The offerings had to be made before sunrise: the
time of the mandatory morning offering.g  Men were required
to bring free will offerings (Deut. 16:10). Presumably during
the period from midnight to sunrise, they brought these offer-
ings into the tabernacle or temple.

A family’s main cost of the feast of Pentecost was not the
value of the free will offering. It was the cost of the journey
itself.

Gleaning, Again

Leviticus 23:22 is a recapitulation of the gleaning law of
Leviticus 19:9.  The question is: Why did God here remind the
Israelites of the landowners’ responsibility to the landless poor,
at the end of the passage that set forth the laws governing
Pentecost (“weeks”)? This question has baffled orthodox Bible
commentators. S. H. Kellogg offers comments on Pentecost (VV.
15-2 1), but then skips verse 22 to begin commenting on the

7. Leaven was not allowed on the altar (Lev.  2:11).
8. The Jews doubled the number of sacrifices by offering separately those

required in Numbers 28:26,  27, 30 and Leviticus 23:18. On this point, Josephus’
first-century observations and Maimonides’ evaluation of rabbinical texts agree.
“Pentecost,” CyciuPaedia  of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature, VIII, pp.
925-26.

9. Edersheim, Temple, p. 263.
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convocation of trumpets (VV. 23-25).1° Andrew Bonar refers
back to Leviticus 19:9 and concludes: “In this manne~  love to
man was taught in these thanksgiving feasts, at the very time
that love to God who so kindly gave them their plenty was called
forth and increased.” He then goes on to offer an allegorical
interpretation, with the gleaners as members of a remnant:
gentiles in the Old Covenant, Jews in the New Covenant. “A
feast is coming on that will unite Jew and Gentile in equal
fulness.”11 But this does not explain why the gleaning law for
the fields was repeated here, or perhaps more to the point, why
it first appears in Leviticus 19:9 rather than here. Gordon
Wenham thinks that the connection between Leviticus 19:9 and
23:22 may be the requirement to care for the poor: the Levites,
the poor, and the stranger. There may be a link here: shared
poverty.lz  But why should the Levites and priests have been
poor? They received the tithes and sacrifices of the tribes. They
could also own real estate in the cities. The commentators are
confused about the reason behind the recapitulation.

There is a reason for this recapitulation: a shared economic
link. There is also a reason for the confusion of the commenta-
tors. The reason is their lack of knowledge about, or interest in,
economic theory. This lack of knowledge has left gaps in our
understanding of biblical law.

Laws of Inheritance

To begin to understand the relationship between the glean-
ing laws and the feasts, we first need to recognize that the land
of Israel was an inheritance from God. Landownership in Israel
was part of the original spoils of war. Only those who fought

10. S. H. Kellogg, The Book of L.eviikws (Minneapolis, Minnesoti  Klock  & Klock,
[1899] 1978), pp. 459-61.

11. Andrew BonaL  A Commenta~  on Levitic~ (London: Banner of Truth, [1 846]
1966), p. 411.

12. Wenham,  Levittcus, p. 305.
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the Canaanites could claim an inheritance in the land (Num.
32: 16-23). Before the conquest began, God set forth the laws
governing landownership after Israel took possession. These
laws were laws of landed inheritance. The Levitical priesthood
possessed the authority to declare these laws and apply them to
specific cases.

The special judicial status of the nation of Israel depended
on the presence of an absolutely sovereign God (point one of
the biblical covenant model) .13 The Levites and priests were
God’s primary representatives (point two)14  because the priest-
hood had the primary responsibility of defending the moral
purity of the land (point three) .15 The priests possessed only
one final sanction: excommunication (point four).lG  They
could disinherit covenant-breakers (point five) .1’ Inheritance
is the key to a proper understanding of the economic link
between the priesthood and the gleaners. The poor had been
temporarily disinherited by economic events or some other
reason: no income from their family land. The Levites and
priests had no landed inheritance in rural Israel; their inheri-
tance was the tithe. Between the two groups there was a shared
economic goal: the maintenance of income from rural land.
The gleaners were poor; the Levites and priests did not want to
become poor. The gleaners wanted a share of the crop; the
Levites and priests wanted a share of the crop. Because of the
structure of the laws governing gleaning, each group helped
the other to achieve its economic goal.

Biblical law mandated gleaning in Israel. A landowner’s
refusal to honor the gleaning law, like his refusal to honor the
tithe, was an excommunicable offense. The threat of this shared

13. Transcendence/presence. See Ray R. Sutton, That Ibu May Prosper:  Dominion
By Covenant  (2nd cd.; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 1.

14. Hierarchy/representation. Ibid., ch. 2.
15. Ethics/boundaries. Ibid., ch. 3.
16. Oath/sanctions. Ibid., ch. 4.
17. Succession/inheritance. Ibid., ch. 5.
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negative sanction – reduced income – is what linked the Leviti-
cal priesthood to the gleaners.

Economic Motivation

The landowner sent his harvesting crew into the fields be-
fore the gleaners gained access. Gleaners got only the leftovers.
Landowners were required by God’s law to honor the laws of
gleaning. They could not lawfully have their economic agents
harvest the corners of the fields. That portion of the crop be-
longed by law to the gleaners. The poorest members of the
able-bodied community had a legal right to this portion of the
crop.

The question is: Which covenantal agency possessed lawful
authority to enforce this law? Was it the State or the church? I
have already announced my opinion: this legal right of the
poor was not to be enforced by the State.’s The State was not
an agency of charity under the Old Covenant. It was an agency
of compulsion: negative sanctions. It was not an agency autho-
rized by God to bring positive sanctions. To gain ownership of
assets, or the power to direct assets, necessary for bringing
positive sanctions to one group, the State would have had to
threaten negative sanctions against others. This was not allowed
by God’s law: the same laws had to apply equally to all residents
of the nation (Ex. 12:49). Civil judges were not to discriminate
between rich and poor (Lev. 19:15). The church, however, can
lawfully bring positive sanctions as the agency of reconciliation
– man and nature’s reconciliation to God – and as an agency of
healing: man and nature.

Self-Interest and Law Enforcement

My assertion of the designation of the priests as the enforc-
ers of the gleaning law raises the question of economic motiva-

18. See above, Chapter 11, pp. 196-97.
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tion. While there may be individuals who at times place the
interests of the community, or some segment of the community,
above their own personal self-interest, no society can safely be
constructed which relies exclusively on the widespread volunta~
suppression of personal self-interest among those who are given
monopolistic authority to impose negative sanctions on others.
Liberty and justice require that the legal order acknowledge the
fact that the personal self-interest of judges must be dealt with
institutionally. Negative sanctions must be brought against those
officials who make decisions that favor their interests at the
expense of segments of the general public.

This institutional guideline is true for non-profit organiza-
tions, not just civil governments. I would not go so far as to say
that it is equally true of priesthoods, since priesthoods formally
are committed to a doctrine of sanctions beyond physical death,
either a final judgment imposed by a divinity or the judgment
of the impersonally applied moral laws of karma: an extension
of the results of personal behavior through reincarnation. Thus,
a priest may have a concept of personal self-interest that is
longer or more apocalyptic than that adopted by a civil judge,
or even more to the point, by a twentieth-century academic
economist. But even non-profit organizations and priesthoods
must acknowledge the potential conflict of interests between the
power to impose negative sanctions and the public interest.
Rewards and punishments must be built into the institutional
system in order to reduce the profitable exploitation of such
conflicts of interest, since the public interest will normally be
sacrificed in these conflicts.

Public Choice Theory

In order to understand and then predict the decisions made
by sanctioning agents, we need to consider the influence of self-
interest. If we want to increase the likelihood that people will
act in a particular way, we must see to it that they are rewarded
for performing in the preferred way and punished for deviat-
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ing. This includes government officials – those who possess the
right to impose sanctions. This was the insight by economist
James Buchanan that won him a Nobel Prize in economics in
1986. Buchanan and his associate, legal theorist Gordon Tul-
lock, pioneered a specialty in economics called public choice
theory. 19 This economic approach to understanding institu-
tions assumes that 1) all institutions, including political and
judicial institutions, are the product of individual decisions, and
2) official decisions of organizations are based on the personal
self-interest of those vested with the institutional authority to
make them. In an introductory economics textbook committed
to public choice theory, Gwartney and Stroup write: “The gov-
ernment is not a supraindividual that will always make decisions
in the ‘public interest,’ however that nebulous term might be
defined. It is merely an institution through which individuals
make collective decisions and through which they carry out
activities collectively.” They continue: “The basic postulate of all
economics is that changes in expected costs and benefits will
cause decision-makers to alter their actions in a predictable way.
Specifically, as the personal costs of an event increase (and/or
the benefits decline), decision-makers will be less likely to
choose the event. As costs decline and benefits increase, the
opposite tendency will be true. This postulate will be main-
tained throughout our analysis of market behavior. Similarly, it
will be utilized to yield insight on the organization and func-
tioning of the public sector.”z”

This insight on at least one set of human motivations gov-
erning institutional action – costs and benefits – must be re-

19. James Buchanan and Gordon Tullmk,  The Calculus of Consent: Logical Founda-
twns of Constitutwnul Democracy (Ann Arbox  University of Michigan Press, 1962).
Tullock did not win the Nobel Prize with Buchanan in 1986, he believes, because he
has never taken an economics course. I discussed this with him in 1988 at an Ens
Society meeting in &pen,  Colorado.

20. James D. Gwartney and Richard Stroup, Economics: Private and Public Choice
(2nd cd.; New York Academic Press, 1980), p. 75.
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spected by the social theorist. We must apply this insight to the
behavior of those people who have been invested by God with
covenantal  authority. We therefore need to pursue the question
of law-enforcement in Old Covenant Israel. If the Levites and
priests were in fact the covenantal  agents assigned by God to
enforce the gleaning laws, then we should not expect God’s law
to rest on the assumption that the Levites and priests would
normally carry out this assignment against their personal self-
interest. We should expect rather to find judicial safeguards
that protected their interests as they went about their judicial
assignments. This is exactly what we find in the case of the
gleaning laws.

How to Pay Judges

Judges should not take bribes (Ex. 23:8; Deut.  16:19). Judg-
es should declare God’s law and apply it to specific cases that
come before them. This is a basic operating premise of biblical
jurisprudence. The availability of personal gain is not to influ-
ence the judges’ decisions. Having said this, we should also
acknowledge the bribery law’s economic corollary: judges
should not suffer losses because of their decisions. Their deci-
sions should not make them poorer. Thus, we conclude, judges’
income should not be a~ected  positively or adversely by their decisions.
This is why they should be paid agreed-upon salaries by the
sanctioning institution irrespective of their decisions for as long
as they are employed by that institution, This rule governs both
church and State. This is also why they should not be allowed
to judge cases in which they are uniquely in a position to gain
or lose because of their decision.

The question then arises: Were the Levites and priests
threatened economically by their honest enforcing of the glean-
ing law? If they did enforce it, did they or the priesthood in
general risk a loss of income? Even more to the point, would
their income automatically have been reduced? Specifically  did
the enforcement of “@caner’s rights” redme the jwiesthood’s  portion of
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the crop collected from the landowners ? If their income would have
been automatically reduced by their commitment to upholding
the gleaning laws, then we must conclude one of two things: 1)
Mosaic Covenant law rested on the assumption that judges
would consistently hand down impartial decisions that were
against their economic self-interest, or 2) the Levites and priests
were not the authorized covenantal  agents to enforce the glean-
ing laws.

Not a Threat

Leviticus 23:9-22  makes it clear that the Levites and priests
were not threatened economically by the enforcement of the
gleaning law. Their share of the crop during the two feasts was
not reduced by whatever percentage was harvested by the
gleaners. The landowner had to bring a specified quantity of
the best of his crop as an offering to God, by way of the priest-
hood. This payment was owed to the Levites irrespective of the
percentage of the crop harvested by the landowner’s crew.

This payment was not part of the tithe; it was a separate
offering. To understand the implications of this fact, consider
the collecting of the tithe. Enforcing the gleaning law would not
have threatened the church’s income from tithes, since gleaners
also owed a tithe, just as landowners did. A Levite’s insistence
that the gleaners be given access to the fields would not have
threatened that portion of the tithe paid by gleaners. The
gleaners would have understood to whom they owed the enforcement of
thti law. Furthermore, the Levite’s enforcement of the gleaning
law would have tended to ensure the collection of the tithe
from the landowners. The requirement of gleaners on a farm
created a class of outside agents who had knowledge of the size
of the landowner’s crop. This would have helped solve a fun-
damental problem for all agricultural tax collecting: cheating.
Gleaners would have been potential monitors for the church’s interests.
Any landowner would have known this. In short, there was a
meshing of economic interests between the Levites and honest
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gleaners in the case of tithe-collecting. The more gleaners in
the fields, the more likelihood that two or more of them would
have told the truth to the church’s officers about the size of the
crop.

Reducing the Costs of Monitoring Cheaters

If a landowner did not allow any gleaners to glean, one or
more of them could lawfully complain to the Levites. This
would alert the Levites to the possibility of an infraction: if the
landowner was willing to cheat God by cheating the gleaners,
he was perhaps equally willing to cheat God by cheating the
Levites of their tithe. The presence of gleaners meant the pres-
ence of monitoring agents  whose self-interest coincided with the
priesthood’s self-interest.

These agents were not paid by the priesthood. This points to
the priesthood as the authorized agency for enforcing the
gleaning laws. Why not the local civil magistrate? Because the
Levites received a greater percentage of the crop than a God-
honoring civil magistrate would. The Levites lawfully received
a full 10 percent of the increase in the crop; only a corrupt
king would demand this much (I Sam. 8:15, 17). The Levites
had to give only 10 percent to the priests, retaining 90 percent
for themselves (Num.  18:26-28).  There was no similar kingly
guarantee for the percentage retained personally by local mag-
istrates. Thus, local Levites had a far greater economic incentive
under Mosaic law to monitor the output of the fields than the
local civil magistrates did. The Levites had the greater econom-
ic incentive under biblical law to seek out zero-price agents to
monitor the output of the farms. This incentive structure indi-
cates that the church was where God lodged the judicial au-
thority governing the gleaning law. The church could do very
well – collect the full tithe owed to it – by doing good: defend-
ing the gleaners.

The recapitulation of the gleaning law in the section of Le-
viticus dealing with two fixed-payment grain offerings – the
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firstfruits – also points to the priesthood as the agency of en-
forcement for the gleaning law. The priests are identified in
this passage as being guaranteed a fixed payment at the feasts,
irrespective of the size of any farm’s crop. As judges, their
economic self-interest was in no way threatened by the gleaners.
The Levites and priests could enforce the gleaning law without
worrying that their very diligence would automatically reduce
their income. The costs of the gleaning program would be
borne by the landowners.

What we have here is a system of mutual self-interest be-
tween the priestly tribe and the gleaners. The Levites and
priests gained allies among the gleaners during the season of
the tithe – zero-price (to the priestly tribe) monitors in the
fields – while being exposed to no economic threat from their
allies during the seasons of the feasts. Simultaneously the
gleaners gained allies – a priesthood with the power to excom-
municate uncooperative landowners – during the season of the
tithe, while being exposed to no economic threat from their
allies during the seasons of the feasts.

This mutually beneficial arrangement worked well in normal
years. It broke down, however, during sabbatical years (Lev.
25:4-5,  20). In sabbatical years, the priesthood had a short-term
financial interest in seeing a normal harvest rather than idle
(resting) land. Priests and landowners did not acknowledge the
long-term agricultural productivity benefits of resting the land
one year in seven. Their shortened time perspective persuaded
them not to honor the sabbatical year of rest for the land.zl
This seems to me to be the most likely reason why the sabbati-
cal year of rest for the land was not enforced in Israel for al-
most five centuries (II Chron. 36:21). The Levites defected. But
it was the priesthood, not the State, that was authorized by God
to enforce the gleaning law.22

21. See below, p. 404.
22. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominwn:  The Economics of Leviticus (computer
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Conclusion

The gleaning law was recapitulated in this section because
gleaning was connected judicially to the Levites, the mandated
participants and beneficiaries at the national feasts. Gleaning
pointed to the priests and Levites as God’s designated agents of
enforcement for the gleaning law. There was a mutually be-
neficial relationship between the Levites and the gleaners. The
gleaners could serve the Levites as monitors of the size of the
landowner’s crop. This assured the priestly tribe of receiving a
more honest tithe. The gleaners also had to pay the tithe, but
they had allies in the Levitical priesthood. Their priestly ben-
eficiaries possessed the authority to declare a person excom-
municate, including a cheating landowner or a landowner who
refused to honor the gleaning law.

This arrangement was mutually beneficial. The priestly tribe
had an incentive to see to it that gleaners received access to the
leftovers of the crop, and the gleaners had an incentive to see
to it that the local Levites were appraised of the size of the crop
if cheating was going on. This mutually beneficial economic
arrangement placed information boundaries around cheaters.

This arrangement also kept the State under appropriate
boundaries. The local agents of enforcement, the priests, could
not normally inherit rural land.23 This reduced the threat of
confiscation for both landowners and gleaners. It also tended to
keep the politics of plunder at bay. With the priesthood as the
agents of enforcement, no one was tempted to seek political
power in order to increase his group’s share of the plunder

edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 22, section on
“Church or State?”

23. For the two exceptions, see Leviticus 27:20-21. See Chapter 37, below.
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BLASPHEMY AND CIVIL RIGHTS

Bring forth him that bath cuzsed  without the camp; and let all that heard
him lay their hands upon hs.s head, and let all the congregation stone
htm. And thou shalt speak unto the chtiren  of Israel, saying, Whosoever
curseth his God shall bear his sin. And he that b.kzsphenwth  the name of
the LORD, he shall surely  be put to death, and all the congregation shall
certuinly stone him: as well the strange~ as he that is bona in the land,
when he blasphenuth  the nanw of the LORD, shall be put to death. And
he that killeth any man shall surely be put to death. And he that killeth
a beast shall make it good; beast for beast. And fa man cause a blemish
in his neighbour;  as he huth done, so skull it be done to hiw Breach for
breach, eye for eye, tooth for tooth: as he bath caused a blemish in a man,
so shall it be done to him again. And he that killeth a beast, he shall
restore it: and he that killeth  a man, he shall be put to death. E shall
have one manner of luw, as well for the strange~  as for one of your own
countV: for I am the LORD your God (Lev. 24:14-22).

Basic to the concept of every social order is the sanctity of
the god that is believed to defend it. The source of a society’s
law is the god of that society.1  For example, no political order
exists that does not have a concept of treason. As Rushdoony

1. R. J. Rushdoony  The In.stitzdes of Biblual  Law (Nutley  New Jersey Craig Press,
1973), p. 4.
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says, “there can be no tolerance in a law-system for another
religion. Toleration is a device used to introduce a new law-
system as a prelude to a new intolerance. . . . Every law-system
must maintain its existence by hostility to every other law-sys-
tem and to alien religious foundations, or else it commits sui-
tide.”2

Historical Context

The Israelites faced a problem: What should be done with a
blasphemer who was half Israelite and half Egyptian? “And the
son of an Israelitish woman, whose father was an Egyptian,
went out among the children of Israel: and this son of the
Israelitish  woman and a man of Israel strove together in the
camp; And the Israelitish woman’s son blasphemed the name of
the LORD, and cursed. And they brought him unto Moses: (and
his mother’s name was Shelomith, the daughter of Dibri, of the
tribe of Dan:)  And they put him in ward, that the mind of the
LORD might be shewed them” (Lev.  24:10-12). God’s answer
would establish a precedent by means of this case law applica-
tion.

The historical context of his blasphemy was a fight. The
blasphemer had uttered his curse against God in the midst of a
physical struggle with an Israelite. This context points to the
nature of blasphemy: a verbal  attack on God by means of an attack
on a representative of God. The blasphemer had verbally assaulted
God in the presence of a covenanted follower of God. In effect,
the act had publicly challenged God and His representatives to
do something about it. The blasphemer had announced by his
curses that neither God nor God’s people possess lawful author-
ity in history. He broke the national covenantal oath, not mere-
ly by renouncing his citizenship through renouncing faith in
God, but by uttering a curse against God. He had profaned

2. Ibid., PP. 5-6.
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God’s name. This was an active assault, which was not tolerated
in Israel. It was a capital crime.

Penalty

God’s required civil sanction against blasphemy is clear from
His answer to Moses’ inquiry “Bring forth him that bath
cursed without [outside] the camp; and let all that heard him
lay their hands upon his head, and let all the congregation
stone him” (Lev. 10:14) This verbal assault had been an act of
rebellion, of treason. It had been a public challenge to the
legitimacy of the social order. The legitimacy of the covenanted
social order had to be maintained by the State. The proper civil
sanction, God insisted, was public stoning: the corporate execu-
tion of the blasphemer.

No society in the West enforces this statute in modern times,
or even thinks about it. No society in the West requires witness-
es to participate in the public stoning of those who have com-
mitted a capital crime. This biblically mandated sanction has
never been taken seriously by church or State in New Covenant
times. Indeed, even to suggest that stoning is a legitimate form
of execution, let alone required by God, is to risk bringing
down the negative sanction of public ridicule on the head of
the person who suggests this, and ridicule by Trinitarian theo-
logians at that.3 The modern world, including the modern
Christian world, takes offense against the very idea of negative
sanctions imposed by God, whether Mosaic, historical, or eter-
nal.4 Nevertheless, the fundamental issue of blasphemy is the

3. In their attempt to establish a dispensationat case against capital punishment
for any crime except murde~  H. Wayne House and Thomas D. Ice refer to my five-
point defense of public stoning as God’s specified means of execution. They seem to
believe (perhaps correctly) that this will seal their case in modern fimdamentalist
circles against the theonomists’ defense of the Mosaic penal sanctions. House and Ice,
Dominion Theology: Blessing or Curse? (Portland, Oregon: Multnomah  Press, 1988), p.
73.

4. At a meeting in May, 1989, a majority of a group of 385 neo-evangelical
theologians of the National Association of Evangelicats voted against the doctrine of
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binding character of the respective sanctions: verbal sanctions
against God, civil sanctions against blasphemers, and divine
sanctions against societies that ignore these sanctions.

What is – not merely was – the judicial issue of blasphemy?
It is treason against God.5 Such treason is no longer regarded
as a crime. As Levy writes: “In the twentieth century scorning
God, even reviling Him, T. S. Eliot reflected, is merely a breach
of good taste, not of deep-seated faith.”G  A violation of eti-
quette is not considered valid legal grounds for calling in the
civil magistrate.

Levy correctly points out that there are very few accounts in
the Old Testament of the crime of blasphemy and its punish-
ment. Idolatry was continual (at least prior to the exile), but
blasphemy played little role. 7 He is also correct that with the
advent of the Christian political order, blasphemy was defined
broadly, encompassing “not only verbal abuse or denial of
Christianity but even the expression of a difference of opinion
about it.”8 It was equated with heresy. This was an illegitimate
application of the biblical blasphemy law, for blasphemy is a
verbal assault on God’s ethical character, not an intellectual
proposition about His nature. It is a public curse, not an intel-
lectual error. To charge someone with blasphemy when he is
only theologically incorrect is a form of slander.g  This case

eternat punishment. They proclaimed instead the Seventh-Day Adventist and Jeho-
vah’s Witness dmtrine of “conditionalism” or soul-sleep. See World (June 3, 1989).

5. Leonard W. Levy, Treason Agam-st  God: A Histo~ of the Offense of Blasfihemy
(New York: Schocken  Books, 1981). Schocken Books is a Jewish publishing house.
See also Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 23, section on
“Treason Against God.”

6. Ibid., p. 3. He cites Eliot’s Ajler Strange Gods (1934), pp. 55-57.
7. Ibid., p. 331.
8. Idem.
9. Rushdoony is categorically wrong to invoke the charge of blasphemy against

all amillenniatists and premillennialist: “Arnillenniatism  and premillennialism are in
retreat from the world and blasphemously surrender it to the devil.” R. J. Rush-
doony, “Postmillennialism versus Impotent Religiom”  Journal of Christtan Reconstruc-
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law’s context in Leviticus 24 is that of physical crimes: murde~
physical assault, and killing a neighbor’s animal.

Blasphemy and Negative Sanctions

What is the mandated biblical penalty? Restitution. When a
direct attack against God takes place in public, the restitution
payment is the forfeiture of one’s life. This is why blasphemy is
a capital crime. But few, if any, Christian commentators are
willing to discuss blasphemy in terms of judicial categories.

Whenever and wherever the doctrine of a personal God or
gods is regarded as irrelevant to the legal order, blasphemy is
assumed to offer no threat to the integrity or survival of the
social order. It steadily loses its status as a crime. Virtually no
one in a position of leadership in the West today believes that
there is a personal God who brings predictable negative corpo-
rate sanctions in history against those societies that tolerate
blasphemy. This includes those who identify themselves as
Christians. Muslims do not agree with the Christians on this
point. Muslims take God’s corporate sanctions seriously they
take blasphemy seriously. 1°

tion, 111 (Winter 1976-77), p. 126. On dispensationaIists:  “I have had some of these
escapists tell me that if the Lord will not rapture them out of the ‘tribulation,’ they
see no point in being a Christian! This is not ftith: it is blasphemy” Chalcedon  Repoti
(June 17, 1968); reprinted in Rushdoony  The Roots of Recon@ructwn (Vallecito,
Cfllfornia  Ross House, 1991), p. 640. More generally “If, for example, we refime to
work, and then pray to God for food for our family, we are doubly guilty before
God, guilty of improvidence and blasphemy” Chalcedon R@ort (Jan. 1, 1966); ibid., p.
547.

10. The Iiberat ex-Muslim novelist Salmon Rushdie wrote The Satanic Verses
(1989), a book that impugned the character of Muhammed. Iran’s political leade~
the Ayatollah Khomeini, immediately issued a death warrant against Rushdie, offer-
ing $5 million to anyone who would assassinate Rushdie, despite the fact that Rush-
die was an Indian expatriate tiving in England. Khomeini died a few months later.
Rushdie went into hiding, then publicly apologized, and finally reaffirmed his fiith
in Islam, but the death warrant has not been repealed. The idea that a Muslim
leader can legitimately hire assassins to kill a resident of another national jurisdiction
indicates how committed radical (i e., original) Islam is to the id eat of conquest by the
sword.
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Blasphemy is cursing: a verbal attack on God, comparable to
assault. Blasphemy calls down on God some sort of implicit
negative sanction for having misrepresented Himself. Blasphe-
my is the opposite of the positive sanction: “Bless God.” The
classic example of blasphemy in the Bible is the statement by
Job’s wife: “Curse God, and die” (’Job 2:9b).  The two events are
associated: cursing God and death.

It is almost universally assumed today that God’s name
needs no civil protection. God is not regarded as a person in
the legal order. He therefore is entitled to no judicial protec-
tion. This means that men are not to be threatened by the State
for cursing God, i.e., publicly saying that the God of the Bible
is a liar, or a cheat, or some other kind of reprobate being, and
therefore deserving of contempt.

Treason against God is considered judicially irrelevant. Trea-
son against the State is regarded as serious, but concern over
even this form of treason has faded in recent decades. Treason-
ous acts that would have led to execution in 1950 today result
in life imprisonment with no possibility of parole, which means
parole will be possible a decade later. There is a judicial reason
for this: wars fought by the United States after World War II
have not been formally declared wars. The U.S. Congress has
not formally declared war, which Constitutionally is the only
legal basis of war. With no formally declared enemy, it has been
difficult to prosecute treason. 11 With the demise of the Soviet
Union in 1991, it is likely that another round of reduced sanc-
tions for treason will result: the West’s primary enemy has

11. The obvious example was the popular actress Jane Fonda during the Viet-
nam “war.” Legally, she did not commit treason. Conservatives ridiculed her as
“Hanoi Jane; but they could not say that she was treasonous, despite her public
endorsement of Communism. Her career soared during and after the conflict.
Similarly American pilots captured by the North Vietnamese were not entitled to
Geneva Convention protection because the United States had not declared war
against North vletnam.  The North Vietnamese treated them as spies who have no
rights. They were tortured without legal appeal. See Jeremiah A. Denton, Jr., When
Hell Wtzs in Session  (Clover, South Carolina Riverhills  Plantation, 1976).
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disappeared. But treason is an inescapable concept. It is corre-
lative to the concept of final sovereignty. Where there is an
acknowledged final sovereignty, there will always be laws
against treason. It is only during temporary periods in which
final sovereignty is not widely agreed upon that we see the
relaxation of the treason laws.

Restitution and Rights

The text of this case law continues:

And he that killeth  a beast shall make it good; beast for beast. And if a
man cause a blemish in his neighbour; as he bath done, so shall it be
done to him; Breach for breach, eye for eye, tooth for tooth: as he bath
caused a blemish in a man, so shall it be done to him again. And he
that killeth  a beast, he shall restore it: and he that killeth  a man, he
shall be put to death. Ye shall have one manner of law, as well for the
stranger, as for one of your own country: for I am the LORD your God
(Lev. 24:18-22).

By presenting a discussion of the civil laws governing restitu-
tion within the context of the blasphemy laws, the Book of
Leviticus makes it plain that the fundamental legal issue here is
restitution: the imposition of appropriate sanctions. This restitu-
tion case law governs murder: “And he that killeth  any man
shall surely be put to death” (v. 17). The death penalty is God’s
required means of enforcing earthly restitution for certain
crimes, irrespective of the opinion of any victim. 12 The con-
victed criminal is to be transferred from the civil court to God’s
heavenly court. The means of this transfer is execution.

12. Murder (Ex. 21:12), bestiality (Ex. 22: 19), passing children through Molech’s
fire (Lev. 18:21; 20:2),  homosexual acts (Lev. 20: 13), wizardry (Lev. 20:27),  and
blasphemy (Lev.  24:16). Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 318-20. Sabbath-breaking
was a capitat  crime under the Mosaic Covenant (Ex. 31:14-15), but not under the
New Covenant: Gary North, The Sinui Strategy: Economics and the Tm Commandments
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), ch. 4, Appendix A.
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Strangers

The ultimate foundation of biblical law is the sovereignty of
God. The original sin of mankind was to transgress the word of
God by physically transgressing the “No Trespassing” injunc-
tion regarding the forbidden fruit. The appropriate sanction
was death, both physical and spiritual. Yet the crime visibly was
trespassing: the transgression of a barrier. Then why death?
Why not some sort of restitution? This is the wrong way to
phrase the question. Death is restitution to God. Eternal death is
God’s ultimate sanction, and it is applied to every infraction.
“For whosoever shall keep the whole law, and yet offend in one
point, he is guilty of all” (James 2:10). The negative sanction is
death. “For the wages of sin is death; but the gift of God is
eternal life through Jesus Christ our Lord” (Rem. 6:23).  It was
not simply that Adam was not to transgress God’s property he
was not to defy God by ignoring His threatened negative sanc-
tion: death. Satan promised positive sanctions to man: to be-
come as God, knowing good and evil. God threatened a nega-
tive sanction: death. Which voice of authority would man obey?
His outward actions would determine whose covenant he would
affirm: God’s or Satan’s.

Why did this case law apply to strangers in the land? Be-
cause the whole of the Mosaic civil law applied to strangers.
“One law shall be to him that is homeborn, and unto the stran-
ger that sojourneth among you” (Ex. 12:49).  Restitution was
owed to the victimized stranger in Israel as much as to the
victimized Israelite. The civil law was not to discriminate in the
application of sanctions. This civil protection of the stranger
rested on a presupposition: the civil protection of God’s name.
A society that refuses to protect the integrity of God’s name is
not going to protect the stranger very long. The theocentric
nature of God’s law is inescapable. What men do “unto the least
of these,” they do unto God (Matt.  25:40, 45). This is the bibli-
cal doctrine of representation. Similarly, and even more surely,
what men seek to do to God, they will eventually do to the least
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member of the commonwealth. Christians in modern times
generally believe the first version of the equation – “from the
least of these to God” – but not the second version: “from God
to the least of these.” They are not particularly concerned about
the annulment of civil laws against blasphemy. They are much
more concerned about civil rights of minorities. The problem
is, there can be no long-term extension of civil  rights to minorities
without an eqwul extension of civil rights to God. God is much more
concerned about His own civil rights than about man’s pre-
sumed civil rights. God is more concerned about the legal
immunity of His name from public desecration than He is
about a man’s supposed autonomy from both God and other
men in desecrating God’s name. This perspective is the antithe-
sis of the pluralistic religion of our day, but it is true neverthe-
less. God is theocentric in His perspective.

Rights

What are legal rights? They are boundaries of individual
thought and action that may not be lawfully transgressed or
interfered with apart from the permission of the individual who
has been granted a legitimate sphere of authority. A civil right
is a boundary protected by the threat of civil sanctions. Cov-
enantally,  any society that does not honor God’s boundaries will
find itself under God’s negative corporate sanctions. The most
appropriate negative sanctions are boundary violations: pesti-
lence, foreign invaders, wicked rulers, and well-meaning bu-
reaucrats. “I’m from the government, and I’m here to help” are
among the most ominous words of modern life. They announce
the initial stage of servitude.

Civil rights in a society must begin with the blasphemy law.
If God’s name and reputation are not protected by law, then no
man’s name and reputation will be protected for very long. A
man’s name and reputation are more important than his physi-
cal property. Shakespeare’s lines in Othello are true:
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Good name in man and woman, dear my lord,
Is the immediate jewel of their souls:
Who steals my purse steals trash; ‘tis something, nothing;
‘Twas mine, ‘tis his, and has been slave to thousands;
But he that filches from me my good name
Robs me of that which not enriches him,
And makes me poor indeed.

If God is regarded as either unwilling or incapable of bring-
ing negative sanctions against those who violate His name, then
why should His judicial representatives bother to press God’s
case in a civil court? They do not, and no century proves this
more conclusively than the twentieth: Christian theologians
have abandoned hope or belief in God’s predictable historical
sanctions,13 and they have also abandoned any belief in the
legitimacy of the blasphemy law, let alone its biblically mandat-
ed sanction. No ordained officer of church or State wants to
bring a covenant lawsuit against a rebellious society if he also
firmly believes that God will not prosecute that lawsuit in histo-
ry. But if God’s judicial representatives are unwilling to press
His case, then covenant-breakers should not be expected to.

This raises the issue of the prophetic office. The Old Cove-
nant prophet brought a covenant lawsuit against individuals
and societies. He declared God’s law; then he announced God’s
sanctions. “Thou art the man,” Nathan told David; then he
announced God’s sanctions. These sanctions would be visible: “I
will do this thing before all Israel, and before the sun” (II Sam.
12: 12b). God honored Nathan’s word. This was verification of
Nathan’s office as a true prophet. With the final Mosaic sanc-
tions against Israel in A.D. 70, this office ceased. Today, God’s
people act in a prophetic fashion, but they are not prophets.
They declare God’s law and His covenantal  sanctions in history,

13. Gary North, Milbmnialism  and Social TheoU  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 7.
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but they cannot say precisely which sanctions will be imposed
and when. But to deny that God’s sanctions are in any way
predictable in history in terms of His law is to deny the pro-
phetic function altogether. If this theology were true, the gospel
would lose its status as prophetic. Its proclamation would be-
come a matter of personal opinion in history regarding sanc-
tions in eternity. The covenantal link between history and eter-
nity would be broken because the covenantal  link between
historical and eternal sanctions is broken. To a great extent,
this is the gospel of modern evangelicalism.  Denying God’s law
and especially its mandated civil sanctions, and denying also
God’s predictable corporate sanctions in history, modern evan-
gelicalism  has stripped the gospel of its prophetic character.

Thus, a society that has disallowed the Bible’s blasphemy law
is not in a position to defend itself against the extension of the
society of Satan: the triumph, judicially and culturally, of Sat-
an’s representatives in history. If God’s name is not worth
defending through civil law, neither is anyone else’s.  It should
come as no surprise that we have seen the virtual annulment of
civil laws in the United States that once protected public figures
from libel.14  It is not enough for a victim to prove that some-
one has lied about him; he must also prove malice on the part
of the liar. 15 This erosion of protection has escalated in the
final third of the twentieth century paralleling the systematic
removal of God’s name from all public institutions and space in
the U.S. We have also seen the rise of gossip as a major political
force. This has tarnished the reputations of politically liberal

14. New Erk Times Co. v. Sullivan ( 1964). Cf. The Constitution of the United States of
Am”ca: Analysis and Interpretation, prepared by the Congressional Research Service,
Library of Congress (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1972), pp.
1003-’1.  The case was handed down by the U.S. Supreme Court two years after I?ngel
v. Vitale, in which prayer in public schools was outlawed by the Court. In 1963 came
Abington School District v. Schempp,  in which Bible reading in public schools was out-
lawed. Cf. Constitution, pp. 920-22.

15. A very fine movie that examines the crisis produced by the annulment of the
libel laws is Absence of Maltie (1981).
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adulterers – to a man, the public defenders of civil rights and
opponents of anachronisms like the blasphemy laws – far more
than it has damaged conservatives.lG

Conclusion

What kind of crime is blasphemy? The Bible’s discussion of
the appropriate sanction against blasphemy appears in a pas-
sage that raises the question of restitution: killing animals,
injuring men. This indicates that blasphemy is judicially the
equivalent of an assault. The resolution of the incident rests on
the idea that the State must intervene and impose the ultimate
form of restitution: the death penalty The criminal is thereby
delivered into God’s heavenly court for final judgment.

Blasphemy is a public attack on the character, integrity, and
final authority of the God of the Bible. The attack may call
down a formal curse on God. It may describe God in obscene
or perverse language or imagery. It constitutes a public assault
against a biblically covenanted Christian social order. Treason
against God is treason against a biblical covenantal order, for it

16. The reputation of President John F. Kennedy (1961-63), literally a daily
adultere~  has been tarnished retroactively. In his day however, the press still
covered up for him. No longer. U.S. Senator Gary Hart, the leading candidate for
the Democratic Party’s nomination for President in 1988, went down to defeat when
his suspected adultery with Donna Rice became public. A photograph of Miss Rice
sitting on his lap on the pier next to the rented boat’< Monkey Business” ended his
campaign. Miss Rice had the good grace to disappear very quietly into religious
service work after the scandal died down.

A quarter century earlier, so had England’s Member of Parliament and Secretary
of War, John Profumo, whose scandal regarding a prostitute brought down the
Conservative government in 1963. It was not that he had committed adultery that
destroyed him; it was that he had lied on the floor of Parliament about the affair
Lying publicly to one’s colleagues is taken very seriously by Parliament; adultery isn’t.
If the prostitute had not also been close to a known Russian agent, Profumo probably
would have had no problem. He worked nearly anonymously for the next two dec-
ades, helping juvenile offenders, for which he was eventually granted national honors
by the Queen. What is not remembered is that the conservative journalist who first
broke the story in a small-arculation  newsletter went to jail for violating the govern-
ment’s secrecy laws by exposing Profumo. English common law is more concerned
about protecting the civil government than protecting God’s name.
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undermines the legitimacy of the covenantal  family, church,
and State. But the State in the West today is regarded by politi-
cal pluralists as neutral theologically. This is why political plur-
alists have been forced to abandon the enforcement of the
crime of blasphemy. The crime of blasphemy is no longer re-
garded as a crime because the ideal of a biblically covenanted
social order is no longer taken seriously. With the political
triumph of the humanistic theology of political pluralism, all
supernatural gods and laws have been relegated to the realm of
adtijkwa:  issues not fundamental to the true faith, namely the
religion of humanism.

The biblical legal foundation of the concept of civil rights
rests on a more fundamental concept: unlawful tn@ass. What
belongs to God cannot lawfully be stolen or misused. What
belongs to God’s agent, man, also cannot be lawfully stolen or
misused. The primary form of ownership is ownership of one’s
own name. God identified Himself to Moses as “I AM THAT I
AM” (Ex. 3:14): the self-defined, self-contained Creator God.
The authority to name something is a mark of hierarchical
authority. God named Adam; Adam named the animals (Gen.
2:20) and then Eve (Gen. 3:20). The name of God must be
defended. So must the name of man. Thus, an attack on a
person’s good name is a crime, but only because an attack on
God’s name is a more serious crime. Biblical law is theocentric.
A crime is primarily an attack on God; secondarily an attack on
man as God’s representative. A public assault on God’s name is
therefore a capital crime, the archetype of all civil rights laws.
If God’s rights are not defended by the civil order, then no
one’s rights are safe. When a man’s good name can be publicly
tarnished, his purse is not safe either. That the libel laws should
have been weakened in this, the century of massive taxation,
compulsory wealth redistribution, and political pluralism,
should come as no surprise. The present age of legislated envy
began with an attack on the authority of God during the
French Revolution. Envy has spread to every institution, includ-
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ing even the State. If God’s name is not safe from public vilifi-
cation, then nothing is safe.

Blasphemy is associated with a curse, not with theological
error as such. Heresy is not a crime. It is not a direct public
assault on the character of God. It is a serious error to equate
blasphemy with heresy.



Part 5

INHERITANCE
(Lev. 25-27)



INTRODUCTION TO PART 5

And ye shall hallow the jiftieth  yea~ and proclaim liberty throughout
all the land unto all the inhabitants thereof it shun be a jubile unto you;
and ye shall return every man unto his possession, and ye shall return
eve~ man unto his family  (Lev. 25:1 O).

The fifth section of Leviticus begins with Chapter 25, which
lists the laws governing the jubilee year: inheritance inside the
land’s boundaries. The remainder of Leviticus deals with inher-
itance.

Modern evangelical theologians remain totally hostile to the
theonomists’ principle of biblical interpretation: any Mosaic law
not annulled by the New Covenant is still judicially binding on
church, State, or family. Nevertheless, prominent evangelical
social commentators – though not the theologians – of the far
right and the far left remain fascinated with the jubilee laws of
Leviticus 25.

This is a very curious phenomenon. The jubilee laws were
explicitly tied to the Promised Land. They were laws governing
the sale of real estate and people. They were not revealed by
God prior to the exodus, and they applied to no region on
earth prior to the conquest of Canaan. Why should evangelical
Protestant social commentators who denounce theonomy’s
hermeneutic of judicial continuity also proclaim the benefits of
the jubilee laws? Is there some hidden agenda at work here?



386 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

There are two approaches taken by the evangelical commen-
tators. Right-wing evangelical argue that the jubilee’s 50-year

cycle was related to inherent limits on debt. Thus, we should in
some way honor the jubilee’s principle of debt limits. If we fail
to do this through some sort of national bankruptcy law, a

built-in economic cycle of economic depression and bankruptcy
will do it for us. Far-1eft evangelical argue that the jubilee law

governed ownership in the broadest sense, not just real estate.

Mosaic  civil law specified that every rural plot be returned to its

original family every 50 years. They conclude from this that the

modern State should legislate a massive, compulsory redistribu-
tion of capital from the wealthy to the poor.

Both groups are wrong. Neither group comes close to the

specifics of the jubilee law. Neither group comes close to the

meaning of this law. This is because neither group actually goes
to the actual jubilee law with the assumption that every aspect
of this law as well as its Mosaic judicial context is judicially binding
in the New Covenant. Neither suggests a principle of judicial
continuity. Each side has an economic agenda, and each misus-
es the texts of Scripture to promote this agenda.

First, with respect to the right-wing analysis, the jubilee year

had very  little to do with debt limitation except insofar as a .50-

year lease for land is a form of debt. How relevant is it today?
Hardly anyone today signs  a 50-year lease. This law had noth-
ing to do with  consumer debt or business debt for capital
equipment, or anything besides Israelite bondservants, land
outside of walled cities, and Levites’ houses.

Second, with respect to the left-wing analysis, the jubilee law

rested legally on God’s mandate that Israel invade Canaan and
wipe out all of its inhabitants. That is to say, the jubilee law rested
on genocide. It was an aspect of the original spoils  of war. It had
nothing to do with a government program of systematic wealth
redistribution from the rich to the poor. The jubilee law estab-

lished that the conquering families of Joshua’s era would per-
manently retain title to their land. This law was announced
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four decades before the conquest began. The return of rural
land to the heirs of these original families every 50 years was
not statist wealth redistribution; rather, it was the judicial de-
fense of original title: a defense of private property

The Meaning of the Jubilee

The Mosaic law guaranteed that the Israelites would multi-
ply if they obeyed God’s law: longer life spans (Ex. 20:12) and
zero miscarriages (Ex. 23:26). But a multiplying population
leads to ever-shrinking land holdings. As time passed and the
population grew, each family plot in Israel would shrink to the
point of near-invisibility Given the fact that the average family
allotment at the time of the conquest was under eleven acres, a
population that doubled every quarter century (3 percent
growth per annum) could not remain an agricultural society for
very long. Every 24 years, the average family’s share of the
farm would shrink by half. The average allotment would have
been down to a little over an acre within a century with a popu-
lation growth rate of 3 percent a year.

The jubilee law had nothing to do with the equalization of
property except in the peculiar sense of eventually producing
plot sizes so tiny that the value of any given family’s landed
inheritance was so small that it really did not make any differ-
ence. In today’s world, an inheritance worth two dollars is twice
as large as an inheritance worth one dollar, but in terms of
what either inheritance will buy, the percentage difference
between them really does not matter.

Then what was the jubilee law all about? First, it was a law
that decentralized politics: every heir of a family of the con-
quest could identify his citizenship in a particular tribe because
every family had an inheritance in the land. Ownership stayed
inside the tribes. Second, it restricted the accumulation of rural
land holdings by the Levites, who could never buy up the land.
This geographically dispersed urban tribe would remain dis-
persed. Third, it kept the State from extending its land hold-
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ings on a permanent basis. Fourth, it kept foreigners from
buying permanent residences outside of walled cities where
homes were not under the jubilee law. Fifth, it pressured the
nation to move into walled cities or emigrate out of Israel when
population growth had its effect on farm size.

There was an overall economic principle at work here: those
outside the covenants – civil, familial, and ecclesiastical – should
be kept economically and numerically subordinate to those
inside the covenants. This is not discussed by commentators.

If Israel remained covenantally  faithful as a nation, the life
style of the typical Israelite would not remain agricultural. A
few generations after the conquest, the nation would have
become an urbanized center of commerce. More than this: the
old wineskin of the original grant of territory to Joshua’s gener-
ation could not long hold the new wine of population growth.
The Promised Land’s boundaries would be breached. The
Israelites would spread beyond the nation’s borders.

Having said all this, now I must prove it. But there really
isn’t very much to prove regarding the fundamental economic
aspect of this law. It is simple to comprehend. The economic
value of each family’s plot would have decreased over the gen-
erations, as covenant-keeping families multiplied. Yet for over
two millennia, the commentators have ignored the obvious: a
growing population will eventually fill up the land.

There is a reason for this error: those who write Bible com-
mentaries rarely take the Mosaic law seriously. They pay little
attention to the coherence of its details. They refuse to ask
themselves the crucial question: How did each law actually  work in
relation to the other  laws? The liberals assume that the judicial
system could not have functioned coherently because multiple
authors wrote the Pentateuch. A coherent system of law would
undermine their presupposition of judicial incoherence. They
discover what they assume: a patchwork of uncoordinated laws.
They do not seek to discover the meaning of any law in terms
of the whole. Meanwhile, the conservatives feel justified in
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ignoring the details of the law because they assume that the
Mosaic law isn’t relevant under the New Covenant. This almost
contemptuous attitude toward the Mosaic law has hampered
Christian scholarship. It is time for this contempt to end. It is
time to search the law in depth to discover what God expects
from us, just as David did (Ps. 119). The jubilee law is a better
place than most to begin because it is clearly a coherent series
of laws with many ramifications.

A Matter of Holiness

God required the nation of Israel to hallow – set apart – the
fiftieth year. This identified the fiftieth year as uniquely holy. It
was the jubilee year. It was to be inaugurated by the blowing of
the trumpet on the day of atonement (Lev.  25:9). The jubilee
year was to be the year for claiming one’s inheritance: of land,
but far more important, of legal status as a citizen. Those cir-
cumcised men who were heirs of the original holy army that
had conquered Canaan could not legally be disenfranchised
except through the loss of their landed inheritance outside a
walled city, or, in the case of the Levites, of their homes in
Levitical cities.

Citizenship (freemanship) in Mosaic Israel was based on
three religious factors: confession, circumcision, and lawful
participation in God’s holy army. One mark of citizenship was
ownership of a share of the land that had been possessed by a
conquering family underJoshua. This was not the only proof of
citizenship, but it was the most universal. A man who had been
judicially severed from ecclesiastical participation in the congre-
gation could not retain his family’s landed inheritance beyond
the next jubilee. He became disinherited. His property would
go to his next-of-kin: his kinsman-redeemer He could legally
buy title to a residence in a walled city, since this property was
not governed by the jubilee law, but he might have to sell it in
a crisis. It was risky to be excommunicated.
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As an excommunicate, he was no longer an Israelite. He was
a resident alien. As such, he became subject to the threat of
lifetime servitude. So did his minor heirs (Lev.  25:44-46). He
was no longer a freeman. In an economic crisis, he might also
lose his status as a free man.

If Israel did not honor God’s law, God threatened national
disinheritance (Deut. 8:19-20). This placed every Israelite in
jeopardy of becoming a slave. Slavery was a permanent sanc-
tion. A slave could not buy his way out of slavery. There were
only three ways for a slave to escape his legal condition and still
remain inside the land: 1) manumission, 2) liberation by an
invading foreign army, or 3) adoption, either by his owner or
some other Israelite.

The legal issue of inheritance is, in the final analysis, the
theological issue of adoption by God (Ezek. 16). So is the legal
issue of liberty. In this regard, consider the New Testament’s
doctrine of adoption through God’s grace (John 1:12; Eph.
1:5): an act of the ultimate Kinsman-Redeemer

Enforcement

Was the jubilee law actually enforced? It is not clear from
the historical sections of the Bible whether or not Israel ever
observed the jubilee year. The Bible’s silence indicates that it
may not have been enforced, but we cannot be certain about
this. Consider Ahab’s theft of Naboth’s land (I Ki. 21). On the
one hand, Naboth refused to sell his land to King Ahab. This is
evidence of one man’s commitment to the Mosaic law’s princi-
ple of jubilee inheritance. On the other hand, the fact that
Ahab thought he could permanently steal the land from Naboth
by having him executed indicates that the enforcement of the
jubilee was sporadic or nonexistent in his day. Surely, Ahab was
not Naboth’s kinsman-redeemer The incident reveals no clear-
cut evidence with regard to the entire history of Israel.

The Mosaic law provided economic incentives for those who
possessed the authority to declare the jubilee year to do so: the
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Levites. Because the homes of the Levites in Levitical cities were
governed by the jubilee (Lev. 25:32-33), the Levites had an
economic incentive to declare the jubilee on schedule twice per
century – far stronger than the incentive for them to declare a
sabbatical year. Did they nevertheless defect? If so, why?

Conclusion

The jubilee year was a year of liberty for all the inhabitants
of Israel (v. 10). But there was an exclusionary clause in the
jubilee law: the enslavement of heathens (VV. 44-46). The best
way to avoid slavery was to become a citizen of the holy com-
monwealth. Unlike the other ancient nations, citizenship in
Israel was open to any resident alien, or at least to his heirs
(Deut. 23:2-8). The blessings of liberty could be secured
through confession of faith in God, circumcision, and eligibility
to serve in God’s holy army. This was the Mosaic law’s incom-
parable promise to all resident aliens. But to attain citizenship,
a family would have to remain economically productive until
the heirs of the promise could secure their claim. This promise
was conditional: remaining productive and avoiding being sold
into servitude.

The jubilee law pointed to the conditional nature of Israel’s
very existence as a nation: God’s threat of disinheritance, which
was a threat of servitude to foreigners. There were conditions
attached to citizenship: covenantal stipulations. The jubilee
law’s stipulations (Lev. 25) – point three of the biblical covenant
— were immediately followed by a list of promised sanctions
(Lev. 26): point four.

Every true prophet of Israel came before the nation to bring
a covenant lawsuit. This reminded them of the ethical basis of
liberty. Israel’s final prophet would bring Israel’s final covenant
lawsuit. He would declare liberty for the enslaved and slavery
for the rebellious slavemasters. He would serve as the final go’el:
the kinsman-redeemer and the blood avenger. He would adopt
many and disinherit others. He would bring sanctions. He
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would announce the final jubilee year: “The Spirit of the Lord
is upon me, because he bath anointed me to preach the gospel
to the poor; he bath sent me to heal the brokenhearted, to
preach deliverance to the captives, and recovering of sight to
the blind, to set at liberty them that are bruised, To preach the
acceptable year of the Lord” (Luke 4:18-19). Fulfilled!



24

THE SABBATICAL YEAR

And the LORD spake unto Moses in mount Sinai, saying, Speak unto
the children of Israel, and say unto them, When ye come into the land
which I give you, then shall the land keep a sabbath unto the LORD. Six
years thou shalt sow thy jield, and six years thou shalt prune thy vine-
yard, and gather in the fruit thereo~ But in the seventh year shall be a
sabbath of rest unto the land, a sabbath for the LORD: thou shalt neither
sow thy jield,  nor prune thy vineyard. That which groweth  of its own
accord of thy harvest thou shalt not reap, neither gather the grapes of thy
vine undressed: for it is a year of rest unto the land. And the sabbath of
the land skull be mzat for you; for thee, and for thy servant, and for thy
maid, and fm thy hired servant, and for thy stranger that sojourneth
with thee, And for thy cattle, and for the beast that are in thy land, shall
all the increase thereof be meat (Lev. 25:1-7).

This law is a recapitulation and extension of the sabbath laws
of Exodus 23:10-12. It was not in origin a law of the jubilee,
although it was tied to it; it was a law of the sabbath. This leads
us to an important implication: the law of the jubilee was an exten-
sion of the sabbatical jn-inciple  of rest. The sabbatical year law was
primary the jubilee land laws were secondary. The sabbatical
year law was more fundamental than the jubilee land laws.

We begin our study of the jubilee laws with a consideration
of the meaning of the sabbath: rest for land as well as for man.
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We need to discover the meaning of “rest” in the context of the
sabbatical year. We also need to recognize that this law was a
Mosaic land law: an aspect of the land as God’s covenantal
agent (Lev. 18:25,  28).

Sabbath and Capital Preservation

The law of God is theocentric. Whatever secondary applica-
tions it may have, a law’s primary application always relates to
God. This law focused on the mandatory resting of the land of
Israel, but its ultimate reference point was the sovereignty of
the Creator God of the covenantal promise.

The Bible introduces the subject of the sabbath in relation to
the story of the creation. God created the world in six days;
then He rested (Ex. 20:11). Whenever the Israelites observed
this law, they were acknowledging the sovereignty of God as
both the Creator and the original owner. Bonar comments: “It
has been well said that by the weekly Sabbath they owned that
they themselves belonged to Jehovah, and by this seventh-year
Sabbath they professed that their land was His, and they His
tenants.”1

God deals with men as an absentee landlord deals with lease-
holders who use his property He gave Adam an assignment;
then He left the garden. This is a continuing theme in the
Bible. The Book of Job pictures God as normally distant from
man. Jesus used the theme of the absentee landlord in several
of His parables. While God dwells in the midst of men judicial-
ly, especially during ecclesiastical feasts, He does not dwell in
their midst physically. The dominion covenant (Gen.  1:26-28)
is supposed to be fulfilled by men acting as responsible manag-
ers, not as supervised coolies  in a field. The managerial model
in the Bible is that of a sharecropper or tenant farmer who
pays 10 percent of his net income to the landowner

1. Andrew Bona~  A Commmlary on Leviticus (London: Banner of Truth Trust,
[1846] 1966)> p. 446.
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The Terms of the Lease

Leasing land is a very difficult proposition for a landlord.
For an absentee landlord, it is even more difficult. The problem
is to establish leasing terms that preserve economic incentives
that achieve three goals: 1) keeping a competent lessee on the
property by allowing him to maximize his income; 2) maintain-
ing or increasing the capitalized value of the land; 3) maximiz-
ing the landlord’s lease income. The absentee landlord must
discover a way to achieve all three goals without a great expen-
diture on local monitors. Inexpensive monitors are valuable.

God established the laws governing the Promised Land
because He delivered it into their hands. As its owner, He had
the authority to establish the terms of the leasehold. If the
people did not like the terms of the lease, they could live else-
where. So, one foundation of this law is God’s ownership. (The
other foundation is the principle of sabbath rest.)

The terms of God’s lease are generous to the lessee, who
keeps nine-tenths of the net income of the operation. This is
the principle of the tithe. The tithe is paid to God’s designated
agency of collection, the church.z  The church acts as God’s
accountant and crop-collector. The payment of the tithe is a
public acknowledgment by the lessees of God’s ultimate owner-
ship of the original capital: land (rent) plus labor (wages) over
time (interest). This original grant of capital is also accurately
described by John Locke’s three-fold classification: life, liberty,
and property.3

2. Gary North,  Tithing and the Church  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, 1994).

3. He never used this phrase exactly as quoted. He wrote of property in generat
as “tife,  liberty, and estate.” John Locke, Second Treatise on Government (1690), para-
graph 87. He spoke of “life, liberty, or possession” in paragraph 137. Exactty  one
century later, Edmund Burke wrote of “property, tiberty, and tife.” Rejections  on the
Revolution in France  (1790), paragraph 324. The U.S. Constitution adopted “life,
liberty, or property” in Article V of the Bill of Rights (1791), and also in Article
XIV 1 ( 1868).
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God’s Land Grant

Consider the grant of capital in the form of developed land.
God gave His people the Promised Land as their inheritance.
This was an aspect of the promise given to Abraham (Gen.
15: 13-16). Also included were existing houses and fields. “And
I have given you a land for which ye did not labour, and cities
which ye built not, and ye dwell in them; of the vineyards and
oliveyards which ye planted not do ye eat” (_Josh. 24:13). They
inherited the capitalized value of the houses and planted fields
of the Canaanites. The Canaanites had unknowingly served as
stewards of the land, building up its value until the fourth
generation after Israel’s subordination to Egypt (Gen. 15: 16).

Having delivered a capital asset into their hands, God speci-
fied that they must, as a nation, rest the land every seventh
year. This was to be a national year of rest. The law applied
only to agricultural land. It did not restrict commerce, manu-
facturing, equipment repair, or anything except planting and
harvesting by owners. Urban occupations were not under the
terms of this law. This law granted a year of rest from field
work to all those under the household authority of landowners,
including hired servants.

The year of rest was an acknowledgment of the limits on
man’s knowledge. Man cannot know everything about the land.
He therefore was not allowed to treat the land indefinitely as if
it were a mine. The “mining” of the soil could go on for six
years in seven, but not in the seventh year. He was not allowed
to strip the soil of its productivity The seventh year was a rest
period for the land in the broadest sense, including worms,
bugs, birds, weeds, and every other living creature that dwelled
on or in the land. This would preserve the land’s long-run value.

This limitation on the landowner’s extraction of present
income from the land was a means of preserving the capitalized
value of the land over time. This placed a limit on both man’s
greed and ignorance. It forced the landowner to honor the
future-orientation of God’s covenant. It preserved the landed
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inheritance for future generations. God’s sharecroppers in one
generation were not allowed to undermine the future value of
the land by overproduction in the present. God, as the land’s
ultimate owner, was thereby able to maintain a greater percent-
age of the land’s original capitalized value.

The Israelites did not always enforce the provisions of the
sabbath land law prior to the exile. In other words, they did
not enforce the terms of the original lease. God allowed this
infraction to continue for almost five centuries. Then He col-
lected payment from a later generation. “And them that had
escaped from the sword carried he away to Babylon; where
they were servants to him and his sons until the reign of the
kingdom of Persia: To fulfil the word of the LORD by the mouth
of Jeremiah, until the land had enjoyed her sabbaths: for as
long as she lay desolate she kept sabbath, to fulfil threescore
and ten years” (II Chron. 36:20 -21).4 Two generations of share-
croppers then learned a judicial lesson in Babylon: God has a
long memory for the details of His law. Those who violate it
will eventually pay restitution to Him by paying restitution to
their victims. In this case, they paid to the land, which rested.

A Year of Gleaning

There appears a problem with the translation in the King
James Version. Actually, there is no problem, but there is a
problem for interpreters who do not take the text literally.
Verse 5 says: “That which groweth of its own accord of thy
harvest thou shalt not reap, neither gather the grapes of thy

4. By the time of Jeremiah, the Israelites had been in the Promised Land for
almost eight centuries. Of this period, 490 years (70 x 7) had been spent without a
sabbatical year. Jeremiah did not say when this period of law-breaking began. I
presume that it began 490 years before the Babylonian captivity i.e., sometime late
in Saul’s kingship. I am using James Jordan’s chronology “The Babylonian Connec-
tion: Biblical Chronology, II (Nov. 1990), p. 1:3426 Anno Mundi = 586 B.C. The
accession of Saul was 2909 AM. Jordan, “Chronologies and Kings (H);’ ibid.,  111
(Aug. 1991), p. 2. Computation: 586 + 490 = 1076 B.C., i.e., 3426AM - 490AM =
2936 AM. David came to the throne in 2949 AM, i.e., 1063 B.C.
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vine undressed: for it is a year of rest unto the land.” Conclu-
sion: someone was prohibited from reaping the fields. The next
two verses are translated as follows: “And the sabbath of the
land shall be meat for you; for thee, and for thy servant, and
for thy maid, and for thy hired servant, and for thy stranger
that sojourneth with thee, And for thy cattle, and for the beast
that are in thy land, shall all the increase thereof be meat” (w.
6-7). Conclusion: the produce of the field served as food for
someone. But if the increase is identified as meat (i.e., food),5

then what about the prohibition? “That which groweth of its
own accord of thy harvest thou shalt not reap, neither gather
the grapes of thy vine undressed.” How could the increase
serve as food if the crop could not lawfully be harvested?

To solve this problem, the New American Standard Version
inserts a word in verse 6: products. “And all of you shall have
the sabbath products of the land for food. . . .“ The Revised
Standard Version translates it as follows: “The sabbath of the
land shall provide food for you. . . .“ None of this is satisfacto-
ry. Why not? Because the text of verse 5 is too specific: “That
which groweth of its own accord of thy harvest thou shalt not
reap, neither gather the grapes of thy vine undressed.” Some-
one was prohibited from harvesting. The question is: Who?

The solution is found in the word thy.  The law was ad-
dressed to landowners. It applied to those identified in verse 4:
“Six years thou shalt sow thy field, and six years thou shalt
prune thy vineyard, and gather in the fruit thereof.” Those who
owned the fields and vineyards were not allowed by God to
reap them in the seventh year. This prohibition did not apply
to their hired servants, strangers in the community poor peo-
ple, and the beasts of the field. “But the seventh year thou shalt
let it rest and lie still; that the poor of thy people may eat: and
what they leave the beasts of the field shall eat. In like manner

5. The Hebrew words translated as “meat” in verses 6 and 7 both can be trans-
lated as “food.”
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thou shalt deal with thy vineyard, and with thy oliveyard” (Ex.
23: 11). The prohibition did not apply to those who did not own the
land.

What this law established was a year of unlimited gleaning.
Hired harvesters were not allowed into the fields and vineyards
as employees of the landowners. Instead, they were given free
access as independent agents. On the one hand, landowners
did not invest any money or time in seeding the fields, pruning
the vineyards, or caring for the land. This cut their expenses in
year six. On the other hand, they reaped no crops. The crops
were reaped in year seven by non-owners. Like the leftovers
that were collected by the gleaners annually so were the crops
that grew by themselves. The land’s rest was specific: rest from
the activities of its owners, not rest from harvesting by non-
owners.

Independence

What was the point? Rushdoony argues that this law was not
humanitarian, meaning (1 give him the benefit of the doubt)
uniquely humanitarian, because gleaners had access to the
fields every year.G  This interpretation is incorrect. This law was
obviously a humanitarian law, for it singled out the poor and
strangers. They would receive something from the landowner
that otherwise would have been kept by him. A transfer of
wealth was involved. The sabbatical land law was as much a
humanitarian law as the annual gleaning law was. It treated the
beasts of the fields as if they were gleaners. It treated them as
servants on the weekly sabbath. In other words, the sabbatical
rest forced landowners to let the land alone and allow human
and animal gleaners into the fields. The landowners were not
allowed to use land, man, or beast for their purposes. Non-
owners were allowed by God to do whatever they wanted: to

6. R. J. Rushdoony  The Zn.stituies of Biblical Law (Nutley  New Jersey Craig Press,
1973), p. 140.
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glean or not to glean. It was not that they were required to rest
from self-employment as harvesters. They were not to be com-
pelled by economic circumstances to work for landowners. God
provided them with a source of income to offset the absence of
wages. This was a compulsory wealth-redistribution program:
from landowners to non-owners. The question is: Who imposed
the negative sanctions? Answer: the Levites.7

In the sabbatical year, all charitable, morally obligatory, zero-
interest loans had to be canceled (Deut.  15:1-7). This means
that the debtor who had been forced to labor for another land-
owner because he had gone into debt and then had defaulted
on this charitable loan had to be released from bondage. But
this release from bondage did not relieve him from the person-
al economic necessity of participating in the harvesting of the
crop of his former creditor and perhaps harvesting part of his
own land’s crop, which was also to lie fallow. He achieved his
release from debt in a year of heavy national dependence on
God. There was not supposed to be any planting in the season
prior to the sabbatical year. The land was to receive its rest. So,
the released debtor faced a problem: how to get enough to eat.

He would have faced high demand for food from the free
market. If he could harvest anything, he could either consume
it or sell it. He would possess a valuable asset – food – in a year
of above-average scarcity. This was an advantage for him. But
without the landowner to serve as his intermediary the newly
debt-free Israelite would begin to regain his confidence as a
free man. He would be forced to learn marketing in the year
that he would plant the eighth-year crop on his own land,
except in jubilee “weeks,” when the law also prohibited planting
in the year after the sabbatical year. The year of his release
from debt or even servitude would also be a difficult year eco-
nomically. It was a year in which Israelites were supposed to

rely on God’s grace and their own previous thrift. This was why

7. See below “The Defection of the Levites.”
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the newly resealed Israelite had to be liberally provided with
food (Deut.  15:13-14): to get him through the sabbatical year.
The fruit of his own field would belong to non-owning harvest-
ers and beasts.

The sabbatical year was a system for forcing men to become
self-consciously dependent on God’s grace. Dependent on Him,
they were to become dominion-minded. Subordinate to God, they
were to become active toward the creation. (This is the mandated
pattern for the dominion covenant.) The year of debt release
was to be the year of open access to the fields for non-owners.
It was a year of hard work for harvesters, for they harvested on
their own and for their own. A new master told them to do
this: the market.

Because independent harvesters were given free access to the
land’s unassisted production one year in seven, they had an
incentive to recommend land management practices that would
maximize output in the seventh year: crop rotation, fertiliza-
tion, irrigation, etc. This does not mean that landowners were
required to follow the suggestions of the full-time harvesters,
but to the extent that owners deferred to harvesters in gather-
ing information and assessing its value, the sabbatical year law
encouraged agricultural practices that did not strip the land of
its long-run productivity. This law, when enforced, created a
class of preferred workers who had an incentive to act as eco-
nomic agents of the land, and therefore as economic agents of the
future.

We do not know for certain whether the gleaners would
have received more income as secondary harvesters in a year
following an investment of capital or as primary harvesters in a
year following an investment of zero. As I hope to show, it is
quite likely that the total output of the fields was greater in a
normal harvest year than in a sabbatical years What we do
know is that when this law was enforced, the land received its

8. See below, “The Defection of the Levites.”
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rest, and the poor had access to the fields. God therefore
placed self-interested monitors in the midst of the community
The question was: Would these monitors possess sufficient
power or influence over landowners through the priesthood?
The answer for 490 years: no.

The Threat of Debt

Because this law pressured landowners to save for six years
in preparation for the sabbatical year, it subsidized those who
possessed an attitude favorable to thrift, i.e., future orientation.
Simultaneously this law threatened improvident landowners
with debt servitude, beginning in the year of release.g  In the
seventh year, all charitable, zero-interest loans to poor Israelites
became null and void (Deut.  15:1). Creditors could not legally
collect from impoverished debtors. Meanwhile, the economy
grew tight: reduced food production. Improvident landowners
went looking for loans to get them through the year. There
would have been greater-than-normal demand for interest-
bearing loans, i.e., higher interest rates. This would have tend-
ed to squeeze the weakest borrowers out of the loan market.
Lenders prefer to lend to those who are likely to repay. On the
other hand, if an evil man wanted to trap a weak debtor in
order to gain control over his labor if he defaulted, the year of
national gleaning would have been an ideal time. The recently
liberated debtors would have known this. Their memory of
their previous bondage was to keep them from succumbing to
this temptation. The poor had access to the untilled fields of
the landowners. They were to take advantage of this unique
situation and stay out of debt. They were not to “return to
Egypt” by going into debt and risking another round of bond-
age.

9. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 24, section on
“The Pressure on Landowners to Save.”
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Any landowner who had not planned carefully would face a
crisis in year seven. Without sufficient thrift in the previous six
years, he might have been forced to enter the debt market to
save his business. But he would have come to a lender as a
businessman, not as a poverty-stricken brother in the faith.
There was no moral pressure on anyone to lend to him. Such
moral compulsion to lend applied only to loans to the poor
(Deut. 15:’7-10). A land-secured loan threatened the borrower
greatly: to default the loan meant the forced sale of his land
until the loan was repaid or until the next jubilee year.

Lenders would have been more ready to lend to landowners
than to most poor men: secure collateral. This gave landowners
an advantage in the loan markets. But there was great risk for
the debtor. There was also the embarrassment of having to
mortgage the family’s property. The present-oriented landown-
er would then face the need to repay the loan, making prepara-
tion for the next sabbatical year even more burdensome. The
debt trap loomed much larger to the person who fell behind.
This is the grim reality of debt.

The sabbatical year was therefore a major burden on land-
owners. There is little doubt that they would have preferred to
avoid this burden. If this law was going to be enforced, there
had to be an agency of enforcement that had an economic
incentive to do so. Which agency was it? And why did it fail to
enforce the law prior to the Babylonian exile?

The Defection of the Levites

We know that this law was not enforced for centuries prior
to the exile. Jeremiah identified their failure to honor the year
of release as the cause of the exile: “At the end of seven years
let ye go every man his brother an Hebrew, which bath been
sold unto thee; and when he bath served thee six years, thou
shalt let him go free from thee: but your fathers hearkened not
unto me, neither inclined their ear” (Jer. 34:14).
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The enforcing agents, the Levites  (gleaning law) and civil
magistrates (land law), did not assert their authority. Why not?
We do not know. This maybe one of those cases in which they
had a short-term incentive not to enforce the law. In a normal
year, they were entitled to tithes and taxes from landowners
and gleaners. In a sabbatical year, only the gleaners paid. The
landowners harvested nothing for their own account. Perhaps
the collectors of tithes and taxes did not consider the soil’s
long-term output, allowing landowners to plant and harvest.

I conclude that the total output of the land in a normal year
was greater than during a sabbatical year. Levites  and civil
magistrates received a larger tithe in non-sabbatical years. Thus,
they had less short-term economic incentive to see that the
sabbatical year law was enforced. They had to enforce the law
because God required them to do so, not because they were
paid to do so. The tribe of Levi was to cooperate with the local
monitors: hired hands, the poor, and strangers. Levites were
required to see to it that the sabbath year’s gleaning law was
enforced. They refused. They forfeited their position as sanc-
tioning agents on this issue. As a result, the nation went into
captivity. After their return, Israel honored this law (I Mace.
6:49, 53). Ezekiel had prophesied that heathen residents in the
land would participate in a new allocation of land (Ezek. 47:21-
23), but we do not know if the jubilee laws were honored.

Because this law is sabbatical, it extends into the New Cove-
nant. But its enforcement is no longer either ecclesiastical or
civil; rather, it is individual. The locus of sabbath enforcement
has shifted under the New Covenant. The individual conscience
today governs the observation of the sabbath.l”  The land no
longer serves as God’s covenantal agent. While there may be
good ecological reasons for resting the land every seventh year
— this is a scientific question, not theological – the decision-

10. Gary North, The Sinui Strategy: Economics and the Ten Commandnwnts (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), Appendix A.
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maker with the authority to rest the land is the landowner.11
The issue of resting the land has moved from covenant law to
science.

The modern State of Israel pretends to honor this law, and
has since the 1880’s. Every seventh year, the farmland of the
nation is transferred by the Minister of Internal tiairs to the
Chief Rabbinate, which sells title to an anonymous gentile,
usually an Arab, who retains formal ownership for one year.
Then he sells it back. By Rabbinic law, he is outside the sabbati-
cal year’s requirements, so he does not enforce this law. He
sells back the land to the Chief Rabbinate at the end of the
sabbatical year, which in turn returns formal ownership to the
de facto owners. “If we were to stop marketing our products to
Europe even for one year, we’d be finished,” according to the
Director General of the Ministry of Agriculture.12  Non-zionist
Orthodox Jewish rabbis refuse to go along, however, since by
Jewish law, Jews are not allowed to sell land in Palestine to
gentiles.13  They organize special shops in sabbatical years that
sell fruits and vegetables grown by Arabs on Arab land.14

(A similar strategy is used during Passover week. The law
requires all leaven to be removed from every Jewish household.
This makes it difficult for grain merchants. Solution: observant
Jews sell all of these prohibited substances to the local rabbi,
who sells them to the Chief Rabbinate, which sells them to a
gentile for a week. Then he sells them back. By a special dis-
pensation, these multiple sales are presumed to include the
leavened substances of non-practicing Jews, too.)15

11. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 24, section on “New Testament Applica-
tions.”

12. Clyde Haberman,  “The Rabbis’ Almanack of Seventh-Year Farming,” New
Itwk Times (Dec. 10, 1992). The year 1992 was the sixth year in the cycle.

13. Israel Shahak,  Jewssh Histo~, Jewish Rehgion:  The Wetght of Three Thousand
Wan (Boulde~ Colorado: Pluto Press, 1994), p. 43.

14. Ibid., p. 108, n. 17.
15. Ibid., p. 45.
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Conclusion

The judicial foundations of the sabbatical year of rest were
two-fold: 1) the sabbath rest principle; 2) God’s original own-
ership of the land. At the time of the conquest, God transferred
control over the land to families that held legal title on a share-
cropping basis, operating under specific terms of the original
leasehold agreement. The lease provided a payment to God
(the tithe), i.e., a high percentage return to God’s authorized
sharecropper-owners (90 percent before taxes), and a provision
for the maintenance of the long-term capital value of the land
(the sabbatical year). Those residents in Israel who did not own
the land had legal title to the output of the land: unrestricted
harvest in sabbatical years. This legal title was to be enforced by
the Levites  and priests, not the civil government.

The judicial issue of the sabbatical year was rest: rest for the
land, hired workers, and animals. This also included release
from the requirement to repay charitable debts (Deut.  15). By
“rest,” the law meant a respite for the landless from the requirement
to work for the landed. This law governed agricultural land and
those who worked it. There is nothing in the Bible to indicate
that it governed any nonagricultural occupation.

This law pressured landowners to plan and save for the
sabbatical year. They had to store up both food corn and seed
corn. When this law was enforced, it forced them to develop
the habit of thrift, i.e., future-orientation. The law also required
landowners to forfeit the automatic (though not “natural”)
productivity of the land in the seventh year. The poor, the
strange~  the field animals, and the regular harvesters all had a
legal claim on this production, if they were willing to do the
work to glean it.

The Levites were the enforcers of this law as it applied to the
gleaners’ lawful access to the fruits of the land. The Levites
refused. This indicates they had little or no short-term econom-
ic incentive to enforce it. This in turn indicates that their tithe
income was greater when the land was planted and harvested.
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Finally, this indicates that there was less net agricultural output
in the seventh year than in the other six.

This law was good for the land and all the creatures great
and small that inhabited it. Owners were restrained in their use
of God’s land. Agricultural practices that overworked the land
were restrained by this law. The land, as God’s judicial agent,
deserved its rest. This law mandated it. If this land-protecting
aspect of the law was enforced by the State, as I believe it was,
it rested on the legal status of the land as God’s judicial agent,
not on the State as an agency of wealth redistribution to the
gleaners. This law is no longer in force in the New Testament
era because the land ceased to be a covenantal agent in A.D.  71.

The sabbatical year law was enforced after the Babylonian
exile (1 Mace. 6:49, 53). The fear of God is a great incentive.
During the exile, God had substituted His negative sanctions in
history for the failure of the priesthood and the State to enforce
the sabbatical year law. Exile was God’s partial disinheritance of
Israel. It warned Israel of comprehensive disinheritance, should the
nation continue to rebel. The exile altered land tenure: a new
distribution replaced the original distribution under Joshua.
The exile had severed the judicial link between each family’s
plot and Joshua’s distribution. The jubilee land laws had been
established by genocide, but genocide was neither authorized by
God nor possible after the exile. The jubilee’s heathen slave
laws remained in force, but the residents who participated in
any post-exilic distribution were to become immune to the
threat of permanent servitude by Israelites.

The sabbatical land law was an extension of the law of the
sabbath. It was not a subset of the jubilee land laws; on the
contrary, the jubilee land laws were temporary applications of
the sabbath law’s principle of rest. If there are any New Testa-
ment applications of the sabbatical year of rest for the land,
they are based on ecology or the general authority of sabbath
rules, not on the jubilee’s military conquest. This transfers the
locus of authority to the landowner: individual, not corporate.
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BOUNDARIES OF THE
JUBILEE LAND LAWS

And thou shalt number seven sabbaths of years unto thee, seven tim.a
seven years; and the space of the seven sabbaths of years skull  be unto
thee forty and nine years. Then shult thou cause the trumpet of the jubile
to sound on the tenth day of the seventh month, in the day of atonement
shall ye mzzke the trumpet sound throughout all your iund. And ye shall
hallow the fiftieth yeay and proclaim liberty throughout all the land unto
all the inhabitants thereof it skull be a jubile  unto you; and ye shall
return eve~ man unto his possession, and ye shall return eve~ man unto
his family. A jubile  shall thut fiftieth year be unto you: ye shall not sow,
neither reap that which groweth of itself in it, nor gather the grapes in
it of thy vine undressed. For it is the jubile;  it shall be holy unto you: ye
shall eat the increase thereof out of the jield. In the year of this jubile ye
skull retunn eve~ man unto hti possesswn (Lev. 25:8-13).

The theocentric  meaning of the jubilee law was God’s owner-
ship of both the land and the people. He reserved the right to
dictate the terms of inheritance to the Israelites. This inheri-
tance included rural land, heathen slaves, and homes owned by
Levites in Levitical cities.

First, for reasons that I survey in Boundaries and Dominion, I
accept the view of those commentators who argue that year 50
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served as the first year in the next sabbath cycle.1  We cannot
appeal to historical records of the jubilee as empirical tests of
this theory because there is no biblical record or any other
ancient contemporary record of Israel’s ever having celebrated
a jubilee year.2

Second, we need to consider the timing of the day of jubilee.
It is not generally recognized that there were two calendars in
ancient Israel: priestly and kingly, sanctuary and land. They
corresponded to the two shekels: sanctuary (Lev. 27:3, 25) and
ordinary Jordan believes that the two calendars corresponded
to two separate government systems.3 The religious year began
in the spring: the first month, Nisan (Esth. 3:’7),  when Passover
was celebrated (Ex. 12). The civil year began in the fall: on the
first day the seventh month of the religious calendar (called
Tishri in the Talmud)5 This month began with a day of sab-
bath rest (Lev.  23:24-25).  Ten days later, the day of atonement
took place (Lev. 23:27-28 ).5 As we shall see, the jubilee was tied
to the civil (land) year. This is why the jubilee was a predomi-
nantly civil event. It launched the next cycle of inheritance.
This inheritance was predominately civil: a matter of citizen-
ship. Those who were heirs of the generation of the conquest
were citizens; the jubilee restored them to their judicial tokens
of citizenship: their land. On the fifteenth day, the feast of
booths or Tabernacles took place (Lev.  23:34-36, 39-43).

1. Gary North, Boundaria and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 25, introductory
remarks.

2. A. Lowy, A Treatise on the Sabbatical Cycle and the Jubilee (New York: Hermon,
[1866] 1974), p. 19.

3. James Jordan, “Jubilee, Part 2: Biblical Chronology, V (March 1993), p. 1.
4. Rosh. Hash., 1:3; cited in “MonthT  Cycl@aedia  of Biblical, Theological, and

Ecclesiastical Lite~atu~e,  edited by John M’Clintock  and James Strong, 12 vols.  (New
York: Harper & Bros., 1876), IV, p. 547.

5. Jordan notes that the official first year of the reign of a king of Judah ran
from the first day of the seventh month of the religious year to the last day of the
sixth month of the next religious year.



410 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

The Day of Atonement

In the jubilee year, trumpets were to be blown throughout
the land on the tenth day of the seventh month. This marked
the great year of release. It was also a day of rest because it was
the day of atonement (Lev. 23:28).  The next day, men dwelling
near the borders of Israel had to begin their walk to Jerusalem
to celebrate Tabernacles (booths): the feast of ingathering. In
no more than four days, they had to complete their journey.
This time requirement restrained any major extension of the
geographical boundaries of Israel. On the day above all other
days in Israel’s life that was tied to geographical boundaries -
jubilee’s day of landed inheritance - the timing of the jubilee
and Tabernacles established tight limits on the size of the na-
tion. Israel -could never become an expansionist territorial empire and
still honor the day of atonement (rest), the jubilee year (inheritance),
and the feast of Tabernacles (celebration). When the Israelites
walked to Jerusalem in the jubilee year, all but the Levites went
as rural land owners and citizens, even urban dwellers who had
leased out their land to others. But they could never lawfully
walk from an inheritance located very far from Jerusalem. If
Israel ever became an empire, Israelites living near the outer
boundaries would forfeit their inheritance in the original land.G

The year of jubilee was to begin on the day of atonement
(yore kippur).  The theological significance of this is readily appar-
ent: the day of atonement was the day on which the people of
Israel made a formal public acknowledgment of their depen-
dence on the grace of God in escaping from God’s required
punishment for sin. There had to be an animal sacrifice as part
of this formal worship ceremony. It was a day of affliction:
death for an animal and public humility for the participants.

6. The reader may think: “This is obvious. What is the big deal?” Try to find any
commentary on Leviticus that discusses the relationship between the timing of the
day of atonement-jubilee and the growth of empire. The silence of the commentators
is testimony to their unwillingness to take the Bible’s literal texts seriously (theological
liberalism) or to take political theory seriously (theological conservatism).
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No work was allowed on that day. The day of atonement was a day
of rest - the ultimate day of rest in ancient Israel, symbolizing cove-
nant-keeping man’s rest from the curse of sin. It was a day set apart
for each person’s examination of his legal state before God and
the self-affliction of his soul (Lev. 16:30-34; 23:2’7-31).

Once each half century, the day of affliction was to become
the day of liberation. The meaning of the Hebrew verb for
“afflict” is submission or humility. The day of national liberation
and family inheritance took place on the day of formal subordi-
nation to God. The imagery is obvious. Only through submission
to God can mm experience liberation. Autonomy is not liberation.
It is the antithesis of liberation. This is why modern human-
ism’s free market economic theory, which is both agnostic and
individualistic, is not the source of the free society that its de-
fenders proclaim. If we begin our economic analysis with the
presupposition of the autonomous individual in an autonomous
cosmos, we begin with a hypothesis that cannot lead to liberty
and maintain it.

A Question of Subordination

The year of jubilee began with the blowing of a trumpet, a
trumpet announcing the day of atonement. The ram’s horn,
yobale  (Josh. 6:4-5), is the origin of the English transliteration,
jubilee (Lev.  25:10-13). The covenantal basis of dominion is
formal, oath-bound subordination to God. The jubilee year
began with the sound of a trumpet: the audible symbol of the
final judgment (1 Cor. 15:52).  The day of atonement was to
remind the Israelite nation of its unique corporate subordina-
tion to God. This ritual subordination was to serve as the foun-
dation, both judicially and psychologically, of each Israelite’s
tasks of leadership. Humble before God, they were to be ag-
gressive toward the world. This is the meaning of the New
Testament statement, “Blessed are the meek: for they shall
inherit the earth” (Matt.  5:5). They are meek before God, not
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meek before covenant-breaking men. 7 To be compelled to be
meek before covenant-breaking men is evidence of God’s tem-
porary chastisement of His covenant people. It is to be forced
to adhere to an illegitimate civil oaths

On the day above all other days in which each Israelite
publicly manifested his subordinate position before God, the day
of atonement also served, twice per century, as the day of inheri-
tance, the day on which a man’s inheritance was returned to
him. He would henceforth regain legal authority over a piece of
land. He would then discover if he had the skills and foresight
as an entrepreneur – a future-predicting planner and executor
of plansg  – to retain economic authority over it as an economic
representative of God, his family, and the consumers in the
marketplace. The hierarchy of consumer’s sovereignty would
henceforth operate though the land’s owner, not through a
Leaseholder.l” This would be a subordination based on the
principle of sabbatical rest.11

The Spoils of War

“In the year of this jubile ye shall return every man unto his
possession” (Lev. 25:13). This provision applied to rural land.
It did not apply to property in walled cities (Lev. 25:29-30). It
did not apply to non-agricultural property

What was the historical origin of this law? Judicially, it was
an application of the Mosaic sabbath (Ex. 23:10-12). But histori-

7. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (2nd cd.; Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1987), pp. 436-39.

8. Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989).

9. Ludwig von Mises, “Profit and Loss” (1951), in Planning For Freedom (4th cd.;
South Holland, Illinois: Libertarian Press, 1980), ch. 9; Frank H. Knight, Risk,
Unce-rtai@y  and Profit (New York: Harper Torchbooks, [1921] 1965). Cf. North,
Dominion Covenant, ch. 23.

10. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 25, section on “A Question of Subordina-
tion.”

11. Ibid., ch. 25, subsection on ‘<Rest and Subordination.”
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tally, it was part of the promised spoils of war. God offered
land only to those families that would participate in the military
conquest of Canaan. Families that refused to join the battle
could not participate in the post-conquest distribution of land.
This was never stated explicitly, but we can safely conclude that
this was the case because of Joshua’s dealing with the Reuben-
ites, the Gadites, and half the tribe of Manasseh. These tribes
had already inherited property outside the Promised Land,
across the Jordan River. This inheritance was an aspect of the
spoils of war. Moses had announced: “And when ye came unto
this place, Sihon the king of Heshbon, and Og the king of
Bashan, came out against us unto battle, and we smote them:
And we took their land, and gave it for an inheritance unto the
Reubenites, and to the Gadites, and to the half tribe of Manas-
seh” (Deut. 29:7-8).  However, for them to inherit this recently
promised land, Joshua insisted, they would have to fight the
Canaanites alongside the other tribes, despite the fact that they
had already fought Sihon and Og for their land, and Moses
had passed title to them. In short, there would be no transfer of
lawful title prior to the final battle. That is to say, there would be
no rest for any until after the labor of war was over for all.
What had been given to these tribes definitively could not be
claimed by them finally until after the conquest was over (Josh.
1:10-17).

If militarily victorious tribes had to wait for the transfer of
title to land already verbally promised – land located across the
Jordan and therefore not part of God’s promise to Abraham -
then what of lawful title to land within the boundaries of the
Jordan? Surely the basis of landed inheritance inside the Prom-
ised Land would also be based on military conquest. Yet it is
unheard of for any commentator to discuss the jubilee year in
terms of its historical basis: the distribution of spoils after the
military conquest of Canaan.lz This is why the jubilee inheri-

12. Robert North’s seemingly exhaustive and mentatly exhausting study Sociology
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tance laws are so frequently misinterpreted, including their
various applications to areas completely outside of the jubilee
land law’s agricultural frame of reference.

Genocide and Burnt O~erings

For the Israelites to inherit the land, they were required to
kill everyone who had previously occupied the land. “And thou
shalt consume all the people which the LORD thy God shall
deliver thee; thine eye shall have no pity upon them: neither
shalt thou serve their gods; for that will be a snare unto thee”
(Deut.  7: 16a). Note that the key issue was theology: the gods of
the land’s previous owners. The people of Israel were to be
kept away from these alien gods.

God required a bloody burnt sacrifice as the covenantal
foundation of the national inheritance: the genocide of the
residents of Jericho and the city’s subsequent burning. This
mandatory ritual sacrifice13 was to be followed by the total
annihilation of all other residents of the Promised Land. To the
degree that the Israelites in any way pitied the existing inhabit-
ants, they would thereby compromise their inheritance. They
would have to share the land with others.

Recent commentators have attempted to apply the jubilee
laws to the modern world as if these laws had not been ground-
ed in genocide. The original promise had been given to Abra-
ham, but it was conditional on the heirs’ continuation of the
ritual of circumcision: a bloody rite symbolizing the cutting off
of a man’s biological heirs. This is why the generation of the
conquest had to be circumcised before the conquest could begin
(Josh.  5). Commentators who do not trace the origin of the

of the Biblical JubiZee  (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1954), is a good example of
modern scholarship. Based on higher critical assumptions and methodology it never
mentions the jubilee in relation to the conquest of the land.

13. Achan and his entire family including their animals, were executed for his
having thwarted this required burnt offering. See North, Bouno?uries  and Dominion,
Appendix A “Sacrilege and Sanctions.”



Boundaries of the Jubilee Land Laws 415

jubilee to the Israelites’ genocidal conquest of the land also
refuse to discuss the jubilee in terms of the unique, one-time
nature of the conquest and the subsequent distribution of mili-
tary spoils. To discuss the jubilee laws without also discussing
the God-mandated genocide that implemented these laws is the
equivalent of discussing the Christian ideal of heaven without
discussing the cross, hell, and the lake of fire. The legal issue is
the same: eternal genocide and eternal burnt offerings – not by
covenant-breakers; rather, of covenant-breakers. 14

Dominion, Ownership, and Rest

Notice the phrase, “The LORD your God bath given you rest,
and bath given you this land” (Josh.  1: 13b). Rest was associated
with lawful  inheritance. These two and a half tribes had fought
and won their land outside of the Promised Land, but they
would now have to fight and win again in order to seal their
lawful inheritance: “Until the LORD have given your brethren
rest, as he bath given you” (Josh. 1: 15a). To seal the tribal jwom-
ise, there had to be a national victo~.  Only a comprehensive mili-
tary victory would bring the nation the rest that would become
the basis of tribal inheritance. Only on the basis of nzilita~ peace
can private Propetiy  be secured. This is an eschatological  reality:
when the implements of war disappea~  God’s covenant people
will then possess lawful title to their property in peace. This can
come only when nations universally conform themselves to the
terms of God’s covenant law (Mic. 4:1-4).

There are three primary goals of war: victory (dominion),
spoils (inheritance), and peace (rest). The greatest of these is
peace, if the peace is secured on God’s terms. Permanent peace
can be attained only when the law-order of the victors replaces
the law-order of the losers. Victor’s justice is the only form of’
justice after the war ends. But without a change in law, there

14. Gary North, “Pubtisher’s  Epilogue:  in David Chilton,  The Great  Tribulatwn
(Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
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has been no victory. There has only been assimilation by the
defeated culture.15 Legal scholar Harold Berman has put it
well: without a change in law, there is no revolution, only a
successful COUP or rebellion. 16 It takes more than one genera-
tion to produce a genuine revolution, he says. 1’ In Israel, it
took two generations: the generation of the exodus, all but two
of whom died in the wilderness, and the generation of the
heirs, 40 years spent growing up in the wilderness. Because
God ordered the total annihilation of the Canaanites, this revo-
lution in law was not supposed to take another generation.
Canaan could not be persuaded by the law, so it was to be
destroyed by the law’s designated sanctioning agent: the land
itself, operating through the nation of Israel. God’s grace to the
Israelites mandated His wrath to the Canaanites.

All three goals – victory, spoils, and peace – were encapsulat-
ed in the conquest of Canaan. The conquest of Canaan did not
rival the exodus as the archetype of God’s dealings with His
people, but it did govern that most crucial aspect of a rural
civilization: the inheritance of land. The specific terms of land
ownership and inheritance in Israel, which in turn established
the judicial basis of citizenship, did not derive from the Old
Covenant era prior to the exodus, but were announced after
the exodus and were ratified in history by the conquest.

The Demographics of the Jubilee Inheritance Law

The year of jubilee nullified all existing rural land lease
contracts. On what legal basis? Assertion  Of original title. God, as
the primary owner, transferred the leaseholds back to the heirs
of the original conquering families. God, as the primary owner

15. The classic examples of this in Western European history were the military
victories by the Goths over Rome. The Goths were steadily assimilated both theologi-
cally and judicially by the Christian order that had prevailed in Rome.

16. Harold J. Berman, Law and Revolution: The Formation of the Western Legal
Tradiiion (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983), pp. 19-20.

17. Ibtd., P. 20.
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of the land, announced in advance of the conquest the terms of
His leasehold contracts. These leases were to be periodically re-
established with members of the families of the original invasion
and conquest. There could be no other lawful basis of inheri-
tance in the Promised Land. Eventually a future generation of
those families whose members were unwise enough not to
honor these terms would find itself dispossessed through captiv-
ity (Lev. 26:33-35).

The terms of the leases created a monopoly of family owner-
ship. No foreigner prior to the exile could ever hope to estab-
lish a landed inheritance outside of a walled city except by
adoption into an Israelite family. This law tended to keep for-
eigners inside cities. They would have been restricted to such
occupations as merchants, craftsmen, and bankers. They could
become landed heirs outside the cities only through adoption
by an existing Israelite family.” On the other hand, they them-
selves could become the inherited property of Israelites, for the
jubilee land law established permanent, inter-generational
chattel slavery for foreigners (Lev.  25:44-46). The jubilee laws
therefore made it difficult for foreigners to achieve a perma-
nent cultural presence in the land. It kept them as outsiders,
except as temporary leaseholders, hired workers, slaves, and
residents of walled cities.

Population Growth

Simultaneously the jubilee inheritance law created demo-
graphic pressure for expansion beyond the boundaries of the
Promised Land. No commentator ever discusses this obvious
aspect of the jubilee. First, Mosaic law established the possibility
of zero miscarriages: “There shall nothing cast their young, nor
be barren, in thy land: the number of thy days I will fulfil”  (Ex.
23:26). It therefore established the possibility of high birth

18. This included adoption through marriage for women, as the cases of Rahab
and Ruth indicate.
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rates. Second, it established the possibility of longer life spans:
“Honour thy father and thy mother: that thy days maybe long
upon the land which the LORD thy God giveth thee” (Ex.
20: 12). Third, the law allowed the adoption by Israelites of
circumcised foreigners, a practice that had taken place widely in
Egypt before the persecutions began.lg  This was a covenantal
formula for blessings that would produce “explosively” high
population growth.20 The rapid population growth they had
experienced in Egypt, which had so terrified the Pharaoh of
the oppression (Ex. 1 :’7-10),  was the model.

When a high population growth rate is combined with a
fixed supply of land, societies become progressively urbanized
and progressively engaged in foreign trade. The model in the
early modern period of Europe is the tiny nation of the Nether-
lands. The twentieth-century model is the even tinier nation of
Hong Kong.zl If residents of a small, formerly rural nation are
unwilling to become urbanized, they must emigrate to less
densely populated nations. The land at home fills up.

Small Fam and Large Families

In ancient Israel, the land was to be transferred back to the
original families. The geographically bounded nation was small
when they invaded, yet they came in with at least two million
people. There were 601,’730 adult males at the time of the
conquest (Num. 26:51), plus 23,000 Levites (Num.  26:62).  Since
this was approximately the same number that had come out of
Egypt (Ex. 12:3’7),  there had been no population growth for 40
years. This meant that they were reproducing at the replace-
ment rate level: 2.1 children per family. (Some children do not

19. Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Dominion Religion vs. Power Religion (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), pp. 23-25.

20. Populations do not explode except when bombed. The language of modern
growth theory has attached the metaphor of explosives to the metaphor of growth.

21. Alvin Rabushka,  Hong kbng:  A Study in Economic Freedom (University of
Chicago Press, 1979).
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marry, which is why the replacement rate is not 2.0 children.)
So, there must have been about 2.4 million people at the time
of the exodus: two adult parents and about two children per
family.22

They entered a land of about six and a half million acres.23
This meant that the average family, had there been no cities,
would have owned about 11 acres.24 Not all of this land was
arable. Some of it was taken up by cities, where the Levites
lived. Over time, the number of acres per “nuclear” family
unit25 would have declined as population rose. If Israel had
remained faithful to God’s law, miscarriages would have ceased.
The early Egypt-era rate of growth of Israelite nuclear families
would have resumed. No nuclear family could have inherited
more than a declining number of acres as time went on. Even-
tually, no farm would have been large enough to support all
the heirs.

Consider a rate of population growth of 3 percent per an-
num, which has been sustained by many agricultural nations in
the twentieth century. This rate of increase would have doubled
the size of the population in a quarter of a century.2G By the
first jubilee, the average farm would have been down to just
under three acres (11 divided by 4). By the second jubilee, the
average farm would have been under .’7 acre. And so on.

This would have forced the creation of extended family
agricultural corporations, with one or two nuclear families (or

22. North, Moses and Pharaoh, ch. 1.
23. The land was no more than 10,330 square miles. Barry J. Beitzel,  The Moody

Atlas of Bible Lan&  (Chicago: Moody Press, 1985), p. 25. There are 640 acres per
square mile. This means 6J661 ~2@3 acres.

24. 6,661,200 acres divided by 601,730 families = 10.98 acres per family. This
was comparable to the 4 to 15 acres owned by the average Roman farmer around
200 B.C. “Agriculture, history of,” Software Toolworks .Illustrated  Encyclopedia (1990).
This is Grolier’s  ErmycZopedia on a CD-ROM disk.

25. Contrasted with the extended family.
26. This is based on the “law of 73”: divide the annual rate of growth into 73 in

order to discover the doubting period.
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even foreign sharecroppers) running the farm in the name of
the extended family’s members, most of whom would have
moved to cities or abroad. There would be no mass exodus
back to the original family plots of the conquest era. Only mor-
al rebellion could have kept the land of Israel sufficiently empty
of residents to have allowed each family’s return to the family
plot.

Any discussion of this law as if it were a way to maintain
small family farms must discuss in detail how very small these
farms would have been within a century or two of rapid popu-
lation growth. The point is, this law did not guarantee the
continuation of agricultural life for a significant percentage of
the population. There was no way for any law to assure such a
way of life to a growing population in a very small nation. What
the jubilee inheritance law did was tO cut of all reasonable  hope
that a family had any economic future in farming, except in those
periods in which the nation was in rebellion, when God would
respond by sending plagues, famines, miscarriages, and other
negative demographic sanctions. But in such deplorable ethical
conditions, it would have been highly unlikely that the jubilee
inheritance law would have been honored anyway. The system
of covenantal  law and covenantal sanctions in Mosaic Israel
points to a conclusion that the commentators never mention: the
anti-rural implications of the Mosaic law. It did not despise farm-
ing; it simply made clear that hardly anyone in a God-honoring
society is expected to be a full-time farmer. The urban family
garden, not the family farm, is the biblical ideal.27

27. When Wilhelm Ropke  was visited by a free market economist, the visitor
pointed to Ropke’s  traditional Swiss garden and said: “That is an inefficient way to
produce food.” Ropke’s answer was classic: “It is an efficient way to produce men.”
I was told this story by Patrick Boarman, who studied under Ropke  and translated
his Economics of the Free Socie~ (Chicago: Regnery, 1963) into English. I do not know
if this visitor was Ludwig von Mises, as Russell Kirk claims it was in his Foreword to
the re-issue of Ropke’s 1942 book, The Social  Crisis of Our Time (New Brunswick, New
Jersey: Transaction, 1992), p. ix.
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Declining Per Capita Farm Income

The jubilee inheritance law was a way to guarantee every
head of household a small and declining share of income from
a family farm. Most heirs would have become urban residents
in Israel or emigrants to other nations. The promise of God
regarding population growth – being fruitful and multiplying
— was a guarantee that covenantal  faithfulness would lower the
proportion of per capita family income derived from farming.
The law made it plain to everyone except modern Bible com-
mentators that if the nation’s numbers grew as a result of God’s
blessing, Israelites could place little hope in the possibility of
supporting themselves financially as farmers. Far from being a
guarantor of egalitarianism, the jubilee inheritance law was a law
forcing covenant-keeping people into the cities or out of the nation.

Real estate located inside walled cities did not come under
this law. Neither did property owned or leased outside the
boundaries of Israel. This law warned them that a covenantally
faithfid nution  would become an urbanized nation andlor  a nation of
emigrants. The law made it plain that their lives as farmers could
continue only if they were not faithful to God’s law. If the
nation remained primarily agricultural, this was God’s visible
curse against them.

The jubilee land inheritance law was designed to force the
Israelites to plan for a very different future. They were to be-
come city dwellers as a people within the Promised Land, and
traders, bankers, and skilled manufacturers outside the land.
There could be no legitimate hope in remaining farmers in the
Promised Land. The boundaries of the land were fixed; their
population size was not. There would eventually have to be
expansion beyond the boundaries of Israel, and there would
have to be a concentration of population in Israel’s cities. Like
the garden east of Eden, the family-owned gardens of Israel
would be temporary dwelling places of preliminary training for
worldwide dominion. The faster the population grew, the faster
their life as farmers and animal herders would disappear. What
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the West has experienced since the late eighteenth century is
what God had in mind for Israel from the time of the conquest,
namely, ra@i  growth – of population, cities, specialization, man-
ufacturing, trade, emigration, and per capita wealth. To the
extent that they did not experience this, they would know that
they were under God’s national curse.

The jubilee inheritance law was designed to promote emigra-
tion out of Israel and urban occupations inside the land that
relied on foreign trade. The rural land inheritance law promot-
ed contact with foreigners. This was an aspect of the dominion
covenant. It was to serve as a means of evangelism. The story of
Israel, her laws, and her God was to spread abroad (Deut. 4:5-
8). The jubilee law was in no sense a law mandating the State-
enforced equalization of wealth, contrary to that peculiar late-
twentieth-century theology known as liberation theology (social-
ism for evangelical Christians).*s

Aliens and Inalienable Land

We can discover the fundamental jubilee principle by begin-
ning with God’s own statement regarding the reason for the
jubilee law: “The land shall not be sold for ever: for the land is
mine; for ye are strangers and sojourners with me” (Lev.
25:23). Problem: God owns all the earth, then and now. “For
every beast of the forest is mine, and the cattle upon a thou-
sand hills” (Ps. 50:10). Yet this very ownership of the world is
what led to the special position of the land of Canaan and its
conquerors: “Now therefore, if ye will obey my voice indeed,
and keep my covenant, then ye shall be a peculiar treasure
unto me above all people: for all the earth is mine: And ye shall
be unto me a kingdom of priests, and an holy nation. These are
the words which thou shalt speak unto the children of Israel”
(Ex. 19:5-6). It was the Israelites, and only the Israelites, who

28. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 25, section on “The Myth of Jubilee
Egalitarianism.”
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were to be owners of rural land in Israel – not the immigrant
stranger, and surely not the Canaanite.

Only the Israelites were strangers and sojourners with God.
Therefore, for as long as God dwelled uniquely in the land,
only His covenant people were allowed to remain agricultural
owners. They would police the land’s boundaries, keeping
strangers out except on God’s terms: inside walled cities, inside
Israelite households as slaves, as leaseholders, and as free agri-
cultural laborers. Far from being sojourners in the sense of
“wanderers in the land,” Israelites were to become the only
permanent owners of rural land. They would be strangers and
wanderers outside the Promised Land, but permanent owners
inside. The Promised Land was to serve as “home base” in a
worldwide program of trade and evangelism. To be a perfect
stranger to the covenant-breaking world outside the geograph-
ical boundaries of Israel, one had to be: 1) a covenanted mem-
ber of an Israelite family that had participated in the conquest,
or 2) an adopted member of a walled city’s tribe. This was the
meaning of “strangers and sojourners with me”: strangers to
the world but perpetual land owners inside rural Israel. Then
as now, the concept of stranger was an inescapable concept. A
person was either a stranger with God or a stranger fronz God.
The physical mark of circumcision and lawful inheritance inside
Israel identified a man as being a stranger with God.

So, God set apart the Promised Land as His holy dwelling
place. He sanctified it. He placed boundaries around it. Thus,
the fundamental covenantal  principle of the jubilee law was
holiness: the separation of covenantally  unequal people from each
other.

The Principle of Inequality

God established His people as owners of the land through an
historically and judicially unique program of genocide. The
covenantal principle of the jubilee is simple: those who wor-
shiped  false gods within the geographical boundaries of Israel
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could not own agricultural land. The original Canaanites had to
be killed, God insisted, while future immigrants from pagan
nations would have to be confined geographically. For as long
as they dwelt within the land’s geographical boundaries under
the terms of the original distribution, Israelites had to keep
strangers from inheriting agricultural land. Strangers could
inherit houses only inside walled cities. The walls were symbols
of the covenantal  restraints on them. They could also lawfully
be enslaved on a permanent basis if they ever sold themselves
to an Israelite family. This means that the primary economic
concern of the jubilee laws was not the equalization of property
or even equality of opportunity it was, on the contrary, the
establishment of the principle of inequality of opportunity for
those outside the covenant.

The economic principle is clear: those who did not worship
the God of the Bible, as well as the heirs of those who had not
proven their devotion to God by participating in national geno-
cide, had to be restricted economically (no landed inheritance)
or geographically (inside walls). There was a corollary: the vast
majority of the covenantally  faithful nation would eventually
move into walled cities, which would have made it less likely
that strangers would become economically influential there. The
fundamental economic principle of the jubilee laws was that those
outside the covenants – civil, familial, and ecclesiastical – should be
kept economically and numerically subordinate to those inside the cove-
nants.2g  But this raises a fundamental question: How can we
apply these jubilee principles in New Covenant times?

Citizenship

In ancient Israel, citizenship was by formal covenant.30 It
was not by property ownership. The stranger could be circum-

29. They were always subordinate politically North, Political Polytheism, ch. 2:
“Sanctuary and Suffrage.”

30. Idem.
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cised, but he could not inherit rural land. He could therefore
not become a judge in the Promised Land as a member of the
congregation unless he was adopted into an Israelite tribe
(walled city) or family. Only if adopted could he become eligible
to serve in God’s holy army, which was the mark of citizenship.

The strangers’ economic and cultural influence was to be
offset by a growing concentration of Israelites living in walled
cities. The walled cities were places of refuge for immigrants (as
cities become in nations that open their borders to immigrants),
but walled cities were not to become strongholds of foreign
influence, either political or economic. Any city in Israel that
covenanted with a foreign god was to be totally destroyed
(Deut. 13:12-1’7).

The interactions between foreign cultures (plural) and do-
mestic culture (singular) would take place mainly in the walled
cities of Israel and in the commercial cities of other societies.
The kingdom (civilization) of God was to overwhelm the king-
doms of all other gods. Cities would be the places where the
confrontation between God’s kingdom and all others would
take place. The jubilee inheritance law, when coupled with a
rising Israelite population, insured that there would be a strong
and growing presence of covenant-keepers in the walled cities
of Israel. This reinforced a fundamental principle of the Mosaic
law: the geographical holiness of Israel.31

The Promise of Sanctuary

The law required that “ye shall return every man to his
possession, and ye shall return every man unto his family” (Lev.
25: 10b). This was why it was illegal to enslave an Israelite per-
manently. The family plots served as legal sanctuaries. An Israelite’s
legal claim to eventual freedom and his legal claim to landed
inheritance were both aspects of the same covenantal grant. An
Israelite could not legally alienate his freedom, his heirs’ free-

31. North, Boundaries and Dominton, ch. 25, section on “Geographical Holiness.”
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dom, or his share in the land.32 Civil freedom and rural land
ownership were linked. Any unwillingness on the part of the
civil magistrates to enforce the jubilee land laws was implicitly
a denial of sanctzuuy  to the heirs of the Abrahamic promise and
also a denial of the original terms of the conquest.

The legal justification for the right of the Israelites to buy
resident aliens on a permanent basis (Lev. 25:44-46) was the
fact that resident aliens were not citizens of the commonwealth.
They could not serve as civil judges or as warriors in God’s holy
army. They were outside the civil covenant. They were guaran-
teed sanctuary from pagan lands, but not sanctuary within the
land. They could be sold into slavery to pay their debts, includ-
ing especially debts to victims of their crimes.33 Their heirs –
the fruit of their loins – were sold with them .34

A family’s original grant of land at the time of the conquest
established a legal claim to sanctuary from permanent enslave-
ment for its heirs. The land was holy, sanctified by God’s pres-
ence. The Israelites were holy, sanctified by God’s promise to
Abraham and also by their obedience to the requirement of the

3 5  The family Plc)tS  Wer6!  sanctuaries)covenant: circumcision.

sanctified by God’s original  ownership of the land and by the

terms of his leasehold with Israel at the time of the conquest.

When Jesus declared the jubilee fulfilled by Him (Luke 4:18-

21), He granted universal sanctuary. The land of Israel would
no longer serve as a place of sanctuary in history, sanctified by
the special presence of God. The kingdom of God has become

32. The one exception involved the transfer of ownership to a priest (Lev. 27:20-
21). See Chapter 37.

33. It was therefore very risky for foreigners to commit major crimes in Israel.
Making restitution could lead to his children’s permanent enslavement if the criminal
could not buy his way out before he died.

34. Adult male children of pagans presumably were not sold into slavery with
their parents. Neither were their married daughters or their aged parents. Adults
had already established separate family jurisdictions. But those children who were
still under the covenantal jurisdiction of ahen parents went into bondage with them.

35. The promise was obviously conditional.
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the New Covenant’s place of sanctuary – not merely the institu-
tional church, but the civilization of God. The whole world of
paganism is required by God to seek sanctuary in Christ’s
church. This substitution of a new sanctuary annulled the jubi-
lee land laws, and thereby also annulled the jubilee’s perma-
nent slave law.

The alternative to this interpretation of the New Covenant is
the long-held defense of slavery made by Christian commenta-
tors. Their interpretation – never explicit but necessarily implic-
it – is that the annulment of the jubilee land laws did not also
annul the slave law. This leads to the conclusion that God’s law
no longer makes provision for those seeking geographical sanc-
tuary. In other words, when national Israel ceased to offer
sanctuary to the lost or the righteous foreigner, geographical
sanctuary ceased in history. The argument runs as follows:
“The Israelites no longer possessed a guarantee ofjubilee liber-
ty; therefore, the liberty announced by Christ must have consti-
tuted the annulment of Mosaic liberty. God has annulled the
land-sanctuary-liberty connection, but nothing has taken its
place. Thus, slavery is validated as a universal institution.”

The only New Testament-based alternative to this unpleasant
interpretation is to conclude that liberty has been validated by
the work of Jesus Christ, and the mark of this validation is the
abolition of slavery in Christian nations. The church has never
publicly acknowledged the abolitionist implications of Jesus’
fulfillment of the jubilee law. His announcement was not, to my
knowledge, ever cited by any abolitionist of the late eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. But after 1780, pressure to abolish
slavery increased within many Anglo-Saxon Protestant churches
located outside of the slave-owning regions. By the end of the
1880’s, slavery had been abolished in the West.

Meanwhile, national sanctuaries for the oppressed and poor
were opened: free emigration and immigration. But after
World War I, this open access was steadily closed by legislation.
Immigration barriers were erected everywhere. The modern
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passport is one of humanism’s important covenantal marks: a

progressive contraction. of international sanctuaries. Political
liberals as well as political conservatives have affirmed the legiti-
macy of these immigration barriers.3G  When nations are no

longer covenantally Christian, i.e., when they adopt religious
pluralism and other marks of citizenship besides church mem-
bership, and when they replace voluntary charity with welfare
State entitlements, the Christian evangelist’s call to the lost in
the name of Christ steadily fades. “Come unto me, all ye that
labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest” is replaced
by “Keep out those welfare-seeking bums!” Finally, when man-
datory identification cards are issued by the State to every

resident in order to “reduce welfare fraud,” all remaining sanc-

tuaries tend to disappear: in churches, regions, and families.

Land Ownership by Foreigners: Then and Now

Under the initial distribution of the land under Joshua, no

non-citizen could own rural land. Not every citizen had to own

rural land – most notably, a circumcised immigrant or his heir
who was eligible to serve in the army – but every rural land
owner had to be a citizen.

The primary legal issue  for rural land ownership in Mosaic

Israel was adoption, not confession. Both the confessing resi-

dent alien @yr] and the non-confessing resident alien [ndwee]
could buy inheritable residential real estate inside walled cities.
Confession had nothing to do with urban residential ownership.
On the other hand, covenant-keeping converts to the faith had
no access to rural land ownership apart from their adoption

into a family of the conquest generation. The resident alien’s

orthodox confession had nothing to do with inalienable rural

ownership except insofar as such confession was necessary for

legal adoption into an Israelite family.

36. The ultimate immigration barrier is abortion.
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Then there was Ezekiel’s prophecy of a new law that would

prevail after their return to the land: “So shall ye divide this

land unto you according to the tribes of Israel. And it shall

come to pass, that ye shall divide it by lot for an inheritance

unto you, and to the strangers that sojourn among you, which

shall beget children among you: and they shall be unto you as

born in the country among the children of Israel; they shall

have inheritance with you among the tribes of Israel. And it

shall come to pass, that in what tribe the stranger sojourneth,

there shall ye give him his inheritance, saith the Lord GOD”

(Ezek.  47:21-23). The old prohibition against land ownership by

the circumcised resident alien ended after the exile. This had

nothing to do with marriage to an Israelite. The circumcised

stranger was the covenantally  faithful resident alien ~ey~],  the

one from whom it was illegal to take interest (Lev. 25:35-37),

not the resident who was not part of the covenant [~ok.~ee]  from

whom it was legal to take interest (Deut.  23:20).

The civil enforcement of property rights to land in the New

Covenant era has nothing to do with either theological confes-

sion  or bodily residence. TheJubilee land laws of lsrael  have all

been annulled. They were never cross-boundary laws; they

applied only to the land and heirs of the conquest. No judicial

appeal to any of those laws is valid today. Those who appeal to

them risk placing us in bondage: the revival of permanent

chattel slavery or the imposition  of permanent slavery to the

messianic welfare State (liberation theology).

Conclusion

The jubilee year began with the day of atonement. This was

a day of public submission to God, invoking His grace: a posi-

tive sanction. The judicial issue of the day of atonement was

man’s subordination to God. There could be no profit-seeking

work on that day. Men had to rest contentedly in God’s grace.

The jubilee year was the culmination of the cycle of sabbati-

cal years. Sabbatical years were mandated by God in order to



430 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

train landless Israelites and poor strangers how to produce for

a market. The Mosaic  law identified harvesters as landless or

impoverished people who worked as harvesters or gleaners in

six years out of seven. In sabbatical years, they became depen-

dent on whatever it was that God would allow the fields to

produce apart from cultivation. ln those years, harvesters

learned to make decisions without a land owner or his supervi-

sor ruling over them.

The jubilee inheritance law applied to rural land inside the

boundaries of Israel. lt did not apply to houses within the

walled cities  of the nation  except Levitical  cities  (Lev. 25:32-33).

lt also did not apply to property outside the Promised Land.

This law had been given to the people by God because He was

the owner of the land (Lev. 25:23).  It was part of the terms of

God’s lease under which they held rights of administration as

sharecropping tenants, with 10 percent of any increase owed to

God through the Levites and priests. It was also part of the

spoils of war.

A Question of Sanctification

God is owner of all the earth, not just the Promised Land.

Why did the jubilee laws not apply to all other nations? Be-

cause these laws applied only to His special dwelling place.

They were an aspect of God’s holiness, which is why the jubilee

laws appear in Leviticus, the book of holiness. The Promised

Land was to be kept holy: set apart judicially from all other

nations. How? Initially, this separation began with God’s prom-

ise to Abraham: definitive holiness, i.e.,  definitive sanctification.

The second phase of the process of separation began with

the conquest: progressive holiness, i.e., progressive sanctifica-

tion. God cleansed the land of His enemies by means of total

war: the annihilation of His enemies. He required the extermi-

nation of the gods of Canaan by means of an original  program

of genocide. He promised to dwell in the land that contained

the tabernacle and temple; He would not permit any other god
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to be worshiped publicly in Israel. Thus, the gods of the land

had to be removed from public view. To achieve this initially,

the Israelites were told by God to exterminate or drive out

every person dwelling in the land. Only Rahab and her family

would be allowed by God to escape this judgment, for she had

established a pre-invasion covenant with God.37

Third, His holiness was to be defended by enforcing a law

that kept post-conquest immigrants from ever owning property

in Israel except inside Israel’s walled cities. The families of the

conquest received an inheritable lease that could not be alienat-

ed beyond 49 years. Later immigrants could sublease rural

property if they were sufficiently productive, but they could not

leave an inheritance beyond the jubilee year.

Fourth, God established a law that removed from the majori-

ty of the population any legitimate hope of remaining farmers

in Israel if His blessings were forthcoming in response to their

covenantal faithfulness as a nation. They surely knew that, as
Israel’s population expanded, no branch of any extended fami-
ly could retain economic control over of a particular plot of
rural land apart from the compliance of all the other members
of the family, except perhaps as a small recreational property (a
consumer good). If they wanted income from the land, they
could attain it only through its productivity. Small, isolated
plots are not very productive. If they wanted to maximize their
passive income from their portion of the extended family’s
land, they would have to cooperate with other members of the
extended family in selecting representative managers, either
from within the extended family or from outside its legal boun-
daries. If any nuclear family unit wanted to farm all of the

37. It is worth noting that members of Rahab’s  family never formatly  voiced their
individual support of this covenant, but by remaining silent before she made it, when
the civil authorities had questioned her regarding the spies (Josh. 2:3), they became
lawful residents of Israel through their adherence to the external demands of Rah-
ab’s covenant. If they remained inside their section of the wall, despite the collapse
of the remainder of the wall, they could remain in the Promised Land (2:19).
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original “eleven acres” for the others, it would have to meet the
competition of any other members of the extended family who
might offer to serve as the family’s representatives on the farm.

Fifth, wealthy immigrants and strangers in the land would
have tended to dwell in walled cities, where they could own
homes. This is where the population of the Israelites was in-
tended by God to be channeled over time. This process was
intended to keep strangers and foreigners from gaining too
much influence in the cities. They would have been outnum-
bered by immigrants from rural areas.

Sixth, God kept the geographically dispersed family of the
Levites from gaining political control through land purchases.
Their cross-tribal boundary judicial influence had to be adviso-
ry. The jubilee land law made it impossible for Levites to cen-
tralize land ownership in Israel. They could only rarely inherit
rural land (Lev. 27:20-21).38 But to make sure that they would
not abandon their support of the jubilee year because of their
desire to inherit rural land, they were given jubilee privileges in
the cities: reversion in the jubilee year (Lev. 25:32-33).  When
enforced, this aspect of the jubilee land laws would have tended
to confine their political power to cities, but it also balanced the
jubilee law’s economic costs and benefits for them. Over time,
their influence would grow with the population, as more people
congregated in cities, assuming that they could find ways of
maintaining the people’s theological allegiance in a progressive-
ly urbanized culture. Ultimately, the cities would have become
economically dominant, and therefore politically dominant, just
as they have become all over the world in modern times. But
the Levites were not supposed to centralize political and eco-
nomic power during the rural phase of the Israelite kingdom.

The primary covenantal  issue of the jubilee laws was holi-
ness. The jubilee inheritance law had little or nothing to do
with assuring economic equality, except in times of national

38. Chapter 37.
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covenantal cursing: stagnant population. The law had every-
thing to do with the mandating of political and cultural inequali-
ty: giving a permanent head start to heirs of the conquest over
immigrants, even those immigrants who became members of
the covenant through circumcision, but not members of land-
inheriting families. Only through adoption, either directly or
through marriage (for females), could immigrants gain this
advantage.
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ECONOMIC OPPRESSION
BY MEANS OF THE STATE

And if thou sell ought unto thy neighbou~  or buyest ought of thy
neighbour’s  hand, ye shun not oppress one another: According to the
number of yean after the jubile thou shalt buy of thy neighbou~  and
according unto the number of years of the fruits he shall sell unto thee:
According to the multitude of years thou shalt increase the price thereoj
and according to the fewness of years thou shalt diminish the price of it:
for according to the number of the years of the fruits cloth he sell unto
thee. E shall not therefore oppress one another; but thou shalt fear thy
God: for I am the LORD your God (Lev. 25:14-17).

The theocentric message of this passage is that God is not an
oppressor Though He is the author of the law, as well as the
final judge, He does not use His authority to do injustice. He
does not seek unfair advantage. Neither should those who act
in His name as His stewards.

In buying and selling, both parties were required to honor
the limiting factor of the jubilee year. This raises important
questions. First, what is oppression, biblically speaking? Second,
is oppression here merely the failure to write contracts whose
provisions ended with the advent of the jubilee year? Third,
did this warning refer only to rural land sales?
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The context indicates that rural land was the thing being
bought and sold. But the legal restriction on the leasing of land
would also have applied to the leasing of men. If, for example,
an Israelite was sold into bondage because of his failure to
repay a business debt, his term of servitude could not extend
beyond the jubilee year. 1 The law required that “ye shall re-
turn every man to his possession, and ye shall return every man
unto his family” (Lev. 25: 10h). Business debt could not be
collateralized by land or servitude beyond the jubilee.

The first question is more difficult to answer. What is of.@es-
sion in this context? Has it anything to do with pricing? The
text indicates that it has everything to do with the period of time
in which the terms of the contract will apply. Time has some-
thing to do with pricing, but what? “According to the multitude
of years thou shalt increase the price thereof.” The question
arises: Increase the price from what? What were the #n-ice  floor
and jn-ice ceiling that governed the pricing of additional years?
How were they established? To answer these questions in the
absence of historical records, we need to understand something
about modern capital theory.

Pricing a Factor of Production

The text speaks of the years of the fmits. “According to the
number of years after the jubile thou shalt buy of thy neigh-
bour, and according unto the number of years of the fruits he
shall sell unto thee” (v. 15). This is a very important economic
concept. Capital theory is dependent on it. Land and labor
produce fruit over time. This is what makes land and labor
valuable. Modern economic theory, beginning with the margin-
alist revolution of the early 18’70’s,2 attempts to explain the

1. If he was being sold to repay a zero-interest charitable loan, his term of
servitude could not extend beyond the sabbatical year (Deut.  15:12).

2. The simultaneous and independent work of Wiltiam  Stanley Jevons,  Leon
Walras, and Carl Menger. See The Marginalist  Revoltiwn in Economics: Znte@etatwn
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relationship between the market value of the fruits of produc-
tion and the market value of the economic inputs that produce
these fruits.

What does modern economic theory teach? First and fore-
most, it teaches that all economic value is subjective value. Eco-
nomic value is imputed, i.e., it is subjectively determined. Eco-
nomic value is not the product of labor; on the contrary, labor
is valuable because of the value of labor’s output.3 Economic
value is also not the product of objective costs of production.
The classical economists, from Adam Smith to Karl Marx and
John Stuart Mill, argued for objective value theory - labor
theory of value or cost-of-production theory of value – but the
marginalist  or subjectivist  revolution rejected this approach to
value theory.4 The classical economists did not trace market
exchange, production, and the formation of prices solely to the
actions of consumers. They did not construct a general theory
of value.5

Consumer SovereigntyG

The subjectivists  concluded that economic inputs possess
value only in relation to the value of their output. The question
immediately arises: Value to whom? Concluded the subjectivists:

and Euakution,  edited by R. D. Collison Black, et al. (Durham, North Carolina: Duke
University Press, 1973).

3. Any scarce economic resource with a market price is in part the product of
labor. If it is not yet the product of labor, such as a waterfidl, it will have to have
labor (including intellectual labor) added to it before its fruits can be appropriated.
Before any asset can be appropriated and used by an owner, he must perform some
kind of labor.

4. Mark Skousen, The Structure of Production (New York: New York University
Press, 1990), ch. 2.

5. Ludwig von Mises, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics (New Haven, Con-
necticu~ Yale University Press, 1949), p. 63.

6. The phrase is generally attributed to W. H. Hutt. Hutt, “The Nature of
Aggressive Selling” (1935), in Individual Freedom: Selected Works of William H. Hutt,
edited by Svetozar Pejovich and David Ktingaman  (Westport, Connecticut: Green-
wood Press, 1975), p. 185.
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value is imputed subjectively by an imputing agent – the con-
sumer – to the fruits of production. The persons who are the
last to acquire anything are called consumers. If all potential
consumers refuse to pay for some asset’s fruits of production,
these fruits have no economic value.’ Neither will the specific
factor of production, assuming that all producers recognize that .
no future consumer will pay for this output. Thus, “The con-
sumers determine ultimately not only the prices of the consum-
ers’ goods, but no less the prices of all factors of production.”g
Regarding capital goods, Mises wrote: “The prices of the goods
of higher orders are ultimately determined by the prices of the
goods of the first or lowest orde~ that is, the consumers’ goods.
As a consequence of this dependence they are ultimately deter-
mined by the subjective valuations of all members of the market
society.”g  This is why he concluded: “The pricing process is a
social process.”lo

But don’t producers have more money than consumers?
Can’t they impose their will on consumers? On the contrary,
producers have far less money than consumers, which is why
producers are vulnerable to shifts in consumer demand. Pro-
ducers own inventories of highly specialized consumer goods
and even more specialized producer goods (capital equipment).
Consumers own the most marketable commodity money. They
have the competitive advantage. Think of a producer of shoes.
If consumers decide they do not like the style of these shoes,
what can the producer do with these shoes? Spend a fortune on
advertising to change consumers’ minds? I am in the advertis-

7. In another place, I have discussed why value theory in economics requires the
doctrine of an imputing sovereign God in order to avoid the incoherence produced
by pure subjectivism’s theory of autonomous man. See Gary North, The Dominion
Covenant: Genesis (2nd cd.; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch.
4: “Economic Value: Objective and Subjective.”

8. Mises, Humun Action, p. 271.
9. Ibid., p. 330.

10. Ibid., p. 335.
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ing business; let me assure you, most producers do not have
sufficient funds to change the minds of many consumers. II All
the shoe manufacturer can do is lower the price of his invento-
ry, even if he does not regain his costs of production. After all,
some income is better than no income. Some money is better
than a pile of unsold shoes that must be stored somewhere.

Consumers can buy many things with their inventory of
unspecialized money,  producers cannot buy many things with
their inventory of specialized goods. This is why consumers are
economically sovereign over producers, even though consumers
and producers are equally sovereign legally. The hierarchy of
control under capitalism is economic. Consumers “hold the
‘hammer”: money (the most marketable commodity) plus the
legal authority to buy or not to buy from any producer

Market theory rests on the insight that the consumer is
economically sovereign, even though the owner of a tool of pro-
duction is legally sovereign. The owner lawfully can do whatever
he pleases with his property so long as he does not physically
injure someone else, but he cannot thwart the consumer at zero cost.
If he thwarts the demand of the highest-bidding consumer by
not selling the capital good’s final output to him, he thereby
forfeits the extra amount of money which that consumer would
have paid him. The owner’s inventory cost is not just the cost of
storage and insurance, but also the forfeited income.lz

In the expectation that a particular piece of capital equip-
ment will produce something of value to future consumers –
something they will pay for – producers today impute value to
capital equipment. They do the same with land, labor, and raw
materials. They do this as present economic agents of future consumers.
The sovereign consumers in a supplier’s plans are not present

11. The classic example is Ford Motor Company’s introduction of the Edsel
automobile, 1958-60. Ford could not sell enough cars to make a profit.

12. The cost of production is not an aspect of economic cost. What is spent is
spenti sunk  COStS.  Once spent, the producer’s past costs are irrelevant to the cruci~
question: What can I get for my stock of goods?
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consumers, for production is always aimed at the future. The
consumers who control production are in the minds of the producers. A
particular producer – the capitalist entrepreneur – may discov-
er later that the actual consumers do not act in the way that his
mental consumers did. He will then suffer losses, either because
he has to sell his output for less per unit than he planned, in
order to unload his inventory or else he sells it at the expected
price per unit, but then discovers that he could have charged
more.13 In either case, he experiences a loss. The ability to
impose this loss is the consumer’s “hammer” Consumers, not
producers, impute economic value to consumer goods; this act
of imputation extends to producer goods and raw materials. 14

An Expected Stream of Net Income

When a person purchases a piece of property he is buying
legal ownership over what the text in Leviticus calls the years of
its fruitfulness. The buyer is buying an expected stream of pro-
duction when he buys a piece of land, but he cannot know for
sure that this stream of income will persist in the future. As
Knight wrote in 1933, “The basic economic magnitude (value
or utility) is service, not good. It is inherently a stream or flow
in time. . . .“15 To put it bluntly streams can dry up.

13. A interesting epistemological question can be asked at this pointi If the
producer and his competitors never discover that he could have charged more, has
he suffered an economic loss? If pure subjectivism is true, and if God’s omniscience
is not part of the theoretical explanation of value, then on what basis can the econo-
mist say that the producer has suffered a loss? If there is no objective vahse, then
there cannot be an objective loss. But if there is no subjective perception on the part
of the producer or his competitors that he has sustained a loss, has he in fact sus-
tained it? This is an unsolved theoretical dilemma of modern humanistic economics.

14. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 26, subsection on
“Economic Imputation.”

15. Knight, “Preface to the Re-issue,” Risk, Uncertainty and Projit (New York:
Harper Torchbooks, [1933] 1965), p. xxvi. Mises rejected the whole concept of a
stream of income: “There is in nature no such thing as a stream of income. Income
is a category of action; it is the outcome of careful economizing of scarce factors.”
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The jubilee law limited its discussion of fruits to agricultural
land located in Israel, but the same principle of ownership
always governs the purchase of any scarce economic resource:
the owner has purchased legal control over an expected stream
of net productivity (a capital good) or over an expected stream
of passive income (a bond).

If a person buys a capital good for a cash payment, he be-
comes its permanent owner. If he rents it for a specified period
of time, he becomes a lessee. Because the capital good is physi-
cal, people without training in economics tend to think of it
differently from the way they think of a promissory note. But
the present value of the note is not derived from the physical
piece of paper or a blip in a computer memory device; rather,
it is derived from the estimated value of the money it promises
to repay in the future, discounted by the prevailing rate of
interest.lG Similarly the present value of a capital good is not
derived from its physical make-up; rather, its present value is
the estimated value of what it is expected to produce, discount-
ed by the prevailing rate of interest. The economic issue is value,
not Physical make-up. The economic issue is the market’s present
imputation of future value, discounted by the prevailing rate of
interest. Thus, the same process of imputation (valuation) ap-
plies equally to promissory notes, land, and capital equip-
ment. 1’ Prior to the abolition of slavery in the nineteenth cen-
tury, it also applied to human labor. We call this imputation
process capitalization.

Consider the case of a person who leases a piece of equip-
ment but whose lease contract permits him to sublease it to

Mises, Human Action, p. 390. The stream of income concept has nevertheless proven
useful in discussing the discounting process of time-preference or interest: a discount

aPPlied tO exPected income over time. We SPeak Of time as flowing; the same lan-
guage of continuity applies equally well to the arrival of income over time.

16. On the interest rate (time-preference), see Murray N. Rothbard, Mm,
Economy, and State (Auburn, Atabama  Mises Institute, [1962] 1993), pp. 319-23.

17. On the discounting process, see ibid., ch. 7: “Production: General Pricing of
the Factors.”
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someone else. A second person agrees to make a cash payment
or else a periodic payment to the person who leased the equip-
ment first. The person who leased the asset first has now be-
come a recipient of money income. It is now the same as if he
had purchased a bond in the first place instead of leasing a
piece of equipment from someone else. He now owns a piece of
paper issued by a third party who promises to pay him in the
future. So, there is no economic difference between buying a
stream of net future income in the form of a piece of capital
equipment or a written promise to pay (IOU).

Economic Oppression

The text warns against becoming an economic oppressor.
What must be recognized from the beginning is that in the case
of bu ying and selling rural land in Israel, economic ofifiression  was
a two-way street. Whether a person was a seller of land (buyer of
money) or a buyer of land (seller of money) – i.e., whether a
lessor or lessee – he could become an oppressor, according to
this passage. “And if thou sell ought unto thy neighbour, or
buyest ought of thy neighbour’s hand, ye shall not oppress one
another” (Lev.  25:14). This should warn us against any thought
that the potential oppressor is always a buyer of some asset, or
that a seller is always the potential oppressor

This is especially relevant with respect to buyers of labor
services (sellers of money) and sellers of labor services (buyers
of money). It has been assumed by those who favor civil legisla-
tion that “protects labor” that employers are almost always the
oppressors. Similarly, it has been assumed by those who oppose
trade unions that the unions are normally the oppressors. Nei-
ther assumption is valid. What is valid is the conclusion that
when the civil government interferes in the competitive market
process of making voluntary contracts, the group  favored  by the
legislation becomes the economic oppressor. This oppression is estab-
lished by positive sanctions (subsidies) and negative sanctions
(restraints against trade). The element of civil  com@Zsion  is the
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most important aspect in identifying the Bible’s
economic oppression. ~8

The State and Economic Oppression

concept of

The person who leases a piece of land from an owner can
become an oppressor, but so can the owner who leases it. The
ethical and judicial question is this: What is economic oppres-
sion? This is not so easy to answer as Christian social commen-
tators and humanistic legislators have sometimes imagined. In
Tools ofllominion,  I argued that neither the Bible nor economic
theory provides a legally enforceable definition of economic
oppression that is based on price. I argued rather that the State
creates the conditions for economic oppression: injustice. 19
This is affirmed by Psalm 82, which refers to rulers of the con-
gregation, which was the nation as a whole.20  “God standeth in
the congregation of the mighty; he judgeth among the gods.
How long will ye judge unjustly and accept the persons of the
wicked ? Selah.  Defend the poor and fatherless: do justice to the
afflicted and needy. Deliver the poor and needy: rid them out
of the hand of the wicked” (Ps. 82:1-4).

Oppression and the Jubilee Land Law

We now return to the text of the jubilee land law. Who is
likely to become the victim of oppression? Answer: the person
with less reliable information about alternative offers and future
economic and legal conditions. This can be either party. In an
overwhelmingly agricultural community both parties probably

18. For a discussion of State-enforced compulsory trade unionism as an aspect
of oppression, see North, Boundan”es  and Dominion, ch. 26, subsection on “Things Seen
and Unseen.”

19. See Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 683-84.

20. James B. Jordan, The Sociology of th~ Church  ~yler,  Texas: Geneva Ministries,
1986), Appendix k “BiblicaJ Terminology for the Church.” See Chapter 4, above:
section on “Ritual Cleansings,” pp. 91-92.
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have equally good information about the value of the fruits of
production. The person who wants to lease the land probably
has somewhat poorer information about the physical details of
the property On the other hand, the land owner may have
fallen into debt. Perhaps he is not a good manager of his mon-
ey. He may be a poor farmer. He may have poor information
about the value of the stream of net income from the land. So
the text does not specify one of the two parties as the more
likely oppressor.

To identify the oppressor here, we need to identify the
person who uses the State, or his knowledge about the most
likely future actions of the State, in order to gain a competitive
advantage over the other person in a voluntary transaction. It
is rare for biblical law to specify pricing as jzidicable economic
oppression except in life-and-death situations – what I call
“priestly pricing.” Biblically defined economic oppression
through price-setting is usually based on a person’s efficient use
of illegitimate power by the State. The oppressor and the civil
magistrates act in collusion to oppress someone or some group.

A Question of Knowledge

The law of the jubilee was clear: in year 50, Israel’s agricul-
tural land was to revert to the original owners or their heirs.
This leads me to ask: On what basis could anyone not know
what to pay for or charge for leasing the land? Ml land was not
equally valuable. To the extent that one piece of land was more

productive, net, than another, to that extent the lease price

would have been higher  than less productive land. For exam-

ple, a farm with a well-developed orchard would have brought

a higher price than a farm whose income was dependent on

farming that required higher inputs  of labor and capital. The

net income from the fruit of the orchard probably would have

exceeded the net income from grain farming. So, the existence

of variously priced annual leasehold rents was not necessarily

evidence of economic oppression by anyone.



444 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

Then what was? A cash payment or long-term annual rent

agreement that was either too high (an exploiting lessor) or too

low (an exploiting lessee) for the number of years remaining

before the jubilee. But since  everyone knew the number of

years remaining, how could there be any doubt about this? The

answer should be clear to anyone who has followed my logic so

far; one of the parties knew that thti statute would probably not be
honored @ the civil mu@strates  when the year of jubilee arrived.

Which of the two would become the beneficiary if only one

of them knew the truth? In the case of an advance cash pay-
ment for the full term of the lease, the party making the pay-

ment would have benefited. The person giving up control over

the property would have asked a price on the assumption that

the property would return to him or his heirs in the jubilee

year. But this price was too low if the person gaining control

would not in fact be required to relinquish control at the jubi-

lee.

In the case of a long-term lease arrangement, however, the

person agreeing to pay the existing owner an annual payment

until the next jubilee year would have taken on an obligation

longer than he had suspected. If the civil courts enforced the

payment of the terms of the lease, but refused to enforce the

jubilee, the person obligated to pay could become the op-

pressed party If the land became less productive or its fruits

less valuable in the market, the person who leased the land was

stuck. The owner would collect his rental payment indefinitely.

The Civil  Magistrates as Enforcers

The decisive factor, then, was the covenantal faithfulness of
the civil rulers. Their decision to neglect the enforcement of the
jubilee year would create conditions for economic oppression by

one of the two contracting parties. Each party in the transaction

was therefore warned in advance by God: do not become an

oppresso~ even if corrupt civil magistrates make such oppression
possible by refusing to enforce the terms of the jubilee land law.
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God warned everyone to abide by the jubilee law even if the
civil rulers did not enforce it.

If I am correct in my analysis of this passage, then we have

additional evidence that economic  oppression in a free market  is
usually the result of civil magistrates who refuse to enforce God’s re-
vested law. It is rarely the process of voluntary pricing in a free

market that constitutes economic oppression; it is rather pricing

in a society in which civil magistrates favor a particular individ-

ual or class by means of economically discriminatory legislation

or economically discriminatory court decisions. State subsidies of
all kinds enable people  to oppress each other economically. The incen-

tive to oppress others in this way is universal; the ability to do

so is very limited when the civil magistrates restrict their actions

to enforcing the laws of God by imposing the sanctions speci-

fied by His law. The State initiates economic oppression by

creating the legal conditions in which such oppression is

profitable. ln short, the State subsidizes economic oppression. As in
the case of any State subsidy, this increases the supply of the

item being subsidized: economic oppression.

Contrary to utopian Christian non-economists, oppression

has nothing to do with rental income or interest income, which

tend toward an equal rate of return in a free market economy.

The jubilee law authorized long-term lease contracts, which are

a form of rent; it therefore by implication also authorized inter-

est payments.21

Conclusion

The jubilee land law prohibited oppression in the writing of

land lease contracts. Oppression resulted when one of the two

parties to the transaction used specialized knowledge to take

advantage of the other. The kind of knowledge was quite speci-

21. North, Boundaries and Dominwn,  ch. 26, seetion on “The Legitimacy of Rent
and Interest.” Cf. North, Tools of Dominion, Appendix G: “Lots of Free Time: The
Existentialist Utopia of S. C. Mooney.”
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fit: knowledge of fwture decisions by the civil magistrates not to enforce
the terns of the jubilee land law.

Either party to the transaction could become an oppressor

under this definition. The land owner might persuade the

lessee to agree to a contract in which the lessee promised to

make regular payments until the jubilee year was declared. lf

it was not declared, and the magistrates refused to allow him to

escape from the terms of the contract, the lessee would find

himself locked into the contract. Under some economic condi-

tions (e.g., a long-term fall in the money price for agricultural

products), this would defraud the lessee. On the other hand,

the lessee might be able to get the land owner to accept a cash

payment in advance for legal control over the land’s produc-

tion. If the jubilee land law was not enforced, the lessee would

be able to extend his control over the land indefinitely. This

would defraud the land owner. Conclusion: the State was the

source of the opportunity for oppression.

Both parties were warned to honor the terms of the jubilee

land law whether the civil magistrates did or not. God placed

the primary responsibility for law enforcement on the contract-

ing parties. He warned them both: “Honor the terms of the

leasehold that I have made with lsrael for control over My

land.”

The issue of economic oppression in this law was not the

actual pricing of the factor of production: land. This decision

was left to the contracting parties. Each looked at the expected

future stream of income from the land. Each would apply the

prevailing market discount of the price of future goods in rela-

tion to present goods to this stream of income: interest. Then

they would decide what to offer each other. The agreed-upon

price, however, had to take into consideration the irrevocable

date for the termination of the contract: the jubilee year.

The existence of a law governing land leases in Israel testi-

fies to the error of interpreting the Bible’s prohibition against

usury in charitable loans as a prohibition against all forms of



Economic Oppression by Means of the State 447

interest payments. The decision to make a cash payment in

order to acquire legal ownership of a stream of resource-gener-

ated income over a fixed period of time is identical economical-

ly to making a cash payment to buy an interest-paying bond

with the same expiration date as the lease. This means that a

prohibition against all interest payments must also be a prohibi-

tion against all rent payments. Yet this law establishes the legali-

ty of rent. I therefore conclude that the Bible does not prohibit

interest in non-charity loans.

There is no evidence that the jubilee laws were ever en-

forced in Israel. This may indicate that the jubilee laws some-

times were not enforced. Probably they were not enforced prior

to the exile, for the seventh year of release was not honored,

which is why God sent lsrael into exile  (II Chron. 36:21). Thus,

every Israelite could safely assume that other laws beside the

jubilee land law would govern leasehold contracts. Other civil

laws would provide differing authority to magistrates to decide

which leases would be honored and which would not. The

magistrates of lsrael arrogated authority to themselves to dis-

obey God regarding the sabbatical year. How far could they

safely be trusted to honor the terms of other laws? The oppor-

tunities for economic oppression must have increased, com-

pared to rule by the sabbatical law and the jubilee land law, for

there would have been less certainty about the enforcement of

the civil law. The greater the degree of judicial uncertainty  the

greater the amount of resources necessary to protect oneselfi

better lawyers, larger bribes, and higher expenditures on

searching out information regarding the integrity of one’s trad-

ing partners and also the moral integrity of their legal heirs.

These were long-term lease contracts.
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FOOD MIRACLES AND
COVENANTAL PREDICTABILITY

Wherefore ye shall do my statutes, and keep my judgments, and do
them and ye shall dwell in the land in safety. And the land shall yield
her fruit,  and ye shall eat your fill,  and dwell therein in safety. And ifye
shall say, What shall we eat the seventh year? behold, we shall not sow,
nor gather in our increase: Then I will command my blessing upon >OU
in the sixth yea~ and it shall bn”ng forth fruit for three years. And ye
shall sow the eighth yea~ and eat yet of old fmit  until the ninth year;
until her fruits come in ye shall eat of the old store (Lev. 25:18-22).

The theocentric  meaning of this passage is that God sustains

His people, and more than sustains them. He offers them plen-

ty. They are required to acknowledge this fact by trusting His

promises. They display this trust through their obedience to

His law.

This passage begins with are-statement of the familiar cause-

and-effect relationship between corporate external obedience to

God’s covenant law and corporate external blessings. We know

that the frame of reference is corporate blessings because of the

use of the first person plural: “What shall we eat the seventh

year? behold, we shall not sow, nor gather in our increase.” ln

this case, the text focuses on two blessings: peace and food.
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“Wherefore ye shall do my statutes, and keep my judgments,

and do them; and ye shall dwell in the land in sa~ety.  And the

land shall yield her fruit,  and ye shall eat your  fill, and dwell

therein in safety.” This is a repeated theme in the Bible.  “But

they shall sit every man under his vine and under his fig tree;

and none shall make them afraid: for the mouth of the LORD o f

hosts bath spoken it” (Mic. 4:4).

Universal Benefits: Peace and Food

If this dual promise of peace and food were found only in

Leviticus 25, it could be discussed as an aspect of the jubilee

laws and therefore no longer in force. But the list of God’s

positive sanctions in Leviticus 26:3-15 indicates that this pair of

positive sanctions was not uniquely tied to the jubilee. The

promise of peace and food is more general than the jubilee law,

since it refers to “my statutes” and “my judgments.” God refers

Israel back to His revealed law-order. It is their covenantal

faithfulness to the stipulations of this law-order which alone

serves the basis of their external prosperity. Without obedience,

they can have no legitimate confidence in their earthly future

in the land. This law has a broad application;  It unde@-ds  the

observation by David: “I have been young, and now am old; yet

have 1 not seen the righteous forsaken, nor his seed begging

bread” (Ps. 37:25).  The link between obedience to God’s stat-

utes and eating is reflected in David’s observation: righteous-

ness and the absence of begging.

Why is this passage found in the jubilee statutes? Because of

the unique place of both the land and the harvest in the jubilee

laws. Preceding this section are laws that deal with the transfer

of a family’s land to the heirs: the return – legally, though not

necessarily physically – of each man to his father’s land (v. 13).

This was a testament  oflibenztion.  Because of this law, there could
be no permanent legal enslavement of Israelites inside the
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land.1  The jubilee law also established an obligation for all

leasehold contracts to be based on the jubilee year’s require-

ment of rural land’s reversion to the original family (V V. 14-17).

Following the announcement of the dual blessing of peace and

food is another promise: a triple crop in the sixth year of the

seventh cycle of sabbatical weeks of years (w. 20-22).

The promise of peace and food points the reader’s attention

to the author of the law. God is sovereign. He promised to

bring them national prosperity in response to their adherence

to His laws. This promise was conditional: no obedience, no

prosperity. This fact of covenantal life becomes clear in the next

chapter of Leviticus. In order to demonstrate the reliability of

His promises on a year-to-year basis, He promised a manifesta-

tion of His supernatural sovereignty: a miracle year.

The Miracle Year

To the jubilee year was attached a miracle. God promised to
deliver a triple  crop in the sixth  year of the seventh sabbatical

cycle of years. “And if ye shall say, What shall we eat the sev-
enth year? behold, we shall not sow, nor gather in our increase:

Then I will command my blessing upon you in the sixth year,

and it shall bring forth fruit for three years. And ye shall sow

the eighth year, and eat yet of old fruit until the ninth year;

until her fruits come in ye shall eat of the old store” (VV. 20-22).

This triple portion was God’s way of announcing His presence

with His people. They would be given sufficient crops to sustain

them through the sabbath year and the jubilee year. Then, a t

1. The law applied to all Israelites. Aliens could become heirs of this promise
through adoption, either into a family (rural) or tribe (walled city). Excommunication
removed an heir from his landed inheritance and his citizenship. This is why a
excommunicant’s adult sons had to break publicly with him and his rebellion in
order to preserve their own inheritance. Although there is no law governing this, I
presume that minor sons of an excommunicated father could inherit upon their
majority at age 20 if they broke with their father publicly when they turned 20. At
age 20, they  became  eligible for military numbering (Ex. 30: 12): citizenship.  The
Mosaic law always had covenantal resonation as its goal.
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the end of the jubilee (eighth) year, they were to plant for the
next year.

The Miraculous Manna

In the wilderness period, they had been given the almost
daily miracle of the manna. The exception to this miracle was
itself an even greater miracle. On the day before the sabbath,
they could gather a double portion. The manna in jars would
not rot on the sabbath (Ex. 16:22). On every other day of the
week, any manna that was left in ajar overnight would rot (Ex.
16:20).

As I have written in my commentary on Exodus, the manna
had a function beyond the mere provisioning of the people
with their daily bread. It was given to them in order that they
might develop confidence in God as a sovereign provider His
provision of manna was miraculous. It was also regular. They
had to trust God to bring the manna the next day, for it could
not be stored overnight. Then, once a week, the regularity of
the miracle was manifested in a different way: the miraculous
rotting of the manna miraculously ceased. They could store it
overnight, so that they would not have to labor to harvest it on
the sabbath. So, the miracle was to teach them about the regu-
larity of God’s provisioning, as well as their total dependence
on His grace.2

When they came into the land, the manna ceased forever:
“And the manna ceased on the morrow after they had eaten of
the old corn of the land; neither had the children of Israel
manna any more; but they did eat of the fruit of the land of
Canaan that year” (Josh. 5:12). The fruit of the land would
henceforth sustain them. But this did not mean that they were
any less dependent on God for their food. Now, however, their

2. Gary North, Moses and Pharaoh: Domznion  Religion vs. Power Religion (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), ch. 18: “Manna, Predictability and
Dominion.”
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food would come predictably in terms of their corporate coven-
antal conformity to His law: the greater their obedience, the
more predictable their food.

The Miraculo~ Ttiple Crop

In order to remind them of their continuing need to obey
Him, as the sovereign provider of food, God did not totally
remove His miracles from the land. Twice per century, God
promised to provide them with bread in a miraculous way: the
triple crop of the sixth year in the seventh cycle of the sabbati-
cal week of years. This would be the equivalent of manna.

The Self-Discipline of Thrift

In a normal cycle of seven years, the Israelites had to save
enough grain over six years to get through the seventh (sabbati-
cal) year and half way through the eighth year, until the
eighth-year crop could be harvested.3 But this was not the case
in jubilee year periods. In the sixth year would come a triple
crop. That crop would feed them in the second half of year six,
all of year seven (sabbatical), all of year eight (jubilee), and half
way through year nine.

This means that in the six years prior to a jubilee year, farm-
ers did not have to store up crops in order to carry themselves
through the sabbatical year, the jubilee year, and half way
through the ninth year until the crop came in. This triple crop
was Old Covenant Israel’s equivalent of the manna of the wil-
derness: a miraculous gift from God. It was the bread of life.

In escaping the production restraints of a normal sabbatical
cycle, they acknowledged their dependence on the grace of
God. The thrift that was agriculturally necessary during normal
sabbatical periods was not required during the jubilee’s week of

3. Gary North, Tools of Domtnion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 816-17.
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years. Each farm could safely consume or sell one-sixth of each
year’s crop during the final sabbatical cycle. This income would
otherwise have had to be stored or sold for cash and retained
in that form in preparation for the sabbatical year. This pre-
jubilee miracle would have made it possible for thrifty farmers
to increase their purchase of farming tools, or make invest-
ments in urban industries, or make foreign investments. This
extra marketable output of food would have tended to lower
the price of food in Israel during jubilee periods, thereby stim-
ulating the export of food to nations where food prices were
higher.4 Meanwhile, not-so-thrifty Israelites could have enjoyed
more food, or else they could have sold the agricultural surplus
in order to buy urban-produced consumer goods or imported
consumer goods. To both the thrifty and the less thrifty, God
promised six consecutive years of relief from the pressure to
save for the normal sabbatical year.

To take advantage of this miraculous gift from God, the
Israelites had to trust God to deliver on His promise to the
nation. If they refused to save for six years in preparation for
the arrival of a sabbath year of rest and the jubilee year, back to
back, a refusal of God to deliver the triple crop would have
created near-famine conditions by the ninth year. Many people
would have been forced to sell their family lands or even sell
themselves into slavery – in the very period that God set aside
for the recovery of family lands and the release of bondserv-
ants. Thus, they had to exercise faith that the triple crop would
arrive on schedule.

On the other hand, if God delivered on His promise, but the
people then refused to honor the sabbatical year and/or the
jubilee year, planting and harvesting instead, this would have
constituted a misuse of the jubilee miracle. It would have con-
stituted theft from God through the economic oppression of

4. Because of the high cost of ground transportation, these exported crops would
normally have gone by boat.
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hired harvesters, strangers, and gleaners. It is clear from the
message of Jeremiah that the nation did not honor the sabbati-
cal years for 70 sabbatical cycles, or 490 years. This is why they
were sent into captivity. “To fulfil the word of the LORD by the
mouth of Jeremiah, until the land had enjoyed her sabbaths:
for as long as she lay desolate she kept sabbath, to fulfil three-
score and ten years” (II Chron. 36:21).

There is no unambiguous biblical record that the jubilee law
was ever honored in Israel. We know that the sabbath year of
release was not honored for 490 years prior to the exile. Since
they did not honor the sabbath year of release, it is highly
doubtful that God ever gave them the promised triple crop in
the seventh sabbatical cycle. Without the triple crop, perhaps
they chose to ignore the jubilee law. The Bible does not say.

Miracles, Sanctions, and Mysticism

When Jesus announced His fulfillment of the jubilee year
(Luke 4:18-2 1), He was announcing the end of the miraculous
jubilee year. Under the New Covenant, there is no triple crop
in the sixth year of the seventh “week of years. ” The faith of
New Covenant-keepers has been stripped of a national miracle
that demonstrated the reliability of God’s providential and law-
bounded covenantal  orde~ just as a similar faith during the
wilderness era was stripped of a daily miracle when the manna
ceased upon the nation’s entry into Canaan. As the spiritual
maturity of covenant-keepers advances, miracles steadily cease.5

The question arises: What about the covenantal cause-and-
effect connection between corporate external obedience and
corporate blessings? Are covenant-bound societies still promised
peace and agricultural prosperity if they adhere to the external

5. This has been the case in the history of Christianity. In the early church, the
miracles of heahng and exorcism were important in evangelism. Today  both of these
gifts are far less evident in advanced industrial nations, although both still are used
by some fundamentalist missionaries working in primitive societies or in societies
deeply in bondage to a rival supernatural religion.
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requirements God’s revealed law? Was this annulled by Jesus in
His fulfillment of the jubilee year? No. In Leviticus 26, which
appears after the close of the jubilee laws, we read: “And I will
give peace in the land, and ye shall lie down, and none shall
make you afraid: and I will rid evil beasts out of the land, nei-
ther shall the sword go through your land” (Lev. 26:6).  This
recapitulation of the promise of Leviticus 25:18-19 indicates
that this aspect of the jubilee law was broader than an aspect of
the jubilee law. But was it a cross-boundary law? Did it apply
outside the Promised Land? The recapitulation in Leviticus 26
is paralleled in Deuteronomy 28, and is mentioned as a testimo-
ny to enemy nations, which would fear them (Lev.  26:7-10).

Why should these enemies be afraid of Israel if they did not
interpret the visible predictable sanctions in Israel as proof of
God’s unique presence with Israel? Did this fear apply only to
the risks of invading Israel? Were the nations not also to fear a
counter-invasion by Israel?G Deuteronomy 20:10-20 lists the
laws of siege. These laws did not apply to Israel’s invasion of
Canaan, for they established legitimate terms of surrender,
which were not options during the conquest. Therefore, these
military laws had to apply to warfare outside the land. They
were cross-boundary laws. Since Israel was to be feared by
foreign nations, the corporate covenantal  sanctions visible to
foreigners inside the land had to be presumed by them to
apply outside the land, too (Deut.  4:4-8).

Without the miracle of manna or the miracle of the triple
crop, New Covenant Christians are thrown back on their faith
in God’s revealed word. The compelling evidence of God is
supposed to be God’s word. This always was the case, but the
miracles were added to overcome the Israelites’ weakness of
faith. Old Covenant believers in the wilderness had daily edible
reminders of God’s presence. In the Promised Land, these

6. Israel was not to initiate foreign wars. The Mosaic festival laws made empire
impossible. There was no permanent payoff in launching foreign wars.
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reminders were reduced numerically to twice per century. In
the New Covenant, the miracle of food is restricted to the
Lord’s Supper  This miracle – co-participation in heavenly
worship by the earthly church and the heavenly church – must
be accepted on faith.’

Covenantal  Predictability

Has God reduced His covenantal  predictability in history
along with His reduction of miracles? For instance, does it take
longer today than it did in Mosaic Israel for God to bring his
negative sanctions in history? No evidence that I am aware of
suggests this. Sometimes, the negative sanctions came soon.
God was angry with Israel, so He moved David to take an
illegal holy census (I Sam. 24:1 ).s David’s sin in numbering the
nation brought an immediate plague on 70,000 people (II Sam.
24: 15). Rapid judgment was the threat that Nineveh faced; the
nation therefore repented. Covenant-breakers outside the land
understood the cause-and-effect connection between corporate
sin and God’s wrath in history. In other cases, judgment was
delayed for centuries. In Mosaic Israel, the nation violated the
sabbatical year laws for centuries. Not until Jeremiah’s day were
they told that God would soon bring His corporate wrath
against the nation for this long-term act of rebellion by sending
them into captivity (I Chron. 36:21).

While miracles steadily disappea~  the covenantal  promise of
God’s predictable corporate sanctions remain in place. If this
were not the case, the sanctions aspect of the Lord’s Supper (I

7. New Covenant Christians have gone in three directions to explain this miracle.
Roman Catholics have turned to philosophical realism: the literal, bodily presence of
Christ in the sacrament. The Lutherans also are realists, defending the body and
blood of Christ as being substantially present: Formula of Concord (1576), Art. VII,
Sections. 1, 2. Anabaptists have adopted nominalism: the Lord’s Supper as a mere
memorial. The biblical view is neither realism nor nominalism but covenantatism:
God’s special judicial pre$ence in the eating of the meaL It is a meal eaten on the
Lord’s Day, or Day of the Lord, or judgment day.

8. The census was to be taken prior to holy war (Ex. 30).
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Cor. 11:30) would be transferred completely out of history.
While a man’s verbal oath and the physical sacraments are part
of history, the oath is taken under God, who is in eternity.
Some of the personal sanctions are both predictable and eter-
nal, but corporate negative sanctions are exclusively historical
(no sin beyond the resurrection). On what exegetical basis can
the sacrament’s sanctions be said to be predictable only outside
of history and apply only to individuals?

This raises the question of civil oaths. Nations take oaths (Ex.
19). Are these oaths enforced exclusively by men rather than
God? Political pluralists are logically compelled to answer yes:
no God enforces corporate civil oaths with covenantally  predict-
able historical sanctions invoked by the oaths. If pluralists were
to answer no, thereby affirming God’s predictable, corporate,
covenantal, historical sanctions, they would have to abandon
their pluralism. Their religion forbids them to answer other-
wise: no supernatural frame of reference for civil oaths.

If God’s predictable, corporate, covenantal sanctions in histo-
ry were to disappea~  just as predictable corporate miracles
such as manna and the triple crop have disappeared, Christian-
ity would necessarily be progressively absorbed into the larger
covenant-breaking culture. Whatever regularity in corporate
sanctions that might be said to exist in history would be based
on shared, universal categories of social and political ethics,
e.g., natural law theory. There would be no way for the king-
dom of God to manifest its presence among men except
through the verbal testimony of individuals regarding totally
invisible, subjectively discerned patterns of predictability, e.g.,
“I feel all tingly when I pray.” For those people who have no
desire to feel tingly, or who are content to take niacinamide
whenever they want to feel tingly, such verbal testimony carries
no weight. Christian culture could be differentiated from pagan
culture only through the personal mysticism of its members.
But mysticism is inherently without theological and judicial
content – beyond the realm of creeds and intellectual catego-



458 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

ries.  So-called Christian mysticism cannot be distinguished
judicially from pagan mysticism. In short, if neither revelational
ethics and its attached sanctions nor miracles identify the histor-
ical presence of the kingdom of God, the institutional church
ceases to have a role to play in history visibly different from any
other charitable or salvationist organization. This lack of distinc-
tion has overtaken most evangelical churches in the twentieth
century. Christianity is regarded by covenant-breakers as just
one more ameliorative-mystical tradition among thousands.

The way to restore the church to its position as society’s
central institution is to preach a separate biblical worldview
based on biblical law and biblical sanctions. The other avenue
for distinguishing the church from the world – the quest for
miracles or continuing revelation – in the twentieth century has
been the differentiating mark of pentecostals and charismatics.g
The third path is mysticism.

Covenantal corporate predictability in history is mandatory
if Christians are to reconstruct social theory. If such regularity
did not exist in New Covenant history, then society could not
be reformed on a uniquely Christian basis. The church would
then seek to avoid social transformation. It would retreat from
the world (discontinuity) or conform itself to the world (conti-
nuity). It would go fundamentalist-mystical or liberal. This is
generally what happened in the United States, 1900-1975. As
Rushdoony says, the fundamentalists believe in God but not in
history, while the liberals believe in history but not in God. In
either case, the world is abandoned to the covenantal represen-
tatives of Satan. There is no neutrality.

Miracles of Feeding

The law of God is given to all men so that they will learn to
obey the God of the Bible. If they live in societies that are

9. Katherine Kulhman, Z Believe  in Miracles (New York: Pyramid Books, [1962]
1964).
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marked by widespread obedience to the external laws of God,
they will experience widespread external blessings, among
which are peace and food.

To prove that this promise can be trusted, God on occasion
has established miracles of feeding. The first time was in the
wilderness period: the manna. When they entered the Prom-
ised Land, they initially lived off the crops of their defeated
enemies. Then, as they began to plant and reap, they were to
become thrifty: saving, not for a rainy day, but for the sabbati-
cal year. But in the seventh cycle of sabbatical years, God prom-
ised to give them a miracle: the triple crop of the sixth year. 10

The triple crop was also to remind them that God’s blessings
are predictable in history. It would remind them that the
source of their prosperity was not thrift as such, but thrift with-
in the framework of God’s covenant. They were warned not to
draw a false conclusion, one based on the humanist presupposi-
tion of the autonomy of man: “And thou say in thine heart, My
power and the might of mine hand bath gotten me this wealth.
But thou shalt remember the LORD thy God: for it is he that
giveth thee power to get wealth, that he may establish his cove-
nant which he sware unto thy fathers, as it is this day” (Deut.
8:17-18). Covenantal blessings are given to confirm the cove-
nant.

Conclusion

The miracle of the triple crop was promised to Israel in
order to confirm visibly: 1 ) the sovereignty of God over nature;
2) the predictability of God’s covenant-based blessings in histo-
ry. The Israelites were not to capitulate to the temptation of
worshipping another god, either a god of nature or a god of

10. The prophets used the miracle of feeding on numerous occasions. The
pagan widow of Zerephath had two containers that filled daily one with oil and the
other with meal, when Elijah lived in her home (I Ki. 17:14-15). In the New Testa-
ment, Jesus used the miracle of feeding on at least two occasions.
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history – the only two kinds of idols available to covenant-
breaking man.11

Modern covenant-breaking man denies the reality of mira-
cles, then and now. He wishes to divinize either nature or
history or both (Darwinism). To do this, he must deny all traces
of God’s authority over nature and history. Modern man has
chosen evolution as his god, meaning his source of law. Evolu-
tion is said to govern both nature and historical process. Evolu-
tion is regarded as impersonal except when man, meaning elite
men, learn the secrets of evolution and then direct both nature
and history. 12 A major appeal of evolution is power.

Modern Christians reject evolution in its humanist form.
They insist that God is still sovereign over history, although
Augustinians and Calvinists alone insist that God predestines
everything that comes to pass in history. There are virtually no
visible traces of Catholic Augustinianism and very few traces of
Calvinism. Furthermore, most Calvinists in the late twentieth
century have explicitly or implicitly denied the existence of
covenantal  predictability in New Covenant times. They openly
reject the idea of a national civil covenant under God. They are
political pluralists.13 They do not believe that God brings pre-
dictable corporate sanctions, positive or negative, in terms of a
nation’s obedience to God’s Bible-revealed law. 14

This belief leaves them without any miracles with which to
challenge humanists and other covenant-breakers. This belief
also provides them with a theological explanation for the seem-
ing helplessness of Christianity to transform culture by estab-

11. Herbert Schlossberg,  Idols for Destructwn:  Christian Faith and Zts Confrontation
with Ametian Soci@  (Westchester, Iltinois: Crossway, [1983] 1993), p. 11.

12. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (2nd cd.; Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1987), Appendix A “From Cosmic Purposelessness to
Humanistic Sovereignty.”

13. Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989), chaps. 3-5.

14. Gary North, Mi&mniaksm and Social TheoU (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 7.
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lishing the civilization of God in history: God’s kingdom. This
in turn creates a deep psychological need to find personal
solace in the midst of inevitable cultural defeat: pietistic ecclesi-
astical ghettos. Finally, their widespread acceptance of life in
these ghettos has led to the development of ghetto eschatol-
ogies.15

Without a concept of God’s covenant in history, Christians
have not been able to develop an explicitly Christian social
theory. They have relied on imported pagan natural law con-
cepts to develop what few social ideas they possess. All of this
has been the product of the widespread acceptance of the origi-
nal theological assumption, namely, that God in the New Cove-
nant era has annulled the covenantal  predictability of Leviticus
26 and Deuteronomy 28. With neither widespread faith in the
miracle of covenantal predictability nor the presence of earlier
covenantal miracles of food and healing, modern Christians
have become almost totally defensive in their thinking. Ideas
have consequences.

15. Gary North, “Ghetto EschatologiesV  Biblkal Economics Today, XIV (April/May
1992).
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THE RIGHT OF REDEMPTION

The land shun not be sold for ever: fm the .kzn.d  is mine; for ye are

strangers and sojourners with me. And in all the land of your possession
ye shall grant a redemptimt  for the .kznd (Lev. 25:23-24).

We begin with a theocentric analysis of this passage. The
prohibition against the permanent sale of rural land was con-
nected to the nation’s judicial status as strangers and sojourners
with God. What did this mean? God began to dwell in the land
of Israel when the conquest began, i.e., after the nation had
crossed Canaan’s border. This means that He lived among
them judicially. He did not take up residence with them physi-
cally. His unique judicial presence in the land was marked
physically by the presence of the two tablets of the law inside
the Ark of the Covenant. Even this testimony had to be taken
on faith; no one was allowed to look inside the Ark. When this
law was violated by the men of Bethshemesh, God killed 50,0’70
of them (I Sam. 6:19). Negative corporate sanctions came im-
mediately after God allowed the corporate infraction to take
place.1

1. Had the first three or four people who looked inside the Ark immediately
been stricken with leprosy, as Miriam was stricken in the wilderness (Num. 12:10),
the infraction would have ceased.
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The special judicial presence of God among them had been
manifested historically to Israel by the genocide of the Canaan-
ites. God had used His people – a royal priesthood (Ex. 19:6) –
to bring negative historical sanctions against His enemies. They
had served in a holy army. They had inherited the land of
God’s enemies. This was inheritance through corporate execution.
Their landed inheritance began with their obedience in com-
mitting genocide. 2 It ended with their national disinheritance
at the fall of Jerusalem in A.D. 70.

The Kinsman-Redeemer

The person who is identified in Leviticus 25 as the person
with the authority to buy back a poor man’s land is the kins-
man (Lev. 25:25-26). The same root word in Hebrew is used
for the verb for purchasing: “And if it be not redeemed within
the space of a full year, then the house that is in the walled city
shall be established for ever to him that bought it throughout
his generations: it shall not go out in the jubile” (Lev. 25:30).
“And if a man Purchase of the Levites, then the house that was
sold, and the city of his possession, shall go out in the year of
jubile: for the houses of the cities of the Levites are their pos-
session among the children of Israel” (Lev.  25:33).

The office of kinsman-redeemer was based on a messianic
model (Ps. 72:11-14). The kinsman-redeemer was the same
office as the blood-avenger, the go’el  (sometimes transliterated

2. None of this is visible in W. Brueggemann’s book, The Land (London: SPCK,
1978). He writes the following: “But Israel’s Torah is markedly uninterested in a
religion of obedience as such. It is rather interested in care for land. . .“ (p. 60).
Thus, he interprets the Mosaic law’s universally acknowledged concern for ethics as
a concern for ecology. You would be hard-pressed to find any interpretation of the
Pentateuch more bizarre and misleading than this one. Then he quotes Joshua 1:7-8,
God’s command to be strong and courageous in the conquest of the land. Concludes
Brueggemann:  “The rhetoric is peculiar because it is an imperative to martiat bravery
and courage. But what is asked is not courage to destroy enemies, but courage to
keep Torah (p. 60). It is not the Bible’s rhetoric that is peculiar What is peculiar is
Prof. Brueggemann’s hermeneutic.
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as ga’awl).  “But if the man have no kinsman @’cl]  to recom-
pense the trespass unto, let the trespass be recompensed unto
the LORD, even to the priest; beside the ram of the atonement,
whereby an atonement shall be made for him” (Num. 5:8). God
identified Himself as Israel’s Kinsman-Redeemer (Ex. 6:6).

The blood avenger was the nearest of kin. It was he who had
the responsibility of pursuing and then slaying anyone suspect-
ed of having murdered his kinsman. The cities of refuge were
built in order to provide a place for suspected murderers to
flee. The city of refuge was a legal boundary into which the
authority of a blood avenger from outside the city did not
extend (Num.  35:12). Outside the boundaries of a city of ref-
uge, “The revenger of blood himself shall slay the murderer:
when he meeteth him, he shall slay him” (Num.  35:19). After a
trial in the city, a man convicted of murder (as distinguished
from accidental manslaughter) was placed outside the city, to be
executed by the blood avenger (Num.  35:25). A man convicted
of accidental manslaughter could lawfully be killed by the
blood-avenger at any time outside the city of refuge, until the
high priest died. Here the language of release is the same as
the language of the jubilee year: returning to the family’s land:
“Because he should have remained in the city of his refuge
until the death of the high priest: but after the death of the
high priest the slayer shall return into the land of his posses-
sion” (Num. 35:28). In the captivity of Israel, God acted as their
kinsman (Isa. 48:20).  In doing so, God acted as blood-avenger
(Isa. 49:26).

After his redemption by the kinsman-redeeme~  the re-
deemed relative would then have served as the employee of the
kinsman-redeemer– his bondservant, in other words – until the
jubilee year.3

3. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 28, subsection on
“Why Redeem Another Man’s Land or Person?”
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Walled Cities

The law of redemption applied inside the walled cities of
Israel in a different way: the seller or his kinsman had only one
year to redeem a home (dwelling place). Once this year had
passed, the buyer became a permanent owner (Lev. 25:29-30).
Notice: this law applied only to homes. It did not apply to
other kinds of urban real estate. Only a residence was protected
by the year of grace. Title to other real estate passed at the time
of sale. Title to urban real estate was alienable: for sale to aliens.
Outside the boundary of the wall, the Israelite’s right of re-
demption was universal, bounded by a 50-year limit (v. 31).

Was it legal for subsequent generations to build walls around
unwalled cities? Yes. Would this new wall have changed the
legal status of the heirs of the original families? No. An unwal-
led city of Joshua’s day, with the exception of the cities of the
Levites, came under the jubilee’s rural land law. The inheri-
tance left by the original generation could never be alienated by
contract.4 The inheritance could only be alienated by God,
through corporate covenantal  execution. So, a wall could be
built for the sake of military defense, but this would not have
changed the legal status of the heirs of the original families. No
alteration of the inheritance of the original families was allowed;
the defensive wall was not a judicial wall.

Citizenship could not be revoked for any reason other than
excommunication. This means that the priests, through their
delegated authority to the Levites, could alone revoke citizen-
ship. This is the mark of a biblical civil order. The biblical civil
order does not autonomously establish or enforce the criteria of
citizenship. Citizenship is creedal, and the church enforces the
content of the creed. A biblical civil order cannot become au-
tonomous; biblical political theory reflects this fact.

4. Rabbinical opinion was that only the walled cities in the era of Joshua’s
conquest were exempted from the jubilee rural land law. Anzkhin 9:6; The A4Mwzah,
trans., Herbert Danby (New York: Oxford University Press, [1933] 1987), p. 553.
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Who would have chosen to live in a walled city in the era of
the conquest? ik-ty Israelite family would have had the right to
participate in the distribution of rural land. This would have
been that family’s permanent inheritance. The urban residents
would then have been made up of the following: 1) land-own-
ing Israelites who became absentee landlords; 2) permanent
resident aliens who had been adopted into the tribe of a city; 3)
permanent resident aliens who had not been adopted by an
Israelite family or tribe; 4) traders who would reside there
relatively briefly; 5) Levites who were not residents of a Leviti-
cal city; 6) soldiers or other officials from the central govern-
ment; ‘7) Israelites who had been excommunicated (i.e., circum-
cised strangers: rdwee);  8) convicted Israelite criminals who had
been sold into servitude to someone in a walled city.5

The Terms of Sale

The text does not speak of a deferred payment, i.e., a mort-
gage beyond one year. The right of redemption was one year.
There is no indication that this means anything except one year
from the time that the transfer of ownership took place. Owner-
ship transfers with responsibility over the property. Ownership
is a judicial concept: the identification of the legally responsible
agent. The owner has the right to disown the property

5. The Bible does not say whether convicted criminals were part of the jubilee
land law’s primary benefiti a judicial return to the family’s land, i.e., liberation from
bondage. This would have meant freedom for all criminals in the jubilee year. This,
in turn, would have created a subsidy to crime as the jubilee year approached: a
conviction would not have led to a high price for his sate into bondage, since the
time of potential servitude was steadily shrinking. The victims would have been
short-changed. Because God defends the victim, it seems safe to conclude that there
were two exceptions to the jubilee law of liberation: the apostate who had forfeited
his inheritance and the criminal who was still under the requirement to pay off his
victims or the person who bought him, with the purchase price going to the victims.
This conclusion follows horn two general principles of bibtical law 1) God does not
subsidize evil; 2) victim’s rights. If this is correct, then the criminal who was released
from bondage would have had to wait until the next jubilee year to reclaim his land.
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Could there have been home mortgages under such a legal
system? Yes, but the original owner had only one year to re-
claim his property unless the buyer subsequently defaulted on
his payments. He would have had to repay to the new buyer
whatever the new buyer had paid him during the interim. The
purchaser had to forfeit the use of the assets or money that he
used to buy the house. This is what the seller owed him if the
former wanted to reclaim the house. The buyer remained a
renter for up to one year; his eviction through re-purchase was
possible at any time. Under open competition, the lease pay-
ment would therefore have tended to equal the rate of inter-
esth-ent:  whatever the lessor gained by occupying the house –
psychic income – was offset by the payments he had made to
the original owner. On the other side of the transaction, what-
ever the seller had gained from holding the item used to pur-
chase the house was paid for by his loss of control over the
house.

A Stake in Society

No explicit reason is provided in the Bible to explain this
judicial difference: wall vs. no wall. The judicial boundary
established by the city’s wall provided an exemption from the
jubilee land law after 12 months.G  Inheritance there was based
on secondary purchase rather than original conquest. It was
based on economics rather than ecclesiastical confession. This
made possible a place for resident aliens or post-conquest con-
verts to the faith to gain what is sometimes called a stake in
society. A stake is a marker that establishes the edge of a boun-
dary in land, but it is used here more broadly a permanent
residence or a permanent possession of value that is tied to a
specific place. A stake in society is therefore a legal claim, some-

6. Though not interest-free: see above. There is no escape from the phenome-
non of interest: a discount of future goods as against those same goods in the pres-
ent.
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thing that at some price is worth defending, either in a court or
on a battlefield.

Would resident aliens have been required to fight to defend
the city? Not unless they were citizens. They did not possess
membership in an Israelite family. The military numbering
process would not have touched them (Ex. 30). Presumably
they could voluntee~  but only if they professed the required
national confession of faith, the shema  Israel: “Hear, O Israel:
The LORD our God is one LORD” (Deut. 6:4). There were many
instances of foreign soldiers in Israel’s holy army, Uriah the
Hittite being the most famous. Citizenship was probably a re-
ward granted to circumcised resident aliens who volunteered
for military service. If you could be legally numbered, you were
a citizen; conversely, if you could not legally be numbered, you
were not a citizen.’

Was confession, circumcision, and eligibility for service in the
Lord’s army sufficient to establish an inheritable claim of citi-
zenship ? Yes. Was this citizenship inalienable? Yes. Citizenship
was covenantal.  Covenantal  inheritance was by confession,
circumcision, and eligibility to bring sanctions: as a holy warrior
and therefore as a judges Once a citizen of Israel, a person
could not become a permanent bondservant under Mosaic law.

Post-Exilic Israel

This raises an extremely important point: the alteration of
land ownership after the exile. Ezekiel prophesied that after
Israel’s return from exile, strangers in the land would partici-
pate in a second division of the land by lot. These strangers
would gain permanent possession in the land. Strangers who

7. See Chapter 30, below, under the heading, “Holy War, Chizenship, and
Liberty;  pp. 503-5.

8. Deborah, a prophetess, also served as a judge (’Jud. 4:4). She served function-
ally as a holy warrior: senior in command (Jud. 4:8). As the sanctions-bringer  against
Sisers, Jael also served as a holy warrior (v. 22). Neither was circumcised, but both
were under legal authority of circumcised males: husbands.
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resided within the jurisdiction of a particular tribe at the time
of the reclaiming of the land by that tribe would become part of
a new land allocation (Ezek. 4’7:21 -23). They could not be disin-
herited. But if that was true, then they could not be enslaved.

There is no indication that the jubilee’s heathen slave law
was annulled after the exile. Jesus announced His ministry in
terms of jubilee liberation (Luke 4:18-21). This assertion rested
on the continuing authority of the jubilee slave law. That aspect
of the jubilee was related to family ownership and citizenship,
not the original distribution of the land under Joshua. But a
new land allocation would free participating heathen families
from any threat of inter-generational bondage. Those who
resided in the land at the time of the return could not lawfully
be enslaved.

This was the source of the lawful continuing presence of
Samaritans in the land. These foreigners had been brought into
the Northern Kingdom by the Assyrians to replace the captive
Israelites. The returning Israelites were not authorized to kill
or exile these people. There would never again be a lawful
program of genocide to establish original title in Israel. Rather,
the resident alien at the return would receive an inheritable
grant of rural land. The worship of Canaanite gods and reli-
gion never reappeared. The gods of Canaan had been gods of
the land, meaning gods of the city-state. Those gods were no
longer relevant in a nation under the authority of Medo-Persia,
then Hellenism,  and finally Rome. In contrast, Persian dualism,
Hellenism,  and Talmudism  were not bound by geography.
These became the main threats to biblical orthodoxy.

The returning Israelites took centuries to reconquer the
land. The reconquest was never completed, nor was Mosaic civil
authority ever re-established. The tribes did not re-establish
their original borders, nor were they ever again totally free
from foreign civil rule. But the Jews did come close to re-estab-
lishing their pre-exilic  political power and national boundaries
in the decades prior to Rome’s invasion, which led non-Jewish



4’70 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

inhabitants of Palestine to welcome the Remans.g Because the
physical boundaries of the Promised Land had been breached
during the exile, never to be healed, and because the pre-exilic
judicial boundaries were never again established, the original
land distribution of the era of the conquest lost its judicial
relevance. Israelite citizenship therefore lost most of its judicial
relevance except during periods of civil revolt. Confession,
circumcision, and adoption remained the basis of this much-
reduced citizenship. God’s holy army had ceased to exist.

Urban Citizenship

Arnmonites and Moabites could become members of the
congregation after 10 generations (Deut.  23:3). This was citi-
zenship, for the same 10-generation limit applied also to Israel-
ite bastards (Deut.  23:2). The question is: Where would these
new citizens have exercised their judicial powers? I think it
must have been inside walled cities. The cities were tribal
affairs. They had been parcelled  out to the tribes under Joshua
(’Josh. 13:23-32; 15). Citizenship in a city must have been tribal.
But judges in cities probably resided in those cities. Local urban
residents possessed knowledge of local affairs.

The question is: Was real estate ownership required to be an
urban citizen? Did an urban resident lose his citizenship if he
lost ownership of his home? That could happen in one year.
Was the threat of disenfranchisement hanging over the head of
every urban real estate owner who did not have an inheritance
in rural Israel? The Bible does not say. Any answer is specula-
tive. But since lawful participation in holy warfare seems to be
the best way to define the mark of citizenship, my conclusion is
that aliens could become eligible for citizenship as adopted

9. The one city that refised to submit to the Jews was Pella. W. H. C. Frend, The
Rise of Christianity  (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), p. 19. It was to Pella, located beyond
the Jordan, that the Jerusalem church supposedly fled just before the siege of the
city by Rome in A.D. 69. Eusebius, Ecclesiastical Histo?y,  11 I :V.
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members of the tribes governing walled cities. Citizenship did
not require the ownership of a home in a walled city. Urban
citizenship was by confession, circumcision, and eligibility for
holy war. It was not based on landed inheritance.

For an alien to become a citizen in Israel meant that he
became a free man. Israelites were not allowed to own Israelite
slaves as inheritable property (Lev. 25 :46b).  By becoming a
citizen, the alien permanently established his legal claim as an
Israelite.

This raises the question of access to citizenship. Deuterono-
my 23 is the main section dealing with this. The context is that
of an outsider wanting in. Deuteronomy 23:1 lists the eunuch.
I think this refers to a foreign eunuch, not an Israelite.l”  If an
Israelite warrior, for example, received such an injury, was he
expelled from the congregation? Did he cease to be an Israel-
ite? Did he become a heathen subject to permanent bondage?
This does not seem reasonable. The passage refers to outsiders
wanting in, including bastards, i.e., outsiders to the covenantal
family. The context is not of an insider who is being forced out.
In any case, adoption into an Israelite family could always
overcome this restriction.11  Caleb, the son of a Kenizite (Num.
32: 12), was surely a citizen. He must have been adopted into
the tribe of Judah (Num.  13:6), the tribe of Jacob’s messianic
promise (Gen. 49:10).12

Circumcised resident aliens were not citizens unless they
were eligible to serve in God’s holy army adoption into the
tribe under whose authority they fought. They did not other-
wise possess the legal right to impose judicial sanctions as judg-

10. Rushdoony argues that it was an Israetite  who became a eunuch. R. J.
Rushdoony  The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley New Jersey Craig Press, 1973), p.
84.

11. The adoption of the Ethiopian eunuch – a foreigner – into the New Cove-
nant church (Acts 8:26-40) is indicative of the law of adoption.

12. He may not have been adopted into a family. This took place prior to the
conquest of Canaan, so the issue of family adoption and landed inheritance was not
yet relevant.
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es in Israel. Only citizens possessed this right. In other words,
resident aliens could never become citizens except by adoption:
the implicit or explicit acceptance of military service. Urban
adoption was tribal, not familistic.

Uriah was called a Hittite. This may have meant that he was
not a third-generation circumcised resident, and therefore not
normally eligible for citizenship. But he was a warrior in God’s
holy army. This indicates that the resident alien could become
a citizen through military service in the defense of Israel during
wartime, even if he was not a third or tenth generation circum-
cised resident. If a circumcised alien was willing to risk dying
for God in defense of Israel’s boundaries, and if his offer to
serve was accepted by the military, this made him a citizen: a
man with the right to the office of judge – a sanctions-bringer

The Sociology of Home Ownership

Poor people rent; rich people own; middle-class people pay
off mortgages. Economic freedom produces incentives for own-
ers to build housing for poorer people to rent. Poor people
rent new quarters when they grow richer. People move to
better quarters when they grow richer. Only the richest sons of
the richest families stay put, decade after decade. They move
from their palatial summer homes to their palatial winter
homes. They are mobile; ownership is not. Permanent landed
estates are an important mark of “old money.” The dispersal of
landed estates in Europe in the twentieth century through the
drastic taxation of large inheritances was an aspect of class
warfare: the middle classes, in the name of the poorer classes,
voted away the wealth of the landed classes, whose heirs could
no longer afford to inherit. 13

13. In the late 1980’s, I was told by a Scottish-American Jacobite (a defender of
the English crown rights of the heir of James II, who fled in 1688) that members of
every Jacobite family that retains control through the National Trust of a Scottish or
English castle are expected to volunteer their services for two years to serve as
residents of these castles to oversee the tourists. Any time a family member is not a
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In walled cities, the kinds of people who would have wound
up as owners of urban housing would have been the same
kinds of people who own urban property today. Richer people
would have been dominant home owners. That is, those who
were the most productive people in the economy would have
been most likely to buy a home and retain a stake in society.
This property right, irrespective of family creed and ritual, to
buy and inherit housing in Mosaic Israel’s walled cities was an
important way for Israel to attract and keep very productive
people from abroad. It would have made Israel’s walled cities
centers of entrepreneurship and trade.

Turnover of ownership would initially have been much more
rapid in walled cities than in rural settings or in unwalled cities.
Nineteenth-century American capitalism’s story of “poor man to
rich man to poor man” in three generations would have been
much more common in Israel’s walled cities than outside them,
at least until population growth shrank the size of the average
farm. 14

The walled cities of the Canaanite era became the walled
cities of Israel. Which cities would have been the walled cities of
Canaan? First, cities that housed cultures with military aspira-
tions: city-state empires. Second, cities with wealth to protect
from invasion: trade centers. Third, cities with unique religious
icons or practices that served the needs of a particular region:
religious centers. Walled cities would have tended to be cities
on the crossroads of trade. Their architecture, water systems,
and similar “infrastructure” would have been suited to trading
centers. Thus, their character as crossroad cities would not have
been radically altered by Israelite civilization. This means that
walled cities would have become cosmopolitan: world (cosmos)

resident, he said, the hated Windsor family inherits the castle.

14. Tocqueville commented on the United States in the 1830’s: “But wealth
circulates there with incredible rapidity, and experience shows that two successive
generations seldom enjoy its favors.” Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America,
edited by J. R Mayer (Garden City, New York Doubleday, [1835] 1966), 1:3, p. 54.
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cities (polis = city). This raises the question of citizenship. It
also raises the question of pluralism.

Pluralism: Cultural, Not Judicial

The walled city would have been the preferred place of
residence for wealthy aliens and wealthy covenant converts who
were not heirs of the generation of the conquest. These cities
would have been the centers of cosmopolitan life, where ideas
and customs from outside the land would have intermingled.
This means that the ideas and customs of a particular foreign
god would always have had competition from people who had
faith in other gods. This would have created a true cultural
pluralism within the legal framework of a biblically covenanted
community. The walled cities would have been testing areas –
social laboratories – for many ideas and practices, but always
within the judicial boundary of God’s law.

These testing areas were sealed off judicially from the land
outside their walls. This seal was not absolute. Resident aliens
could lease agricultural property outside the walls, but they had
no assurance of being able to renew these leases, nor could they
pass on legal access to rural land to heirs. The jubilee was
designed to cut short any attempt by foreigners to colonize the
land of Israel. Even urban colonization would have been re-
stricted to ideas and customs that were not in violation of the
laws of God. Urban aliens were not citizens. They could not
serve as judges.

Not being citizens, resident aliens could not impose judicial
sanctions in Mosaic Israel. They could not lawfully seek con-
verts to their imported religions. Only the non-confessional
expressions of these imported religious worldviews were legal in
the public square. This is why cultural pluralism is not the same
as judicial pluralism. Cultural pluralism within a holy common-
wealth is stripped of theological confession and judicial sanc-
tions.
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The modern humanist world has made politics formally as
pluralistic as culture is. This has created a situation in which
politics has become polytheistic.15  Beginning at the outbreak
of World War I in 1914, Western nations have imposed immi-
gration barriers in order to keep out foreigners, for fear of
losing both culture and politics to hordes of aliens. The expan-
sion of the welfare State has made such restrictions even more
important: keeping aliens away from the public treasuries. But
“alien” is not defined covenantall~ it is defined culturally.
National boundaries become walls barring too great a disrup-
tion of the established culture, however pluralistic it may al-
read y be. Barbed wire has replaced theological confession as
the preferred means of discouraging immigrants.

In Mosaic Israel, foreign culture was bounded by urban
walls, physiological walls (circumcision), and confessional walls.
When the law was enforced, immigrants from foreign cultures
(plural) could not become threats to Israel. God’s word alone
had judicial authority, so imported cultures had to conform to
the covenant. The ethical and judicial terms of the covenant
became filtering devices for sifting through the wheat and the
chaff in every cultural import. There was no need for immigra-
tion barriers. There is no evidence that such barriers ever
existed. Mosaic law does not authorize them, precisely because
it does not authorize political pluralism.

Lest we forget: the ultimate immigration barrier is abortion.

The Levites’ Cities

There was one additional aspect of the jubilee land law:
Levitical cities. There were 48 of these cities, six of which were
cities of refuge (Num.  35:6-7).  “Notwithstanding the cities of
the Levites, and the houses of the cities of their possession, may
the Levites redeem at any time. And if a man purchase of the

15. Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralkm (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989), Part 3.
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Levites, then the house that was sold, and the city of his posses-
sion, shall go out in the year of jubile: for the houses of the
cities of the Levites are their possession among the children of
Israel. But the field of the suburbs of their cities may not be
sold; for it is their perpetual possession” (Lev. 25:32-34).

The Levites were therefore likely to be urban dwellers at any
point in Israel’s history. They could not become owners of rural
land, which was the inheritance of other tribes.lG  Their pres-
ence in a region would have been concentrated in a local tribal
city. At the same time, they were dispersed as a tribe through-
out the land, just as their cities were. This kept all of the tribes
in close proximity to specialists in covenantal law and ritual.
This also kept the nation free from priestly attempts to central-
ize rural land ownership, except in periods in which the jubilee
inheritance laws were not enforced. Even in such rebellious
periods, there was always the possibility that some subsequent
generation would enforce the law. Anti-jubilee legal title was
always at risk.

A Nation of City Dwellers

The Levites would have been urban residents. They advised
rural people, but they lived primarily in cities. Their “home
base” was urban. This fact should tell the commentators some-
thing, but none of them ever mentions it. Israel’s legal  structure
was designed to produce an urban society. Covenant-keeping would
bring rapid population growth. In a growing economy, wealth
is increasingly based on intellectual labor and creativity, not on
raw materials. *7 As agriculture becomes more efficient, fewer
people need to work the land, or can afford to. Thus, the struc-

16. Priests occasionally could. See chapter 37.

17. Julian Simon, The Ultimute Resource (Princeton, NewJerse~  Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1981 ); Warren T. Brookes, The Economy in L4ind (New York: Universe,
1982); E. Calvin Beisner, Pvospects for Growth: A Biblical Vieto of Population, Resources,
and the Future (Westchester, Illinois: Crossway, 1990).
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ture of jubilee ownership led the Levites to live in cities, which
is where a growing percentage of the population of covenant-
keeping Israel was expected by God to dwell as time went on –
and outside the Promised Land, also in cities. The Levites
would become the major urban real estate owners except in
non-Levite walled cities. Most people would have to rent or
lease housing from them.

Let us not mistake what this would have meant: the accumula-
tion of urban wealth by one tribe. Urban wealth would increasingly
have become the dominant form of wealth in a growing econo-
my, as it is today. Unless Israel conquered new lands, Israelites
had only four places to go if they wanted to escape rural life:
the original walled cities, unwalled cities, Levitical cities, and
other nations. They could not permanently own homes in
unwalled cities: a disadvantage. In the original walled cities, the
influence of the Levites as advisors would have been strong. In
Levitical cities, they would have been the predominant home
owners, renting space to poorer residents. Thus, the structure of
land ownership favored the Levites above all other tribes in times of
righteousness. They were the most mobile tribe, the most urban
tribe, and the most educated tribe. They had the greatest num-
ber of personal contacts across the nation. They would steadily
have become the dominant tribe and the wealthiest tribe in a
covenantally faithful society.

Why did God subsidize the Levites in this way? One econom-
ic reason was the fact that the Levites had an incentive to make
sure that the jubilee laws were enforced. They had the authori-
ty to excommunicate civil rulers who refused to enforce God’s
civil law. Levitical families would receive back their homes in
the same year that the other tribes’ families received back their
lands. But did they do this? It seems more likely that they
refused to pressure civil magistrates to enforce the jubilee. If
they did refuse, there would have been a class of homeless
Levites who had to rent housing in their own cities. This would
have led to class division within the priestly tribe. If the civil
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authorities enforced the jubilee only in Levitical  cities, there
would have been widespread resentment among the other
tribes.

Conclusion

This law had to be temporary The tribal structure was not
designed to be permanent; its purpose would end after Shiloh
(the Messiah) had come: a member of the tribe ofJudah. When
the redeemer came, the right of redemption would end. The
ideal of the city of God would then replace the ideal of the land
of God.

The structure of land ownership under the jubilee system
was clearly a wineskin destined to be broken, either through
God’s blessing - urbanization and/or the conquest of new lands
— or God’s cursing: conquest by other lands and dispersion.
The inheritance of Joshua’s day would fade into insignificance:
through urbanization; through the extension of the boundaries
of Israel outward, beyond the original land grant and the jubi-
lee law; or through emigration, either voluntary or forced. In
any case, the importance of the right of redemption would
fade.

The right of redemption meant different things to different
people in ancient Israel. For the rural land owner, it meant
that he could collateralize a business loan or lease his property
without the risk of disinheriting his children. An urban home
could become the property of the lender if the borrower de-
faulted. It could become part of the lender’s permanent legacy
to his children. Also, an urban house was located in a commer-
cial center. The benefits of lending to the urban real estate
owner were greater than lending to a rural family with the land
as collateral. This meant that a rent-seeking lender might not
lend him so much, or at so low an interest rate, as he would
lend the home-owning resident of a walled city. The collateral
value of a home in a walled city was probably greater than the
collateralized value of a dozen acres in the country.
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The resident of a walled city lived in an economically active
trading center that was cosmopolitan. Resident aliens could buy
permanent ownership of homes in such cities. They could even
become citizens. The influence of resident aliens in Israel was
concentrated here, for only here could they buy homes and
pass them to their children. The buying and selling of homes
would have concentrated home ownership into the hands of
rich families irrespective of their religion. There would have
been considerable turnover in ownership, with successful mer-
chants buying or foreclosing on the homes of the less successful.
It would have been difficult for any family residing in a walled
city to retain ownership of a home through several generations.
In other words, home ownership in a walled city in Israel was
far more like the modern world than home ownership was
elsewhere in Israel. As we have seen, a growing Israelite popu-
lation would have pushed the population out of rural Israel
and into walled cities or outside the nation.

For the Levite, the jubilee redemption law was limited to
Levitical cities. This would have tended to tie Levitical families
to certain cities. A Levite could also buy a permanent home in
a walled city, although he had no competitive advantage over
any other buyer. He had no inheritance in the land outside the
cities. This structure of inheritance would have made the Levite
primarily an urban figure. If the economy and the population
grew, the Levites would become the principal Jewish home
owners in Israel. But since God’s law is not designed to favor
one family over another, long-term, we can safely conclude that
the jubilee inheritance laws were not designed to be perma-
nent. They would end when the Kinsman-Redeemer finished
His work. As it turned out, it was in His office of Blood-Aveng-
er that He ended the jubilee laws: in A.D. 70.
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POVERTY AND USURY

And if thy brother be waxen POOT  and fallen in decay with thee; then
thou shalt relieve him: yea, though he be a strange~ or a sojourner; that
he may live with thee. Take thou no uw.q of him, or increase: but fear
th~ God; that thy brother may live with thee. Thou shalt not give him thy
money upon  usu~, nor lend him thy victuals for increase. I am the LORD

your God, which brought you forth out of the land of Egypt, to give you
the lurid of Canuan,  and to be your God (Lev. 25:35-38).

The theocentric basis of this law was God’s role as the libera-
tor. Men are to fear God. This fear of God should overcome
men’s fear of nature and history. Fear of God is liberating; fear
of the creation is paralyzing.

This law is an extension of Exodus 22:25:  “If thou lend
money to any of my people that is poor by thee, thou shalt not
be to him as an usure~ neither shalt thou lay upon him usury”
The Hebrew word translated here as uwy means bite. “And the
LORD sent fiery serpents among the people, and they bit the
people; and much people of Israel died” (Num.  21:6). In both
Exodus and Leviticus, the borrower is described as being a
poor brother in the faith, i.e., under God’s covenant. The heart
of the matter in Leviticus 25:35-38  and Exodus 22:25 is the
establishment of judicial conditions for charitable, interest-free
loans: poverty, covenantal brotherhood, and geographical prox-
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imity. As we shall see, these conditions had to be legally identi-
fiable in order for the prohibition against usury to be enforced
by a civil court. It was this aspect of conditionality that medieval
theologians failed to recognize when they issued prohibitions
against taking interest in all loans. The biblical texts are clear;
it is the theologians who have been muddled. 1

Usury Defined

What is usury? Both texts are quite clear about the defini-
tion: uwy is any positiue rate of return taken from a loan. There is
no universal prohibition in the Bible against interest. This is
clear from the text in Deuteronomy that authorizes covenant-
keepers to make interest-bearing charitable loans to covenantal
strangers. “Thou shalt not lend upon usury to thy brother;
usury of money, usury of victuals, usury of any thing that is
lent upon usury: Unto a stranger thou mayest lend upon usury
but unto thy brother thou shalt not lend upon usury  that the
LORD thy God may bless thee in all that thou settest thine hand
to in the land whither thou goest to possess it” (Deut.  23:19-20).
In fact, God encourages His people to lend to those outside the
faith; it is a means of subduing them. “For the LORD thy God
blesseth  thee, as he promised thee: and thou shalt lend unto
many nations, but thou shalt not borrow; and thou shalt reign
over many nations, but they shall not reign over thee” (Deut.
15:6). Lending at interest is an aspect of the dominion coven-
ant. Biblically, there is no universal prohibition against this.

Medieval Christian expositors concluded, following Aristotle
rather than Moses, that interest is always prohibited.2 It is not.

1. The non-theologians have been even more muddled. See, for example, S. C.
Mooney, USUV: Deshvyr  of Nations (Warsaw, Ohio: Theopolis, 1988). For my re-
Spon=,  we Gary North, Tools of Domtnion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), Appendix G: “Lots of Free Time: The
Existentialist Utopia of S. C. Mooney.”

2. The prohibition against interest (usury) began with the Council of Nicea (325):
clerics were prohibited from making interest-bearing loans. J. Gilchrist, The Church
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What was prohibited under Mosaic law was interest taken from
a poor brother in the faith or a poor resident alien who had
subordinated himself to the civil covenant, presumably by sub-
mitting to circumcision. The lender, then as now, was not to
take advantage of certain poor people: those who had submit-
ted themselves to the terms of the covenant. He was required
by God to make a charitable loan. He would thereby forfeit the
interest he might have earned from a business loan. Forfeited
interest was the charitable component of his act. If interest were
universally prohibited, then all legal  loans would be charitable. There
would then be no economic distinction between charity loans
and business loans, or between dominion by restoring the cove-
nant-keeping poor and dominion by subordinating the cove-
nant-breaking poor. The Bible teaches otherwise.

Charity: Conditional vs. Unconditional

Charitable loans are part of God’s program to provide help
to honest, covenant-keeping people who have fallen on hard
times. These loans are not supposed to subsidize sloth or evil.
God does not want us to subsidize evil with the money or assets
that He has provided for U S .3

In this sense, biblical charity is
necessarily morally conditional.4  Biblical charity is never a judicial-

and Economiz Activity m the Middle Ages (New York: St. Martin’s, 1969), p. 155. This
prohibition was graduatly  extended by the theologians after 800. lid., p. 63. The
Second Lateran Council (1139) was especially hostile, going so far as ~o prohibit
usurers fi-om being granted Christian buriat. Ibid., p. 165. The Council at Vienna
(131 1-1 2) mandated the excommunication of civil rulers who permitted usury within
their jurisdictions. Ibid., p. 206. Gilchrist’s excellent book did not receive the audience
that it should have. It includes translations of the texts of the general councils. This
makes it invaluable.

3. R. J. Rushdoony  “Subsidizing Evil, “ in Rushdoony  Bread Upon the Waters
(Nutley  New Jersey: Craig Press, 1969), ch. 3.

4. Ray R. Sutton, “Whose Conditions for Charity?” in Theonomy:  An Informed
Response, edited by Gary North (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1991), ch. 9. Sutton is responding to Timothy J. Keller, “Theonomy and the Poor:
Some Reflections,” in Theonomy:  A Reformed Crztique, edited by Wiltiam S. Barker and
W. Robert Godfrey (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Academie, 1990), ch. 12.
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ly automatic “entitlement,” to use the terminology of the mod-
ern welfare State: a compulsory redistribution of wealth from
the successful to the unsuccessful (minus approximately 5090 for
“handling” by government bureaucrats). It is this element of
covenantal conditionality which distinguishes biblical charity
from humanist compulsion.G

The modern welfare State does not distinguish judicially
between faith and unbelief, or between righteousness and moral
rebellion, as primary factors underlying both wealth and pover-
ty. The Bible’s ethics-based correlation is an implicit denial of
the very foundation of humanism’s welfare State. The welfare
State rests on two rival theories of the origin of wealth and
poverty, held together dialectically in most humanist explana-
tions of economic inequality: 1) the chance distribution of eco-
nomic assets and personal skills; 2) the exploitation of the poor
by the economically and politically successful. The State is seen
as the most powerful agency that possesses a moral and legal
obligation to offset the effects of either chance or exploitation.
The welfare State therefore in theory looks only at the num-
bers, not at the moral condition of the recipients of State mon-
ey: their reported income in relation to statute law. Being bu-
reaucratic, the West’s welfare State must by law ignore moral
criteria and respond strictly in terms of formal criteria: so much
income; so many children in the household under age 18,
irrespective of the mother’s marital status; and so forth. The
welfare State i.s to biblical charity what fornication is to biblical mar-
riage. It literally subsidizes fornication by subsidizing the bas-
tards who are produced by fornication, thereby swelling the
ranks of the government-dependent children of the morally
corrupt.’ This creates lifetime employment for the next gener-

5. James L. Payne, The Culture of Spending: Why Congress Lives Beyond Our Means
(San Francisco: ICS Press, 1991), p. 51.

6. Marvin Olasky,  The Tragedy of American Comfasswn (Westchester, Illinois:
Crossway, 1992).

7. Charles Murray, “The Coming White Underclass; Wall StreetJournal  (Oct. 29,
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ation of welfare State bureaucrats – the unstated but inevitable
goal of the welfare State. Yet so powerful is humanism today in
the thinking of academically trained Christians that they have
become open defenders of the legitimacy of the modern welfare
State’s system of compulsory wealth redistribution, despite the
fact that it rests on a theory of unconditional legal entitlement.8

Reducing Our Fear of the Unknown

Biblical charity is essential for building God’s kingdom on
earth, for it reduces our fear of the unknown. We are not to
live in fear of the unknown. We are to live in the fear of God,
which is the beginning of wisdom (Prov. 1: ‘7; 9:10). Intense fear
of any aspect of the creation tends to paralyze men, to keep
them in bondage to the creation. Fear and paralysis are what
the biblical covenant was designed to overcome.

Bad things can and do happen to good people from time to
time, while good things happen to the unrighteous (Ps. ‘73).
The world sometimes appears to be governed by a system of
perverse historical sanctions. Schlossberg is correct: “The Bible
can be interpreted as a string of God’s triumphs disguised as
disasters.”g Covenant-keepers are not immune from the corpo-

1993), editorial page.
8. Ronald J. Sider, Rich Christians in an Age of Hunger: A Biblical Viezo (Downers

Grove, Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1977). For a line-by-line recitation of Sider,
including his revised second edition (1984), see David Chilton, Productive Chnktiam in
an Age of Guilt-A4ani@aton (3rd ed.; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
[1985] 1990). Sider did not reply to Chilton in his third edition, either (Waco, Texas:
Word, 1990). He did not even mention Chilton’s book in his extensive bibliography.
Sider has treated Chilton’s  book in the way that Whston  Smith was instructed to deal
with inconvenient facts in 1984: he drops them down the memory hole. Yet Trinity
College’s Kenneth Kantzer writes in the third edition’s Foreword that every North
American Christian ought to read the book. “It is an honest exposition and condem-
nation of our rampant materiatism” (p. xi). Condemnation, yes; honest, hardly.
Thankfidly  the printing quahy  of the third edition is so bad that very few readers
will get through it.

9. Herbert Schlossberg,  Idols for Destruction: Christian Faith and Its t20nfmntatwn
with Anwican Society (Westchester, Illinois: Crossway, [1983] 1993), p. 304.
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rate curse that God has placed on the creation. We are also not
immune to the corporate curses He places on the covenant-
breaking society in which we live. So, as a way to reduce our
fear of the unknown, God commands us to be generous to
others in the faith during their time of need.

Biblical charity is a form of social insurance – not State insur-
ance, but social insurance: provided through voluntarism with-
out any threat of civil sanctions. Biblical charity begins with
those who labor in the work of building God’s kingdom on
earth who voluntarily support other covenantally  faithful peo-
ple who share in this work. Biblical charity is therefore part of
God’s system of corporate covenant sanctions – in this case,
positive sanctions, beginning with covenant-keepers and extend-
ing to covenant-breakers only after those inside the household
of faith have been assisted.

The State as Insurer

Charity creates dependence. This dependence is to be tem-
porary except in cases of permanent physical or mental help-
lessness. The biblical goal is dominion by covenant, not by
permanent dependence. This is why State charity is so danger-
ous to biblical dominion and therefore to liberty. It creates a
permanent political base of dependents and also a permanent
corps of State-funded welfare agents whose income depends on
the maintenance of poverty to relieve. For this corps of welfare
agents, poverty is where the money is.l” The positive sanction
of charity is not to be provided by the State, which must impose
compulsory negative sanctions (taxes) on some people in order
to extend positive sanctions (welfare) to others. The State is to
promote the general welfare only by punishing criminals and
defending the nation from invasion. A biblical positive sanction

10. Shirley Scheibla, Poverty 1s W&e the Afoney  1s (New Rochelle, New York:
Arlington House, 1968).
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– the general welfare – is the social result of the State’s exclu-
sively negative sanctions.

The State is required by God to defend the legal boundaries
that establish private property not invade these boundaries in
an illegitimate messianic quest to bring positive sanctions to the
poor. The civil magistrate is figuratively to stand inside the
boundaries beside of the property owner to defend him against
any threat of invasion by a non-owner He is not to stand out-
side the boundaries by the side of the non-owner, threatening
to invade. Defenders of the welfare State reject this view of the
civil magistrate. Because so many of these defenders are ortho-
dox theologians and church leaders, Christian social theory
today is either non-existent (baptized humanism) or under-
mined by humanism.

Strangers and Neighbors

This text says that we are to relieve the stranger and the
sojourner The text in Deuteronomy 23:20 says that we may
lawfully charge strangers interest. How can this apparent con-
tradiction be resolved? Answer: by going to the Hebrew text. I
have dealt with this issue in Tools of Dominion. II There were
two kinds of foreigners in Israel: 1) permanent resident aliens
who had placed themselves under God’s law (Hebrew words
transliterated toshawh and geyr);  2) traders and other temporary
residents (no/tree). The former were to be treated as if they were
Israelites; the latter were not.

The resident alien was to be treated as a neighbor. The
neighbor was a local resident. There is proximity in life. The
neighbor is the person we meet in our daily walk, like the

11. North, Tools of Dominion, pp. 708-16. Reprinted with a few modifications in
Gary North, Bouno!uries  and Dominion: The Economics of Leviticu-s (computer edition;
Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 29, section on “Strangers
and Neighbors.”
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Samaritan met in Jesus’ parable of the Good Samaritan (Luke
10:30-35).

The destitute neighbor has a moral right to a zero-interest
charitable loan, the law says (Deut.  15:’7- 10). This is not a legal
claim enforceable in a civil court. The Mosaic law imposed
moral obligations on Israelites – obligations that were not civil
requirements.

A person who was destitute by Mosaic statute was someone
who could be put into temporary bond service for up to six
years, until the beginning of the next sabbatical year, when all
charitable debts were cancelled.  A non-charitable debt contract
could lawfully impose a longer term of bondage for bankruptcy
but such a debt contract was not morally obligatory on the part
of the lender, and it could and certainly would extract an inter-
est payment.

Interest and Inflation

In Tools of Dominion, 1 went into considerable detail about
the economics of time-preference: the originary interest rate. I
also discussed the thousand-year history of the church’s false
interpretations of the usury prohibition as a universal prohibi-
tion against all forms of interest. I do not need to reprint the
entire chapter here. Those readers who want a detailed treat-
ment may consult that chapter. Warning: it is a long chapter. I*

It is necessary, however, to remind the reader at this point
that the interest rate is a universal catego~ of human action. It is not
a purely monetary phenomenon. It results from the inescapable
discount that acting men place on the future. For example, a
brand new Rolls-Royce automobile is worth more to me today
than the same Rolls-Royce delivered a year from now is worth
to me today.13  A bird in hand today is worth more than the

12. Ibid., ch. 23,

13. I use the Rolls-Royce example because its style does not change very often,
and older models retain their market value.
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same bird in hand in a year.14 This rate of discount of future
goods as against physically identical goods that are in our pos-
session today is the rate of interest. 15 It does not apply to money
alone, just as the text in Leviticus indicates; it applies to food
and, by extension, all goods and services. Interest on charitable
loans is prohibited in the case of money, services, or goods – a
recognition in God’s law of the universality of the interest rate
phenomenon.

Moneta~  Policy

In a period of rising prices (i.e., falling value of money), an
astute charitable lender prefers to lend food (“victuals,” or
“vittles,” as the word is pronounced) rather than money. *G He
cannot lawfully charge interest on such loans. A loan “in kind”
— a consumer good rather than money – means that the lender
will receive back the physical equivalent of whatever he gave up
temporarily to the borrower. He will not suffer an additional
loss from the debtor’s repayment of the loan in money of re-
duced purchasing power. Since he cannot lawfully charge inter-
est, he does not tack on what is called an inflation premium to the
loan: an extra payment to compensate him for the fall in the
value of money. There is little doubt that price inflation in
Israel would have increased the number of loans in kind com-
pared to money loans. A charitable loan made in money would
have produced a loss of more than the forfeited interest; it
meant the loss of capital.

On the other hand, in a time of falling prices (rising money
value), either as a result of an economic depression or because
of added economic output, an astute lender would prefer to

14. This assumes that the bird’s species is not known to be facing extinction or
some tremendous fall in numbers next year.

15. Ludwig von Mises, Humun Actwn:  A Treatise on Economics (New Haven,
Connecticut Yale University Press, 1949), ch. 19.

16. The word is seldom used outside of backward rural areas.
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lend money rather than goods. He would then receive an im-
plicit interest return on the loan: added capital (purchasing
power) despite the numerical equality of the monetary units
repaid. The Bible allows this. In times of falling prices, an
astute borrower will prefer a loan in goods rather than money,
but he is not in a position to demand such a loan. “Beggars
can’t be choosers,” as the saying goes. However, in most periods
in history, this added return on money loans is very low, since
prices rarely fall rapidly except following a period of high
monetary inflation. Economic output grows slowly most of the
time; prices therefore fall slowly.1’

There is no question that the lender’s decision to loan in
money or in goods is heavily dependent on the civil govern-
ment’s monetary policies. Because monetary policy cannot be
economically neutral, 18 to some extent there will always be
profits and losses in debt arrangements. Either the lender loses
or the debtor loses, depending on the terms of the contract and
monetary policy. The key judicial issue, however, is that in a
covenanted Trinitarian nation, the contract for a charitable loan
must not impose an explicit interest payment.

Conclusion

Usury from the poor brother is prohibited by the Bible. In
the Mosaic Covenant, this poor person had to be willing to risk
going into bondservice for up to six years if he defaulted on
such a zero-interest loan. The civil courts were required to
enforce this provision of a charitable loan. This bondservice
provision was assumed in every zero-interest loan, which the
court could safely assume was a charity loan. It was this willing-
ness on the poor person’s part to risk bondservice that identi-

17. This is not true of computer chips, whose speed doubles every 18 to 24
months: Moore’s Law.

18. Murray N. Rothbard, Man, Economy, and State: A Treatise on Economic Princi-
ples (Auburn, Alabama: Mises Institute, [1962] 1993), p. 715.
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fied him as a needy person. Accepting such a loan was a last
resort. It was this degree of poverty, and only this degree of
poverty, that created a moral obligation on the lender to lend.

This usury prohibition has nothing to do with interest on
business loans or consumer loans, whether or not they are
collateralized, although large loans normally will be. Commer-
cial loans possess no element of moral obligation. Such interest-
bearing loans in Mosaic Israel were not under the cancellation
provisions of the sabbatical year, but the collateral for the loan
could not be perpetual bondservice, for only heathens could be
enslaved permanently in Israel. The Israelite bondservant had
to be paid a wage, enabling him to buy his way out.lg

The Pentateuchal texts are clear: covenant-keepers do not
owe interest-free charitable loans to those who are not under
the jurisdiction of either God’s ecclesiastical covenant or God’s
civil covenant. This means that Christians who live under a civil
government in which citizenship is not based on taking or
implicitly accepting a formal Trinitarian oath owe no loans to
resident aliens, i.e., non-believers. Why not? Because, covenant-
ally speaking, Christians have become the resident aliens. We are the
strangers in a strange land. We live as Abraham lived in Ca-
naan, not as Joshua’s heirs lived in Israel.*” The difference is,
Abraham looked forward to deliverance and victory during
Joshua’s generation (Gen. 15:16). Today, the vast majority of
Christians praise their permanent resident-alien status as God’s
plan for the New Covenant era: political pluralism.zl  What
Jews in Jesus’ day correctly regarded as civil tyranny- subservi-
ence to Rome’s pantheon of gods, incarnated in the State –
today’s Christians regard as political freedom. Even Calvinists,
Protestantism’s historic defenders of theocracy, from Calvin’s

19. See Chapter 30.

20. Martin E. Marty, Pilg%u  in Their Own Land: 500 Mars of Religion in America
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1984).

21. Gary North, Political Polythetim: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989).
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Geneva through Cromwell’s England to Puritan New England,
have fallen into this humanist mind-set.22 The Greek rational-
ism of the medieval university’s curriculum has triumphed over
whatever biblical elements had been sporadically tacked on by
wishful Scholastic thinkers.

Today, the State does not recognize the legitimacy of tempo-
rary servitude in order to repay loans. The modern State has
annulled the defining legal condition under which God estab-
lished the Mosaic law’s compulsory charitable loans. What about
the New Covenant? Jesus set forth this rule: “And if ye lend to
them of whom ye hope to receive, what thank have ye? for
sinners also lend to sinners, to receive as much again. But love
ye your enemies, and do good, and lend, hoping for nothing
again; and your reward shall be great, and ye shall be the chil-
dren of the Highest: for he is kind unto the unthankful and to
the evil” (Luke 6:34-35).  The law has been extended to God’s
covenantal enemies even when the threat of servitude for de-
fault has been eliminated. The law is broader and more rigor-
ous in the New Covenant. But it is still conditional: no subsidy
of evil. It is part of God’s judgment: “Therefore if thine enemy
hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give him drink: for in so doing
thou shalt heap coals of fire on his head” (Rem. 12:20).

22. Gary Scott Smith, The Seeds of Secsdariration:  CalvinLvn, Culture, and Pluralism
in America, 1870-1915 (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Christian University Press, 1985).



30

PROMISE, ADOPTION, AND LIBERTY

And af thy brother that dwelleth by thee be waxen pooc and be sold
unto thee; thou shalt not compel him to serue as a bondsemant:  But as
an hired servant, and as a sojoume~  he shall be with thee, and shall
serve thee unto the year of jubile:  And then shall he depati from thee,
both he and his children with him, and shall return unto his own family,
and unto the possession of his fathers shall /w return. For they are my
servants, which I brought forth out of the land of Egypt: they shall not
be sold as bondnun.  Thou shalt not rule over him with rigour;  but shalt
fear thy God (Lev. 25:39-43).

The theocentric principle is clear: God is the master. He sets
the terms for bondservice. What was a bondservant in Mosaic
Israel? The Hebrew words used in this passage, ‘abodah  and
ebed, cannot be distinguished by grammar 1 Both of these He-
brew words are analogous to the Greek word doulos, which is
sometimes translated slave and other times as servant. We must
therefore turn from grammar to context in our search for
meaning. The context of this passage is twofold: poverty and
permanent slavery. The preceding section in Leviticus 25 deals

1. See the introductory remarks in Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The
Economics of Leviticus (computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Econom-
ics, 1994), ch. 30.
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with zero-interest charitable loans to poor people, either Israel-
ites or resident aliens (VV. 35-38). The succeeding section deals
with inter-generational slavery: a legal condition exclusively of
non-Israelites (VV. 44-46). In between is this section: how to
treat a poor Israelite.

Two Forms of Bondservice

In the previous chapter, I argued that the identifying mark
of a person who was morally entitled to consideration for a
zero-interest charitable loan was his willingness to become a
bondservant if he did not repay the debt on schedule. In the
sabbatical year, charitable debts were cancelled  (Deut. 15:1-7).
So was bondservice (Deut.  15: 12). The two obligations were
linked judicially. When the legal obligation to repay a charitable
loan ceased, so did the obligation to serve as a bondservant for
having defaulted on a charitable loan.

Leviticus 25:39 states that an Israelite could be sold into
bondservice. He would not automatically go free until the jubi-
lee year. The sabbath-year release did not apply to him. I call
this jubilee bondservice, in contrast to sabbatical. I argue in this
chapter that both forms of bondservice were likely to have been
legal penalties for personal bankruptcy. There was always the
threat of debt bondage in Mosaic Israel. The differences be-
tween the two forms of bondservice were the results of two
different types of loans: charitable vs. non-charitable. There was
a much greater threat of long-term bondage for having default-
ed on a non-charitable loan than a charitable loan. A person
entered a business debt contract with open eyes. A poor man
who sought a charitable loan was under greater external con-
straints. God imposed reduced risks of servitude on him.

Bondservice  as Collateral

A man’s unwillingness to bear the risk of up to six years of
bondservice for his failure to repay a loan established the loan
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as a morally compulsory zero-interest, charitable loan. Unless
the poor borrower were willing to take this risk, he had no
moral claim on the lender. Yet it is clear from the text that
Israelites could lawfully be sold into servitude until the next
jubilee year. This bondage was a means of debt repayment. So,
if servitude of up to 49 years was possible, why did the threat of
no more than six years of bondservice judicially identify a mor-
ally compulsory charitable loan?

The answer is found in the issue of legal access to the inheri-
tance. A man who was so poor that he was willing to risk bond-
service until the next sabbatical year, but who was unwilling to
put up his land as collateral, had a moral claim on a zero-inter-
est charitable loan. He had a property to return to. He was
poor, but he was obviously not so present-oriented or risk-
oriented that he would use his inheritance as collateral. His
poverty was temporary He had an inheritance to return to in
the sabbatical year after a period of bond service. His post-crisis
goal was liberty and dominion: self-government. So, he used his
own potential servitude as collateral to secure the charitable
loan.

The borrower who was willing to use his inheritance as
collateral in a business loan, or one who had already leased out
his land until the next jubilee year, was not equally protected
by the Mosaic law. He had no moral claim on a zero-interest
charitable loan. Either this was a business loan, in which the
element of moral obligation was not involved, or else the per-
son was economically incompetent: he had already leased his
inheritance, yet he still wanted a loan. For this person, the time
limits on bondservice that were offered by the sabbatical year of
release were inoperative. He could be placed into bondservice
until the next jubilee year.

Access to the inheritance served as the debtor’s sanctuary. If
he had not leased out his land, or if he had not lost it because
he had used it as collateral to secure a non-charity loan that
later went bad, he could not be placed in bondservice for long-
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er than six years. God reminded the debtor that retaining
possession of his inheritance – guaranteed citizenship as a war-
rior in God’s holy army – was very important in God’s eyes.
Debtors who were willing to place their inheritance at risk to
secure a business loan, or who had already leased out their
land, were regarded by the Mosaic law as second-class debtors.
They had no moral claim on a zero-interest loan; they also did
not possess a sanctuary from bondage until the next jubilee
trumpet sounded.

Bondservice and Boundaries

An impoverished Israelite who had been sold into jubilee
bondservice was not to be treated as a bondservant by a fellow
Israelite; instead, he was to be treated as a hired servant. This
passage indicates that being a hired servant was preferable to
being a bondservant. An Israelite was not to compel a fellow
Israelite to serve as a bondservant. We need to ask: What was
the difference between a bondservant and a hired servant?

There were exclusionary boundaries on hired servants and
sojourners that did not apply to bondservants. A sojourner and
a hired servant could not eat a holy meal with a priest; the
priest’s household bondservant could (Lev. 22:10-11). What was
different between the two? The sojourner and hired servant
were not owned, and therefore they could leave the household;
the household’s boundary did not restrict them. The slave
could not leave; the boundary did restrict him. He therefore
had legal access to the ritual meal of the priest’s household. He
was judicially inside the household’s boundary

The shared judicial status of sojourners and hired servants
in Mosaic Israel seems to have been two-fold: first, they could
leave the household of the employer; second, in some instances
they were uncircumcised. We see this in the law of the Pass-
over: it prohibited strangers and hired servants from eating, yet
it allowed circumcised strangers to eat (Ex. 12:43-48).

The defining judicial issue in the Passover law was an indiv-
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idual’s circumcision, not his right of mobility. In contrast, the
definition of “sojourner” and “hired servant” applicable to
Leviticus 25:40 is based on the existence of a household bound-
ary. The sojourner and the hired servant could legally leave the
jurisdiction of the household at the end of their voluntary,
contractual service. The bondservant could not. The jubilee law
did not require the Israelite to treat his impoverished brother
as an uncircumcised person; it therefore must have required
the owner to treat his fellow Israelite as well as he would treat
a geographically mobile person. The poor Israelite was to be
protected. He was defined judicially as a man who had tempo-
rarily lost possession of his landed inheritance. Economically he
was poor, but this was not a judicially binding definition.2

To Buy a Brother

This passage governs the treatment of an Israelite who had
been sold to another Israelite. He had to serve the purchaser
until the jubilee unless his kinsman-redeemer bought him out
of bondage. This means that he was not under the protection of
the sabbatical year of release (Deut.  15). What is the judicial
distinction between the two conditions of household servitude?
The Bible is not explicit, but the difference appears to relate to
lawful immediate access to rural land. The poor man in Deuter-
onomy 15 was to be sent away with sheep, grain, and wine
(Deut. 15:13-14). This indicates that he had a home to return
to. The poor man in Leviticus 25 was to be sent back to his
land only with his family. Nothing is said of his buyer’s respon-
sibility to provide him with any economic resources (Lev.
25:41). His judicial status as a free man was his primary re-
source; his landed inheritance was his economic resource; and
his family went free with him. This distinguished him from
both the poor man who had defaulted on a zero-interest, mor-

2. North, Boundaries and Dominwn,  ch. 30, section on “Who Were the Poor in
Israel?”
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ally mandatory charitable loan (Deut.  15:12) and the pagan
slave who never departed, and whose children became the
property of the Israelite who had bought him (Lev.  25:44-46).

The poor man in Leviticus 25 had already been legally
stripped of immediate access to his land. Until the jubilee, he
became as a poor resident alien in the land. He did not own a
home in a walled city. He was landless. But this landless condi-
tion was economic, not judicial. His jwdictil  status as a free man
was guaranteed by his legal claim as a member of God’s holy amy.
The jubilee year would reinstate him as owner and legal occu-
pier of his family plot. He had no claim to his family’s land in
the present, but he had permanent title as a citizen. The year
of jubilee guaranteed this. But if he became a bondservant, he
forfeited his judicial status as a freeman until he was released.
He could no longer respond to a call to be numbered without
his master’s permission.

Unlike the foreign slave, who was the property of the family
that bought him or inherited him, the temporarily landless
Israelite in bondage had to be paid a wage by his Israelite
master. 3 At the very least, he had to be treated as well as a
hired man was treated. The hired man could walk away from
a tyrant. The permanent slave could not. So, the master was
not allowed to treat his Israelite servant in the way that he was
allowed to treat his permanent heathen slaves.

But this distinction between freeman and slave does not
explain why this case law required the owner to treat him as a
hired servant. What was the distinguishing mark of the hired
servant? Answer: he could walk away from the household of the
man who hired him. To retain his services, the renter of his
labor services had to pay him a wage.

3. The resident alien did not have to pay him a wage. This law did not apply to
the resident alien, who was no brother. This gave the resident alien a competitive
position in the market for Israelite servants. He could pay a higher price for the net
value of expected stream of income, since the net was higher: no wage expense. This
was not a civil law. Civil laws had to apply equally to all residents (Ex. 12:49).
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Wages

This means that in order to obey this law, an Israelite master
must have had to pay a wage to an Israelite bondservant. The
master was to this extent not an owner but a renter of services.
Yet the servant had been sold into servitude. We must examine
the apparent discrepancy between these judicial conditions:
owner vs. employer; bondservant vs. hired servant.

The wage was crucial to the servant. If saved, it was this
money or goods that would serve as his source of re-capitaliza-
tion in the year of jubilee. He did not have to be given any-
thing at the time of his departure in the jubilee year, unlike the
land-owning poor Israelite who had defaulted on a charitable
loan (Deut.  15:14-15). He had to be paid a wage, also unlike
the Deuteronomic (sabbatical) bondservant. The jubilee bond-
servant was under bondage for a much longer period than the
Deuteronomic  bondservant, except in the seventh cycle of sab-
batical years that preceded the jubilee. He could amass more
wealth through thrift because he had more years of bond service
in which to save.

This arrangement raises a significant question. If the buyer
could go into the open market and hire an Israelite for a day,
or a month, or a year, why would he buy a full-time hired
servant? The latter had to be cared for in bad times, whereas a
hired servant could be dismissed. The buyer’s expected stream
of net income had to reflect the costs of feeding, clothing, and
housing the servant, in good times and bad, and also paying
him a wage. Why would anyone bother to buy such a servant?
Answer: the buyer was securing a permanent hired worker who
could not legally depart in search of higher wages elsewhere or
better working conditions elsewhere. What the buyer was secur-
ing was a hired servant who could not be bid away from the
buyer’s household. The servant could not leave at will. He was
placed  within a legal  bounda~:  the household of the family that
had purchased him. The buyer was buying a stream of labor
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services until the jubilee. The servant could not lawfully cut off
this stream of service by walking away.

Did the Israelite owner-renter have to pay the bondservant
a wage equal to that paid to a hired servant? The text is not
explicit on this point. It says only that the Israelite must be
treated as a hired servant. If a hired servant could leave at any
time in response to a better offer, did the owner-renter have to
match every offer? This seems unlikely, given the status of the
bondservant as a member of the household until redemption.
The bondservant gained security this always comes at a price.
The price of security is the loss of entrepreneurial opportunities
— in this case, the future prospect of renting one’s services to
another employer. So, the wages paid would have been dis-
counted to compensate the owner-renter for the “lifetime (’jubi-
lee) employment contract” costs of employing the servant.

The legal option of liberty was always open: buying one’s
way out of bondage. But would he do this? This decision de-
pended heavily on the owner’s treatment. If his wages were
high enough, he might do this. I conclude that wages that
would not have enabled a man to buy his way out of servitude
before the jubilee should have been judged as too low by a
church court. But there was another factor that limited his per-
sonal exodus. The jubilee Israelite bondservant had no land to
return to. He probably would have preferred the security of
servitude, given the fact that his wages could accumulate to
serve as his capitalization in the year of jubilee.

The passive language indicates that the individual did not
sell himselfi  he was sold to the buyer. Who would do this? A
previous owner? No; the law stipulates that “he shall be with
thee, and shall serve thee unto the year ofjubile.”  He had to be
taken care of. He was not a commodity to be bought and sold at will.
He had been a local resident: “thy brother that dwelleth  by
thee.” He did not expect to be sent away from the neighbor-
hood.
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An Exception to the Law: Criminal Trespass

The criminal did not go free in the jubilee year. Had he
received such a release, a criminal, seeing the approach of the
jubilee year, might think to himselfi  “If I get away with this
crime, I will benefit. If I do not get away with it, I will not have
to remain in another man’s service for very long. The larger
the value of what I steal, the better the risk-reward ratio is.”
The closer to the jubilee year, the better the risk-reward ratio
for crimes against property. The criminal’s victim could not
expect anything like double restitution from the sale of a crimi-
nal if the jubilee year was near. The stream of expected labor
services would be cut off by the jubilee. Thus, the sale price of
the criminal would be low. If the criminal was to be liberated at
the jubilee, this legal arrangement would not only subsidize
theft, it would subsidize high-value thefts. The victims would be
penalized because of the liberation aspect of the jubilee year.

My conclusion is that the year of jubilee did not apply to
convicted criminals. Neither did the law mandating owners to
treat Israelite bond servants as hired workers. Criminals were
sold into slavery in order to repay their victims and meet God’s
judicial requirements. The most important issue was not the
liberation of the criminal; rather, it was the maximization of the
criminal’s selling price, so that the victim would receive double
restitution. The law of God does not discriminate against vic-
tims of crime in the name of liberation. The principle of vic-
tim’s rights lies at the heart of the Bible’s criminal justice sys-
tem.4 The criminal must have remained outside the protection
of the jubilee, and therefore outside the judicial status of citizen,
until he repaid his debt to his victim. He could regain his citi-
zenship only when his debt was paid. His adult sons, however,

4. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), chaps. 7, 8, 11-14. See also Gary North, Victim’s
Rights: The Biblical View of CivilJustice (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Econom-
ics, 1990).
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could return to the family’s land at the time of the jubilee.
Their inheritance was not forfeited by their father’s crime, for
the sins of the father do not transfer to his children (Deut.
24: 16). As redeemers, they might even have paid off his debt.

The biblical warrant for this interpretation is Israel’s experi-
ence in the Babylonian captivity. God removed most of them
from the land for 70 years. They had violated His sabbath year
of release and the land’s rest for 490 years (II Chron. 36:17,
21). God did not allow them to return to their individual patri-
monies in the normal jubilee year. They were under criminal
sanctions, repaying their victim: the land itself. They could not
return to their patrimonies until the debt was repaid. They
temporarily lost their judicial status as judges in the land.

The Price of Redemption

If my view is correct, then the closer the jubilee year, the
larger the market for buying convicted criminals. As the legal
term of service shortened for Israelite bondservants, and their
market prices dropped accordingly, those in the market for
long-term bondservants would have been forced increasingly to
enter the market for heathen slaves and Israelite criminals.

Second, if I am correct about the unique inapplicability of
the law governing the treatment of Israelite bondservants, the
net return on an Israelite’s investment in buying a convicted
criminal would have equalled the return available to resident
alien purchasers, who were not under the terms of this law.
The price for criminals would have tended to be higher than
the price of other Israelite bondservants, assuming that the
criminal was not violent. The price-depressing aspects of buying
a criminal would have been offset in whole or in part by the
higher rate of return: no requirement to pay him a wage. This,
too, was a benefit to the criminal’s victim: a higher sale price
was more likely to assure him of his double restitution payment.

The question arises: What was the proper redemption price?
How long would he have to serve? Did he become a lifetime
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slave? If his kinsman-redeemer wanted to buy him out of bond-
age, how much did he owe the buyer? The prorated price of
the jubilee year did not apply if he was not entitled to go out in
the jubilee.

Let us consider modern business practice. If a man buys an
interest-paying instrument at face value in order to receive a
guaranteed income, and the company issuing the bond possess-
es the right of redemption, the company must repay the face
value of the bond in order to cancel the debt. The buyer has
received guaranteed income from the asset in the meantime.

The economic difference between a bond and a bondservant
is that the buyer is not sure how much net income the bond-
servant will produce. The bond pays a guaranteed rate of re-
turn. It is purchased at a discount from its face value. The
discount is based on the prevailing rate of interest. The face
value – redemption price – of the bond and today’s rate of
interest are known in advance. The price and the rate of return
can be calculated.

There is no guaranteed rate of return for a bondservant.
The buyer must estimate the future net income from a bond-
servant. Then he must discount this by the prevailing rate of
interest. The higher the estimated net income, the higher the
market price. But how long will he retain control over the
bondservant? Unlike a bond, there is no fixed time period.
Unlike a bondservant under the protection of the jubilee, there
is no fixed time period. There must be a way to reduce the
number of variables, so that the victim gets paid. But how?

The higher the estimated value of the criminal’s productivity
as a servant, the higher the price he will bring. This means that
a criminal with a good work ethic is less likely to be able to
escape servitude; his redemption price will be too high. This is
contrary to biblical law: a subsidy for evil. There must be a way
around this anomaly. But what?

The solution solves both problems: 1) too many variables
and 2) the subsidy for evil. His legal redemption price must be
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limited by the payment to the victim. The kinsman-redeemer
must be allowed to buy him out of servitude for this payment.
If a bidding war pushes the criminal’s market price above this
maximum restitution payment, who receives the extra money?
Not the victim; he is not entitled to it. Not the State; it is not
entitled to it. It must go to the criminal’s account – money for
his redemption. This puts a ceiling on the market price of
criminals. A buyer is less likely to continue to bid if he knows
that the criminal can use the money above the restitution pay-
ment to shorten his time of service. The extra money will make
it less expensive for the man’s kinsman-redeemer to put up the
difference and buy him out of servitude. Conclusion: the pur-
chase price of a convicted criminal on the competitive market
for bondservants will not be significantly higher than the money
owed to his victims. When this limit is reached, bidding will
tend to cease as bidders drop out. This is as it should be: the
punishment (servitude) should be proportional to the crime
(damages produced).

But if he has no kinsman-redeemer who is willing to pay off
his debt, he will remain in bondage forever. He cannot buy his
way out. He has no assets and no way to earn any. The message
is clear: an enslaved criminal needs a kinsman-redeemer who
has both the assets and the willingness to sacrifice his own
interests on behalf of his relative.

Holy War, Citizenship, and Liberty

A citizen is a person who has the authority to serve as a civil
judge, declaring innocence or guilt. The Israelite bondservant’s
judicial status as a temporary slave removed his judicial status
as a citizen. He could not serve as a civil judge during his peri-
od as a man bound to another man’s household. He did remain
an Israelite. He did possess post-jubilee title to his land. No text
says the following, but my biblical law-immersed intuition tells
me that for a man to become a bondservant was judicially the
equivalent of having become a minor. An Israelite had become
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a slave in another man’s house, under another’s temporary
authority. Judicially he had become a child.

Citizenship in any holy commonwealth is the legal authority
to declare or bring negative civil sanctions in God’s name. The
pre-eminent manifestation of this authority in Israel was service
in the military God’s holy army. The army had the task of
defending the boundaries of the land, i.e., keeping it holy,
secure from foreign invaders. The army had to keep the land
from being profaned by invaders: boundary violators. To be a
member of the army required the payment of redemption
blood money at the time of the numbering of the nation imme-
diately prior to a holy war (Ex. 30:12 -13).5 Circumcised Israel-
ite males became eligible to serve at age 20 (Ex. 30:14).

The Israelite slave had to treated as “as an hired servant,”
the text says. He had to be paid a wage by his Israelite master.
He therefore had money to pay the redemption blood money
to the priests. Did this give him the right to serve in the army?
No; he was judicially a child even though he was over age 20.
Only with his owner’s permission could he serve in the army.
He was not a free man; he was not a citizen.

Gentile Slaves

Was a gentile slave who paid his redemption blood money
and also fought for Israel in a holy battle subsequently released
from bondage? Abram had fighting men (Gen. 14:14), but they
did not receive automatic freedom. However, this was before
the Abrahamic covenant was established (Gen. 15). It may be
that in Mosaic Israel, the willingness of a slave to risk his life in
holy battle gained him his freedom, though not landed inheri-
tance.G He became a citizen in a walled city. If nothing else,

5. North, Tools of Dominion, ch. 32: “Blood Money, Not Head T=.”

6. It is one of the most interesting facts about the American Civil War (1861-65)
that in its final months, Southern leaders and generals began to discuss the possibility
of granting freedom to any Negro slave who was willing to enlist in the Confederate
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manumission might have been a bonus offered to him by his
master. This view helps explain the considerable number of
foreigners listed among David’s 30 mighty men (I Chron. 12:3-
6). It may also explain the presence in David’s army of the most
famous foreign officer of all, Uriah the Hittite.

What we do not know for sure is whether these gentile slaves
would have been required by law to wait until the jubilee year
in order to receive their freedom. They surely could not have
remained citizens unless they continued to attend Passover,
even though, as household slaves, they would automatically
have been circumcised (Gen. 17:11-13). Circumcision was neces-
sary but not sufficient to make an adult male a citizen. Atten-
dance at Passover was mandatory. My view is that after the war
was over, the bondservant would have returned to the house-
hold of his Israelite owner until the jubilee year, but because
the servant had become an Israelite through military service, he
would have been entitled to be treated as a hired servant, as the
law governing Israelite ‘jubilee bondservants” required. In any
case, his owner would have had to consent in the first place to
his enrollment in God’s holy army.

The same rule governed the Israelite bondservant, whether
a bankrupt or a convicted criminal. His owner had to consent
to his military service. The owner may have had to pay his
blood money fee for him – certainly this was the case with a
criminal. I do not think any bondservant could be called into
service by the State unless his owner consented. He was not his
own man. He was the lawful property of another man until his
debt was paid.

army. But the South had gone to war to defend the region’s right to slavery. Whh
this public discussion, the war effort began to collapse. If the slaves could be trusted
to defend the Confederacy then the old myth of their innate status as children in
need of supervision had been ludicrous. This called into question the legitimacy of
the “peculiar institution” and the war to defend it. See Richard E. Berringer, et al.,
Why the S’Outh Lost the Civil War (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1986), ch. 15.
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The Basis of Liberty

As New Covenant people, we have difficulty understanding
the degree of importance associated with landed inheritance
under the Mosaic economy. The connection between land and
inheritance was extremely close. The question is: Was it un-
breakable?

The section on the jubilee ends with these words: “For unto
me the children of Israel are servants; they are my servants
whom I brought forth out of the land of Egypt: I am the LORD

your God” (Lev. 25:55).  The legal status of later generations as
God’s covenantal  bondservants  rested on their ancestors’ historical
experience in the days of Moses: deliverance from bondage in
Egypt. It also rested on the next generation’s participation in
the conquest of Canaan under Joshua. This participation was
the legal foundation of landed inheritance in Mosaic Israel.
From everything we find in this section of Leviticus, inheritance
was the legal foundation of every aspect of the jubilee law. I see
no exceptions. Even in the case of the enslavement of heathens
(VV. 44-46), the judicial issue was perpetual inheritance, though
not landed inheritance.

Freemanship

First, who was a free man under the Mosaic law? There were
degrees of freedom. Every resident of Israel was free from
arbitrary law. The same civil law code applied to all men: “One
law shall be to him that is homeborn, and unto the stranger
that sojourneth among you” (Ex. 12:49). But it is obvious that
this principle of equality before the civil law did not apply to
the jubilee law. The jubilee made a fundamental distinction
between the resident who did not have an inalienable legal
claim to landed inheritance and the resident who did. The
resident who did have such a claim was identified by God as
His servant, although God had other servants.

There was only one way that someone who had not partici-
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pated in either the exodus or the conquest could become God’s
servant, so defined: by adoption. God adopted Abram and his
covenantal  heirs, but the promised inheritance was not secured
until Joshua’s day. That is, God’s  Promise to Abraham was not
fuZjWed  until Joshua’s day. The fulfillment of this promise (Gen.
15: 16) was God’s proof in history of the reliability of His cove-
nant and its promises. Adoption, promise, and inheritance were
linked judicially in the Abrahamic covenant and the Mosaic
Covenant.

Naturalization

Second, there were two forms of adoption: into a tribe
(walled city) or into a family (rural land). The circumcised
resident alien was offered the promise of citizenship for his
heirs (Deut. 23:3-8): tribal adoption. The tenth-generation heir
of a bastard Israelite was offered citizenship (Deut.  23:2): access
into God’s holy army. The supreme example was David, the
ultimate holy warrior, the tenth-generation heir of Judah and
Tamar (Ruth 4: 18-22 ).7

Adoption for males was not automatic, except probably for
those who volunteered for military service during a war. Pre-
sumably, three generations was the standard period of testing
for most resident aliens (Deut. 23:8). This adoption must have
been made in the name of the congregation, presumably by the
local tribal congregation inside a walled city, but not by a spec-
ific family. Had citizenship been available only through adop-
tion by a family, the naturalization laws would have forced a
dilution of the landed inheritance of specific families. This
would have been a mandatory program of economic disinheri-
tance. No such program was mandated by the Mosaic law.

7. On gaps in this genealogy, see North, Took of Dontinwn,  pp. 149-51.
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Criminals

Third, what about the criminal? The criminal lost his citizen-
ship until the debt was repaid. He could not be numbered to
fight in God’s holy army until his debt was repaid; hence, he
was not a citizen during this period. He was not a free man;
hence, he was not a citizen. Having had civil judicial sanctions
brought against him, he did not possess the right to participate
as a civil judge, bringing the State’s judicial sanctions on others.
This restriction is not found any text, but it is inferred by the
nature of citizenship: the lawful authority to bring God’s civil
sanctions against lawbreakers. Until the victim was repaid, or
the buyer whose purchase had provided the funds was repaid,
the judicial status of the criminal was that of non-citizen.

I argue that he also lost his claim to his family’s land, and
therefore lost his right to participate in the jubilee. That is, he
did not automatically return to his land at the jubilee. This
legal status did not apply to his adult male children. They
could go back to the land at the jubilee if they broke with him
publicly regarding his crime. They could then become his kins-
man redeemers, which is another reason why they were allowed
to return to the family plot. In this sense, he could  be adopted by
his son or sons. That is, he regained access to his forfeited inheri-
tance through an act of redemption in his behalf.s  Otherwise,
the judicial status of the criminal as an heir in the jubilee was
forfeited until his debt was repaid. Because he received no
wage, his kinsman-redeemer had to buy him out of servitude.g

8. This is the judicial basis of the re-established  inheritance of a portion of the
sons of Adam. A son of Adam who was not under the negative sanction of forfeited
citizenship had to break publicly with the crime of His earthly fatheL thereby re-
claiming the inheritance on behalf of those whom He has chosen to redeem. This was
the act of the supreme Kinsman-Redeemer, Jesus Christ, the last (second) Adam (I
Cor. 15:45).

9. The New Covenant warns us: “The wages of sin is death” (Rem. 3:23). We are
in need of grace from a kinsman-redeemer
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Possession or Confession?

Another problem case is the adopted immigrant. When an
Israelite adopted an immigrant, he was conveying a kind of
manumission to him: manumission Prior  to enslavement. The cov-
enantally faithful adopted person and his heirs could not be
lawfully enslaved permanently after the adoption except on the
same basis that an Israelite could lose his citizenship and his
inheritance, i.e., excommunication. This act of grace cost the
adopting family something: the dilution of the sons’ economic
inheritance. It was a major step for a father with sons to adopt
another son, at least in the period in which a few acres meant
something economically to the heirs. This means that if God’s
covenantal blessings continued, and families grew large, the
economic cost of adoption would decrease, since the economic
cost of the dilution of acreage would have been minimal.

The circumcised immigrant could become a citizen, or his
heirs eventually could, through adoption by a tribe, probably in
a walled city, but he had no claim to land distributed at the
conquest. Only adoption into an Israelite family could provide
land. The jubilee year therefore offered no unique economic
benefit for him. Did it confer any judicial benefit? Yes. The
heathen slave law was part of the jubilee law. The heathen slave
law expressly stated that all inheritable slaves had to be pur-
chased from heathens (Lev. 25:44-46). This was the magna
carta for the naturalized citizen. By breaking covenantally  with
heathendom, and by becoming a full citizen ready to serve as a
holy warrior, the immigrant received a perpetual grant of man-
umission from inter-generational servitude. He could not be
permanently enslaved inside Israel. The jubilee year therefore
functioned as a year of release for every citizen, even those with
no inheritable property.

The naturalized citizen could not hope to indebt himself by
means of the collateral of an inheritable plot of land unless an
Israelite family had adopted him. To this extent, he was less
able to gain access to the market for loans. But with respect to
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his liberty, he could not lawfully be enslaved. Leviticus 25 does
not say that the landless immigrant citizen would be released
from debt bondage. The language is that of a return to the
family’s land. But because the slave law made it illegal to en-
slave an Israelite on an inter-generational basis, the jubilee year
of release must have applied to the non-inheriting naturalized
citizen. The trumpet announced release from bondage for
every Israelite except the criminal.

Cross-Family Adoption

There were three ways out of slavery for gentiles. First, there
was manumission, either as payment for physical brutality by
his owner or through voluntary manumission by his owner, but
this would not automatically have freed his family (Ex. 21:2-
4).1°  Second, there was legal adoption by his owner. This
would have freed his family from the threat of bondage forever.
There was a third way out: adoption b~ another Israelite family.
This act of grace would have transferred the right of inheri-
tance to him. He and his family would then go out in the jubi-
lee.

This aspect of the Mosaic law is never discussed by the com-
mentators, yet it was fundamental to the redeeming work of
Jesus Christ. Adoption by one household head could liberate other
men’s slaves. In fact, if one man had been willing to divide his
sons’ landed inheritance to the point of no economic return, he
could have freed every slave in Israel. He would not even have
been required to purchase the liberated slaves in order for
them to receive their freedom at the jubilee. The moment he
adopted them, they would have become heirs  of his estate, mean-
ing heirs of his judicial status. They would have become citizens
of Israel at the next jubilee. No heir of the conquest could be
legally kept in slavery beyond the jubilee year. This act of uni-

10. North, Tools of Dominion, ch. 5.
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versal  adoption would have made the liberator very unpopula~
as we can easily imagine, but it was always a legal option under
the Mosaic covenant. The most likely candidate to do this was
a man with abolitionist sentiments and without biological heirs.

Would he have owed the slave owners anything? Only for
the time remaining until the jubilee. This prorated payment
would have become progressively smaller as the jubilee year
approached. In the year of jubilee, he would have owed them
nothing. There was only one exception to this rule: the criminal
who had been sold into slavery to pay his victim. In this case,
his owner had to be repaid fully before the slave could be re-
leased. The buyer had paid a price based on the amount of
restitution the criminal owed to the victim, not the prorated
value of his services until the jubilee. The criminal was not
protected by the jubilee. God’s law does not subsidize crime. So,
in order for the redemption to be secured through adoption,
the adopting redeemer would have had to pay to the owner
whatever the owner had paid to the criminal’s victim.

It is understandable why Israel may never have invoked the
jubilee. Had it been honored, almost eve~ slave owner’s investment
would have been at risk. All it would have taken to free all the
gentile slaves in Israel was for one lawful heir to decide that the
per capita economic value of his children’s landed inheritance
was worth forfeiting for the sake of a single mass adoption: the
ultimate abolitionist.

The Ultimate Adoption

There was such a man. His name was Jesus. He publicly
declared the judicial intent of His ministry by announcing the
availability of liberation through adoption into His family (Luke
4:18-2 1). The result was predictable: the slave-owners and their
accomplices killed Him. With the death of the Testator came
the inheritance: judicial liberation. 11 But because of the jubilee

11. “For where a testament is, there must also of necessity be the death of the
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law, this deliverance had to await the blowing of the trumpet at
the next jubilee year: on the tenth day of the seventh month,
the day of atonement (Lev. 25:9),  yom kippur. I agree with James

Jordan that this final jubilee year came three years after the

crucifixion, in the same year as the inauguration of Paul’s min-
istry to the gentiles. 12 On that historic yom kippur, God released
from judicial bondage every gentile slave in Israel who had
publicly professed faith in, and subordination to, the New Cov-
enant’s head of household. Because Old Covenant Israel re-
fused to honor this adoption, having killed the adopter instead,
God destroyed Old Covenant Israel.13

As I said, there was one exception to manumission through
outside adoption: the criminal who had been sold into slavery
to repay his victim. The adopter would have had to pay the
owner’s purchase price plus anything still owed to the victim.
In the case of Jesus Christ, He made this supreme payment to
the victim, God the Father, who had placed all of mankind into
servitude because of man’s rebellion in the garden.

This should end the debate over whether a man needs to
profess the Lordship of Christ in order to be saved. A regener-
ate person has no choice but to profess Christ’s comprehensive
lordship. He cannot lawfully partake in the jubilee inheritance
without this profession. But because of God’s mercy, this oath
can be taken for him representatively either by his parents
when they offer him for baptism as an infant or when he volun-
tarily consents to baptism after infancy. Whether the oath is
verbally professed or not, it is an inescapable aspect of God’s
covenant. There is no lawful inheritance apart from this subor-
dination to the head of the church.1’  There is therefore no

testator. For a testament is of force after men are dead: otherwise it is of no strength
at atl while the testator liveth”  (Heb. 9:16-17).

12. James B. Jordan, “Jubilee, Part 3: Biblical Chronology, V (April 1993), p. 2.

13. David Chilton, The Great 1%-ibzdation (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press,
1987).

14. Some fundamentalists who have no doctrine of covenantal representation
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liberation apart from such a confession.
To keep Christian slaves in bondage beyond that final jubilee

year was a crime. Furthermore, all slaves who claimed Jesus’
universal offer of adoption into His family after this jubilee year
would have to be released at the next jubilee. But the fall of
Jerusalem 37 years after this final jubilee year ended the tem-
ple’s Passover system and the land inheritance system estab-
lished by the Mosaic covenant. There would never again be a
God-authorized jubilee. There could be no authorized blowing
of the ram’s horn. Thus, the fall of Jerusalem ended the legality
of Mosaic slavery forever.

Conclusion

The jubilee law established protection for poor Israelites who
were sold into servitude. This servitude was mild, requiring the
masters to pay wages to their Israelite servants. It required
them to treat these people as they would treat a hired servant
who could leave an employer who was abusive.

The jubilee law established a legal distinction between a free
man and a heathen slave. The heathen slave had no right to
jubilee freedom, for he was not eligible for military service. He
was outside the civil covenant. The legal basis of citizenship was
adoption, either by a tribe or a family. A woman was adopted
by marriage to an Israelite, e.g., Rahab and Ruth. This was
adoption into a family. Citizenship was automatic with adop-
tion.

Citizenship was possible for male gentile converts to the
covenant. This judicial promise was carried out by tribes. This
might take as long as ten generations (Deut.  23:2); it might take

keep arguing that a person can accept Jesus as Savior but not as Lord, yet still be
saved. Zane Hodges is the most prominent theologian of my day who presents this
argument. This is a theological rabbit trail. The convert may fail to confess Jesus
publicly as Lord, but his oath-bound confession of the Lordship of Christ is neverthe-
less imputed to him at the time of his conversion. Lordship is inherent in the oath by
which God consigns the convert to Himself.
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as few as three (Deut.  23:7-8). Once they became citizens, they
could not be permanently enslaved (Lev.  25:44-46). The hea-
then slave law served as a magna carta of liberty for the natur-
alized immigrant. He could achieve full legal status as a citizen
despite the fact that he had no inheritance in the land. Citizen-
ship was by confession, circumcision, and numbering in the
holy army. But it was not granted overnight by a tribe, except
during wartime.

Jesus Christ was the ultimate Heir, the promised Seed (Gal.
3: 16), the One for whom the Mosaic system of tribal inheritance
had been created. It was He who announced the jubilee year
(Luke 4:18-2 1). It was He who offered men adoption into His
family (John 1:12). It was He who paid the debts of the,crimin-
als He adopts into His family. Instead of a hole in the ear
drilled by an awl at the doorway of an Israelite’s household (Ex.
21:6), baptism is the new mark of adoption. The New Coven-
ant’s jubilee year of release was the final jubilee for Old Coven-
ant Israel.



31

SLAVES AND FREEMEN

Both thy bondmen, and thy bondmaids,  which thou shalt have, shall
be of the heathen that are round about you; of them shall ye buy bond-
men and bondmaids.  Moreover of the children of the strangers that do
sojourn among you, of them shall ye buy, and of their families that are
with you, whzch they begat in your lurid: and they shall be your posses-
sion. And ye skull take them as an inheritance for your children after
you, to inherit them for a possession; they shall be your bondmen for ever:
but over your brethren the children of Israel, ye shall not rule one over
another with rigour (Lev. 25:44-46).

The text must be taken literally. First, Israelites could buy
slaves from other nations. These people were already slaves
according to the laws of their own nations. The Israelites did
not make them slaves; they merely changed the slaves’ resi-
dence: new boundaries. Second, the Israelites could buy slaves
from among strangers residing in the land. But there was no
authorization to buy slaves from other Israelites. This means
that slaves in one Israelite family could not be sold to another
family. The laws of inheritance forbade such sales (v. 46). They
became part of a family’s permanent inheritance.

There is no question about it: Mosaic law legalized inter-
generational slavery. If Leviticus 25:44-46 is still binding, then
the enslavement of those who not part of the covenant by those
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who are is legal in God’s eyes. Enslaved converts who make a
profession of faith after their enslavement, or the descendants
of slaves, would still remain permanently bound. But no Bible
commentator today wants to conclude such things, unlike al-
most all commentators, Jews and Christians, up to the 1750’s.
The exegetical question facing every Bible commentator is this:
Has this law been explicitly annulled by the New Covenant? If
not, then on what explicitly biblical ethical basis is it no longer
binding?

The theocentric principle undergirding this law is simple to
state, but difficult for modern man to accept: God is the cosmic
slavemaster, the holy one who employs the cosmic whip. Mod-
ern man rebels against this thought, just as he rebels against
the thought of an eternal lake of fire: no exit from God’s cos-
mic torture chamber. Even Christians are squeamish about this.
They prefer not to think about its implications. They also do
not like to think about the fact that God’s Mosaic law autho-
rized slavery, but it did. In fact, the decline of Western man’s
faith in the reality of eternal damnation loosely paralleled the
decline of his faith in the moral legitimacy of slavery.

Prior to the 1 ‘750’s, virtually the whole world believed in the
moral legitimacy of slavery. The ideal of abolition came quite
late to Western Civilization, in the era of the Enlightenment.1
Yet it was not Enlightenment rationalists who proposed the
idea. It was only with the decision of a handful of members of
the Society of Friends (Quakers) that the ideal of abolition as
morally obligatory began to be spread by an identifiable orga-
nized group. This began at the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting in
1758. The group agreed to cease doing business with members
who bought or sold black slaves. In 1761, the London Yearly
Meeting ruled that Quaker slave dealers should be disowned.2

1. In some cultures, most notably Islamic, the idea has yet to take deep root.

2. David Brion Davis, Sluvny and Human Prowess (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1984), p. 107.
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A little over a century later, slavery had been abolished in the
West. This was one of the most remarkable theological, moral,
and judicial transformations in history.3

In Tools of Dominion, I devoted over one hundred pages to a
discussion of the biblical theology of slavery.4 It would be un-
wise for me to reproduce that chapter here. It was appropriate
to include such a discussion in a book dealing with the case
laws of Exodus because the case laws begin with a consideration
of the purchase of a slave (Ex. 21:2-6). Slaves on their way out
of a generation of servitude and into freedom would have been
interested in a law governing slavery. The economics of slavery
was governed by the jubilee’s laws of inheritance: the preserva-
tion of freemanship.5 Without the jubilee law, slavery lost its
legitimacy. This line of argument was never raised by abolition-
ists, whether Christians or Jews, nor is it acknowledged today
by those few theologians who refuse to break with the principle
of abolitionism.6

The Jubilee Context

It is my contention that the laws governing permanent hea-
then slaves were an unbreakable part of the jubilee laws. If I
am correct, this means that the exegetical case in favor of the
annulment of the heathen slave laws rests on the New Testa-
ment’s annulment of all of the jubilee laws. It is also my conten-

3. Ibid., p. 108.
4. Gary North, Tools of Domtnion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute

for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 4.

5. Ibid., pp. 140-44, 166-68, 144-47. Reprinted with modifications in Gary North,
Boundaries and Dominion: The Economus  of Leuiticus  (computer edition; Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 31, sections on “The Economics of
Israelite Slavery;  “Slavery and Hell; and ‘Jesus’ Annulment of the Jubilee Land
Laws.”

6. Most notably in the Calvinist world, Professor John Murray of Westminster
Seminary. Murray, Primi#es  of Conduct: Aspects of Biblical Ethics (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, [1957] 1964), pp. 100-1. For a critique, see North, Boundaries
and Dominion, ch. 31, section on “The Ethics of Slavery.”
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tion that if the heathen slave laws are not subsumed under the
jubilee laws, then there is no New Testament case for the aboli-
tion of chattel slavery. On the contrary, abolitionism itself
would be anti-biblical, since the Mosaic law clearly authorized
slavery. Abolitionism’s universal condemnation of slavery would
then go against the Bible’s authorization of a certain type of
inter-generational chattel slavery. Abolitionism would then be
sinful.

There are Christian social analysts today, on the right and
the left, who call for the reintroduction of the jubilee laws. The
conservatives want the jubilee’s law regarding debt repudiation,
while the liberationists want its laws of land redistribution,
which they think should be applied to all forms of privately
owned (but never State-owned) property. No one, however, is
publicly calling for the restoration of inter-generational chattel
slavery. This is a typical example of smorgasbord Christianity:
“A little of this, a little of that, but not that  over there, certainly
I never touch the stuff.”

The Purpose of the Law

To understand the law of inter-generational heathen slavery,
we first must understand the purposes of the jubilee law. Its
overriding purpose was judicial: to create an inter-generational
link between the families and tribes of the conquest with their
heirs, culminating in the advent of the promised Seed.

Citizenship was by covenant: by circumcision and by partici-
pation in the national feasts, especially Passover. But this was
not sufficient; household slaves also were circumcised (Gen.
17:12-1 3) and participated in the Passover (Ex. 12:44). What
identified a citizen in Israel was his eligibility for numbering in the
army of Israel. This made him a free man, or as citizens are
often called, a freeman. Who was eligible? Adult circumcised
men who were: 1) members in good standing in the church,
and 2) eligible for the army. This would have included circum-
cised men who lived in walled cities, whether or not they
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owned real estate, and heirs of the original families that con-
quered Canaan. An inheritance in rural  land was a covenant-keeper’s
guaranteed legal status as a freeman. He could permanently lose
this civil status only through ecclesiastical excommunication.

The naturalized citizen was no less a citizen. He could not be
enslaved even though he had no inheritance in the land. The
inheritance proved that a man was a citizen, but it was not
necessary that every citizen have an inheritance. The inheri-
tance was proof of citizenship; it was not the only proof. Proof
of adoption was equally valid.

What this points to is the centrality of the doctrine of adoption in
Israel’s civil order. The doctrine of adoption was placed by Ezek-
iel’s revelation at the center of Israel’s history. Israel had been
adopted by God as His wife.

Now when I passed by thee, and looked upon thee, behold, thy time
was the time of love; and I spread my skirt over thee, and covered thy
nakedness: yea, I sware unto thee, and entered into a covenant with
thee, saith the Lord GOD, and thou becamest  mine. Then washed I thee
with water; yea, I throughly  washed away thy blood from thee, and I
anointed thee with oil. I clothed thee also with broidered work, and
shod thee with badgers’ skin, and I girded thee about with fine linen,
and I covered thee with silk. I decked thee also with ornaments, and I
put bracelets upon thy hands, and a chain on thy neck. And I put a
jewel on thy forehead, and earrings in thine ears, and a beautiful crown
upon thine head. Thus wast thou decked with gold and silver; and thy
raiment was of fine linen, and silk, and broidered work; thou didst eat
fine flour, and honey, and oil: and thou wast exceeding beautiful, and
thou didst prosper into a kingdom. And thy renown went forth among
the heathen for thy beauty: for it was perfect through my comeliness,
which I had put upon thee, saith the Lord GOD (Ezek. 16:8-14).

For the convert to Judaism, adoption was the only way into
guaranteed legal status as a free man. This could be family
adoption. An Israelite family could adopt him and give him a
portion of the family’s inheritance. This is why the Jews were
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furious with Jesus’ gospel of redemption: it ofered full legal  status
as free men to eveqy any through adoption. They understood exactly
what He was doing legally. Paul wrote of his brethren in the
flesh: “For I could wish that myself were accursed from Christ
for my brethren, my kinsmen according to the flesh: Who are
Israelites; to whom pertaineth the adoption, and the glory, and
the covenants, and the giving of the law, and the service of
God, and the promises; Whose are the fathers, and of whom as
concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God blessed
for ever. Amen” (Rem. 9:3-5).  The Jews had been the adopted
ones, and now the gentiles would be, too. All of this liberating
judicial inheritance would come to the gentiles through adop-
tion by Christ.’ He was offering them liberation through His
redemption. He was buying them out of slave~ – slavery to sin
above all, but also slavery in the broadest sense.

Christians need to understand and frankly acknowledge this
implication of the jubilee: Jesus Christ was the ultimate abolitionist.
He paid the slaves’ ultimate Owner the price required: the
sacrifice even to death of a perfectly righteous man. But be-
cause those redeemed by Christ have been legally adopted, they
can never again fall into the ultimate judicial status of seruitwde:  sin
and eternal death. “And we know that all things work together
for good to them that love God, to them who are the called
according to his purpose. For whom he did foreknow, he also
did predestinate to be conformed to the image of his Son, that
he might be the firstborn among many brethren” (Rem. 8:28-
29). The issue is judicial immunity: “Who shall lay any thing to
the charge of God’s elect? It is God that justifieth.  Who is he
that condemneth?  It is Christ that died, yea rather, that is risen
again, who is even at the right hand of God, who also maketh
intercession for us” (Rem. 8:33-34).

7. This is the mystery referred to in Ephesians 3:1-6. For a development of this,
see Oswald T. Allis, F%@eg and the Church  (Philadelphia Presbyterian & Reformed,
1945), pp. 91-108.
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Slavery as a Model of Sin

Heathen residents of Israel could be permanently enslaved
to repay their debts. The presence of permanent slaves in Isra-
elite households was a visible testimony of what it means to be
outside the inheritance of God. Slave status was like a perma-
nent sign in front of a person’s eyes: “No Exit.” This was the
representative mark of eternal punishment. There is no exit for
Adam’s heirs apart from adoption into the family of God
through Jesus Christ, the firstborn Son. The Seed – the culmi-
nation of the Abrahamic promise – lawfully inherited the land.
Elect gentiles are heirs of this promise. But the focus of this
promise is liberation from sin. Those who trust in the law for
their inheritance are disinherited, replaced by those adopted by
grace. This is why Jesus’ message outraged the Jews. Paul
spelled out the message in its judicial context: promise, inheri-
tance, and seed. He began his discussion with the redeemed
person’s escape from the imputation of Adam’s sin (Rem. 4:8-
18).

It was Jesus Christ who sacrificed His lawful inheritance in
the Promised Land in order to bring His brethren through
adoption into the family of God. The son of David abandoned
His lawful inheritance for the sake of His elect. In doing this –
delivering to them the promised inheritance – He gave them
their irrevocable judicial status as freemen.

It is worth noting that the judicial precedent for this act was
Joseph’s decision to forfeit his status as the namesake of a tribe
of Israel for the sake of his Egyptian sons, Ephraim and Manas-
seh (Gen.  48). His father Jacob acquiesced to this transfer of
inheritance: the name. Jacob thereby adopted into his house-
hold the foreign-born sons of an Egyptian mother: gentiles.
Thus, even prior to the announcement regarding the promised
Seed, Shiloh (Gen. 49:10), there had been an adoption by the
patriarch which disinherited his son for the sake of this beloved
son’s gentile sons. Joseph, the kinsman-redeemer of Israel/Jac-
ob, was the primary redemptive model in the Old Covenant for
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Jesus, the Kinsman-Redeemer of the New Israel in the New
Covenant.

Outraged Slave Owners

This had always been the threat to slave owners in Israel: a
man might adopt another man’s slave as his own son, thereby
providing him with a lawful inheritance: citizenship. This legal
status as an adopted son could not be taken away except
through ecclesiastical excommunication – and even then, his
sons would inherit.8 At the sound of the trumpet in the jubilee
year, the adopted slave would go free. It was the sound of the
trumpet in the jubilee year that invoked every heir’s legal status
as a free man.

There was nothing that a slave owner could do to prevent
this. If a lawful heir to the original conquest was willing to
dilute his descendants’ economic inheritance, he could share with
anyone an undiluted legal inheritance. The point of the jubilee
land law was not that it promised the heir a guarantee of some
sort of economic future. Rather, it identified him and his de-
scendants as free men. This was the ultimate form of civil liber-
ation that any foreigner could hope for: to be an adopted son
of a citizen of Israel. This grant of adoption could be offered to
any slave. But there was no way that the slave could purchase
this judicial grant of liberty. He had nothing of his own to give
in exchange. His liberation was the result of an act of grace on
the part of a head of an Israelite household.

The possibility of “formerly heathen” slave liberation always
existed, but we have no record of anyone who reduced his sons’
economic inheritance for the sake of liberating his own slaves or
other men’s slaves through adoption. This indicates that God’s

8. To inherit, the sons of an excommunicated man would have had to renounce
their father’s act of rebellion. In the case of a man who became a eunuch while in
slavery, the law is silent regarding his sons. It seems to me that their father’s legal
status at the time of their conception would have been legally determinative. They
would have inherited at the jubilee.
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covenant blessing of population growth was not granted for
very long, and men clung to their few acres of land in the
expectation that it was really worth more than the liberation of
other men’s slaves.

The slave, of course, could refuse this offer of liberation. He
might prefer bondage to liberation, servitude to inheritance. If
you regard this possibility of refusal as being so unlikely that it
must be the speculation of a madman, consider the response of
millions of sin-cursed slaves to the message of the gospel. They
will not accept Christ’s offer of liberation. They know that there
are three conditions attached to this offer of freeman’s status:
acceptance of the adopting man’s name; lifetime subordination
to a priesthood; taking personal responsibility for one’s actions.
So it would have been in Mosaic Israel. First, the adopter would
have a bad reputation among slave owners: the destroyer of the
value of the lawful inheritance of slave-owning families. Second,
the legal status of a freeman in Israel could be lost through
excommunication. Third, his economic condition could sink
quite low if he was incompetent.

But wouldn’t a gentile slave have regarded these conditions
as mild compared to lifetime servitude for himself and his
heirs? Probably. Then what about an Israelite slave? But how
could there have been any Israelite slaves? Didn’t the jubilee
law protect them from slavery? Not if they suffered excommu-
nication and then fell into servitude through an economic crisis
or some other negative sanction: This scenario is exactly what
Jesus was threatening the Jews with if they rejected His offer of
adoption: excommunication, negative sanctions, and slave~.  He was
the true High Priest who could lawfully excommunicate God’s
enemies, an authority that He demonstrated when He used a
whip against the money changers in the temple. Did the Jews
heed His warning? Not many did. Did they assent to being
adopted by Him? Not many did. But gentiles did.
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Biblical Law: Death and Resurrection

At this point, I ask myselfi Could there be any Christian who
has read this far and still not understand what the jubilee law

was all about? Then I ask myselfl  Why do the commentators
emphasize the jubilee law’s economic inheritance and its sup-
posed ramifications, applications, and implications? Why have
expositors who are masters of Hebrew, with years of experi-
ence, failed to recognize what is so incredibly obvious that it
screams at the reader? The moment anyone puts three obvious
pieces together, he concludes that any predominantly economic
interpretation of the jubilee is ridiculous. The three pieces are:
1) God’s covenantal blessing of population growth; 2) a fixed
supply of rural real estate; 3) an ever-shrinking economic in-
heritance in rural land under the conditions of covenantal
blessing. I ask myselfi  Why has this not been obvious? Why (as
far as I know) am I the first expositor who has seen all this?g

The most important factor in exegeting specific Old Testa-
ment laws is a presupposition: the Mosaic law is a cohennzt system
that culminates in the work of Jesus Christ. Some Mosaic laws were
buried with Him; others were resurrected with Him. Seed laws,
food laws, and land laws stay buried. They are replaced, respec-
tively, by the law of spiritual adoption, the Lord’s Suppe~ and
the worldwide kingdom of God. Once a person understands
this simple preliminary set of hermeneutical rules, it takes only
a little imagination and some attentive Bible reading to make
sense of God’s law. This is not to say that making the real-world
applications is easy. This may take a lifetime of study in just
one field. But the judicial principles are easy to understand,
and not very difficult to become familiar with.l”

9. If there have been others, their observations have not been picked up by the
major commentators.

10. This is why God required that the Mosaic law be read to the assembled
nation one year in seven (Deut. 31:10-1 3).
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Conclusion

My conclusion in Chapter 4 of Tools of Dominion is my con-
clusion here, which I reprint below. I must add here an obser-
vation regarding freemanship. A freeman was eligible to serve
in God’s holy army. A slave was not a freeman. The jubilee law
identified freemen: heirs of the original conquest. But they
were not the only freemen in Israel. Circumcised resident
aliens could be adopted by the tribes governing walled cities.

Economically the jubilee inheritance law, if enforced, would
have tended toward the manumission of heathen slaves. The
net cost of owning slaves would have grown high as the size of
inherited agricultural parcels shrank in response to a growing
population. The same would also have been true in walled
cities. Thus, we must regard  the judicial aspect of the heathen
slave law as more important than the economic: the Mosaic
law’s identification of freeman status for land-owning heirs of
the conquest, so long as they remained members of the ecclesi-
astical covenant.

When Jesus annulled the jubilee laws, He annulled the
heathen slave law. He removed the judicial basis for inter-gen-
erational slavery. In this sense, Jesus was an abolitionist. While
it took the church over 17 centuries to begin to preach aboli-
tion, this legal and moral position was nevertheless implied by
the abolition of the jubilee law. When covenantal  freemanship
no longer tied in any way to landed inheritance within the
boundaries of Israel, but came exclusively through spiritual
adoption into God’s family, there was no longer any covenantal
purpose for inter-generational heathen slavery. There was also
no longer any covenantal purpose for geographical Israel.

As for the economics of the heathen slave law, the Conclu-
sion in Tools of Dominion suffices. 11

11. North, Took of Dominion, pp. 203-6.
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************* *

Servitude exists because sin exists and because God’s judg-
ments in history and eternity also exist. This was Augustine’s
argument a millennium and a half ago, an argument that was
old when he offered it: slavery is one of God’s penal sanctions
against sin.’2 Richard Baxter warned slave owners in 1673: “If
their sin have enslaved them to you, yet Nature made them ~
your equals.”13

Covenant theology teaches that slavery is an inescapable
concept. Slavery’s positive model is the indentured servant who
buys his way out of poverty, or who is released in the sabbatical
year or jubilee year. He learns the skills and worldview of do-
minion. He becomes self-governed under God, a free man.
Slavery becomes a means of liberation when coupled with bibli-
cal ethics. The fundamental issue, as always, is ethical rather
than economic. His ability to buy his way out is indicative of a
change in his ethical behavior.

Slavery’s negative model is God’s judgment of covenant-
breakers throughout eternity. He consigns them first to hell
and then, at the resurrection, to the lake of fire (Rev. 20:14-15).
God places people on the whipping block, and then He flogs
them forever. Of course, what they actually experience for
eternity is far more horrifying than the comparatively minor
inconvenience of an eternal whip. I am only speaking figura-
tively of whips; the reality of eternal torment is far, far worse
than mere lashes. Thus, the legal right of some people to en-
slave others under the limits imposed by God’s revealed law is
based on the ultimate legal right of God to impose eternal
torment on covenant-breakers. Biblical servitude is a warning to
sinners as well as a means of liberation.

12. Augustine, City of God, Book 19, Chap. 15. Cf. R. W. Carlyle and A- J.
Carlyle,  A Histo~ of Afediaeval Political Theo~ in tk West, 6 vols. (2nd cd.; London:
Blackwood, [1927] 1962), I, p. 113.

13. Richard Baxter, A Chri.stshs DirectoU (London: Robert White for Nevil Sim-
mons, 1678), Part II, Christian Oeconomicks,  p. 71. The first edition appeared in 1673.
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What I am arguing is simple: it is not chattel slave? as such that
appalls most covenant-breakers and their Christian ideological accompli-
ces; rathe~ it is the doctrine of eteml punishment. The denial of the
New Testament doctrine of eternal punishment, above all other
denials, is the touchstone of modern humanism. It is this doc-
trine, above all others, that humanists reject. They stand,
clenched fists waving in the air, and shout their defiance to
God, “You have no authority over us!” But He does. They
proclaim, “There is no hell!” But there is. And the lake of fire
will be even worse.

For all his protests, modern man nevertheless still accepts
the legitimacy of slavery. Humanists understand implicitly that
the right to enslave others is an attribute of God’s sovereignty.
They declare the State as the true God of humanity and then
they proclaim the right of the State to enslave men.14 They
have created the modern penal system, with its heavy reliance
on imprisonment, yet have rejected the criminal’s obligation to
make restitution to the victim. They allow murderers to go free
after a few years of imprisonment or incarceration in a mental
institution, to murder again, for humanists are unwilling to
allow the State to turn the murderer’s soul over to God as
rapidly as possible, so that God may deal with him eternally.
They regard man as the sovereign judge, not God. They have
invented the slave-master institution of the modern prison,
while they have steadily rejected the legitimacy of capital pun-
ishment. Better to let murderers go free, humanists assert, than
to acknowledge covenantally  and symbolically that the State has
a heavenly judge above it, and that God requires human judges
to turn murderers over to Him for His immediate judgment,
once the earthly courts have declared them guilty as charged.

The humanist abolitionist tries to put God in the dock. He
tries to put the State on the judgment throne of God. What he

14. Libertarian anarchists are exceptions to this rule, since they do not acknowl-
edge the legitimacy of the State.
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hates is the Bible, not slavery as such. The question is never
slavery vs. no slavery. The question is: WhO will be the slave-mus-
te~ and who will be the slave? Autonomous man wants to put God
and His law in bondage. On judgment day, this strategy will be
exposed for the covenant-breaking revolution that it has always
been. The abolitionists will then learn what full-time slavery is
all about. It is a lesson that will be taught to them for eternity.

The spiritual heirs of Pharaoh’s Hebrew agents (Ex. 5:20-2 1)
are with us still. Christians are in spiritual and cultural bondage
to the theology of the power religion, and therefore to the
State. They must prepare for another exodus, meaning they
should be prepared to experience at least a share of the prelim-
inary plagues, just as the Israelites of Moses’ day went through
the first three out of 10. It is nevertheless time to leave Egypt,
leeks and onions notwithstanding.

We must be prepared for numerous objections from Phar-
aoh’s authorized and subsidized representatives inside the camp
of the faithful. They owe their positions of influence to Pharaoh
and his taskmasters, and they will not give up their authority
without a confrontation. They will complain that their potential
liberators are at fault for the increased burdens that Christians
suffer (Ex. 5:20-21). They will continue to sing the praises of
the welfare State. They will continue to sing the praises of tax-
supported “neutral” education. They will tell the faithful that
humanist slavery is freedom, and biblical freedom is barbaric.
They will attract many followers within the camp, for there will
always be camp followers close by any army. Choose this day
whom you will serve.
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MANDATORY REDEMPTION
UPON PAYMENT

And if a sojourner or stranger wax rich by thee, and thy brother that
dwelleth  by him wax POOC and sell himself unto the stranger or sojourner
by thee, or to the stock of the stranger’s family: After that he is sold he
may be redeemed again; one of his brethren may redeem him: Either his
uncle, or hti uncle’s son, muy redeem htm, or any that is nigh of kin
unto him of his family n-my redeem him; or tf he be able, he mm> redeem
hwnse~ And he shall reckon with him that bought him from the year that
he was sold to hzm unto the year of jubile:  and the price of his sale shall
be according unto the number of years, according to the time of an hired
servant shall it be with him. If there be yet many years behind, according
unto them he shall give again the price of his redemption out of the
money that he was bought fo~ And if there remain but few years unto
the year ofjubde,  then he shall count with him, and according unto his
years shall he g-we him again the price of his redemption. And as a
yearly hired sewant shall he be with him: and the other shall not rule
with rigour  over htm in thy sight. And if he be not redeenwd in these
years, then he shall go out in the year of jubile,  both he, and hts children
with him. For unto me the children of Israel are servants; they are my
servants whom I brought forth out of the land of Egypt: I am the LORD
your God (Lev. 25:47-55).

The theocentric meaning of this passage is that deliverance
out of bondage is an act of God’s grace. The universal redemp -
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tion of Israelite freemen out of bondage was to be automatic in
the fiftieth year, the jubilee year. On the day of atonement in
the jubilee year, the day on which the ram’s horn sounded, no
Israelite heir of the original conquest could lawfully be kept in
bondage except for criminals and those who, through renuncia-
tion of the covenant or by excommunication, had lost their
judicial status as freemen.

This law added another way of escape for the Israelite bond-
servant: redemption by hi-s kinsman-redeemer. The first form of
redemption – the jubilee – required no payment to the slave
owner; the second did. The first was based on judicial inheri-
tance; the second was based on personal grace by the nearest of
kin.

Why would anyone have sold himself to a resident alien?
Because he had finally run out of income. This raises another
question: Had he already leased his land to another? I think he
had. The sabbatical year system of morally mandatory interest-
free charitable loans would have protected a person with a farm
to return to. Defaulting on this kind of loan, he would have
sold himself to another Israelite to repay it. His temporary
owner then had to care for him and his family, although with-
out paying him wages, and then was required to give him food
and animals in the sabbatical year (Deut.  15:14-15). This im-
plies that the man in year seven owned his own land to return
to with his new flock. But the man in Leviticus 25 was in such
desperate straits that he had to sell himself and his family into
bondage until the next jubilee year. He would not be entitled
to assets out of his master’s capital at the end of his term of
service. He had become a stranger in the land. This was only
permitted by God until a kinsman-redeemer bought him back,
or. until he could buy his way out of bondage, or until the
jubilee’s trumpet sounded. But the foreigner was under no
obligation to pay him a wage. This made the Israelite slave
especially helpless.
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God’s Designated Agents

The kinsman-redeemer was God’s designated agent of family
redemption. He was the one who had the primary authority to
buy back a close relative who had been forced to sell himself
into bondservice. 1 That someone in his family had been re-
duced to such a desperate, humiliating act was a mark of family
shame. It was such a shameful thing that a kinsman-redeemer
would have felt some degree of moral obligation to make the
purchase. But, as we shall see, there were also economic incen-
tives involved.

An Israelite was supposed to serve God as God’s designated
agent in Old Covenant history. If an Israelite fell under the
family authority of a resident alien, this would interfere with his
service to God. A covenant-breaker would become an economic
intermediary standing between God and the Israelite.

Then why was the resident alien allowed to buy an Israelite?
Because he had been economically successful. Verse 47 identi-
fies the nature of his success: “And if a sojourner or stranger
wax rich by thee. . . .“ His wealth not only enabled him to buy
an Israelite; it authorized him to do so. The Mosaic law recog-
nized that covenant-breakers sometimes possess skills that are
more effective in meeting the demands of consumers than those
possessed by covenant-keepers. These skills may be able to be
imitated. By subordinating themselves to the authority of a rich
resident alien, the poor Israelite and members of his family
were placed in an educational relationship under an economi-
cally productive family. The Mosaic law acknowledged that it
was better to be under the authority of an economically success-
ful covenant-breaker than to live a life of economic failure, i.e.,
bankruptcy.

This indicates that God wants His people to be economically
productive. He was willing to have covenant-keepers subordi-
nate themselves to covenant-breakers as a means of educating

1. I use the word slave~ to refer to the permanent enslavement of heathens.
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covenant-keepers in the techniques of wealth accumulation.
This education was a positive sanction of bondage.

Consumer Sovereignty

Nothing is said in this passage that would have prohibited
another Israelite from buying the poor man. What is affirmed
is that the resident alien could also enter the market. He was
authorized by God’s law to become a competitive bidder in the
market’s auction for the poor Israelite’s labor services. This
raised the market price of these services. Why did God allow
this? First, in order to allocate scarce labor services according to
the demand of consumers. Second, in order to enable the poor
Israelite to become a more efficient economic agent of consum-
ers. He had to become the subordinate agent of a covenant-
keeper – a rich one. He would have to hew wood and draw
water in a covenant-breaker’s household until the day of his
redemption. He would learn from the most aggressive bidder
in the local market.

The covenant-breaker, acting as the economic agent of con-
sumers, was allowed to purchase the capitalized labor services
of covenant-keepers in order to meet the demands of consum-
ers. The scarce economic resource of labor would then be chan-
neled into goods and services that were demanded by consum-
ers. What this means is that Preserving consumer sovereignty in
Israel was more fundamental in God’s law than preserving
freeman legal status of bankrupt Israelites, at least until re-
demption took place or the jubilee’s trumpet sounded. In this
case, that which served consumers most efficiently was autho-
rized by God’s law. A bankrupt Israelite’s legal status as a free-
man was not to defended, free of charge, at the expense of the
consumer

The kinsman-redeemer could lawfully buy back the servant’s
legal status as a freeman, but this involved a risk on his part.
He would probably have had to take over the care of the man
and his family, for they had no land to return to. Freemanship
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was not a free gift to a landless Israelite until the day of jubilee.
Someone had to pay: the kinsman-redeemer

The man in bondage retained the right to buy his own free-
dom: “. . . or if he be able, he may redeem himself.” Where
would he get the money to redeem himself? Probably from an
inheritance. A relative died and left him the purchase price of
his redemption.

A Stronger Competitor

The resident alien had no obligation to pay a wage to an
Israelite who had been sold into bondage. In contrast, the
Israelite who purchased another Israelite had to pay a wage
(Lev. 25:39-40 ).2 In both cases, the bondservant would go free
in the jubilee year. Since the buyer was buying an expected
stream of net income until the jubilee, which buyer could ex-
pect a larger stream of net income? Presumably the resident
alien. He did not have to pay a wage; the Israelite buyer did.

The resident alien was in a stronger bidding position than
an Israelite buyer, but the Israelite might decide to outbid the
alien in order to avoid the shame in Israel of the sale of an
Israelite to a resident alien. Altruism and religious pride have
limits, however; at some price, the Israelite bidders would have
dropped out of the auction. This means that those Israelites
who defaulted on the largest sums would have been most likely
to serve in the households of resident aliens. The resident alien
could better afford to bid a higher price for purchasing a debt-
or.3 Also, in the jubilee year, the Israelite departed without
capital from the household of a resident alien. Had he been
under the authority of an Israelite, he could have saved his

2. See Chapter 30, above.
3. Once the auction price of the bondservant matched the debt he owed, any

additional money raised by the bidding process went to the bondservant. This would
have placed a loose capon the bidding, since the additional money could be used by
the bondservant to buy his way to ileedom.  The buyer was then subsidizing a
reduced return on his investmen~ a shorter term of service.
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wages. Conclusion: the more money a man owed, the more
likely that only a resident alien could afford to buy him to
discharge the man’s debt. It was therefore better to owe less
money than more money, in the hope that an Israelite would
buy you in a crisis, out of charity. Charity has limits.

The greater the man’s debt had been, the longer his years of
servitude. This system of bondage was therefore a model of
hell. Greater debts resulted in more burdensome servitude.
“And that servant, which knew his lord’s will, and prepared not
himself, neither did according to his will, shall be beaten with
many stripes. But he that knew not, and did commit things
worthy of stripes, shall be beaten with few stripes. For unto
whomsoever much is given, of him shall be much required: and
to whom men have committed much, of him they will ask the
more” (Luke 12:47-48). The difference was this: Israel had the
jubilee year for those Israelites who were heirs of the conquest
and who were still members of the ecclesiastical covenant. Hell
has no jubilee year of release. There is no longer a jubilee year.
Jesus Christ, the cosmic Kinsman-Redeemer, abolished it: defin-
itively (Luke 4:18-2 1), progressively (through the adoption of
gentiles: Paul’s ministry), and finally (A.D. ‘70). Apart from His
redemption, there is no escape from eternal servitude.

This means that the greater the debt, the more money the
kinsman-redeemer would be required to pay to redeem his
relative, or else the longer the man would have remained in
bondage. The greater the debt, the greater the price of re-
demption; the greater the debt, the greater the grace of re-
demption.

A New Master

The Israelite who had been purchased from a resident alien
was subsequently to be treated by his relative as a hired servant.
He was to be paid a wage: “And as a yearly hired servant shall
he be with him: and the other shall not rule with rigour over
him in thy sight” (v. 53). This means that the kinsman-redeem-
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er was leasing his relative’s labor services, not simply liberating
him. The poor man had no land to return to. Until the jubilee
year came, he was tied to the kinsman-redeemer unless the
latter voluntarily released him.

Then why buy him at all? First, to overcome the shame of
the family: to liberate a brother from bondage in the household
of a foreigner. Second, to keep the resident alien from profiting
at the expense of an unpaid Israelite servant. If the price of
labor had risen since the day that the stranger bought the man,
the resident alien was reaping an entrepreneurial profit. The
unexpected rise in the value of labor services was being pocket-
ed by the foreigner. The jubilee law authorized the kinsman-
redeemer to buy the future labor services of his relative, which
would run out at the next jubilee. He paid the original pur-
chase price minus the years already served. The value of these
labor services was higher than when the alien purchased the
Israelite, but the purchase price per year of servitude remain-
ing was fixed by the jubilee law. The kinsman-redeemer was in
a position to re-claim  from the alien all remaining entrepre-
neurial profits, should they continue. The tithe on these profits
would then revert to the Levites.

The kinsman-redeemer would have had to pay his kinsman
a wage. This leads us to the third point: the presence of an
economic return. What was the nature of this return? The
kinsman-redeemer could always hire labor services on a piece-
rate basis. Why, economically speaking, would he commit him-
self to buying an Israelite, who would be owed a wage? Answer:
to reduce his risk. The kinsman-redeemer might buy his rela-
tive for the same reason that producers buy goods to put into
an inventory. If a producer has very little time to get delivery
of the particular resource input, he has to pay a higher price to
buy it “off the shelf” – some seller’s shelf. Instead, he puts it on
his own shelf.4 Keeping an inventory is a substitute for know-

4. Prior to widespread computerization of inventories in the 1980’s, and prior to
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ing the future perfectly, just as holding cash is. If we knew the
future perfectly, we could time production and sales so well
that we would need neither inventories nor cash in reserve.5

By purchasing his kinsman out of bondage, the kinsman-
redeemer would have secured a permanent employee for him-
self until the jubilee year. The relative was still a bond servant
who was not allowed to walk away. He was legally tied to the
household of his redeemer until he could afford to redeem
himself or the jubilee came. But he was at least out from under
the authority of a resident alien. He would henceforth receive
a wage. He was better off.

The kinsman-redeemer could buy his relative out of bond-
age at a price commensurate with the years remaining until the
jubilee: a prorated price that dropped as the jubilee ap-
proached (v. 50). When the alien paid for the Israelite, the
redemption price was locked in by civil law. The alien could
not readily sell the capitalized services of the Israelite to the
highest bidder, who probably would have been another resident
alien. The price paid by the original purchaser established the
maximum price that a kinsman had to pay to redeem his rela-
tive, and this price steadily dropped as the jubilee year ap-
proached. It is unlikely that any subsequent buyer would pay
the original purchaser more than the redeemer’s price, for he
would have risked seeing the kinsman-redeemer buy the man
out of bondage at a price based on the original owner’s pur-
chase price. It was legal for a resident alien to buy an Israelite
servant, but the jubilee law placed limits on this market.

Federal Express and other overnight delivery private mait firms, inventones in
American business were larger. The “just in time” techniques of computerized
production did not exist, or existed only in a few firms.

5. If no one needed cash in reserve, there would be no cash; its vatue would fidl
to zero. Transactions would be by barter only. We cannot reatly imagine such a
money-less world, for it is a world of man’s omniscience, which is neither possible nor
conceivable (Deu t. 29: 29). This is a major problem for economic theory, which
assumes omniscience in the creation of such theoretical constructs as equilibrium.
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Capitalized Value

The terms of redemption were the same for Israelite bond-
servants as for rural land (Lev.  25:14-16). It was a prorated
redemption: the redeemer had to pay only for the time remain-
ing before the jubilee. This means that the purchase price
would be averaged on an annualized basis: from the time of
purchase to the jubilee.

This means that the original buyer took a risk. If he “bought
low,” when the expected value of the land’s output or the serv-
ant’s output was low, on the assumption that prices for these
services would rise, he could lose his entrepreneurial profit if a
redeemer came to claim his right of purchase. The original
buyer would be repaid whatever was owed to him based on the
original purchase price, not on the new, higher value of the
expected stream of services. On the other hand, if he “bought
high,” when the expected returns were high, and then the
value of the services fell, the land or bondservant would be less
likely to be redeemed, since the redeemer would have to pay a
prorated price based on the original purchase price, which was
high. This means that the original buyer was more likely to
suffer losses than enjoy profits if the market value of the ex-
pected stream of services changed.

This was even more true of land redemptions. The kinsman-
redeemer could re-purchase his kinsman’s land from a buyer at
a fixed price: whatever the buyer had paid prorated according
to the years remaining till the jubilee. He had no wages to pay.
When he bought a relative out of bondage, he had to pay him
a wage. Not so with land.

What is clear is that the purchase of either rural land in
Israel or an Israelite bondservant was a lease agreement. Be-
cause of the jubilee year’s limits on both rural land transfers
and Israelite servitude, this was not a purchase; it was a lease.
It was a not a lease with an option to buy it was a lease in
which an outsider – the kinsman-redeemer – had the option to
redeem the lease. The lease was a rental arrangement in which
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the redeemer could interrupt the long-term rental agreement
by making a prorated payment to the lessor. God was the own-
er of the land and the Israelites; He set the terms of trade. This
price system would have restricted the market for Israelite
bondservants and rural land.

Leviticus on Rent: Anti-Populist

Rent is the economic return produced by some scarce re-
source over a specified time period. The resource may be land,
but it could also be labor. What is the present value of this
stream of income? We cannot know until we know the rate of
interest: the time discount applied by economic actors to all
streams of income. The origin of interest is human action: time
preference. Rents will, through competition, tend to equal the
rate of interest.G

In this world, there are defenders of a world without inter-
est. Sometimes these people call themselves defenders of Chris-
tian economics: defenders of the Mosaic law’s supposedly uni-
versal rejection of interest on loans. Sometimes they call them-
selves populists: defenders of the sovereign People. Because
rent and interest tend to become equal under competition, the
defender of a zero-interest economic system must, if he follows
the logic of his system, also deny the moral legitimacy of all
rental contracts. (There are very few populist analysts who have
understood this implication of their system.)’ But this section
of Leviticus clearly affirms the legitimacy of such rental con-
tracts. This poses an insolvable theoretical problem for those
people who argue that, biblically speaking, rental contracts are
illegitimate. They deal with this problem by ignoring its

6. See Chapter 26, above, subsection on “Interest and Rent.”

7. S. C. Mooney, a defender of interest-free business loans, is one of the few
populists who have understood this. He insists that “it is not lawful for one to sell the
use of his property (rent) .“ S. C. Mooney, Uswy: Deshvyer of Nations (Warsaw, Ohio:
Theopolis, 1988), p. 173.

8. Mooney refised to comment in his book on Leviticus 25:25-28  and 25:47-51.
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Conclusion

The jubilee was the year of redemption in Israel. It reunited
judicially the dispossessed Israelite and his landed inheritance.
The maximum time limit placed by God’s law on Israelite
bondservice was therefore the same as the limit on the leasing
of rural property the next jubilee year.

The possibility of immediate redemption was available in
both cases: land and labor. The kinsman-redeemer could buy
his relative out of bondage by making a prorated payment to
the buyer based on the original purchase price. This payment
was based on the years remaining until the jubilee: the original
purchase price divided by the number of years until the jubilee
multiplied by the number of years remaining.

The presence of this law in the Mosaic law indicates how
important the ideal of consumer sovereignty is in God’s eyes.
An Israelite who found himself in dire straits economically
could lawfully sell himself to a resident alien. The economic
success of the resident alien was legitimate. He had met the
demands of consumers. The Israelite had failed to meet the
demands of consumers. The resident alien was authorized to
buy the Israelite until the next jubilee year. So important were
the twin ideals of efficiency and profit that God was willing to
see some of His people in temporary bondage to covenant-
breakers within the boundaries of the Promised Land. Perhaps
these less efficient Israelites would learn to become more effic-
ient producers, thereby improving the options available to
consumers.

Because the resident alien did not have to pay a wage to an
Israelite bondservant, while Israelites were required to pay him
a wage, this law gave a competitive advantage to the resident
alien in the market for Israelite bondservants. It made it clear

For a critique of Mr. Mooney, see Gary North, Took of Dominion: The Case Laws of
Exodw (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), Appendix G: “Lots of
Free Time: The Existentialkt Utopia of S. C. Mooney.”
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what the consequence of bankruptcy was likely to be: long-term
bondage to covenant-breakers.

What was illegal for an Israelite – the refusal to pay a wage
to his Israelite bondservant - was not illegal for resident aliens.
Why not? Because bondage to resident aliens was a model of
hell: the wrath of God. It served as a reminder to the Israelites
of their need for a kinsman-redeemer They were all in debt to
God. They could not afford to buy their way out of Adam’s
bondage. Only God’s grace of the fulfilled jubilee offered the
nation long-term hope, and only God’s grace in the interim as
their kinsman-redeemer offered short-term hope. God’s desig-
nated Kinsman-Redeemer is Jesus Christ, who announced the
fulfillment of the jubilee principle when He began his public
prophetic ministry (Luke 4:18-2 1).

This law rested on a required wage payment, but there were
no specifics regarding the amount of the wage. This made law
enforcement difficult for the magistrates, and therefore also
made legal predictability difficult for Israelite masters. I con-
clude that this law was enforced by the Levites, not the civil
magistrate. They would have had more leeway in working out
equitable arrangements with the masters. This law did not
prohibit an evil act, i.e., the legitimate function of civil govern-
ment. It mandated positive sanctions, and only for Israelite
masters. It therefore discriminated economically against Israel-
ite masters. But Mosaic civil law was to be equal for all (Ex.
12:49). So, this must have been an ecclesiastical law.
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NATURE AS A SANCTIONING AGENT

Ifye walk in my statutes, and keep my comnumdnwnts, and do them;
Then I will give you ram in due season, and the land shall yield her
increase, and the trees of the jield shall yield their fmit. And your thresh-
ing skull reach unto the vintage, and the vintuge shall reach unto the
sowing time: and ye shall eat your bread to the full, and dwell in your
land safely. And I will gwe peace in the land, and ye shall lie down,
and none shall make you afraid: and I will rui evil beasts out of the
land, neither skull  the sword go through your land (Lev. 26:3-6).

The theocentric message here is that God is the sovereign
sustainer of the creation, who personally intervenes into the
realm of nature in terms of His covenant. Because His covenant
with Israel was judicial, the land was uniquely under His law’s
sanctions. This law was not impersonal-mathematical; it was
ethical.

The covenantal blessings of Leviticus 26:3-6 were corporate.
Rain in due season was promised by God for all the land within
the boundaries of national Israel, not just for the land belong-
ing to covenant-keeping individuals. The individual Israelite
would receive these blessings only as a resident of a covenanted
nation: inside the national covenant’s geographical boundaries.
These boundaries were primarily judicial and secondarily geo-
graphical. Only within these covenantal boundaries could the



542 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

promised blessings be successfully invoked in God’s name,
generation after generation, and only if those living within
these boundaries were actively conforming themselves to the
ethical boundaries of God’s revealed law. Only inside the land
of promise – a covenanted nation – were there sufficient num-
bers of covenant-keepers and also publicly law-abiding cove-
nant-breakers to call forth these promised blessings through the
generations.1  These were not cross-boundary laws.

As I shall argue later in this chapter, the covenantally  pre-
dictable sanctions of rain and sunshine were exclusive to Mosaic
Israel’s economy. They were land sanctions, which are no longer
God’s means of imparting predictable blessings and curses. The
New Covenant has transferred God’s predictable sanctions from
climate to society. What a society does in response to the terms
of God’s revealed law determines God’s predictable blessings
and cursings. Nature’s climatic processes are no longer coven-
antally predictable, and hence are no longer covenantal sanc-
tions. It is what society does in response to God’s revealed law
that will determine whether nature’s covenantally  unpredictable
climatic processes become blessings or curses.

Does this mean that none of the Mosaic covenant’s system of
corporate sanctions applied outside of the boundaries? No, but
it does mean that only inside Israel’s boundaries was there any
legitimate hope that positive blessings could be sustained long
term. The basis of God’s blessings is always judicial: God> grace. The

1. It is a theologically and psychologically disastrous misinterpretation of God’s
promises of wealth to place them within an exclusively personal or individual frame-
work. The individualkm  of the “positive confession” charismatic movement is an
example of just such a fatse interpretation of covenantal, corporate promises. God’s
blessings are not successfidly  invoked verbally they are invoked corporately and
ethically. Individual Christians are not supposed to “name it and claim it.” Instead,
we are to do the following: obey God personally by following His law; pray for the
widespread movement of the Holy Spirit in what is called revival; work toward a
corporate, constitutional, and avil  affirmation of the absolute authority of the God of
the Bible; and hope for the best until these covenantal requirements are met. Only
after this can we be confident about predictable, sustainable corporate blessings.
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nations outside the land could become the recipients of God’s
common grace, but only if they outwardly obeyed the terms of
God’s revealed law. But apart from special grace, common
grace cannot be maintained long term. The covenant-breaking
recipients of common grace will eventually revolt against God
and His law. The blessings are not sufficient rewards to per-
suade them to remain outwardly faithful indefinitely. Large
numbers of covenant-breakers must be converted to saving faith
if they are not to rebel.2

The best example of this process of moral backsliding under
the Mosaic Covenant economy is Nineveh, capital city of Assyr-
ia. The fact that God threatened Nineveh with destruction in 40
days indicates that the Levitical system of corporate sanctions
was in operation outside the land of Israel – in this case, nega-
tive sanctions. These were not seed and land sanctions. Nineveh
repented on a corporate but external basis in the face of Jon-
ah’s preaching of imminent negative sanctions. No one had to
become circumcised, but the nation escaped external destruc-
tion because their flagrant sinning ended. Eventually Assyria
revolted against God, invaded Israel, and carried off the resi-
dents of the Northern Kingdom. Then Babylon destroyed
Assyria.

Common grace cannot be sustained apart from special grace.
Covenant-breakers eventually return to their outward rebellion.
God then gives them up to their lusts (Rem. 1:18-22). Apart
from circumcision, there was no possibility of special grace
under the Old Covenant after Abraham.3 There could be no
inheritance of covenantal blessings beyond the third and fourth
generation of those who hated God (Ex. 20:5).

2. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 6.

3. This is why Egypt was not brought to saving faith underJoseph. We know this
because there was no covenantal succession; every Egyptian family suffered the death
of the firstborn at the exodus. Egypt’s faith was a common grace ftith.
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Sanctions and Representation

The blessings listed here are agricultural and social: bread,
wine, and peace. These are positive sanctions.4 Ten righteous
representatives of Sodom would have kept God from bringing
total negative sanctions against that city, but only because of
Abraham’s negotiation with God (Gen. 18:24-32). But what
about positive sanctions in Israel? What had to be done in
Israel in order to gain bread, wine, and peace? The people as
a covenantal  unit were told to obey God. The Bible never men-
tions a specific percentage of the population that must obey
God in order for God’s positive, visible sanctions to become
predictable in history. This is why the absolute predictability of
God’s sanctions in history is an unobtainable ideal. But absolute
anything in history is unobtainable by men, so this should not
deter us in our quest to gain His positive sanctions. What the
Bible teaches is that the number of active covenant-keepers
must be large enough to represent the nation judicially. The
society must be marked by widespread obedience to the civil
laws set forth by God. Blessings apart from faithfulness are a
prelude to negative sanctions on a comparable scale.

Covenantal  Representation

God promised covenantal blessings to the residents of the
nation of Israel in response to individuals’ covenantal obedi-
ence. Obedience is always in part individual, for individuals are
always held responsible by God for their actions. This responsi-
bility is inescapable in history and at the day of final judg-
ment.5 Nevertheless, there is no doubt that God’s promised
historical responses to individual obedience were corporate

4. Peace might be considered the absence of war, but given the condition of
mankind after Adam’s rebellion, it takes God’s active grace to bring peace to man.
Peace is not normal even though it is normative. Peace is not passive. War and sin
are the passive condition of covenant-breaking man (James 4:1).

5. The law’s visible sanctions are more predictable at the final judgment.
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sanctions. The question is: How many people in Israel had to
obey God’s law in order for the nation to receive these prom-
ised visible blessings? This is the question of covenantal  repre-
sentation.

In the bargaining process between Abraham and God over
the fate of Sodom, Abraham persuaded God to drop the mini-
mum-required number of righteous men to only 10 as the
condition of avoiding total negative sanctions against the city
(Gen.  18:24-32).  These threatened corporate sanctions were
both negative and total. There is nothing in the Mosaic law to
indicate that a remnant of only 10 men would have preserved
the nation of Israel from lesser negative sanctions, such as
invasion or captivity. God told Elijah that He had kept ‘7,000
men from bowing the knee to Baal,  but God did not on their
account promise to spare Israel. On the contrary, He used
Elijah as His agent to anoint Hazael the Syrian, who would
then bring negative sanctions against Israel. This revelation
from God came as a unit (I Ki. 19:15-18).

Abraham’s bargaining was based on a theory of covenantal
representation. Ten righteous men in Sodom could have served
as representatives for the entire city, even though the city’s
population was perverse. This is an indication of the magnitude
of God’s grace. But His grace is not without ethical conditions.
There did have to be 10 righteous men in Sodom in order for
God to display His grace to all the other inhabitants. The 7,000
covenant-keepers of Elijah’s day served as covenantal represen-
tatives who kept Israel from being totally destroyed, Sodom-
like, but they did not protect the nation from lesser negative
sanctions. God’s grace sometimes temporarily offsets a wide-
spread decline of faith, as it did in the days of Hezekiah (II Ki.
20: 1-6), but if there is no widespread repentance during this
period of grace, negative corporate sanctions will inevitably
come. They are predictable in history.

Who was responsible for gaining these blessings? The text
does not identify any single representative. Could a single agent
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represent the nation as a whole? In some cases, yes. God spared
Judah for the sake of Hezekiah’s repentance (II Ki. 20:1-6).
The crucifixion ofJesus definitively proves the point.G By bring-
ing Him under the negative sanction of public execution, Is-
rael’s representatives brought the whole nation under God’s
negative sanction of public execution in A.D. 70.7 In Israel,

covenantal  representatives included the high priest, priests i n
general, Levites, civil rulers, prophets, and heads of house-
holds.s The people of Israel were to serve the world as a royal
priesthood (Ex. 19:6).  They represented other nations.g  The
Mosaic law did not single out civil officers as the nation’s prima-
ry legal representatives. The office of high priest was far more
important than the office of king. National Israel could and did
exist without a king; it could not exist without a high priest. It
is a sign of the modern world’s perversity that the civil ruler is
regarded as possessing the crucial form of sovereignty.l”  This
same error governed pagan men’s thinking in the ancient
world  .11

6. “And one of them, named Caiaphas, being the high priest that same year, said
unto them, Ye know nothing at atl, Nor consider that it is expedient for us, that one
man should die for the people, and that the whole nation perish not. And this spake
he not of himselfi but being high priest that year, he prophesied that Jesus should
die for that nation; And not for that nation only, but that also he should gather
together in one the children of God that were scattered abroad” (John 11:49-52).

7. David Chilton,  The Days of Vengeance: An E.xposiiion  of the Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).

8. In most cases, this would have been a circumcised maIe. In the case of widows
and divorced women, they became the heads of their households, for they were
required to fulfill their vows without initiat approval by a male (Num. 30:9).

9. During the feast of tabernacles, Israel sacrificed a total of 70 bulls for the 70
nations (Jud. 1:7), plus one for Israel (Num. 29:13-36).

10. A representative discussion is Bertrand de Jouvenal,  Sovereign@ An Inqui~
into the Political Good (University of Chicago Press, 1957). The author was a conser-
vative. This book was a sequel to his equally political study, Power: The Natural Histo~
of Iti Growth (rev. cd.; London: Batchworth,  [1945] 1952).

11. R. J. Rushdoony  The One and the Man.: Studies m the Philosophy of Order and
Wtima~  (Fairfax, Vh-ginia: Thoburn Press, [1 971] 1978), chaps, 3-5.
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God’s promises to a corporate entity do not mandate that
there be a representative  ~olitical agency to serve as His primary
economic agent. This means that a central agricultural planning
bureau should not be created by the State, nor should such an
agency make the decisions about what to plant, where, and
when. There must be no civil “Department of Bread and
Wine.” Neither it nor any another political agency should de-
cide which crops to sell, at what price, and to whom, except
during wartime, and then only because the State takes on a
priestly function, when its corporate decisions are literally life-
and-death representative decisions. I* Nevertheless, the ques-
tion remains: If God makes men responsible collectively, as His
covenantal  promises indicate that He does, then what kind of
representative human authority should be established in order
to monitor the arena – the boundaries – in which the sanctions
are applied, both positive and negative?

Stipulations and Representation

God’s covenantal promises in the Mosaic law were ethical,
not magical or technical. They were governed by God’s stipula-
tions: the boundaries of legitimate behavior. Were these stipula-
tions exclusively civil? No. Were they predominantly civil? No.
The Mosaic laws matched the four covenants, i.e., the four
biblically legitimate self-valedictory oaths: individual, familial,
ecclesiastical, and civil. The problem in any covenanted society
is to discover which agency has primary jurisdiction in any
specific instance. No human agency has final, total authority.
Only God possesses absolute authority an authority that He

12. Even during wartime, politicians should strive to let the market allocate
resources in most instances. Fiscal policy – taxing and spending - not monetary
inflation coupled with a system of compulsory rationing, should be the primary
control device. This enables producers to make rational decisions about what to
produce. The profit system motivates producers to create the most efficient weapons.
Ludwig von Mises, Human Actwn: A Treatise on Economtis (New Haven, Connecticut:
Yale University Press, 1949), ch. 34, sect. 2.
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transfers in history only to His incarnate living Word, Jesus
Christ,13 to the Holy Spirit,14 and to His incarnate written
word, the Bible.15

The primary form of biblical government is always self-gov-
ernment. The primary agency of jurisdiction is the individual
conscience. It has to be: only at this level does the individual
law-enforcer have sufficiently accurate and detailed information
regarding both his motivation and the results of his actions.
Furthermore, only the individual can search his own heart, and
even then, such knowledge is flawed. “The heart is deceitful
above all things, and desperately wicked: who can know it? I
the LORD search the heart, I try the reins, even to give every
man according to his ways, and according to the fruit of his
doings” (Jer. 17:9-10).  This is why God threatens eternal sanc-
tions, positive and negative, on individuals: to persuade them to
focus their attention in history on the requirement of obedi-
ence.

Adam was given a positive injunction: to dress and guard the
garden (Gen. 2:15). He was also given a negative injunction: to
avoid eating the fruit of a specific tree (Gen. 2:1 ‘7). The first was
a task of personal dominion. The second was a warning against
false worship: eating a forbidden meal. Both stipulations neces-
sarily involved corporate responsibility familial (dominion) and
ecclesiastical (communion). Corporate  responsibility jlows from

13. “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God. The same was in the beginning with God. AU things were made by him;
and without him was not any thing made that was made” (John 1:1 -3).

14. Jesus said: “But when the Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you
from the Father, even the Spirit of truth, which proceedeth from the Father, he shatl
testifi of me” (John 15:26). “ Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will
guide you into atl truth: for he shatl not speak of himselfi but whatsoever he shatl
hear, that shall he speak: and he will shew you things to come” (John 16: 13).

15. Jesus said: “I have given them thy word; and the world bath hated them,
because they are not of the world, even as I am not of the world” (John 17:14).
“Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is truth” (John 17:17). Paul wrote: “All
scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof,
for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (II Tim.  3: 16).
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individual responsibility. The point is, responsibility does flow
outward from the individual. There is more to biblical responsi-
bility than personal responsibility because @-smzul  responsibility in
a covenantal  order is necessarily representative. The representative
models of the principle of representation are Adam and Christ.

The Mosaic law reflects this judicial fact of life, especially in
Leviticus, the premier book of stipulations. Leviticus begins
with ecclesiastical stipulations: priestly laws governing the rep-
resentative sacrifices and laws governing the enforcement of
covenantal boundaries, i.e., excommunication from the congre-
gation. The feasts and ritual sacrifices of the Mosaic Covenant
are obvious examples of priestly laws. 16 Next in number and
importance are the family-related statutes, mainly laws control-
ling sexual deviation (Lev. 18; 20), personal ethics and land
management (Lev. 19), and inheritance (Lev.  25). Civil statutes
and civil sanctions are a distant fourth in both number and
importance.

The jubilee law defended the family. It was primarily con-
cerned with a defense of legal rights – immunities from the
State. It was concerned with defending freemanship, a civil
legal status. The jubilee was not a law to transfer wealth from
one economic class to another. It was a law to preserve the legal
status of the citizens of Israel.17

Common Grace

The question arises: Did the covenantal promises of Leviticus
26 perish with the other land laws of Israel? The law promised
predictable blessings: “If ye walk in my statutes, and keep my
commandments, and do them; Then I will give you rain in due

16. In the New Covenant, the one feast is the Lord’s Suppe~ which is the heir
of the Passover and the other Mosaic Covenant feasts.

17. Gary North, Boundaries and Dominwn:  The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 33, subsection on
“Body and Head.”
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season, and the land shall yield her increase, and the trees of
the field shall yield their fruit” (VV. 3-4). The New Testament
seems to establish another principle, that of common grace: the
rain falls on everyone indiscriminately irrespective of covenan-
tal status. The context of the New Testament teaching is indi-
vidual behavior, but the sanctions are corporate:

Ye have heard that it bath been said, Thou shalt love thy neighbor, and
hate thine enemy. But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them
that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them
which despitefully  use you, and persecute you; That ye may be the
children of your Father which is in heaven: jbr he maketh his sun to rise
on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust.
For if ye love them which love you, what reward have ye? do not even
the publicans the same? And if ye salute your brethren only, what do ye

more than others? do not even the publicans  so? Be ye therefore per-
fect, even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect (Matt. 5:43-48;
emphasis added).

The context of this passage is the rule of law: love thy neigh-
bor. Here is the biblical principle of love: “Love worketh no ill
to his neighbor: therefore love is the fulfilling of the law” (Rem.
13: 10). We are to treat friends and enemies lawfully. This is the
personal application of the Mosaic law’s principle of equality
before the law: “One law shall be to him that is homeborn, and
unto the stranger that sojourneth among you” (Ex. 12:49).
Nature’s patterns affect all men the same in New Covenant
history, sending rain and sun on good men and evil men. We
are therefore to treat all men justly. In this passage, our righ-
teous judgment is the equivalent of God’s gift of rain and sun.

The focus of Jesus’ discussion of the rain and sun in the
Sermon on the Mount is God’s unmerited gift of justice: every man
is to be the recipient of justice. Antinomian commentators shift
the focus of this passage from our righteous treatment of other
men to another topic: God’s universal distribution of blessings
in history. These blessings are indeed universal, but they a~e aZso
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conditional. The y are as conditional as the positive sanctions of
God’s law. The impartiality of God’s justice mandates the conditionality
of the blessings of justice. Every decision on our part must be
ethically conditional, even the positive sanction of charity. Is
The context of the passage is the mandatory distribution of our
justice. It is not, as Meredith G. Kline would have it, the gener-
al unpredictability of God’s corporate sanctions in New Cove-
nant history.lg  Rather, the point that Jesus was making is that
men must be utterly predictable in administering civil justice.
All negative sanctions must match those mandated by God,
They are ideally to be as predictable as the universality of both
rain and sunshine. These sanctions must be predictable because they
are conditional. Where does God prescribe these civil sanctions?
Where else but in His revealed law? The promise of a peaceful
and prosperous land has been universal in man’s history.

But there is a problem: the question of the rain. There is no
explicit indication that the Levitical  promise of rain in due
season – a unique positive sanction in the Mosaic law – contin-
ues into the New Covenant era. Kline has correctly recognized
that this indicates a shift from the Old Covenant to the New
Covenant. Kline then extrapolates from Jesus’ announcement of
the visible randomness (i.e., covenantal unpredictability) of the
rain in the New Covenant to the visible randomness of all the
promised sanctions in the Mosaic law. What Kline does is to
assume that the rain, which was an aspect of the land laws,
represents all the corporate sanctions in the New Testament.
This assumption is incorrect. If it were correct, there could be

18. Ray R. Sutton, “Whose Conditions for Charity?” in Gary North (cd.), Theon-
omy: An ln~ormed  Response (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1991), ch.
9.

19. “And meanwhile it [the common grace order] must run its course within the
uncertainties of the mutually conditioning principles of common grace and common
curse, prosperity and adversity being experienced in a manner largely unpredictable
because of the inscrutable sovereignty of the divine will that dispenses them in
mysterious ways.” Meredith G. Kline, “Comments on an Old-New Error;’  Westminster
TheobgicalJournal,  XLI (Fall 1978), p. 184.
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no uniquely biblical system of social theory.20 This is why we
must pay considerable attention to the positive covenantal  sanc-
tion of rain in due season.

Rain in Due Season

The Levitical positive sanctions listed in the text are peace,
wine, and bread. Rain in due season is a means of producing
grain and grapes, meaning bread and wine. The rain is a bless-
ing only insofar as it produces crops. Obviously, rain was no
blessing in Noah’s day. Too much rain ruins most crops. So,
the promise was for rain in due season. It would be just the right
quantity of rain to produce the positive economic sanction of
agricultural productivity.

The New Testament’s teaching is that rain and sunshine fall
on all men. This is God’s common grace. The New Testament’s
emphasis here is on a common blessing. As I have already
argued, the twin blessings of sunshine and rain are representa-
tive of God’s blessing of righteous judgment,  which His covenant
people are to emulate. But both rain and sunshine can become
common curses: rain becomes flooding; sunshine becomes
drought. The question we must get answered is this: Is nature
under the New Covenant a means of God’s predictable covenan-
tal sanctions in history? It was in Moses’ day, at least inside the
boundaries of the Promised Land. The land had vomited out
the Canaanites (Lev. 18:24-28).

But after the Promised Land ceased to be a kingdom bound-
ary, 21 did nature still play this judgmental role? No. It is Jesus,
not the land, who spews out His enemies. “So then because
thou art lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will spue thee

20. Gary North, Millmniali-sm  and Social TheoU (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990~, chaps. 7, 8.

21. Jesus warned the Pharisees: “Therefore say I unto you, The kingdom of God
shall be taken fi-om you, and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof”
(Matt. 21:43).
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out of my mouth” (Rev. 3:16). Nature in the New Covenant has
ceased to be a warts  of predictable covenantal jwdgment.  What deter-
mines the fruitfulness of the field today is adherence to God’s
laws, including his laws of ownership. Put another way, a Chris-
tian nation whose civil government imposes socialist ownership
will not enjoy the large number of external blessings experi-
enced by a pagan nation whose civil government defends free
market ownership. Also, if the two nations were to reverse their
systems of ownership, there would be no predictable long-term
reversal of rainfall and sunshine patterns within their respective
geographical boundaries. The New Covenant moved from nature to
society with respect to the 10CU.S of predictable sanctions. More to the
point, this shift culminated a shift that had begun at the time of
the conquest of the land. The earlier shift in the locus of sanc-
tions had been a far more radical shift: from predictable manna
outside the Promised Land to Predictable inheritance without
manna inside the Promised Land. When the Israelites crossed
the boundary from the wilderness into Canaan, the source of
their bread ceased to be manna. “And the manna ceased on the
morrow after they had eaten of the old corn of the land; nei-
ther had the children of Israel manna any more; but they did
eat of the fruit of the land of Canaan that year” (Josh.  5:12).

The visible blessings are covenantally  based, not environ-
mentally based. The academic myth of late-nineteenth-century
American Great Plains farming – that the rain follows the plow
— was without evidence, as the dust bowl conditions of the
1930’s proved. Equally unsupported was the political myth of
the 1930’s that the plow, apart from government regulation,
destroys the environment.22 The issue is the covenant: the
conditionality of God’s corporate blessings.23 The tripartite
Eucharistic promise of the politics of salvation – peace, land,

22. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 33, subsection on “The Plow and the
Plains.”

23. ibid., ch. 33, subsection on “Coals of Fire.”
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and bread – are God’s gifts to man, not the State’s.24 It is
God’s system of economic freedom, based on private property
not State collectivism, that makes the land bloom. This is why,
in the 1971-’73 period, the average Soviet agricultural worker
harvested four and a half tons of grain per year; meanwhile,
the average U.S. agricultural worker harvested over 54 tons.25

Poor land and a short growing season were not the main rea-
sons for Soviet food shortages; collectivism tyranny was. The
private owner, acting as God’s agent to the consumers and the
consumers’ agent before God, best represents both parties. The
State cannot be trusted in this matter.2G

Conclusion

God’s covenantal  sanctions in history are corporate. Positive
sanctions rest on the obedience of individuals: representatives.
The boundaries of Mosaic Israel were primarily judicial and
secondarily geographical. Within these boundaries, nature itself
was bound to the stipulations of God’s national covenant. The
rain would fall in due season if the nation’s representatives
remained faithful. These representatives included the high
priest, priests in general, Levites, civil rulers, and heads of
households.

The positive sanctions listed in this passage are land and
peace, bread and wine. The Levitical  laws governing ownership
prove that it was not the civil government which was the prima-
ry representative agent in Mosaic Israel. It was not the State
which was to create national economic planning for agriculture.
The success or failure of Israel’s agriculture depended on the
obedience of the people, manifested publicly in the behavior of

24. Ibid., ch. 33, section on “Peace, Land, and Bread.”

25. MikhaiI Heller and Aleksandr Nekrich, Utofia in Powm: l% 1%-sto~ of the
Soviet Union from 1917 to the Presersl (New York: Summit, [1982] 1986), p. 633.

26. North, Bounduties and Dorninwn, ch. 33, section on “Two Forms of Represen-
tation.”
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their representatives, i.e., their leaders. The primary form of
government is self-government, and the leaders had to begin
with self-government, as did every other Israelite. Corporate
responsibility flows from individual responsibility.

The promised sanction of rain in due season was unique to
Mosaic Israel. In the New Covenant, the universality of com-
mon grace governs nature, just as it did outside of the place of
residence of the Israelites under the Old Covenant. Rain and
sunshine fall on covenant-breakers and covenant-keepers with-
out distinction in the New Covenant. Nature is no longer God’s
agent of judicial sanctions. God’s law governs man’s legal rela-
tionships, and obedience to His law-order is what determines
predictable corporate sanctions in New Covenant history. Soci-
eties can overcome the restraints (boundaries) of nature
through obedience to God’s law.

The doctrine of representation is inherent in any system of
biblical authority. The judicial representatives of the land were
the heirs of the conquest. The economic representatives of the
consumers were those who were willing to buy their continued
control over the land. Control over the land was to be main-
tained by those who used the land least wastefully in serving
those who offered the high bids for the fruits of the land: con-
sumers. It was the consumers’ sovereignty over the land that
Mosaic law defended in 49 years out of 50.

The covenantal promise of bread and wine has sacramental
overtones. It points to the communion of God and man at a
meal: the marriage supper of the lamb (Rev. 19:9).  Israel was
also promised land and peace. From an economic standpoint,
land is not nearly so crucial as freedom in producing the largest
possible quantities of bread and wine. The law of God provided
freedom; the land was secondary. The law was given at Sinai
before the generation of wandering. The stipulations would
remain basic to continued prosperity in the land. Obedience
was the foundation of the promised positive sanctions. Corpo-
rate prosperity is therefore ethically conditional.
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LIMITS TO GROWTH

For I will have respect unto you, and make you fi-uitful,  and multiply
you, and establish my covenant with you. And ye shall eat old store, and
bring forth the old because of the new (Lev. 26:9-1 O).

The theocentric meaning of this passage is easy to summa-
rize: God, the author of life, establishes the covenantal  laws
governing life. The biological promise in verse 9 is two-fold: the
multiplication of obedient covenant-keepers in history and the
equal or greater multiplication of their crops. This two-fold
promise is covenantal. It is therefore conditional. The dual
positive sanctions of a growing population and growing food
supplies are tied to the law of God. As in the case of every
positive covenantal sanction, there is an unstated assumption:
the threat of negative sanctions. In this case, the negative sanc-
tions match the positive sanctions: 1) zero population growth or
even population decline; 2) hunger. Corporate disobedience
calls forth these negative sanctions.

Were these two sanctions part of what I have called seed and
land laws? No. A seed law, in the sense that I am using it in this
commentary, was tied to the promised Seed, the Messiah, the
prophesied son of Judah. It had to do with maintaining the
tribal divisions in Mosaic Israel until Shiloh came (Gen. 49:10).
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The earlier promise given to Abraham regarding the multipli-
cation of his heirs through the Seed, Jesus Christ (seed,  in Paul’s
sense)l  was not a seed law sanction in the sense that I am using
the term, i.e., Jacob’s later prophecy. Jacob’s prophecy gov-
erned the promise up to the coming of the Seed: the end of the
Old Covenant. God’s promise to Abraham regarding the multi-
plication of his seed – heirs – applies to both Old and New
Covenants: a cross-boundary covenant and promise (Gen. 15:5).
Its mark in the Old Covenant was circumcision (Gen. 17:10).
This was a covenantal  stipulation in the sense of confession rath-
er than geography: a visible boundary separation from cove-
nant-breakers rather than geographical boundary separations
among biological units (tribes). Leviticus 26:9 is an application
of the Abrahamic covenant, not Jacob’s tribal prophecy.

Broadly covenantal sanctions applied outside of the land of
Israel. That is, these covenantal  sanctions were common grace
sanctions. Societies that obeyed the covenant’s external laws
would prosper; those that rebelled would not. The promise of
high population growth in this passage was an implicit threat of
reduced population for rebellion. The archetype of this threat
was Noah’s Flood: a pre-Abrahamic sanction. God will not again
bring a flood to cut off all mankind, but He does reduce the
populations of rebellious societies, primarily through the coven-
antally predictable effects of social organization in a particular
natural environment.

The Curse of Hunger

Hunger is a major covenantal threat in God’s law. “Because
thou servedst not the LORD thy God with joyfulness, and with
gladness of heart, for the abundance of all things; Therefore
shalt thou serve thine enemies which the LORD shall send
against thee, in hunger, and in thirst, and in nakedness, and in

1. “Now to Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He saith not, And to
seeds, as of many  but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ” (Gal. 3: 16).
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want of all things: and he shall put a yoke of iron upon thy
neck, until he have destroyed thee” (Deut.  28:47-48). Again,
“They that be slain with the sword are better than they that be
slain with hunger: for these pine away, stricken through for
want of the fruits of the field” (Lam. 4:9).

Food is therefore a major covenantal  blessing. This blessing
is stated in Leviticus 25:10 in a way that is easily recognized by
an agricultural people: “And ye shall eat old store, and bring
forth the old because of the new.” The time of greatest poten-
tial crisis for an agricultural society is the period immediately
preceding the harvest. The old store is running low; the new
store has not yet arrived. The word for “old” is used with re-
gard to the stored produce in the year following the jubilee
year. “And ye shall sow the eighth year, and eat yet of old fruit
until the ninth year; until her fruits come in ye shall eat of the
old store” (Lev.  25:22). God’s promise is not slack. Israel need
not fear famine; the stored crop will not be entirely consumed
before the new crop is harvested.

This means that the covenantal blessing of “fruitfulness” was
comprehensive, applying equally to the fertility of obedient
covenant-keeping families and to their crops. The rate of hu-
man population growth inside the boundaries of Israel would
be matched by the rate of population growth in the fields. In
this way, God promised to confirm His covenant publicly. He
promised a growing population in Israel: the application of
Genesis 1:28 and Genesis 9:7 to His covenant people, the true
heirs of the promise. This means that God’s corporate, coven-
antal standard for the expansion of covenant-keeping families
is above two children per family, the biological replacement
rate.2

The modern world understands hunger as a threat to hu-
manity – not a curse, which is personal, but a threat. Unlike the
Bible, a majority of modern humanist intellectuals and their

2. Actually, 2.1 children, since some children do not marry and reproduce.
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accomplices within Christianity have contrasted the blessing of
food with population growth. They have argued since the mid-
1960’s that in order for the world’s poorest people to attain
sufficient food supplies, they must be willing to reduce the size
of their families. These intellectuals have also frequently argued
that the West, which has abundant quantities of food, must give
away food to the world’s poor. This means having Western
governments give food away to the governments of Third
World (aid-receiving) nations. Such political food transfers have
been going on throughout the post-World War II era.

Anti-population growth proponents refuse to admit that
there is no specter of famine haunting the vast majority of
humanity, and where it does haunt a handful of small, back-
ward nations, all located in Africa, this is the result of govern-
ment policies, such as: 1) war, especially civil war; 2) a govern-
ment monopoly on the purchase of food from farmers, with
prices set far below market prices; or 3) government interven-
tion into the local agricultural economy.3 That is to say, people
face food shortages because the free market is not allowed to
function. 4

Physical Limits to Growth

Boundaries are limits. In a finite world, there are limits to
every promise of growth. These limits may be geographical or
they may be economic, but there are limits to growth. This is
the inescapable reality of finitude. The process of compound
physical growth cannot go on forever in a finite world. Growth
has temporal limits.5

3. An example: the decision by Western nations in the late 1960’s to dig water
wells in sub-Sahara Africa, which led the nomads to locate their herds close to the
“free” water. This produced overgrazing and famine in the mid- 1970’s. See Claire
Sterling, “The Making of the Sub-Saharan  Wasteland; Atlantic A4cmthly (May 1974).

4. See Gary North, Boundaries and Domiruon:  The Economics of Leviticus (computer
edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), Appendix I: “ Malthu-
sianism vs. Coven antalism .“

5. Gary North, “The Theology of the Exponential Curve; The Freeman (May



560 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

God calls for population growth because He calls for coven-
antal obedience. He wants to see positive growth in covenant-
keeping societies. Long-term compound growth is a moral imperative
in God’s covenuntal universe. Long-term stagnation is a sign of
God’s curse. Yet there are unquestionably limits to growth. This
is why God’s call for population growth points to God’s final
judgment at the end of history and the transformation of man-
kind into a host like the angels: fixed numbers, either in the
lake of fire (Rev. 20:14-15) or in the resurrected New Heaven
and New Earth (Rev. 21: 1-2).

Covenant-breakers who do not wish to think about the final
judgment have become advocates of zero population growth: an
exchange, either compulsory or voluntary, either natural or
political, of a compounding human population for extra eons of
time. The growing acceptance by intellectuals in the West of the
zero-population growth movementG  and the zero economic
growth movement,7 which became a unified cause and intellec-
tual fad almost overnight in the mid-1960’s, testifies to the
presence of widespread covenant-breaking and philosophies to

1970); reprinted in North, An Introduction to Christzizn Economics (Nutley New Jersey
Craig Press, 1973), ch. 8.

6. Lincoln H. and Alice Taylor Day Too Many Americans (New York: Delta,
[1963] 1965); William and Paul Paddock, Famim - 1975.f  America’s Decision: Who Will
Survive? (Boston: Little, Brown, 1967); Paul Ehrlich,  The Population Bomb (New York:
Ballantine, 1968); Gordon Rattray Taylor, The Bwlogical  Time Bomb (New York:
World, 1968); Po@latwn and the Anwrican  Future, the Report of the Commission on
Population Growth and the American Future (New York: New American Library
1972). For an economist’s critique, see Jacqueline Kasun, The War Against Population:
The Economics and Ideolo@ of World Population Control (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1988).

7. Ezra .]. Mishan, The Costs of Economic Growth (New York: PraegeL 1967);
Mishan, The Ecorwmic Growth Debate: An Assessment (London: George Allen & Unwin,
1977); Donella  Meadows, et al., The Limits to Growth (New York: Universe Books,
1972); E. F. Schumacher Small Is Beautijul: Economics As If People Mattered (New
York Harper & Row, 1973); Mancur Olson and Hans H. Landsbe~  (eds.), The No-
Growth Society (New York: Norton, 1973); Leopold Kohr, The Ovsvrleveloped  Natwns:
The Diwconomies of Scale (New York: Schocken,  1977). For a critique, see E. Calvin
Beisner, Prospects for Growth: A Biblical View of Populatwn,  Resources, and the Future
(Westchester, Illinois: Crossway, 1990).
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match. In 19’70, the world’s population could have been housed
in American middle-class comfort in a city the size of Texas and
New Mexico – 15 percent of U.S. land – with a population
density no larger than what one-third of Americans exper-
ienced. If people had been content to live in a city as crowded
as New York City, they could all have fit in the state of Mon-
tana.s Yet intellectuals became fearful of the “population
bomb.”

Living Space

At some point, even covenant-keepers will run out of living
space if they continue to grow in number  They will reach
environmental limits: boundaries beyond which man’s domin-
ion cannot extend. We need to consider three facts regarding
man’s limits to growth. First, any rate of growth, if compound-
ed, eventually becomes exponential. The population of any
multiplying species approaches infinity as a limit. But environ-
mental finitude makes its presence felt long before population
infinitude is reached. The environment places limits on growth.
No species can maintain a positive growth rate indefinitely.
Second, mankind, unlike the angels, is not a numerically fixed
host in history. Yet mankind is ultimately limited by the envi-
ronment. This fact points to the ultimate limit to growth: time.
At some point, mankind will reach its maximum population.
Third, and by far the most significant fact, this point in time of
maximum population is reached when God returns in final
judgment. What must be understood is that this maximum $opu-
lation limit i.s covenantal  more than environmental. It comes because
God runs out of mercy for covenant-breakers, not because
mankind runs out of living space or food.

The limits of nature and the reality of compound growth
indicate a point in history when mankind reaches a maximum.

8. Robert L. Sasone, Handbook on Population (Autho~  1972), p. 98.



562 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

We do not know where this point is – it is in this sense indeter-
minate – but we know that the environment does impose limits.
The economist’s evidence for this is the rising price of some
goods in relation to others. One thing cannot grow forever. It
is governed by what the economist calls the law of diminishing
returns.g  But this “Newtonian” insight is significant only inso-
far as it warns rational covenant-breakers of the reality of fini-
tude and the limits to growth. The reality of finitude is not
nearly so significant a limit as the reality of covenantal rebel-
lion. It is not mankind’s fertility in general that presses our
species toward its biological limits; it is rather covenant-breaking
man’s rebellion that reaches God’s judicial limits in history.
While the logic of finitude does warn scientific man of autono-
mous mankind’s limits – the destruction of all meaning in the
heat death of the universel”  – this insight can be misinterpret-
ed by covenant-breakers. They can (and have) proposed techni-
cal solutions to a covenantal problem. One such proposed solu-
tion is the zero-growth ideology.

Limits: Newtonian vs. Covenuntal

According to a strictly Newtonian interpretation of the envi-
ronmental limits to growth, the faster the rate of compound
growth, the sooner growth will cease or time will run out. The
greater the blessings of growth, the shorter the time remaining
before time runs out or mankind ceases to grow. Man’s limits
are regarded as exclusively environmental.

The Bible speaks of other limits as more fundamental. God
brings final judgment in response to a final rebellion of human
covenant-breakers against human covenant-keepers (Rev. 20:’7-
10). The discussion of the limits to growth needs to be framed

9. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (2nd ed; Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 21.

10. Gary North, Is t)w World Running Down? Crisis in the Christian Worldvisw
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1988), ch. 2.
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in terms of the Bible’s covenantal limits – moral, judicial, and
eschatological  – rather than in terms of Newtonian environmen-
tal limits: mathematical, physical, and biological.11

The growth of population points either to the limits of
growth or the limits of time. Because the Bible affirms that the
limits to covenant-keeping man’s population growth are coven-
antal rather than biological, the Bible affirms that there will be
a final judgment. The Bible’s promise of growth in one seg-
ment of the human population – covenant-keepers – is a testi-
mony to the end of history. Men are expected to obey God’s
law; if they do, God promises to extend to them the positive
sanction of growth. Therefore, time will run out. But, the Bible
also tells us, time will run out before mankind presses against
unyielding environmental limits. The primary limit to growth
in history is covenantal. The environmental limits to growth are
merely theoretical – not hypothetical, but determinate physical
limits that are indeterminate in man’s knowledge.

11. There are some journalists and sociat thinkers who prefer to substitute
quantum mechanics for Newtonian mechanics as a model for social theory. They
want to escape the Newtonian world’s determinate limits to growth by means of an
appeal  to the indeterminacy of the quantum world: physical indeterminacy not
merely conceptual. The two most prominent American authors who take this ap-
proach are George Gilder and Warren Brookes. At the time of his death in Decem-
ber of 1991, Brookes was working on a book developing this idea. He and I had
spent hours on the phone discussing this issue. He had presented an earlY version of
his thesis in The Economy in Mind (New York: Universe Books, 1982), ch. 1. He was
a Christian Scientist and leaned toward accepting non-physical explanations of man’s
condition. Gilder outhnes his thesis in Microcosm (New York. Simon & Schuster,
1989). Eloquent as Gilder is regarding the exponential increase in the power of
computers, he cannot apply his thesis to population growth. Bodies cannot escape
into the realm of the quantum in order to evade the limits to growth. Gilder invokes
Moore’s Law, which says that the number of transistors on commercial microchips
doubles every 18 months. This law has held true since the late 1950’s. The law seems
to overcome certain physical limits. But Moore’s Law does not overcome the limits on
biological growth. Moore’s Law was discovered by Gordon Moore, the co-founder of
Intel, the largest American microchip producer On Moore’s Law and its commercial
implications, see Robert X. Cringely (pseudonym), Accidental Empires (New York
Addison-Wesley, 1992), pp. 41, 144, 306-7.
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Social Limits to Growth

The more fundamental limits to growth are social. This is
the economic manifestation of the covenantal  principle of hier-
archy. Not everyone can attend the best universities, drive the
finest automobiles, and wear the latest fashions. These goods
are limited in supply. We cannot produce many more of them,
so competition to use or own them is intense. Fred Hirsch uses
the analogy of the person at a sporting event who wants to see
the game more clearly. He stands up. But eventually, others
also stand up. Then one person stands on tiptoe. Others do the
same. Eventually the tallest people with the strongest lower leg
muscles get the best view. So, society informally agrees to sit
down at sporting events and in concert halls, since this is less
taxing on everyone’s leg muscles, and in the long run, nobody
can overcome his height limits. Hirsch’s point: in this case –
seeing over everyone’s head – what a few people can do, not
everyone can do at the same time. He calls such goods and servic-
es positional goods .12 As economic growth continues, more and
more people can afford to buy these goods, so more will be
produced. When this happens, these goods lose their crucial
character: providing the owners with status, i.e., position. Other
goods and services, more fixed in numbe~ are then sought by
those seeking status. There will always be positional goods.

The rich gain access to such goods first. As the middle class
becomes more wealthy, the competition for positional goods
intensifies. The middle class outnumbers the rich and so can
outbid them. Consider scarce land, such as ocean front proper-
ty. To defend their claims, the rich call on the State to defend
their nearly exclusive control, making it illegal for the middle
class to buy up the land. This impulse lies behind much of the
environmental legislation in the United States that protects the

12. Fred Hirsch, The .SOcial Limits to Growth  (London: Routledge & Kegan %ul,
1978), p. 11.
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not-quite-vi~in  wilderness or coastal property, where the rich
have already staked their claims.13

Angelic Hosts Are Fixed; Races Are Not

Living species multiply. Angels do not. The angels constitute
a fixed host. In heaven and hell, the number of angels remains
constant. This fact of life is rarely discussed by theologians and
never by social theorists. It should be. It is fundamental to
understanding the ultimate origin of the zero population
growth ideology.

Satan rules representatively just as God does. He rules
hierarchically. But unlike God, Satan is neither omniscient nor
omnipotent. His decree is that of a creature: under God’s de-
cree. This has organizational consequences for the way he
exercises power. He is dependent on the supply of information
flowing to him, whether from demonic beings or from other
sources. This flow of information is limited. It contains “noise,”
just as it does for humans. God is omniscient; Satan is not. He
gets confused. He has trouble monitoring the thoughts and
activities of those under his covenant.

This flow of information is finite. So is his power to make
decisions and enforce them. To the extent that his sources of
information and power depend on the activities of those under
his command, he faces a problem. The more people he needs
to monitor, the greater the flow of accurate information neces-
sary to his empire. The greater the number of people, the more
strain this places on the resources at his disposal. In short,
Satan’s host is put under ever-greater pressure as the human
population under their covenantal  authority grows. This is even
more true of the pressures brought by those under God’s cov-
enantal authority. The more covenant-keepers on earth, the

13. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 34, subsection on “Legal Barriers to
En try.”
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more the breakdown of Satan’s control. Like a juggler who has
to keep a growing number of oranges in the air, so is Satan.

People are a threat to Satan. They multiply  his demonic
host does not. Even covenant-breakers pose a problem: the
coordination of Satan’s plans becomes more difficult as man-
kind’s numbers increase. Then there is the eschatological
threat: a major move by the Holy Spirit could adopt large
numbers of covenant-breakers into the family of God. When
this happens, Satan’s fixed host will have their hands full, to
use a non-angelic expression. More than full: they will find
control over events slipping through the equivalent of their
fingers.

The increase of mankind’s numbers poses no threat to the
host of heaven, for God is absolutely sovereign. God is not
dependent on His angels for information. God does not suffer
from information overload. There is no noise in God’s percep-
tion. The angels of heaven need not rely on their own mastery
of history. They rely on God. Thus, for the angels, the multipli-
cation of humanity poses no organizational threat. They out-
number Satan’s host by two to one. Stars and angels are linked
symbolically in Scripture. We read: “And there appeared anoth-
er wonder in heaven; and behold a great red dragon, having
seven heads and ten horns, and seven crowns upon his heads.
And his tail drew the third part of the stars of heaven, and did
cast them to the earth: and the dragon stood before the woman
which was ready to be delivered, for to devour her child as
soon as it was born” (Rev. 12:3-4).14 Two-thirds were loyal.

A growing population creates problems for any creature who
would seek to control history. The addition of more humans
creates problems for Satan and his host. Men represent either
God or Satan in history. Those who represent Satan are rebels,
just as he is. They cannot be trusted, just as he cannot be trust-

14. The numbers of the judgments on earth described in Revelation 8 also
indicate a two-to-one advantage.
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ed. Thus, Satan benefits from a growing population only inso-
far as he can keep them under his covenant and entrap them
in hell. The threat of their rejection of his covenant grows ever-
greater over time: more humans to join God’s forces, and more
likelihood that God will send His promised days of blessing.15
This is why the zero population growth movement, like the
abortion movement, can be accurately described as satanic.

Israel’s Limits

The question for Israel was this: When these limits to popu-
lation growth were reached inside the nation’s geographical
boundaries, how did God expect the Israelites to overcome
these population limits? There were either geographical limits
or population limits. Walking to the feasts placed geographical
limits on Israel, but without limits on Israel’s population, Is-
rael’s geographical limits would be breached. Conclusion: God
mandated another exodus beyond the borders of Israel when
He established population expansion as His covenantal stan-
dard. The Israelites were expected to move outside of the geo-
graphical boundaries of Israel. This was the meaning of Christ’s
metaphor of new wine in old wineskins (Matt.  9:1 ‘7): the fer-
menting new wine would burst its inflexible container. His
people were always intended to inherit the earth, not just the
land of Israel. “For evildoers shall be cut o~ but those that wait
upon the LORD, they shall inherit the earth” (Ps. 3’7 :9). “But the

meek shall inherit the earth; and shall delight themselves in the
abundance of peace” (Ps. 3’7:11 ). “For such as be blessed of him

shall inherit the earth; and they that be cursed of him shall be

cut Off” (Ps. 37:22).

Inheritance in Israel implied growth for obedient covenant-
keepers: growth in the number of heirs and growth in the
value of their individual inheritances. But geographical limits –

15. Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., He Shall Have Dominion: A Postmillennial Eschatology
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992).
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family land, tribal land, national land - were judicially fixed by
the terms of the conquest. A growing number of heirs necessi-
tated a declining per capita landed inheritance within the
Promised Land. This pointed to the eschatological  nature of
God’s covenantal laws of inheritance: a transcending of Israel’s
geographical boundaries. The promised inheritance of cove-
nant-keepers pointed to the breaking of the boundaries of the

Promised Land. The limits to growth of confessional Israel would

not be the boundaries of geographical Israel. The original con-
quest of Canaan would cease to be a limiting factor in the ex-
tension of God’s covenantal boundaries.

Enemies of Growth

The covenant-breaker prefers not to think about final judg-

ment. To escape the very thought of such an event, modern
man has invented a theory of the heat death of the universe.
The universe is supposedly being pushed by the second law of
thermodynamics toward absolute zero and total randomness.
hy thought that man’s population growth will extend to a
limit in history - ending history – is rejected out of hand. The
limits to growth are seen as environmental rather than tempo-
ral. The Bible teaches otherwise. It teaches that God’s blessings
can continue until the end of time, and one of these blessing’s
is mankind’s population growth. This points to the Second
Coming, not the heat death of the universe in billions of
years. 16 Mankind’s limits are covenantal, not temporal.1’

The advocates of zero-population growth (ZPG) are intellec-
tual heirs of Rev. T. Robert Malthus,  whose anonymous 1798
Essay on Population argued that man’s growth is geometrical,
while man’s food supply grows merely arithmetically – a pre-
posterous claim theoretically and refuted empirically by two
centuries of rapidly growing food supplies. He dropped this

16. North, Is the World Running Down?

17. North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 34, section on “Entropy.”
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argument in later editions, but its outlook still dominates the
ZPG advocates. His earlier outlook is hostile to the biblical idea
of man’s dominion over nature. Post-Adamic nature is neither
autonomous nor permanent. This idea upsets modern Malthus-
ians. They see nature as autonomous and man under nature
rather than both man and nature under a Creator God. Is

Conclusion

The fundamental economic issue is not population growth.
It is not the increase of food per capita. It is not capital invest-
ed per person. The fundamental economic issue is ethical: God’s
covenant. Nevertheless, the language of Leviticus 26:9-10 is
agricultural. Why? Because in an agricultural society, the mark
of God’s blessing is food. God promised to provide bread for
all. He also promised to increase their numbers.

This does not mean that He promised nothing else to them.
He promised an agricultural people access in history to the city
of God, the New Jerusalem (Isa. 65: 17’-20). The city of God is
the image of a regenerate society. The city is therefore not
inherently evil. Urban life is not inherently depersonalizing.
Covenant-breaking is evil and depersonalizing. Covenant-break-
ing is made less expensive in cities because of the higher costs
of gathering information about individual actions, as well as the
higher costs of imposing informal social sanctions. But cove-
nant-breaking is not inherent to cities. It can be overcome
through God’s grace.

If this were not the case, then the promise of population
growth would be a threat to the covenant. A covenantal blessing
would inevitably become a covenantal  curse. The grace of God
would necessarily produce the wrath of God. This is the opera-
tional viewpoint of both premillennialism- and amillennialism
regarding church history, but it is a false view of history. 19

18. Ibid., ch. 34, section on “The Malthusians.”

19. Gary North, Millennialtsm and Social TheoU (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
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While covenantal  blessings can and have led to corporate cove-
nant-breaking,just as God warns (Lev.  26; Deut.  8; 28), they do
not inevitably lead to them. The covenant’s blessings are condi-
tional; they do not continue indefinitely irrespective of corpo-
rate obedience. God’s negative corporate sanctions come in
history, and then society is given another opportunity to repent
and rebuild: “And they shall build the old wastes, they shall
raise up the former desolations, and they shall repair the waste
cities, the desolations of many generations” (Isa. 61:4).

The biblical view of history is growth-oriented. It not only
proclaims the possibility of population expansion and increasing
wealth per capita, it also establishes these as mandatory corpo-
rate goals in history. Until mankind becomes a fixed host at the
end of history – covenant-breakers in the lake of fire eternally
(Rev. 20: 14-15), covenant-keepers developing the New Heaven
and New Earth (Rev. 21; 22) – covenant-keeping mankind is
expected by God to grow in numbers, wealth, and influence.

Christian Economics, 1990), chaps. 4, 5, 9.
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GOD’S ESCALATING WRATH

I am the LORD your God, which brought you forth out of the land of
Egypt, that ye should not be their bondmen; and I have broken the bands
of your yoke, and made you go upright. But if ye will not hearken unto
me, and will not do all these commandments; And if ye shall despise my
statutes, or $your soul abhor my ~udgments, so that ye will not do all my
commandments, but that ye break my covenant: I also will do this unto
you; I will even appoint over you tewoz  consumption, and the burning
ague, thut shall consume the eyes, and cause sorrow of heart: and ye
shall sow your seed in vain, for your enemies shall eat it. And I will set
my face against you, and ye shall be slain before your enemies: they that
hate you shall reign over you; and ye shall Jee when none pursueth you
(Lev. 26:13-17).

This passage introduces that section of Leviticus 26 which
lists the types of negative corporate sanctions in history that
Israel could expect if God’s covenant people violated God’s law.
As is true of Deuteronomy 28, a parallel passage on corporate
sanctions, the negative sanctions greatly outnumber the positive
sanctions. The Israelites were to understand the theocentric
basis of wisdom: “The fear of the LORD is the beginning of
wisdom: and the knowledge of the holy is understanding”
(Prov. 9:10).
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This section on sanctions appears in the fifth section of the
Book of Leviticus. The fifth point of the covenant deals with
succession. Why does a section on sanctions appear here? Be-
cause sanctions are linked covenantally  to succession. This is
why eschatology cannot be separated covenantally  from theon-
omy, i.e., God’s law and its biblically mandated sanctions. Sanc-
tions determine who will inherit what: inheritance and disinher-
itance. God identifies Himself as the God of the covenant:
deliverer, law-giver, and sanctions-bringer  God’s threat of
temporal wrath is to redirect the attention of citizens of a holy
commonwealth to the possibility of disinheritance in history:
wrath as the prelude to corporate disinheritance.

The Fear of God

The passage begins with a reminder: the God who threatens
these historical sanctions is the God of corporate grace in histo-
ry. He led them out of bondage in Egypt. They had been bent
under the yoke of slavery, but He had broken their yoke and
made them walk upright. This upright physical walk was analo-
gous to an upright ethical walk. The language of walking before
God is the language of covenantal obedience, both individual
and corporate. 1 The morally crooked walk is mirrored by the
bent walk of the slave who is under a yoke.

1. “And when Abram was ninety years old and nine, the LORD appeared to
Abram, and said unto him, I am the Almighty God; walk before me, and be thou
perfect” (Gen. 17:1). “And ye shatl not watk in the manners of the nation, which I
cast out before you: for they committed all these things, and therefore I abhorred
them” (Lev. 20:23). “In the ninth year of Hoshea the king of Assyria took Samaria,
and carried Israel away into Assyria, and placed them in Hatah and in Habor  by the
river of Gozan, and in the cities of the Medes. For so it was, that the children of
Israel had sinned against the LORD their God, which had brought them up out of the
land of Egypt, from under the hand of Pharaoh king of Egypt, and had feared other
gods, And walked in the statutes of the heathen, whom the LORD cast out from before
the children of Israel, and of the kings of Israel, which they had made” (II Ki. 17:6-
8).
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The temptation is always disobedience to God’s standards
(point three of the biblical covenant model). “But if ye will not
hearken unto me, and will not do all these commandments;
And if ye shall despise my statutes, or if your soul abhor my
judgments, so that ye will not do all my commandments, but
that ye break my covenant.” This necessarily involves the threat
of negative sanctions (point four). “I will even appoint over you
terror, consumption, and the burning ague, that shall consume
the eyes, and cause sorrow of heart.” The essence of this sanc-
tion is disinheritance (point five). “And ye shall sow your seed
in vain, for your enemies shall eat it.” Invaders will inherit:
“And I will set my face against you, and ye shall be slain before
your enemies: they that hate you shall reign over you; and ye
shall flee when none pursueth you .“ So fearful will God’s peo-
ple become that they will flee when none pursue.

The covenantal  issue is the fear of God. When men refuse to
fear God, He raises up others who will terrify them. Covenant-
breakers will thereby learn to fear God’s human agents of
wrath, so that they might better learn to fear God. The point is
this: God is worth fearing even more than military invaders. If
the stipulations of the Creator are widely ignored, then military
invaders will become increasingly difficult to ignore. In this
regard, the covenant-breaking adult is as foolish as a child. A
father spanks a child when the child runs into a busy street.
The real threat to the child is the street’s traffic, but the child
is fearless before this external threat. He must learn to fear his
father in order to learn the greater fearfulness of the street. He
fears the lesser threat more than the greater threat. Similarly,
the covenant-breaker loses his fear of the Father – the far great-
er threat – and must be reminded to fear God by a lesser exter-
nal threat. The magnitude of God’s wrath is manifested by the
magnitude of the threat of military sanctions: God’s wrath is
more of a threat than a military defeat. The lesser threat is
imposed by God in order to remind men of the greater threat.
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Softening Their Resistance

The first negative sanction is both psychological and physi-
cal: terror and consumption. This will produce sorrow. This
defensive mentality is the mentality of the slave and the prison-
er. The second threatened negative sanction is military defeat.
If this threat fails to persuade them to repent, the sanctions will
escalate further. “And if ye will not yet for all this hearken unto
me, then I will punish you seven times more for your sins”
(Lev. 26:18). The stated punishment is drought. God’s wrath is
manifested by His destruction of a nation’s food supply. This
was a major threat to a pre-modern agricultural society. “And
I will break the pride of your power; and I will make your
heaven as iron, and your earth as brass: And your strength
shall be spent in vain: for your land shall not yield her increase,
neither shall the trees of the land yield their fruits” (Lev.  26:19-
20). Drought was God’s means of softening up the resistance of
King Ahab against Elijah’s message (I Ki. 1’7: 1).

As in the case of Egypt, the next sanction involved the chil-
dren: “And if ye walk contrary unto me, and will not hearken
unto me; I will bring seven times more plagues upon you ac-
cording to your sins. I will also send wild beasts among you,
which shall rob you of your children, and destroy your cattle,
and make you few in number; and your high ways shall be
desolate” (Lev. 26:21-22). God sent beasts against those children
who mocked the prophet Elisha: “And he went up from thence
unto Bethel: and as he was going up by the way, there came
forth little children out of the city, and mocked him, and said
unto him, Go up, thou bald head; go up, thou bald head. And
he turned back, and looked on them, and cursed them in the
name of the LORD. And there came forth two she bears out of
the wood, and tare [tore] forty and two children of them” (II
Ki. 2:23-24).

The judgments are again military “And if ye will not be
reformed by me by these things, but will walk contrary unto
me; Then will I also walk contrary unto you, and will punish
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you yet seven times for your sins. And I will bring a sword
upon you, that shall avenge the quarrel of my covenant: and
when ye are gathered together within your cities, I will send
the pestilence among you; and ye shall be delivered into the
hand of the enemy. And when I have broken the staff of your
bread, ten women shall bake your bread in one oven, and they
shall deliver you your bread again by weight: and ye shall eat,
and not be satisfied” (Lev.  26:23-26). Enemies laying siege
outside the gates, pestilence and hunger inside the gates: so
shall covenant-breakers be reminded of the importance of
God’s law.

But even this may prove futile. “And if ye will not for all this
hearken unto me, but walk contrary unto me; Then I will walk
contrary unto you also in fury; and 1, even 1, will chastise you
seven times for your sins. And ye shall eat the flesh of your
sons, and the flesh of your daughters shall ye eat” (Lev.  26:2’7-
29). This was fulfilled in the days of Elisha, during Ben-hadad’s
siege of Samaria:

And it came to pass after this, that Ben-hadad king of Syria gathered all
his host, and went up, and besieged Samaria.  And there was a great

famine in Samaria: and, behold, they besieged it, until an ass’s head
was sold for fourscore pieces of silver, and the fourth part of a cab of
dove’s dung for five pieces of silver. And as the king of Israel was
passing by upon the wall, there cried a woman unto him, saying, Help,
my lord, O king. And he said, If the LORD do not help thee, whence
shall I help thee? out of the barnfloor, or out of the winepress? And the
king said unto her, What aileth thee? And she answered, This woman
said unto me, Give thy son, that we may eat him to day, and we will eat
my son to morrow. So we boiled my son, and did eat him: and I said
unto her on the next day, Give thy son, that we may eat him: and she
bath hid her son. And it came to pass, when the king heard the words
of the woman, that he rent his clothes; and he passed by upon the wall,
and the people looked, and, behold, he had sackcloth within upon his
flesh (II Ki. 6:24-30).
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Captivity

Destruction would come upon all the land, rural and urban.
If men refused to honor the sabbatical year of release, God
promised to give the land its rest through the captivity of the
nation. “And I will make your cities waste, and bring your
sanctuaries unto desolation, and I will not smell the savour  of
your sweet odours. And I will bring the land into desolation:
and your enemies which dwell therein shall be astonished at it.
And I will scatter you among the heathen, and will draw out a
sword after you: and your land shall be desolate, and your
cities waste. Then shall the land enjoy her sabbaths, as long as
it lieth desolate, and ye be in your enemies’ land; even then
shall the land rest, and enjoy her sabbaths. As long as it Iieth
desolate it shall rest; because it did not rest in your sabbaths,
when ye dwelt upon it” (Lev. 26:31-35). The captivity of the
people of Israel would be a negative sanction against the people
and a positive sanction for the land: “The land also shall be left
of them, and shall enjoy her sabbaths, while she lieth desolate
without them: and they shall accept of the punishment of their
iniquity: because, even because they despised my judgments,
and because their soul abhorred my statutes” (Lev.  26:43).  This
judgment was imposed by God in the days of Jeremiah: “And
they [the Chaldeans]  burnt the house of God, and brake down
the wall of Jerusalem, and burnt all the palaces thereof with
fire, and destroyed all the goodly vessels thereof. And them that
had escaped from the sword carried he away to Babylon; where
they were servants to him and his sons until the reign of the
kingdom of Persia: To fulfil the word of the LORD by the mouth
of Jeremiah, until the land had enjoyed her sabbaths: for as
long as she lay desolate she kept sabbath, to fulfil threescore
and ten years” (II Chron. 36:19-21).

The people were to eat the fat of the land of promise. This
was God’s promised positive sanction. They would feed on the
land. In contrast, the negative sanction of captivity was pictured
as another kind of feast: the eating of the people by a foreign
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land. “And ye shall perish among the heathen, and the land of
your enemies shall eat you up. And they that are left of you
shall pine away in their iniquity in your enemies’ lands; and
also in the iniquities of their fathers shall they pine away with
them” (Lev. 26:38-39).

Step by step, sanction by sanction, God would bring them
face to face with the magnitude of their rebellion. The goal was
their repentance: “If they shall confess their iniquity, and the
iniquity of their fathers, with their trespass which they tres-
passed against me, and that also they have walked contrary
unto me; And that I also have walked contrary unto them, and
have brought them into the land of their enemies; if then their
uncircumcised hearts be humbled, and they then accept of the
punishment of their iniquity: Then will I remember my cove-
nant with Jacob, and also my covenant with Isaac, and also my
covenant with Abraham will I remember; and I will remember
the land” (Lev.  26:40-42).  Negative corporate sanctions in histo-
ry are designed to restore covenantal faithfulness on the part of
God’s people. They are not judgments unto oblivion but judg-
ments unto restoration.

Conclusion

God’s escalating wrath in history serves as a means of restor-
ing dominion by covenant. These negative sanctions are posi-
tive in intent: restoring faithfulness and, in the case of captivity,
providing rest to the land itself. These sanctions were part of
the covenantal  law-order of Israel. This is why the section list-
ing the sanctions ends with these words: “These are the statutes
and judgments and laws, which the LORD made between him
and the children of Israel in mount Sinai by the hand of Mo-
ses” (Lev.  26:46).  There is no doubt that the sanctions were
part of the stipulations. There was no way to obey God’s law
without imposing the required negative sanctions. If the au-
thorities refused to impose the stipulated negative sanctions,
God would impose His stipulated negative sanctions. These
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negative sanctions would become progressively more painful.
God’s negative sanctions were designed to persuade men of the
integrity – the seamlessness – of God’s revealed law. If the
people refused to learn from one set of punishments, God
threatened to impose worse punishments.

The principle underlying this escalation of negative sanctions
is simple to state: “But he that knew not, and did commit
things worthy of stripes, shall be beaten with few stripes. For
unto whomsoever much is given, of him shall be much re-
quired: and to whom men have committed much, of him they
will ask the more” (Luke 12:48). The escalating sanctions in
Israel were a form of covenant-affirmation: establishing the
social predictability of God’s law. The reliability of God’s law
was visible in the escalation of God’s corporate sanctions, both
positive and negative.

Modern Christian theologians assume that the Mosaic Cov-
enant’s divine sanctions no longer operate in the New Covenant
era.z  From this idea (or at least paralleling it), they conclude
that the Mosaic Covenant’s civil sanctions are no longer valid.
This is logical, given the incorrect presupposition. The divine
sanctions undergirded the Bible-revealed familial, civil, and
ecclesiastical stipulations; if the authorities refused to impose
these mandatory sanctions, God would then impose His sanc-
tions. If the threat of God’s corporate sanctions are removed,
then the sanctions undergirding the institutional sanctions are
absent. Without sanctions, there is no law. Biblical sanctions are
inseparable from biblical stipulations: no sanctions = no law. Remove
God’s corporate sanctions in history, and the legal order be-
comes judicially autonomous in history.

The autonomy of society from God’s law is the agreed-upon
agenda of an implicit alliance between the humanists and the
pietists. The humanists assume that God’s corporate sanctions

2. Gary North, MiUennialism and Social Theog  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1990), ch. 7.
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have always been mythological. Christian pietists assume that
these sanctions have been annulled by the New Covenant. This
pair of false assumptions serves as the judicial basis of the hu-
manist-pietist alliance against the ideal of God’s theocratic king-
dom in history: Christendom.

If God’s sanctions did not operate predictably in history, it
would be impossible to produce a self-consciously biblical form
of social theory. Christians would have to rely on some version
of pagan natural law theory in order to construct their social
theories. This is what they have done for almost two millennia.
With the collapse of natural law theory after Darwin, Christian
social theory has floundered. Darwin’s target was William Pal-
ey’s providential and teleological order; he hit his target.3 Ev-
eryone standing behind this target has been epistemologically
defenseless ever since.

3. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: GenesiJ (2nd cd.; Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1987), pp. 256-57.
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THE PRIESTHOOD: BARRIERS TO ENTRY

Speak unto the children of Israel, and say unto them, When a man
shall muke a singular vow, the persons shall be for the LORD by thy
estimation. And thy estimdion  shall be of the male from twenty years old
even unto sixty years old, even thy estimation shall be fif~ shekels of
silve~ after the shekel of the sanctumy.  And fit be a femule,  then thy
estimation shall be thirty shekels. And f it be from jive years old even
unto twenty years old, then thy estimation shall be of the male twenty
shekels, and for the female ten shekels. And if it be from a month old
even unto jive years old, then thy estimation shall be of the male five
shekels of silve? and for the female thy estimation shall be three shekels
of silvex And if it be from sixty years  old and above; t~ it be a male, then
thy estimation shall be fifteen shekels, and for the female ten shekels. But
if he be poorer than thy estimation, then he skull present himself before
the priest, and the ptist shall value him; according to his ability that
vowed shall the priat value htm (Lev. 27:2-8).

The theocentric  basis of this passage is that the God of the
covenant does allow vows. The question is, what kind of vow is
in view here? This is one of the most peculiar passages in the
Mosaic law. The rabbinical commentators do not do a better job
than the Christians in explaining it, and the Christians are
universally perplexed. It is obvious that vows were involved.
Money payments were also involved. We need to answer two
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questions: What was the nature of the vow? What was the func-
tion of the money payment?

Vows and Succession

Commentators argue about the possible reasons for the
placement of this chapter at the end of Leviticus. Why should
a section on vows appear at the end of a book on holiness?
Gordon Wenham writes: “It is a puzzle why ch. 2’7, which deals
with vows, should appear in its present position, since ch. 26
with its blessings and curses would have made a fitting conclu-
sion to the book.”1 He offers two possible explanations, neither
of them convincing.

I suggest the following explanation: the end of Leviticus
marks a transition from a book that centers on point three of
the biblical covenant model – holiness, boundaries – to a book
that centers on point four: oaths, sanctions. But what about
part five of the book, inheritance? Here is the central theme of
this passage: the loss of inheritance in one tribe in exchange for
inheritance in another tribe.

The previous chapter, Leviticus 26, deals with God’s positive
and negative corporate sanctions in history. The move from an
emphasis on point four of the biblical covenant model – sanc-
tions – in Chapter 26 to point five – succession – in ‘Chapter 27
is quite appropriate. 2 Negative sanctions in the context of
Chapter 26 have to do with disinheritance. Chapter 26 presents
a catalogue  of God’s corporate covenantal sanctions; Chapter 2’7
begins with rules governing a particular type of personal vow.
This in turn raises the issue of covenantal  continuity. Jordan
writes: “Payment of vows relates to the fifth commandment, as
we give to our Divine parent and thereby honor Him, and to

1. GordonJ. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 336.

2. James B. Jordan, Covenant Seqwue  in Leviticus and Deuteronomy (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1989), p. 17.
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the tenth commandment, since payment of vows and tithes is
the opposite of covetousness. Thus, this final section of Leviti-
cus has everything to do with continuity.”3 The passage is
where it belongs: in part five. The vow relates to inheritance:
family continuity over time.

Devoted to Temple Service: Irreversible

The text does not tell us what stipulations governed this type
of vow. The text also does not provide a context. This is why
the commentators get so confused. The old line about “text
without context is pretext” is applicable. The law was addressed
to priests: “the persons shall be for the LORD by thy estimation.” ~
Whose estimation? The priests. Anything dedicated to the Lord
is assumed by commentators to have been dedicated to or
through the priesthood. The text is silent about the nature of
the dedication; it speaks only of pricing. A gift of individuals
was in some way involved because specific prices are associated
in the text with specific genders and ages. I argue that the
terms of the vow were not symbolic, and the payment was not
a substitute.

Devotion: Change in bgal Status

In the case of heathen slaves, Israelites possessed lawful title
to the slave and the slave’s heirs (Lev. 25:44-45). There is no
reason to assume that an Israelite could not transfer ownership
of his slave to an individual priest or to the temple. The taber-
nacle-temple already employed permanent pagan slaves: the
Gibeonites  (Josh. 9:23).  They were permanently set apart –
devoted – for temple service. This was the result of their decep-
tion in gaining the vow of peace from Joshua (Josh.  9). We
conclude that there is nothing in the Mosaic Covenant to indi-
cate that pagan slaves could not be assigned to temple service

3. Ibid., p. 39.
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even though they could not lawfully assist with the sacrifices.
They were not allowed inside those temple boundaries that
were lawfully accessible only to priests, but they still could work
for the priests outside these boundaries. Thus, a symbolic trans-
fer of ownership of a pagan slave to the priests is not the con-
cern of this passage. The deciding issue contextually cannot be
priestly ownership as such. The issue is also not the dedication
or sanctification of household slaves. There was nothing special
in Israel about the dedication of household slaves – nothing
“singular.” It has to be something more fundamental: service
within the normally sealed boundaries of the temple.

Then who were the vow-governed individuals of Leviticus
27:2-8 ? They were family members under the lawful authority of the
vow-taker. The vow was a specific kind of vow, a vow of devo-
tion. Devotion here was not an emotional state; it was a change
in judicial status.

Devotion vs. Sanctification

At this point, I have to introduce a crucial distinction of the
Mosaic law: devotion vs. sanctification. A sanctified item was set
apart for God’s use, though not necessarily on a permanent
basis. A devoted thing was set apart permanently for priestly
service or sacrifice. This distinction is based on the law that
appears later in this section of Leviticus: “Notwithstanding no
devoted thing, that a man shall devote unto the LORD of all that
he bath, both of man and beast, and of the field of his posses-
sion, shall be sold or redeemed: every devoted thing is most
holy unto the LORD. None devoted, which shall be devoted of
men, shall be redeemed; but shall surely be put to death” (Lev.
27:28-29).

Death here was not necessarily physical death; it was, howev-
er, necessarily covenuntal death. This meant that the devoted
item was placed within the irreversible boundaries of God’s
ban. This form of covenantal death meant that the item was
beyond human redemption. The devoted object came under God’s
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absolute control. In many passages in Scripture, the Hebrew
word for “devoted” (May-em) is translated as “accursed” or
“cursed.” Such a cursed item could not be used for anything
other than sacrifice to God. If it was subsequently misused –
violated or profaned, in other words – the person who violated
God’s boundary himself came under the ban: beyond human
redemption. The ban applied to Jericho (Josh. 6:17-18), to
Achan’s family (Josh.  7:1), and later, to the spoils of the Amal-
ekites (I Sam. 15:21 ).4

The devoted item could not be redeemed by the payment of
a price. It had been permanently transferred covenantally  to
God as a sacrificial offering. This is the meaning of the singular
vow. The singular vow was a vow whose stipulations were irreversible.
The devoted item was placed within the confines of an abso-
lutely holy boundary beyond human redemption. The vow was
voluntary, the resulting transfer was irreversible: a singular
vow.

Devotion Through Adoption

Could an Israelite lawfully devote his child to priestly ser-
vice? Yes; as we shall see, Jephthah’s daughter was so devoted
by her father. Once a person was adopted into the family of
Aaron specifically or into the tribe of Levi, he could not re-
enter another Israelite tribe by a subsequent act of adoption.
He had been devoted to the temple: beyond redemption. So
had his covenantal  heirs. If I am correct about this, then in the
context of marriage – another form of legal adoption5 – there

4. It is worth noting that this Hebrew word is the very last word that occurs in
the Old Testament, in the passage that prophesies the coming of Elijah (John the
Baptist), the man Jesus identified as the last man of the Old Covenant (Luke 16:16).
“Behold, I will send you Elijah the prophet before the coming of the great and
dreadful day of the LORD: And he shall turn the heart of the fathers to the children,
and the heart of the children to their fathers, lest I come and smite the earth with a
curse” (Mal. 4:5-6). This was God’s threatened negative sanction: covenantal &.sinheri-
tance – Fathers vs. sons – that involved God’s curse on Old Covenant Israel.

5. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Latos of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
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was no option for an Israelite father to buy back his daughter
from her priestly husband by returning the bride price to his
son-in-law.G  Similarly, there was no way for a man to buy back
himself, his wife, or his children from formally devoted service
to God. In short, there was no redemption price for this kind
of vow. This is why the vow was Pawlaw:  “singular.”

There is no indication that a man could place his adult male
children into mandated priestly service. An adult son was not
eligible for compulsory adoption. He was a lawful heir to the
land and the legal status of his tribe and family. He could not
be disinherited at his father’s prerogative. The crucial legal
issue for identifying adulthood for men was military number-
ing. An adult male was eligible to be numbered at age 20 to
fight in a holy war: “This they shall give, every one that passeth
among them that are numbered, half a shekel after the shekel
of the sanctuary (a shekel is twenty gerahs:) an half shekel shall
be the offering of the LORD” (Ex. 30:13). At age 20, a man came
under the threat of God’s negative sanctions: going into battle
without first having paid blood money to the temple.’ Once he
became judicially eligible for numbering as a member of his
tribe, he became judicially responsible for his own vows. He
became, as we say, “his own man.” He became a member of
God’s holy army. A father could no longer act in the son’s
name.

A daughter could not legally be numbered for service in
God’s army. Thus, an unmarried daughter could be delivered
into a priestly family, as we see in the case of Jephthah’s daugh-
ter (Jud.  11:34-39 ).8 Jephthah’s vow to sacrifice the first thing
to come out of his house could not legally be applied literally to

for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 218-19.
6. The dowry remained with the wife in any case; it was her protection, her

inheritance horn her father.
7. Ibid., ch. 32: “Blood Money, Not Head Tax.”
8. I accept the standard interpretation of this story: she was not literally executed

by her father.
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a person. He could not lawfully burn a person, nor could the
priests; therefore, any person who came under the terms of
such a lawful vow had to be devoted to God in temple service.g
Jephthah had made a singular vow. It was irreversible. This
means that his daughter had to be disinherited .1° She was be-
yond redemption. As his only child (Jud. 11:34), she was the
lawful heir of his land and its accompanying legal status, but
only so long as she did not marry outside his tribe (Num. 35:6-
9). By being adopted into the tribe of Levi, she could not there-
after marry outside of the tribe of Levi. Thus, she had to forfeit
her inheritance from Jephthah. She could not inherit her fath-
er’s political kingdom as an adopted member of the tribe of
Levi. But she was, as the phrase goes, “her daddy’s girl”: a
dynasty-coveting power-seeker. When her virginity cost her the
inheritance of her father’s political dynasty, she bewailed her
virginity. Her heart was not right with God. What was an enor-
mous honor – adoption into the tribe of Levi, the spiritual
counselors of the nation – she saw as a thing to bewail in the
mountains for two months (Jud. 11:37).11

Not a Redemption Price

In the section of Leviticus 2’7 that follows this one, we read
of the redemption price of animals that are set apart (sanctified)
to be offered as sacrifices (VV. 9-13). Then, in the section follow-
ing that one, we read of the redemption price of a house sancti-
fied to the priesthood (w. 14-15). Finally, in the next section,
the laws governing sanctified fields are listed (w. 16-25). In the
second and third cases, the term “sanctify” (kawdash,  holy) is
used.12  In all three cases, the redemption price was the market

9. Jordan, @dges,  pp. 204-13.
10. Ibid., P. 205.
11. Gary North, Boundaries and Dom.inwn:  The Economics of Leviticus (computer

edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 35, subsection on
“The Disinheritance of Jephthah’s Daughter:’

12. In the first case, sacrificial animals, the cognate term for “sanctify” is used:
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price at the time of the redemption plus 20 percent (VV. 13, 15,
19).

Then comes Leviticus 27:26:  “Only the firstling  of the beasts,
which should be the LORDIS firstling,  no man shall sanctify it;
whether it be ox, or sheep: it is the LORDIS.” This law specifi-
cally denies the legitimacy of sancti~ing  the animal. This means
that no redemption of the animal was legal. It was a devoted
animal, not a sanctified animal. Sanctification in this context
meant “set apart until redeemed.” This legal condition was less
rigorous than devotion. Devotion meant that the legal boundary
around the object was permanent. The same is true of the vow
of Leviticus 27:2-8. In this passage, there is no mention of a
supplemental payment of one-fifth. This is evidence that what
is being considered in verses 2-8 is not a series of redemption
prices. Then what does this section refer to?

Members of the tribe of Levi could not normally own rural
land outside of 48 specified cities (Num. 35:7).13  Thus, any
person who was delivered by a vow and payment into temple
service lost his or her claim on his or her ancestral land. A
father alienated his family’s inheritance forever from his heirs
if his male children were under age 20 or his daughters were
unmarried at the time he made his vow. This did not mean
that they lost their legal status as freemen; Levites possessed
freeman status. But the heirs did lose their former claim on the
family’s land. Could the priest annul the vow? Yes. There was
no compulsion that he adopt someone into his family. The vow
was analogous to the vow of a daughter or married woman: it
could be annulled within 24 hours by the male head of the
household (Num.  30:3-8).  The priests, acting in God’s name, as
the heads of God’s ecclesiastical household, could lawfully annul

kodesh, holy (VV. 9, 10).
13. There were two exceptions: 1) when a family dedicated a piece of land to the

priesthood and then refused to redeem it before the next jubilee year; 2) when a
family dedicated a piece of land to the priesthood but then leased the whole property
to someone else (Lev. 27: 16-21). See Chapter 37, below.
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someone’s vow of adoption into the tribe. But if the vow was
accepted by a priest in authority, the vow-taker and any other
members of his family covered by his vow were then adopted
into the tribe of Levi if they could pay the entry fee. There was
no way back into non-Levitical  freemanship in Israel; the adop-
ted family’s original inheritance had been forfeited to the kins-
man-redeeme~ the closest relative in their original tribe (Num.
2’7:9- 11). They could retain their status as freemen only as
members of the tribe of Levi.

The Restrictive Function of Price

These prices were not market prices. They had nothing to
do with comparative rates of economic productivity.14  They
were instead barriers to entry into the tribe of the priests. Pri-
mary judicial authority in Israel was supposed to be inside the
tribe of Levi, for the Levites had unique access to the written
law of God. They were the spiritual and therej%re  the judicial
counselors in Israel. 15 It was not easy to gain access to this
position of honor and authority. Adoption into the tribe of Levi
was legal, but it was not cheap.

The entry price for an adult male was set at 50 shekels of
silver.lG  The price for an adult female was 30 shekels. 17 The
male child’s price was 20 shekels; the female child’s was 10

14. I have summarized a possible explanation of these prices as redemption
prices. See North, Boundaries and Dominion, ch. 36, subsection on “Explanation:
Economic Productivity”

15. This is why Paul speaks of the double honor of those who labor in the word:
“Let the elders that rule well be counted worthy of double honou~  especially they
who labour in the word and doctrine” (I Tim.  5:17).

16. This was the same as another judicial price: the formal bride price owed by
a seducer of a virgin to her father. North, Tools of Dominwn, pp. 649-57. It rests on
an interpretation of the fidse accuser’s penalty of Deuteronomy 22:19: “And they
shall amerce him in an hundred shekels of silver, and give them unto the father of
the damsel, because he bath brought up an evil name upon a virgin of Israel: and
she shall be his wife; he may not put her away all his days.” One hundred shekels
was double restitution.

17. The same price that was owed to the owner of a gored slave (Ex. 21:32).
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shekels. Very young children’s prices were lower: 5 shekels
(male) and 3 shekels (female). For the elderly the prices were
15 shekels (male) and 10 shekels (female).

The formal prices of the sexes differed. Males were priced
higher than females in every age group. Similarly, old people
were priced higher than very young children, but less than
children age 5 to 20. Why? Did this have something to do with
market pricing? These were not cases of pure market pricing,
but can the differences in formal prices be explained in terms
of expected productivity, just as market prices can be ex-
plained? Yes, but such an explanation is misleading.18

Prices always serve as barriers. The question is: Were prices
in this instance barriers to entry or barriers to escape; that is,
were they entry prices or redemption prices? Were they based
on the value of services to be redeemed or were they tests of
authority to be honored?

Submission to Authority

Let us begin with an assumption: these prices were dowries,
not redemption prices. Why was the highest entry price re-
quired of an adult male? Because the adult head of a house-
hold was a man who was used to exercising family authority
and perhaps other kinds of civil authority. By placing a high
entry price on his adoption into the tribe of Levi, God protect-
ed His priestly servants from invasion by two groups: 1) power-
seekers seeking to extend their authority into the church; 2)
poor people seeking a guaranteed income as members of the
tithe-receiving tribe. The power-seekers first had to abandon all
legal claim to their original inheritance and also had to provide
a considerable entry fee. Married men also had to pay for their
wives’ and minor children’s entry into the tribe of Levi. This
further restricted entry into the priestly class.

18. North, Boundaries and Dominton, ch. 36, subsection on “,Explanation: Econom-
ic Productivity”
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God established an entry fee higher for aged people – age
60 and over (v. 7) – than for very young children: under age 5
(v. 6). Why? Because old people tend to be more set in their
ways, more used to deference from younger people, even
priests. They would be more trouble to govern than very young
children. The very young child would grow up in the presence
of the Levites and the priests. He would learn to respect au-
thority. He would not be a major threat to the ecclesiastical
hierarchy. There was less need for a monetary barrier to his
entry into the household of the church.

God established lower prices for old men than for male
children ages 5-19 (v. 5). The prices for females, young and
old, were the same: 10 shekels. Why? The issue was authority
males had more authority than females did. Children of this
age group reflected their parents’ attitudes. The boys would
have been more difficult to control than aged men. Young girls
and old women were judged of equal difficulty.

So, the discrepancies in these dowry prices can be explained
in terms of expected resistance to ecclesiastical authority. But what
about the lower price for females in each age group? This is
also consistent with the hypothesis that this law was imposed by
God in order to reduce the Levite adoptees’ resistance to eccle-
siastical authority. Israelite women were accustomed to obey
male heads of household. They were more likely to respect
hierarchical authority. Thus, they were less of a threat to the
established ecclesiastical order. The payment could be smaller
because the need to establish a barrier to entry was less.

Sonship Is Judicial

It was ,an honor to be a member of the tribe of Levi. This

tribe guarded the law of the covenant, a guardianship symbol-
ized by the two tablets of the law inside the Ark of the Cove-
nant (Deut.  31:26). The priests were in charge of guarding the
Ark. That is, the priests policed the boundaries between the
Ark and the world outside.
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Adoption is always an aspect of God’s law. This included
adoption into the tribe of Levi, and even the family of Aaron.
Sonship is judicial. Biblical sonship must always place covenan-
tal faithfulness above biological relationships. When Eli elevated
his sons to the priesthood, judicially ignoring the presence of
faithful servant Samuel, God cut off Eli’s inheritance by execut-
ing his sons. Eli had warned both of them what would happen,
but they had refused to listen: “If one man sin against another,
the judge shall judge him: but if a man sin against the LORD,
who shall in treat for him? Notwithstanding they hearkened not
unto the voice of their father, because the LORD would slay
them” (I Sam. 2:25). Eli refused to impose the negative sanction
of disinheritance through excommunication, so God disinherit-
ed them through execution. He did this by subjecting the
whole nation to a military defeat by the Philistine. A man of
God warned Eli of what was about to happen (I Sam. 2:27-36),
but Eli refused to take effective steps to evade God’s wrath. He
could have adopted Samuel from the beginning, had his moth-
er consented, which she was obviously ready to do, having
dedicated him to God for life (I Sam. 1:11). At any time, Eli
could have adopted Samuel in place of his sons, making him a
priest at age 30. 19 Instead, he honored biological sonship
above adoptive sonship. Adoption is fundamental in establishing
covenant-keeping sonship; biology is not. Eli had decided to
maintain a boundary between Samuel and the altar; God there-
fore placed a boundary between Eli and his inheritance. Samuel
could have become Eli’s heir; by honoring his sons, Eli chose to
disinherit his family’s name.

Eli’s decision cost Israel dearly, as priestly rebellion always
does. Because Eli had made his sons the priests of Israel, Samu-
el later became a prophet who brought God’s covenant lawsuit
against Saul (I Sam. 15). Samuel, not the high priest, anointed

19. Age 30 was the minimum age of service in the temple (Num. 4:3, 23, 30,35,
39,40,43, 47).
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David (I Sam. 16). Had Samuel been a priest, the priesthood
would have retained more of its temporal authority. God hon-
ored Samuel more than He honored the civil authority of the
priesthood.

The Kinsman-Redeemer

Leviticus 2’7:2-8 is the passage governing the conditions of
adoption into the tribe of Levi. There had to be a payment –
the equivalent of a dowry – to the temple.20  In the case of a
slave, his owner had to provide the funds. If the adoptee was
the head of a household, he had to make the payment on his
own behalf, or find someone to make it for him.

Who was the most likely person to make the payment for
him if he could not afford to pay? Both judicially and economi-
cally, there is little doubt: the kinsman-redeemer He would
inherit title to the land left behind by a newly adopted family.
The entry price was high; no one else was likely to have the
same incentive to make so large a payment. This points to the
work of Christ as the Kinsman-Redeemer of Israel and man-
kind. He has paid the fee for all those who are adopted into the
New Covenant priesthood. No one else has either the incentive
or the ability to pay this price. In His case, the incentive is not
economic, for two reasons. First, Jesus Christ already is God the
Father’s lawful heir in history and eternity. He will inherit
everything. Second, the entry price is too high – far beyond the
very high price of 50 shekels in Old Covenant Israel. The price
is the death of the Kinsman-Redeemer. His motivation was

20. 1 do not think the price was paid to Levite families. Had the money gone to
individual families, there would have been a strong motivation for Levites to recruit
new members of the tribe. The entry fee was to serve as a barrier to entry, not a
motivation to recruit new members. If the money went directty to the temple, local
Levites would have had far less incentive to recruit non-Levites into the tribe. Aaron-
ic priests would have possessed a veto over adoption: the men with the greatest
authority in Israel. Adoption in this case was tribal, not famitial, analogous to circum-
cised resident aliens who were adopted into tribal cities if they were accepted to serve
in God’s holy army.
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grace, not profit. Christians inherit as heirs of their Kinsmen-
Redeemer, Jesus Christ. Everyone else is eternally disinherited.

Verse 8 reads: “But if he be poorer than thy estimation, then
he shall present himself before the priest, and the priest shall
value him; according to his ability that vowed shall the priest
value him.” The high priest, Jesus Christ, has paid the maxi-
mum price for each of His saints – those set apart by God judi-
cially for priestly service. Entering with nothing of our own, we
do not need to plead before a priest for a lower entry fee. The
high priest has paid it all.

Conclusion

If this analysis is correct, then it should be obvious that this
law has been annulled with the New Covenant’s change in the
priesthood. The passage’s variations in price - young vs. old,
male vs. female – have nothing to do with economic productivi-
ty. They are irrelevant for the economic analysis of labor mar-
kets. They were equally irrelevant for such analytical purposes
under the Mosaic Covenant.

The prices listed in Leviticus 2’7:2-8 were not redemption
prices; they were entry barrier prices. They were not based on
the expected economic productivity of people who were then
immediately redeemed out of God’s ecclesiastical service. They
were based on the need to screen power-seekers and security-
seekers from access to ecclesiastical service. They were not
market prices; they were judicial prices. They were not barriers
to escape  ji-otn ecclesiastical service; they were barriers to entry
into ecclesiastical service. Thus, rather than applying economic
analysis to the productivity of the groups specified in Leviticus
2’7:2-8,  we should apply economic analysis to the question of
the judicial boundary separating the tribe of Levi from the
other tribes.



3’7

THE REDEMPTION-PRICE SYSTEM

And if it be a beast, whereof men bring an o~ering unto the LORD,

aU thut  any  man giveth of such unto the LORD shall be holy. He shall not

alter it, nor change it, a good for a bad, or a bad for a good: and af he
shall at all change beast for beast, then it and the exchange thereof shall
be holy. And if it be any unclean beast, of which they do not ofler a
sacrifice unto the LORD, then he shall present the beast before the priat:
And the ptist  shall value it, whether it be good or bad: as thou valuest
it, who art the priest, so shall it be. But f he wiU at all redeem it, then
he shall add a jifth pati thereof unto thy estimation. And when a man
shall sanctify his house to be holy unto the LORD, then the Ptist shall

estimate it, whether it be good or bad: as the jmiest  shall estinmte  it, so

shall it stund.  And t~ he that sanctified it will redeem hts house, then he

shall add the fifth part of the money of thy estimatim  unto it, and it shall
be his (Lev. 27:9-15).

The theocentric  meaning of this passage is simple: God is to
be honored by sacrifice. A person could give an animal or a
piece of real estate to God through the priesthood. If he chang-
es his mind later and decided to buy it back, he paid a redemp-
tion fee of one-fifth above the estimated value of the gift. The
recipient, the priest, made this original estimation. God was
willing to allow men to change their minds regarding previous
sacrifices, but not at zero price. Once offered as a sacrifice, the
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property did change ownership: from the original owner to the
priest. Whatever benefits the owner received from making the
sacrifice – self-esteem, public acclaim, etc. – were purchased
upon redemption: an additional payment of one-fifth.

This passage deals with the re-purchase of animals and
houses that had been given to priests either for ritual sacrifice
or for resale by the priests. Later in this chapter, I will consider
the third redemption payment: fields. In each case, the cash
redemption price required an additional 20 percent payment. 1
This was what distinguished a redemption price from the previ-
ous passage’s payment structure, which was not a redemption
price but rather an entry fee into the tribe designated by God
for holy service. The visible difference between the two forms of
voluntary payment to the priesthood – dedication and devotion
— was the presence of a penalty payment. The dedicated item
did not become hormuh:  God’s whole burnt offering. With dedi-
cation there was a possibility of economic redemption: de-sanc-
tification.

Let the reader be forewarned: this a long chapter in this
drastically stripped-down commentary Its importance to the
Mosaic law was not comparable to other Levitical laws that I
have commented on in chapters that are far shorter. Neverthe-
less, I was unable to cut it, except for the final summary section
that appears at the end of each chapter of Boundaries and Do-
minion. The reason why I could not cut back this chapter is
because of the highly technical nature of the text. For example,
all of the English translators have been baffled, for good reason,
by the sparseness of the attached section on pricing: Leviticus
27:16-19. Verse 16 has been universally mistranslated into
English – and, I suspect, most other languages as well. I was
unable to cut out anything from my original exposition and still
explain the meaning of this passage. As far as I can discover,

1. There was an exception, as we shall see: a lessee paid a cash redemption price
but no 20 penatty.
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Leviticus 27:16-19 has no modern application, but I could not
pass over it in silence; it clearly is an economic passage. It was
also intimately related to the New Testament’s transfer of God’s
kingdom from Old Covenant Israel to the church.

This law’s specific application to fields placed under a dedi-
catory vow had this curious aspect: it was the only exception to
one of the foundational laws undergirding the decentralized
Mosaic social order, namely, the prohibition against the owner-
ship of rural land by the priests. I offer an explanation for this
exception. Few commentators do. My explanation may be con-
troversial: the law of dedicated fields established a lawful way
for members of other tribes to bribe unrighteous priests into an-
nouncing the jubilee year and enforcing its terms.

Pricing and Penalties

A beast was designated by its owner as a sacrifice. The owner
brought it to the priest. The beast was then identified as having
become holy (k.odesh). To be holy is to be set apart judicially,
i.e., sanctified (kuwdush).  But the degree of separation was less
than in the case of an offering that was devoted to God: it did
not come under the ban.

The priests were Israel’s agents of formal sanctification. They
possessed the authority to set apart certain beasts for sacrificial
purposes. The individual could not sacrifice his animal on his
own authority if he expected to establish it as a judicially valid
offering; he had to bring it to the priests. This dependence on
the priesthood to validate sacramental offerings to God rein-
forced the social and legal authority of the priesthood. This
arrangement did not limit men’s ability to make economically
significant offerings to God, but such unsanctified offerings
were not sacramental. Laymen could show good faith, but they
did not have the power to invoke God’s sanctions authoritative-
ly.*

2. One of the fundamental institutional differences between magical religion and
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Once it had been dedicated – sanctified – the beast’s owner
had the right to change his mind about sacrificing this particu-
lar beast. For whatever reason, he could choose to spare the life
of this animal. The priest would then estimate the value of this
beast according to its market price. An additional 20 percent
had to be paid by the owner: a redemption (buy-back) price.
This specific redemption price is not established in the text, in
contrast to verses 2-8, where specific prices are stated. This is
because the p-ices for sacrificial animals were not jwdicial  prices; they
were market  prices. They varied according to market conditions.
The redemption price of an animal was tied to its market price.
This was also the case in the price of a house dedicated to the
temple (VV. 14-15).

The priest had the authority to fix the redemption prices of
dedicated items (VV. 12, 15, 19) other than fields. If he set a
price too high, the owner would not redeem the item. The
priest would then wind up owning an asset worth only what the
free market determined, when he could have had a market
price plus 20 percent. He would thereby have forfeited the
opportunity to enjoy what speculators call a quick turnaround.
He was allowed to obtain the market price for the animal by
selling it back, keeping the extra 20 percent for himself. The
presence of the 20 percent payment kept the priest’s pricing relatively
honest, i.e., in close approximation to market prices. So, in this
instance, the extra payment imposed in the redemption of
sanctified items was not a penalty payment. It was more of a
“keep the priests’ redemption price valuations honest” pay-
ment. We should probably think of it as a transaction fee. The

biblical religion is seen in this distinction between sanctified offerings and unsanc-
tified offerings. The person who invokes magic believes that his formal incantations
and rituats allow him to manipulate supernatural power directly and authoritatively
Bibticat religion denies such authority to atl those who have not been anointed, either
by birth or adoption (Old Covenant priesthood or prophetic anointing) or by the
laying on of hands (New Covenant ministry-priesthood). The priest in the New
Covenant does not offer a sacrifice to God (Heb. 9); rather, he offers to church
members the sacramental means of covenant renewal: the Lord’s Supper
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giver proved his dedication to God by dedicating the beast to a
priest and then paying a 20 percent transaction fee in order to
redeem it.

Priests and Fields

The jubilee law applied to houses in the 48 cities of the
Levites and to the common land surrounding them (Lev. 25:32-
33; Num. 35:7). These homes could not be permanently alien-
ated from the families of the Levites. “Notwithstanding the
cities of the Levites, and the houses of the cities of their posses-
sion, may the Levites redeem at any time. And if a man pur-
chase of the Levites, then the house that was sold, and the city
of his possession, shall go out in the year of jubile: for the
houses of the cities of the Levites are their possession among
the children of Israel” (Lev.  25:32-33). The jubilee law of inher-
itance applied to the Levites’ homes in Levitical  cities and to
rural land in Israel. The Levites could not lawfully be excluded
from their inheritance, but they were excluded from the other
tribes’ inheritance. To maintain their own inheritance, they had
to defend the inheritance of the other tribal families. They had
to preach the jubilee law. God gave them an inheritance in
their cities; this served as an economic incentive for them to
declare the jubilee year.

Priests could not normally own rural land; it was not part of
their inheritance at the time of the conquest of Canaan. When
enforced, the jubilee law made it impossible for the priesthood
to extend its political influence into the other tribes apart from
the exposition and application of the Mosaic law. The jubilee law
was designed to keep a centralized ecclesiocracy from being formed. The
jubilee land law was primarily a law of citizenship. It was de-
signed to provide a permanent judicial veto for the tribes. The
tribal system, when reinforced by the jubilee law, decentralized
political power in Israel.

Levites could lease rural properties, however. They could
also receive rural properties as gifts until the next jubilee year.
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They were not prohibited from subleasing these sanctified
fields. These fields would have provided them with a stream of
income. Within a predominantly rural economy, this stream of
income might have been significant, depending on the size and
productivity of the dedicated plots.

A Righteous Bribe to Unrighteous Priests

The jubilee law’s restriction on Levitical  ownership of rural
land was not primarily economic. The jubilee law itself was not
primarily economic; it was judicial: a mark of freeman status for
the heirs of the conquest. But there were economic incentives
tied to the preservation of political freedom. A small but rele-
vant aspect of these incentives was the law of the unredeemed
field. Priests could in rare instances become permanent owners
of rural land when an owner or his heirs failed to redeem a
reclaimed dedicated plot. But in order for this transfer of title
to take place, the jubilee year first had to be declared publicly
throughout the nation. “And if he will not redeem the field, or
if he have sold the field to another man, it shall not be re-
deemed any more. But the field, when it goeth out in the jub-
ile, shall be holy unto the LORD, as a field devoted; the posses-
sion thereof shall be the priest’s” (Lev. 27:20-21).

The existence of a law that tied the jubilee year to a perma-
nent transfer of rural land to priestly members of the tribe of
Levi delivered an important tool of influence into the hands of
covenant-keeping rural land owners. If covenant-keeping men
suspected that the civil authorities and the priests had con-
spired to avoid proclaiming the approaching jubilee year, they
had a way to encourage the ecclesiastical authorities to proclaim
the jubilee year on time. All the land owners had to do was
dedicate some fields to the priests and then reclaim the fields
for themselves, refusing to redeem these fields with cash plus a
20 percent payment. To inherit these fields at the jubilee, the
priests would have to proclaim the jubilee year. The Mosaic law
therefore provided the other tribes with a legal way to bribe



600 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

otherwise dishonest priests into covenant-keeping with respect
to the proclamation of the jubilee year.3 This was an expensive
way to persuade priests to honor the jubilee year; effective
bribes normally involve considerable losses. At least until the
plots shrank in size and value through population growth, this
transfer of land could be significant.

Establishing the Redemption Price

The law governing sanctified fields provides one of the few
cases of a specified price in the Mosaic law. This law identified
a single crop as the economic measure: barley. This law applied
to a single case: a field voluntarily dedicated to a priest.

And if a man shall sanctify unto the LORD some part of a field of his
possession, then thy estimation shall be according to the seed thereofi
an homer of barley seed shall be valued at fifty shekels of silver. If he
sancti@ his field from the year ofjubile,  according to thy estimation it
shall stand. But if he sanctify his field after the jubile, then the priest
shall reckon unto him the money according to the years that remain,
even unto the year of the jubile, and it shall be abated from thy estima-
tion. And if he that sanctified the field will in any wise redeem it, then
he shall add the fifth part of the money of thy estimation unto it, and
it shall be assured to him (Lev. 27:16-19).

What was the redemption price of a piece of land? If sanc-
tified land had been treated as if it had been any other capital
asset, the free market would have informed owners and priests
of its value. But this unique case was not to be decided by an
appeal to the free market. Instead, the calculation had to begin
with an estimation of a quantity of barley seed. As we shall see,

3. On the moral legitimacy of bribing corrupt judges, see Gary North, “In
Defense of Biblical Bribery;  in R. J. Rushdoony  The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley
New Jersey: Craig Press, 1973), Appendix 5. “A gift is as a precious stone in the eyes
of him that bath it: whithersoever it turneth, it prospereth” (Prov. 17:8). “A gift in
secret pacifieth anger: and a reward in the bosom strong wrath” (Prov.  21:14).
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the appropriate unit of measurement to define the limits of a
dedicated field was the field’s output: one homer of barley seed
per year. Nevertheless, the grammar of the text does not speci-
fy whether “seed” in this case law refers to input (seeds planted)
or output (seeds harvested).4 Because of input-output ratios, I

accept the “output” interpretation (see below). Also, because
prices are established in terms of the expected value of a resource
factor’s~uture  output, I accept the output view’s interpretation of
“seed. ”

This case law specifies a particular crop: barley seed. It also
specifies a unit of volume: homer (pronounced “khomer”). It
refers to a unit of money: a shekel of silver. It refers to a num-
ber: 50. We must now seek to make sense of the passage: the
redemption value of the land.

A Perplexing Translation

From Leviticus 2’7:2-8,  we know that 50 shekels of silver
represented a great deal of money. It was sufficient to serve as
a major barrier against an adult male’s entry into the tribe of
Levi (Lev. 2’7 :3).5 Fifty shekels of silver bought an adult male
slave in the ancient Near East.G  The average wage of a worker
was one shekel of silver per month.’ We must bear this in
mind as we study verse 16.

The literal Hebrew text of the pricing clause of verse 16 is
somewhat obscure – five nouns without a verb, plus a numerical
adjective: homer barley seed fifty shekels silver. The standard inter-

4. Some commentators believe that this referred to the amount of seed the field
would produce (output view). Others think it means the amount of seed that a field
would absorb (input view). Wenham, who follows R. de Vaux (Ancient Zsmel): “seed”
refers to the field’s output of barley seed, not its input of barley seed. Gordon J.
Wenham, The Book of Levthczs.s (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1979), p. 340n.
I agree with this view.

5. See Chapter 36.

6. Wenham, p. 338, citing I. Mendelssohn, SlaueV In the Ancient iVea~ East (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1949), pp. 117ff.

7. Wenham, tdem., citing Mendelssohn, ibid., p. 118.
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pretation of this clause links the price of a homer of barley to
the jubilee year. The difficult question is this: To what does the
phrase “fifty shekels silver” refer? There is a sharp division of
opinion between translators and commentators. The translators
link the 50 shekels to the unit of measurement: the price of one
homer of barley seed. The commentators link the 50 shekels to
the jubilee cycle: the combined prices of an annual homer of
barley seed through the cycle.

I side with the commentators. Here is my reasoning. It has
been estimated that in Mesopotamia, the familiar price of barley
was one shekel of silver per homers Because the jubilee year
occurred every 50 years, it is tempting to conclude that the text
really means output (or perhaps input) per land unit of one
homer of barley a year for 50 years. A homer is variously esti-
mated at between 29 gallons and .59 gallons.g Wenham says
that a field yielding (output) a homer of barley seed was valued
at one shekel, or 50 shekels per jubilee period. Harrison takes
the view that “seed” means input: “The land being vowed was
valued by the priest in terms of the amount of seed required
for sowing it annually each honzer  of barley  representing a price
of fifty shekels for the forty-nine year period. This is compara-
ble to Mesopotamian practices, where a homer of barley cost a
shekel.”lo  The comment by Rashil*  is similar: “. . . an area
requiring a Khor of barley seed . . . is redeemable by fifty shek-
els. . . .“12 All agree: 50 shekels per jubilee cycle.

8. Ibid., p. 340. Wenham cites R. I? Maloney, Catholic Bibhcal Quarterly (1974), pp.
4ff; 1? Garelli and V. Nikiprowets@  Le Proche-tient  Assdique: Les Empires mesoPotam-
tem, Israel (University of Paris, 1974), pp. 273-74, 285-86.

9. Ibsd., p. 339.

10. R. K. Harrison, Leviticus: An Zntrodzution and Commenta~  (Downers Grove,
Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1980), p. 237.

11. Rabbi Solomon (Shlomo)  Yizchaki (1040-1 105).
12. Chumash with Targum Onkelos, Haphtaroth  and Rashi’s Commenta~,  A.  M.

Silbermann and M. Rosenbaum, translators, 5 vols. (Jerusalem: Silbermann Family
[1934] 1985 (Jewish year: 5745]), III, p. 131b.
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There is one minor problem with this interpretation: the
maximum legal planting period was not 50 years or 49 years
but 42 years. The seven sabbatical years were supposed to be
honored. In the year prior to the sabbatical year of the jubilee
year there would be a triple crop (Lev. 25:21), so the total
output was the equivalent of 44 years of crops. If we figure
from seed inputs, then the total is less: 42 years. The presump-
tion has to be that a particular plot of ground that on average
either can sustain (input view) a homer of barley seed or else
can produce (output view) a homer of barley seed each year is
to be valued at the beginning of the 49-year period at 50 shek-
els of silver. This seems to be a reasonable interpretation of the
50-shekel requirement.13

Output or Input?

My interpretation of the passage is that it refers to the crop’s
output of seeds rather than input of seeds. I begin with con-
temporary units of measurement. There are 8 gallons to the
bushel. If the biblical homer was 59 gallons – the high estimate
– this was about 7.3 bushels of barley. With modern agricultural
techniques, an acre of land can produce up to 50 bushels of
barley, or 6.8 homers.14 In the Old Testament era, the land’s
output would have been far lower. At one-quarter of today’s
productivity this would have been under 13 bushels per acre,
or slightly under two homers. Using the high estimate of what
a homer of barley was, we conclude that the land required to
grow one homer was about half an acre. Using the lower esti-
mate of 29 gallons per homer, or slightly over three bushels,

13. Reasonable as in “more reasonable than the alternative.” The fact is, paying
50 shekels of silver in cash at the beginning of the jubilee cycle for 44 years of output
meant paying far too much. The buyer-redeemer was forfeiting the interest that
could have been earned. The market value of the finat harvested homer of barley 50
years later was a small fraction of the value of a homer of barley at the beginning.

14. I say this on the authority of the highly efficient farmer who leases the ICE’s
farm in Maryland.
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this output would have required a quarter of an acre. For a
small farm – say, 10 acres – this seems like a reasonably sized
plot to dedicate to the priesthood.

If we are discussing seed inputs, a modern farmer can get
almost a 20-to-one increase from seeds planted. This ratio of
output to input would have been far less in ancient Israel, but
still the amount of acreage necessary to seed (input) one homer
of barley would have been quite small. It therefore seems more
likely that the text refers to output rather than input: the land
required to produce one homer of barley.

The Economics of the Translators’ Version

Were the KingJames and other versions’ translators correct?
Does the reference to .50 shekels mean “50 shekels per homer”
rather than “50 homers of barley per jubilee cycle,” i.e., one
shekel of silver times 50? If the translation is correct, this re-
demption price was astronomical: 50 times the average market
price of a homer of barley, plus 20 percent. But this would
have been only the beginning of the redemption burden. The
field’s potential output of barley per year was then multiplied
by 44: the years of production remaining until the next jubilee
year. So, the total number of homers of barley that a field could
produce was multiplied by 44 years, and this gross output
figure was then multiplied by 50 shekels. There was a prorated
reduction in price in terms of the number of years remaining
until the jubilee, but with these huge payments, such prorating
would have been economically irrelevant to most Israelites.

What was the redemption payment all about? It covered the
case of a person who had vowed to transfer a field or a field’s
output to a priest. At some point before the jubilee, the original
owner decided to reclaim the field for himself. To do this law-
fully, he had to pay a cash redemption price to the priest at the
time of the reclaiming. If the formal redemption price was
established at 50 shekels per homer of barley, as the familiar
translations suggest, then the typical owner could afford to
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redeem his field only in the final sabbatical year before the
jubilee, when the unseeded output of the field would be mini-
mal, or in the jubilee year itself.15  If he or his surviving heirs
decided not to redeem it, his family lost the field forever. The
translators’ interpretation of the 50 shekels – applying to a
homer of barley – would lead us to the conclusion that the
details of the prorated redemption payment structure were
merely symbolic, for almost no one could have afforded to
redeem his field much before the jubilee year.

If the conventional translation is correct, we are led inexora-
bly to this unpalatable conclusion: once the owner dedicated
the field to the priesthood, he could not expect to redeem it
until the jubilee year. The price would have been far too high.
This seems to be too radical a requirement: a redemption price
totally disconnected from the market price. Conclusion: the
reference to 50 shekels of silver refers to the fixed judicial price
of a field that would produce one homer of barley per season
through the entire jubilee cycle. The closer to the jubilee year,
the lower the field’s remaining redemption price. In short, the
redemption price of a field capable of producing one homer of
barley per year was 50 shekels of silver at the beginning of the
jubilee cycle, plus 20 percent.

My conclusion is that the commentators’ conventional inter-
pretation, not the translators’ conventional translation, is cor-
rect: the prorated redemption price was one shekel of silver per
year remaining until the jubilee year per homer-producing unit
of land. This means that translators should abandon the famil-
iar translation: “[a] homer [oH barley seed [shall be priced at]
fifty shekels [ofi silver.” It should be translated as follows: “[A
field producing a] homer [ofl barley seed [per year shall be
priced at] fifty shekels [ofl silver [at the beginning of the jubilee

.

15. Legally, the crop could not be harvested. Probably this would have been
interpreted as a crop of zero output. If the estimation was made in terms of barley
seed used for planting, the price had to be zero, since it was illegal for anyone to
plant in a sabbatical year or a jubilee year.
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cycle].” The problem is, such a translation imports so much
interpretive material into the text that translators probably will
never accept this translation. They will try to stick with the
sparse Hebrew text as closely as possible. But when they do
this, they destroy the economic relevance of the prorated land-
redemption system. They create a text that misinterprets the
law.

Priestly Inheritance

We now return to the unique law governing the inheritance
of rural land by priests: “And if he will not redeem the field, or
if he have sold the field to another man, it shall not be re-
deemed any more. But the field, when it goeth out in the jub-
ile, shall be holy unto the LORD, as a field devoted; the posses-
sion thereof shall be the priest’s” (Lev. 27:20-21).

There were only two ways that a priest could acquire rural
property in Israel. The first case is easy to understand: the
land’s owner had dedicated the field to the priesthood. He or
his heirs then refused to pay the priest its output, year by year,
and also refused to pay the redemption price. The priest’s
family automatically inherited it by default in the jubilee. On
the other hand, if the priest took immediate control of the
dedicated plot, working the land himself or leasing it out, the
owner would automatically receive it back at the jubilee. Here
was a risk for the owner. When the priests or their agents took
immediate control over dedicated land, they had a short-term
economic incentive not to declare the jubilee year. They might
prefer to keep working these dedicated lands for themselves
indefinitely. But they would incur a long-term economic penal-
ty for such lawlessness: land owners would be unlikely in the
future to dedicate land to the priesthood. The priesthood
would also lose respect in the eyes of the nation.

The second case – leased land – is more difficult to under-
stand. The passage is no longer clear to us grammatically.
There are two ways of interpreting it. First, a man dedicated a
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field to a priest, but then he sold (leased long term) the field to
another man. If we understand the economics of the dedicated
field as a gift of the output of the field, with the owner of the
field cultivating the land and giving the produce to the priest
after each harvest, then the subsequent lease appears to be a
case of a default on the original pledge. The defaulting individ-
ual had leased his pledged field to another man. This lease
contract was honored by the priest, but in the year of the jubi-
lee, the field reverted to the priest.

The second interpretation assumes that a man who had al-
ready leased out his land to another person then dedicated a
plot of ground to the priest. The lessor’s contract with the
lessee was honored by the priest. The lessee was allowed to use
the field during the years remaining until the jubilee, but then
ownership was transferred permanently to the priest.

In both interpretations, the claim of the lessor (land owner)
took immediate precedence over the claim of the priest, but the
priest became a permanent beneficiary in the jubilee year. I
think both interpretations are plausible, but the first one seems
more plausible. The land owner indebted himself to the priest:
an implicit promise to farm the property for the priest’s benefit.
He subsequently sought to escape this debt burden without
paying the field’s prorated redemption price (including the 20
percent penalty) before leasing the land to another person. The
new penalty was the permanent forfeiture of the field. The
original owner thereby disinherited his heirs of the value of this
property The heirs still owned the remaining (non-dedicated)
fields, but the economic value of the judicially sanctified field
had been permanently removed from them.

Disinherited Sons and Priestly Heirs

The claims of the original owner were primary until the
jubilee. He could evict a priest or the priest’s agent from previ-
ously dedicated land. In times of famine, for example, an own-
er might decide to evict the priest or stop paying the priest the



608 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

output of the dedicated field. But if, by the time of the jubilee,
he had refused to redeem the land by the payment of one
shekel of silver for every year of the eviction, plus 20 percent,
he lost ownership of the land.

The priests had the possibility of inheriting rural land if the
vow-designated land was not redeemed by the vow-taker. In
such cases, the potential beneficiaries obviously had an econom-
ic incentive to oppose the debasement of the shekel (Isa. 1:22).
A shekel of falling value would have made it less expensive for
those who faced the permanent loss of their land to redeem it
prior to the jubilee.

Would the owner of rural land ever have dedicated all of its
output to a priest? Not unless he was willing to risk disinherit-
ing his sons. If he was subsequently forced by economic pres-
sures to reclaim the land’s output, and then he or his sons
failed to redeem the land at the mandatory price, plus 20 per-
cent, all of his land would go to the priest in the jubilee year.
Thus, there was an economic restraint on the over-commitment
of land to the priesthood. The heirs of the conquest were to
this degree protected. The only person who would have com-
mitted most or all of his land’s output to a priest would have
been a very rich absentee landlord who made his money in
commerce. But to dedicate all of one’s land in a grand display
of wealth was risky. This person might subsequently fall into
economic distress and be compelled to lease his property to
another. The heirs of this individual would then have lost own-
ership of all the dedicated land. If their father had pledged all
of their land, they would have lost their guaranteed status as
freemen. Thus, the high risks of default would have tended to
reduce the number of such large-scale pledges to priests.

Nevertheless, the possibility of disinheritance did exist. If a
father was so distressed by the ethical rebellion of all of his
sons, he had the ability to disinherit them. He could not disin-
herit one son among many in this way, but he could disinherit
all of them. He could do this by dedicating all of his landed
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inheritance to a priest. He would then do one of two things:
lease this land to someone else, or reclaim the land’s output for
himself. If his sons refused to redeem the land before the jubi-
lee, or could not afford to, they lost their inheritance forever.
The priest could not transfer the land back to the original
owner. To do so would have meant disinheriting the tribe of
Levi. The Mosaic law made no provision for such repatriation
to the original owner’s family. Once a piece of rural land
passed into the possession of a priest, it had to remain there
until he died. Then it passed to his nearest of kin. Unredeemed
dedicated land became devoted land at the jubilee. It could
never again lawfully leave the jurisdiction of the priesthood.

We have no historical example of this in Old Testament, but
we have the archetype example in the New Testament: the
transfer of title of the kingdom of God from the Jews to the
church. How was this accomplished? First, Jesus announced
that God the Father had promised the kingdom’s inheritance to
His new priesthood, the church. “Therefore I say unto you,
The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and given to a
nation bringing forth the fruits thereof” (Matt.  21:43). This was
a formal announcement of God’s dedication of the Promised
Land. But such a transfer of ownership could be made only to
a priest. Rural land could be lawfully transferred from the
family of one tribe to the family of another tribe only in this
unique case: the formal dedication of the land’s output to a
priest followed by a failure to deliver this output and a failure
to redeem it.

The New Testament’s Fulfillment

This New Testament transfer of ownership was not to be to
a single family of the priesthood; rather, it was made to a new
nation. That nation is the church, which constitutes a new
priesthood: a kingdom of priests (I Pet. 2:9). The representative
priest of this nation of priests was the High Priest. The High
Priest is Jesus Christ (Heb. 9). This public dedication was legal-
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ly secured for the church by the death of Jesus Christ, i.e., the
death of the Testator. “For a testament is of force after men are
dead: otherwise it is of no strength at all while the testator
liveth” (Heb.  9:17). The publicly visible evidence of the transfer
of the High Priest’s inheritance to His heirs came when the
Holy Spirit fell on the church at Pentecost (Acts 2).

Old Covenant Israel had refused to honor this dedication.
They crucified the new High Priest. They did not redeem the
land. Prior to the next jubilee, the output of the land was not
delivered to the new priests, nor was the mandatory 20 percent
redemption payment. That is, the dedicated output of the land was
not redeemed by the heirs whose legal title had been at risk. The Jews
not only did not pay the new priesthood the mandatory re-
demption price of 20 percent; they persecuted the church. Thfi
secured the irrevocable transfer of the kingdom by the new priesthood.

When was the next jubilee year after the dedication? When
did the transfer of legal title to the heirs of the High Priest take
place? James Jordan’s study of New Testament chronology
dates Jesus’ death in A.D. 30 (Jewish year: 3960). Paul was
converted shortly thereafter, after Pentecost. The next year,
Jordan concludes from his study of the calendar after the exiles’
return from Medo-Persia, was the seventh sabbath year in the
final jubilee cycle.lG The jubilee came in 3962, the year that
Paul’s ministry to the gentiles began.1’  This, I conclude, was
the date of the transfer to the church of legal title to the king-
dom of God: the fulfillment of Jesus’ prophecy in Matthew
21:43.

16. If Jordan is correct that Jesus was sacrificed in the year prior to the seventh
sabbath, this would have been the year scheduled by God for the miraculous triple
harvest. This was the year of the largest Firstfiuits offering, which was delivered to
the priesthood at Pentecost.

17. Jordan, “Jubilee, Part 3: Biblkal Chronology, V (April 1993), [p. 2]. See also,
“Chronology of the Gospels:  ibzd, IV (Dec. 1993). Jordan’s forthcoming book, The
Date of Creation, will provide the evidence in an easily accessible source.
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Old Covenant Israel’s failure to redeem this dedicated land
was God’s means of disinheriting all of His rebellious Israelite
sons. They could be legally disinherited only as a family unit;
selective disinheritance by a father was not possible. So long as
any of the family’s land remained in the father’s possession, all
of his sons would have a piece of the inheritance. Disinheri-
tance would not remove them from their tribe. Tribal member-
ship secured their legal status as freemen. Thus, disinheritance
was in this case economic, nonjudicial. The sons would have no
lawful claim on any portion of the land. In A.D. ’70, the self-
disinherited sons of God were evicted by Rome from the tem-
ple. After Bar Kochba’s rebellion of A.D. 133-35, they were
evicted by Rome from the land. The diaspora began.

The idea so prevalent in modern fundamentalism that the
modern State of Israel is in some way biblically entitled to
God’s original grant of land to Abraham, which was secured by
Joshua during the conquest, is inescapably a denial of the au-
thority and binding character of God’s revealed law. The Old

Covenant sons of God forfeited forever  their legal title to the
Promised Land and their guaranteed citizenship in the king-
dom of God by their persecution of the New Covenant priests,
the heirs of the dedication: the church. The covenantal heirs of
these disinherited sons can reclaim their citizenship in the
kingdom only as adopted sons, i.e., as members of God’s New
Covenant church. There can never be a repatriation of either
the Promised Land or the kingdom of God to the Jews. Once a
dedicated piece of land passed into the possession of a priest at
the jubilee, there was only one way for it ever to be transferred
back to the original owner. The original owner had to become
a priest, and not merely a priest: the nearest of kin to the priest
who had been given the land. He had to be udopted by that priest.
Only through the death of this adopting kinsman-priest could
the original owner legally regain possession of his former inher-
itance.
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The Kinsman-High Priest made this offer of adoption to
every Jew as well as to every gentile. “But as many as received
him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God, even
to them that believe on his name” (John 1:12). He still makes it.
There is no other way to secure a piece of the now-devoted
inheritance in history, which is mandatory in order to secure it
in eternity.

This means that the land comprising the modern State of
Israel is not the Promised Land of the Old Covenant. It also
has no judicial connection to the kingdom of God or any pro-
phecy regarding this kingdom. The kingdom of God had been
connected to the land prior to Jesus’ ministry and death, but
the legal transfer of the kingdom took place at the time of the
final jubilee, when the Jews redeemed neither land nor king-
dom from the church. God transferred to the church, the new
priesthood, lawful title to the kingdom at the resurrection of
Jesus (Matt. 28:18-20), but He allowed the Jews to stay in con-
trol over both the land and the temple until A.D. 70. When
they failed to redeem the land from the church prior to the
next (and final) jubilee, title automatically transferred to the
new priesthood. The land ceased to have any covenantal rele-
vance in A.D. 70, when it came under God’s vengeance.18

Lessees: Exempt from Earthly Negative Sanctions

It was not just the original land owner who had the option
of rewarding the priests by a temporary donation of their land’s
net output. So could the person who had leased land from an
original owner. But his situation was judicially unique: he was
spared the 20 percent redemption penalty. “And if a man sanc-
tify unto the LORD a field which he bath bought, which is not of
the fields of his possession; Then the priest shall reckon unto
him the worth of thy estimation, even unto the year of the

18. David Chilton, The Days of Vkngeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
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jubile: and he shall give thine estimation in that day, as a holy
thing unto the LORD” (Lev. 27:22-23). This law specified that
the field would return to the original owner in the jubilee year
(Lev. 27:24). The law protected the original land owner from
the consequences of vow-breaking by the lessee.

To Protect the Priests

The lessee also escaped the penalty of disinheritance. A ,
lessee who broke his vow of dedication and reclaimed the land
was not threatened by the loss of the land in the jubilee. In fact,
this law specifies no penalty at all. It does not state that the
lessee must forfeit an equivalent quantity of his own land. This
means that there was far greater likelihood that he would break
his vow of dedication, compared to an original owner. The
question arises: Why was the lessee exempt from the 20 percent
penalty? If he was not subject to the threat of losing the dedi-
cated land – it was not his land – then why wasn’t the redemp-
tion penalty even greater than 20 percent? Why were no penal-
ties imposed? The text does not say. We can only guess. Let us
guess intelligently.

The lessee owed the original owner regular payments unless
he had already paid the owner in advance. This placed him in
a weaker economic position, other things being equal, than the
original land owner. Either he bore greater contractual risk
than an original owner would have borne or, if he had already
paid the owner in advance, he had less cash available to redeem
the land from the priest. Since the goal of a land-dedication
vow was to reward the priests, excessive economic barriers to
redemption would have been a disincentive for such vows.
Thus, the priest bore greater risk of having his plans disrupted
by a lessee than by an original owner. The lessee was more
likely to reclaim the dedicated property than an original owner
was.

If he paid no 20 percent penalty for breaking his vow to the
priest, what would have protected the priests? They were protected
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b~ the inescapable phenomenon of interest. The present value of
future goods is less than the present value of identical present
goods. This discount is called the rate of interest.lg  The priest
could lawfully demand an immediate cash payment of all the
shekels remaining to be paid until the jubilee. But the present
value of the money to be accrued in the future is less than the
present value of the same number of monetary units paid today
in cash. So, the lessee paid a penalty to the priest: the differ-
ence between the present value of the cash shekels and the
present value of those shekels to come. This was not the 20
percent penalty, but it was nonetheless a penalty.z”

The fact is, however, the law provided no explicit earthly
negative sanctions for a priest to impose on a lessee who re-
claimed previously dedicated land. The priest had to rely on
the conscience of the lessee not to reclaim it. We see here that
the long-term sanctity of the land as inheritance judicially out-
weighed the short-term sanctity of the land in pn”estly dedication.
Only original owners could bring this unique sanction of disin-
heritance on their heirs.

A Judicial Price: Fixed by Law

Why not use a free market price in establishing the redemp-
tion price of dedicated land? Why did the text speci~  a specific
price and a specific crop? Samson Raphael Hirsch, the early
nineteenth-century Orthodox Jewish commentator, offered this
explanation: this case “was the one unique case, standing quite
by itself, where a field could be sold and the purchase ultimate-
ly become permanent. Hence for buying back, for the redemp-
tion of such a field which could eventually become a permanent

19. Ludwig von Mises, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics (New Haven,
Connecticut Yale University Press, 1949), ch. 19.

20. Those Who  deny the universal phenomenon of time-preference (interest) will
have to seek for another explanation of how the priests were protected from disrup-
tions in their plans: forfeited vows by lessees.
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purchase there could be no market price ascertained, so that
the fixing of a universal fixed value was a necessity.”zl  I do
not accept his explanation, but I do accept his identification of
the uniqueness of this fixed price – a non-market price.

When a specific price is established by the Mosaic law, it
becomes a judicial price, not a market price. Hirsch acknowl-
edged that this was not a market price. What is not plausible is
his argument that the market price in this case would have
been difficult to ascertain. At the beginning of a jubilee cycle, it
would have been somewhat lower than the lease price.

There was another reason for a judicial price in this ins-
tance. The underlying problem was the threat  of monopolistic
exploitation by the priest  – the possible misuse of his authority to
declare arbitrarily a redemption price. The judicial price of 50
shekels protected the original owner. It was the priest’s respon-
sibility in all the redemption cases to declare the price, to which
a 20 percent payment was added. In this unique case, however,
the priest was given an opportunity to take permanent posses-
sion of land belonging to a member of another tribe. The temp-
tation to cheat would have been very high. If the priest deliber-
ately set the price too high, the original owner or his heirs
could not afford to redeem the field until the jubilee year or
the sabbatical year immediately preceding it.22 But economic
conditions might change prior to the jubilee year. The head of
the family might be tempted later to lease it out if he needed
money. The family would then lose the property forever at the
jubilee year. The terms of redemption were therefore specified
by law so that there could be no doubt on the part of the field’s

21. Samson Raphael Hirsch, The Pentateuch:  Leviticus (part II), translated by Isaac
Levy (Gateshead, England: Judaica Press, 1989), p. 825.

22. In those two years, the input of the land was zero - no seeding was legal –
and the output was not legal for harvesting. Thus, even a supposed 50-shekel per
homer price would not have been a barrier to redemption. The legat market price of
the crop was still zero.
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redeemer or the civil and ecclesiastical authorities exactly what
was owed by the redeemer

Restricting the Accumulation of Priest-Owned Land

In the European Middle Ages, deathbed transfers of land to
the church were common. The church and especially its monas-
tic orders accumulated huge tracts of land over the centuries as
a result of these and other forms of land transfer.23 In con-
trast, a deathbed legacy of land to the priesthood on a perma-
nent basis was almost impossible to make in Israel. A dying man
might dedicate a plot of land to a priest, but the man’s heirs
could redeem it early or else wait for the jubilee year. The only
possible deathbed transfer that might permanently have alienat-
ed land was a deathbed legacy from an owner – probably debt-
ridden – who had leased out his plot of land and who then
dedicated it to a priest. This assumes that the second interpre-
tation of the leased land default is correct, which I do not ac-
cept. But if that interpretation is correct, then economically
incompetent men were the most likely sources of such perma-
nent transfers of rural land in ancient Israel. But it was the
wealthy medieval landowner, not the poor peasant, who was the
source of deathbed legacies.

C. W. Previt&Orton  has commented on the two-fold threat
to the medieval church in the twelfth century too many lax
men joining the monastic orders and too much wealth donated
to these orders. “The extraordinary growth of monasticism new
and old in the century of Church reform undoubtedly brought
too many into the cloister, whether as converts or oblates,  who
had no true or lasting vocation for the ascetic life; and the
enormous landed wealth lavished on them by the laity, either in
devotion or in fear of Judgment Day, proved a dangerous ally

23. Marc Bloch, Fewdal Socie~ (University of Chicago Press, [1940] 1961), pp.
208-9; R. W. Southern, Western Soctity and the Church in the Middle Ages (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1970), pp. 261-63.
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of laxity and degeneration.”24 This was not true in Mosaic
Israel. First, the entry price system of Leviticus 27:2-8  reduced
the likelihood of the influx of poor people into the tribe of
Levi. Second, the jubilee law, when coupled with the price of
50 shekels per barley-producing land unit at the beginning of
the jubilee cycle (Lev. 27: 16) and the permanent transfer law of
Leviticus 27:20-21, reduced the likelihood of deathbed transfers
of land. Such a transfer was a penalty, not a righteous gift.

Conclusion

The redemption price of dedicated rural land was a judicial
price, not a market price. It was somewhat arbitrary, although
not excessively so, given the conventional Mesopotamian price
of one shekel of silver per homer of barley. It provided a rough
means of estimating the redemption price of a piece of land.

The presence of a penalty payment of 20 percent identified
as redemption prices three of the four prices in this passage:
beasts, houses, and owner-dedicated fields.25  These three pen-
alty payments also served to keep the priests honest in making
their estimation of the redemption price of any property If the
priests estimated the price above the market price, the potential
redeemer would not buy it back, so the priest would forfeit the
20 percent bonus available to him.

The law governing the redemption of sanctified fields creat-
ed a unique opportunity for the priests: the right to inherit
rural land. If the sanctified plot was subsequently reclaimed by
the owner but not redeemed, it became the inheritance of the
priest in the jubilee year. This law served as the land owners’
means of bribing a corrupt priesthood into announcing the

24. C. W. Previt6-Orton, The Shorter Cambridge Medieval Hi.sto~, 2 vols. (Cam-
bridge: At the University Press, [1952] 1966), I, p, 506.

25. The fourth, exceptional price was the field dedicated by a leaseholder He
had to pay in cash the fixed shekel payments remaining on the property until the
jubilee year, a price not discounted by the rate of interest.
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jubilee year. The priests could not inherit unredeemed sanc-
tified land unless they proclaimed the jubilee year. Set apart
once by vow, the land could not be reclaimed – de-sanctified –
by the vow-taking owner except by a cash redemption payment
plus a 20 penalty.

This law placed a major restriction on the ability of a land
owner to leave land to a priest. His heirs had the right to re-
deem the land. Thus, deathbed transfers of rural land were
highly unlikely. The land owner would have had to sanctify the
land on his deathbed without his heirs’ paying an ever-smaller
redemption price as the jubilee year approached.
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TITHING: THE BENEFIT OF THE DOUBT

And all the tithe of the land, whether of the seed of the land, or of the
fmit of the tree, is the LORD’S: it k holy unto the LORD. And if a man
wall at all redeem ought of his tithes, he shall add thereto the fifth part
thereo$  And concerning the tithe of the herd, or of the flock, even of
whatsoever passeth  under the rod, the tenth shall be holy  unto the LORD.

He shall not search whether it be good or bad, neither shall he change it:

and if he change it at all, then both it and the change thereof shall be
holy; it shall not be redeemed (Lev. 27:30-33).

We come at long last to the final and shortest exposition in
this commentary The theocentric meaning of this passage is
that God, as the owner of all things, deserves a tithe. The tithe
is described here as being holy (kode.sh). It was judicially set
apart for God by the Levites. That is, the tithe was sanctified.
The tithe was not under the ban (see below). We know this
because the 20 percent redemption payment was present in this
law. The Levites enjoyed the tithe as God’s representatives.

In a purely monetary society, the redemption law of the
tithe is irrelevant. No one is going to pay a 20 percent payment
to buy back his monetary tithe. This law is relevant only in a
society in which income in kind is common: income measured
in something other than money. In such societies, goods are
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sometimes retained by their producers to be used or enjoyed
for themselves, not sold into the market for money.

Why would someone pay a commission to redeem an object?
Only if that object has special meaning or importance for him.
If the quality of grain in a tithed sack is identical to the grain in
the other nine sacks, the tithe-payer is not going to pay a com-
mission to buy back the tithed sack unless economic conditions
have changed in the meantime. The assumption behind this law
is that the impersonal collecting of the tithe may produce a
personally significant loss for the tithe-payer. In order to enable
him to minimize this loss, the law allows him to pay a 20 per-
cent commission to buy back the special item.

There is no indication that this law has been annulled by
subsequent biblical revelation. It applies only to agriculture, as
the text indicates – primarily to herds of animals.

A Tithe on the Net Increase

The text reads: “And concerning the tithe of the herd, or of
the flock, even of whatsoever passeth under the rod, the tenth
shall be holy unto the LORD. He shall not search whether it be
good or bad, neither shall he change it: and if he change it at
all, then both it and the change thereof shall be holy; it shall
not be redeemed.” The tithe was collected from the increase of
the herd. This increase was a net increase. If one animal of the
herd had died since the time of the most recent payment of the
tithe, the herd owner was allowed to set aside a replacement
from the animals born since the last payment.1  Had this not
been the case, then losses from a disease that killed half a man’s
herd could not be deducted when assessing the net annual
increase. This would constitute a tax on capital.

1. This is the economic equivalent of allowing a farmer to set aside fi-om this
year’s crop an amount equal to last year’s seed. A person pays the tithe on net output
only once. He does not keep paying on capital, i.e., replaced producer goods.
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This law reveals that God gave the benefit of the doubt to
the herd owner. An old beast that had died could lawfully be
replaced by a young beast without the payment of a tithe. Pre-
sumably, this exchange would have benefited the owner, since
the newborn animal would have had many years of productivity
ahead of it. There would have been an increase of net produc-
tivity for the herd but not a net increase in the size of the herd.
In some cases, however, the older beast would have been more
valuable, especially a prize animal used for breeding or a
trained work animal. God, as sovereign over life and death,
imposes net losses or gains on a herd’s productivity, irrespective
of the number of beasts in the herd.

What was not tolerated by God was any attempt by the own-
er to pick and choose from among the newborns. The owner
could not lawfully select the best of the newborns to replace the
dead animals, using the less desirable newborns to pay his tithe,
thereby cheating God. Presumably, the birth order of the new-
borns would govern the replacement of any dead beasts. The
first newborn after the death of another member of the herd
would have been segregated immediately from the other new-
borns as not being eligible for the tithe.

Under the Rod

Those newborn beasts that remained after the owner had
replaced any dead animals constituted the net increase of the
herd. In this case law, the herd owner lined up the newborns,
probably in a pen, and drove them one by one past the Levite.
Each beast passed under a rod. Every tenth beast was taken by
the Levite. The herd owner was not allowed to walk the beasts
under the rod in any pre-planned order. The same law that
governed the voluntary sanctification of beasts governed the
involuntary sanctification of beasts: “He shall not alter it, nor
change it, a good for a bad, or a bad for a good: and if he shall
at all change beast for beast, then it and the exchange thereof
shall be holy” (Lev. 27:10). The owner was allowed to buy back
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any sanctified beast, but only by paying the redemption price
commission.

The herd owner was given the benefit of the doubt at the
end of the line. Only the tenth beast was holy. If as many as
nine of the final group of beasts passed under the rod, the herd
owner owed no tithe on those nine beasts. Where the product
could not be divided without destroying the life or value of the
item, the tithe applied only to discrete items. All those animals
that passed under the rod after the final group of 10 had been
counted escaped the sanctification process.

Because God gave the benefit of the doubt to the tithe-payer,
it was especially evil for him to arrange in advance the collec-
tion of the tithe, with or without the collusion of the Levite.
The assembling process was to be humanly random. Neither
the tithe-payer nor the Levite was to manipulate the crop or
the herd to his own advantage, or to the other’s advantage.
God owned the tenth; He alone was authorized to arrange the
collection process. Any attempt by man to arrange the process
was not only theft from God, it was an assertion of man’s auton-
omy. It was an attempt to manipulate the created order in a
way prohibited by God.

The Ban

What if a tithe-payer defied God and manipulated the tithe-
collection process? The tithed items came under the ban: “if he
change it at all, then both it and the change thereof shall be
holy; it shall not be redeemed.” The tithed item became hmnuh:
devoted to God. This degree of sanctification was absolute; once
within the boundaries of God’s possession, it could not lawfully
be removed.

Why would a person manipulate the outcome of the collec-
tion process? Because he was trying to cheat God. He was un-
willing to risk paying the 20 percent commission that would be
imposed if he subsequently wanted to buy back a specific item.
What was the penalty for this act of theft? Permanent loss. The
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very process of altering the outcome made the tithe holy – not
holy as in sanctification, but holy as in devoted. The right of
redemption ended.

There is no ban today – no hormizh.  That is because the New
Covenant has annulled the sacrifice of animals. This aspect of
the law is also annulled.2

Conclusion

The tithe was paid on the net increase of the herd. The
owner of the herd paid his tithe only out of the newborn ani-
mals that remained after he had set aside replacement beasts
for the ones that had died during the year. He was required to
run the remaining newborns under a rod. He could not lawful-
ly order the line of newborns so that the outcome of the tithe
could be known in advance. The tenth beast became the prop-
erty of the Levite. As in all cases of redemption, he could buy
back that beast for a payment of its market value plus an addi-
tional payment of one-fifth.

If the owner violated this law by arranging the order of the
beasts as they lined up, he could not buy back any of the ani-
mals. They became devoted to God – beyond redemption.

There is no New Testament evidence that the economics of
this law has been altered. The tithe on the increase of a herd
should still be honored.

What about the rod? Was its use tied exclusively to the office
of Levite? The association with Moses and the rod indicates that
its use was in some way tied to the Mosaic covenant. Aaron’s
rod was in the Ark of the Covenant (Heb.  9:4),  but the Ark has
disappeared. My conclusion is that there need be no rod in the
process, but there must be a random distribution of the herd
during the tithing process. We are not allowed to cheat God. If
a prize animal gets tagged for collection by the church, the

2. By extension, the law of the military annihilation of all enemy males is also
annulled (Deut. 20:13): no hormah.
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owner can pay its market price plus 20 percent. The presump-
tion is, however, that prize animals of breeding age will be
segregated in advance. The tithe on the net increase in prize
animals must come from the segregated herd of prize animals.
Such segregation was not lawful in Mosaic Israel (Lev. 19:19).3

If, after counting everything owed, there are up to nine
beasts left over, no tithe is imposed. God still gives herd owners
the benefit of the doubt.

What about the ban? Today, we do not sacrifice animals to
God. Thus, to place an animal under the ban is to misinterpret
this law. The owner can buy back the beast at a market price,
but probably at public auction. Then he pays an additional 20
percent to the church. No cheating is allowed; whatever he
pays for the animal, and however he obtains it, he pays 20
percent of what the purchase price had been at the time of the
auction or its initial sale by the church.

3. See Chapter 17: “The Preservation of the Seed.”
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Thtice  in the year shall all your m children [males] appear before
the Lord GOD, the God of Israel. For I will cast out the nations before
thee, and enlarge thy borders: neither shall any man desire thy land,
when thou shalt go up to appear before the LORD thy God thrice in the

year (Ex. 34:23-24).

This was God’s ultimate visible evidence of His covenantally
predictable defense of Israel. The very boundaries of the land
would become sacrosanct – sacred and set apart by God – dur-
ing the three mandated annual festivals. God promised that
during the Israelites’ numerous corporate journeys to Jerusa-
lem, which was the only authorized place of sacrifice on earth,
their enemies would not even want to invade the land. In their
times of greatest military vulnerability when the unarmed army
of the Lord was marching to Jerusalem, the nation would be
sheltered by the divine intervention of God. Potential invaders
would not even want to take advantage of them in these seasons
of formal worship. The nation was holy: set apart by God. This
included the land itself. The sacrilege of military invasion dur-
ing the mandatory feasts could not take place for as long as
God maintained His covenant with Mosaic Israel. Israel would
not be profaned. The sign of God’s rejection of Israel would be
a military invasion during a feast, especially Passover.
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In A.D. ’70, during Passover, the Roman legions surrounded
the holy city and laid siege to it.1  This event was that which
had been forecast by Jesus (Luke 21:20-24): the Great Tribula-
tion. 2 When the city fell, the Remans set fire to the temple.
What would have been the ultimate boundary violation under
the Mosaic Covenant – the ultimate sacrilege – was not only
permitted by God, it had been prophesied by God. It was God’s
answer to a heavenly prayer:

And I looked, and behold a pale horse: and his name that sat on him
was Death, and Hell followed with him. And power was given unto
them over the fourth part of the earth, to kill with sword, and with
hunger, and with death, and with the beasts of the earth. And when he
had opened the fifth seal, I saw under the altar the souls of them that
were slain for the word of God, and for the testimony which they held:
And they cried with a loud voice, saying, How long, O Lord, holy and true,
dost thou not judge and avenge our blood on them that dwell on the earth? And
white robes were given unto every one of them; and it was said unto
them, that they should rest yet for a little season, until their fellowserv-
ants also and their brethren, that should be killed as they were, should
be fulfilled. And I beheld when he had opened the sixth seal, and, 10,
there was a great earthquake; and the sun became black as sackcloth of
hair, and the moon became as blood; And the stars of heaven fell unto
the earth, even as a fig tree casteth her untimely figs, when she is
shaken of a mighty wind (Rev. 6:8-13; emphasis added ).3

The fall of Jerusalem to the Remans was God’s final sign
that the Jews’ rebellion had terminated the Mosaic Covenant.
Israel’s national boundary was definitively and permanently
breached by Rome during the nation’s final Passover. The
temple’s sacred boundaries were eliminated. The sacrifices
ended. These boundaries ceased to have covenantal relevance

1. Josephus, The Wars of the Jews, VI: IX:3.

2. David Chilton,  The Great Ttib-tdation  (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
3. See David Chilton, The Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelatwn

(Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), pp. 193-95.
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because the Mosaic Covenant had ceased to have any authority.
God’s predictable, covenantal,  negative corporate sanctions
were thoroughly applied to that nation which had broken His
covenant. Divine protection for the boundaries of the land
would never again defend Israel’s residents.

Government and Sanctions

This raises a major question of biblical interpretation: What
about those aspects of the Mosaic law that applied to Israel’s
civil government? Were they all annulled with the annulment
of Israel’s geographical boundaries? Were any of those laws
cross-boundary phenomena? That is, did any of them serve as
binding judicial standards for foreign nations? Deuteronomy
4:4-8 indicates that at least some of them did. Does this mean
that these have been extended by God into the New Covenant
era? Are they still covenantally  binding and therefore judicial
ideals toward which all nations should strive, and in terms of
which all nations are judged in history?

My answer is the answer which is sometimes said to be the
ultimate summary of all sociological theory: some are, some aren’t.
This answer in turn requires an additional principle of inter-
pretation, a theological means of separating: 1) the cross-boun-
dary Mosaic Covenant civil standards that are still judicially
binding on men and nations from 2) the temporally and geo-
graphically bounded Mosaic standards. In short, the correct
answer requires a hermeneutic: a principle of interpretation.
The Book of Leviticus forces serious Christians to search for
this biblical hermeneutic. Without this hermeneutic, Leviticus
becomes a snare that traps antinomians in their total dismissal
of all of its laws, and traps legalists in their total acceptance.

By Oath Consigned

In order to apply the Bible judicially to the governmental
realm – personal, church, State, and family – we require two
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things: a principle of institutional exclusion and the presence of
negative sanctions to enforce this exclusion. Exclusion and inclu-
sion are two sides of the same fence. Every boundary has an
inside and an outside. So it is with membership in God’s autho-
rized covenantal institutions.

Let us begin with the initial requirement for membership:
the oath. There can be no lawful covenantal  participation apart
from a binding self-valedictory oath under God. A covenant is
established only by a binding oath under God. People are, in
the words of Meredith Kline, by oath consigned.4 They are
consigned by God5 to heaven or hell in terms of a personal
oathG of allegiance’ and also by their lifelong adherence – “the
perseverance of the saints”s  – to its judicial stipulations.g

Let us consider political theory. People are consigned by
oath, either implicit or explicit, to membership in one State or
another. The primary jurisdiction of the civil government is
geographical. Everything within the boundaries of a particular
State is under its jurisdiction, although this jurisdiction is always
shared in certain ways “with the other two covenantal  institu-
tions and usually shared also with regional civil governments
within the jurisdiction of the larger civil government. But one
civil government has final civil jurisdiction, short of lawful
rebellion by lower levels of civil government – the Protestant
Reformation’s doctrine of interposition. 1°

4. Meredith G. Kline,By  Oath Consigned: A Reinte@etatwn of the Covenant Signs of
Circumcision and Baptism (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1968).

5. Point one of the biblical covenant model: sovereignty.

6. Point four of the biblical covenant model: sanctions.
7. Point two of the biblical covenant model: hierarchy.

8. Point five of the biblical covenant model: inheritance.

9. Point three of the biblical covenant model: law.

10. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion (1559), IVXX:31. See ilso
Michael R. Giistrap, ‘John Calvin’s Theology of Resistance: Christian@  and Civili-
zation, No. 4 (1983), pp. 180-217; Tom Rose, “On Reconstruction and the Federal
Republic;’  ibid., pp. 285-310.
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In contrast to their automatic subordination by implicit oath
of obedience to the State on the basis of geography or birth,
people may or may not be consigned by implicit oath to a
church or a family. Those people who refuse to accept as bind-
ing on them the ethical and judicial terms of the covenantal
oath in question cannot lawfully be part of the covenantal insti-
tution in question. Those who refuse to take this oath are not
allowed in, and those inside who break the terms of this oath
must be expelled: negative sanctions. There cannot be lawful
government apart from oath and negative sanctions. The per-
son’s oath may be implicit, II but if the institution’s sanctions
are exclusively implicit, then there is neither a covenant nor a
government: no sanctions, no government.

The Adamic  Covenant

Inclusion into God’s special covenant of redemption is by
adoption. But there is another covenant, a more general cove-
nant: the post-Edenic  Adamic covenant. It was marked euchar-
isically (“graciously”) by God’s provision of animal coverings for
Adam and Eve (Gen. 3:21). This general Adamic covenant also
has laws and sanctions. It brings men under condemnation in
eternity. The covenantally  disinherited sons of Adam are still
under its laws in history. Therefore, in order to pursue a better
world, covenant-breakers must conform themselves to God’s
general covenantal law-order. The entire pre-Flood world
should have repented. Similarly, Sodom should have repented.
Nineveh was also required to repent. There is no doubt that
God through Jonah threatened Nineveh with negative corpo-
rate sanctions in history, just as He threatened Sodom through
Abraham and the angelic visitors. The threat of such sanctions
against non-covenanted nations testifies to the existence of couenuntally

11. In the United States, a person born in the U.S. or born of one U.S. parent
need not take a formal oath in order to vote as American citizen at age 18.
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binding laws. That is, the sanctions testify to the existence of
general covenant laws that nations break at their peril.

The Ten Commandments and many of the Mosaic Coven-
ant’s case laws applied to the entire ancient world: cross-bound-
ary laws. This was a form of covenantal inclusion. It was not
inclusion within God’s unique covenant of redemption, but it
was inclusion within the general post-Eden Adamic covenant of
temporal preservation: common grace. This grace is not given
for the sake of covenant-breakers but for the sake of covenant-
keepers.lz

The existence of these general covenantal laws is affirmed by
Paul’s words: “For when Gentiles who do not have the Law do
instinctively the things of the Law, these, not having the Law,
are a law to themselves, in that they show the work of the Law
written in their hearts, their conscience bearing witness, and
their thoughts alternately accusing or else defending them, on
the day when, according to my gospel, God will judge the
secrets of men through Jesus Christ” (Rem. 2:14-16; NASB).
The work of the law is written on all men’s hearts – not the law
itself, which resides only in the hearts of Christians (Heb. 8:10),
but the work of the law. 13 If this were not true, on what legal
basis could God condemn all covenant-breakers on the day of
judgment and still remain faithful to His covenant with Adam?
The existence of the universal sanction of death testifies to the
continuing authority the laws of the Adamic covenant (Rem.
5:12-14).

This does not mean that Spiritually unaided human reason
can discover the laws of the Adamic covenant. There is no such
thing as Spiritually unaided human reason. God aids all men’s
reason to some degree in history. God grants varying degrees
of common grace to men so that they can sense some aspects of

12. Gary North, Dominwn and Common Grace: The Biblical Bask of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987).

13. On the difference between these two operations, see John Murray, The Epistle
to the Remans, 2 VOIS. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1959), I, pp. 72-76.
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His general social laws. He restrains their moral and intellectual
rebellion. But the mind of covenant-breaking man is in rebel-
lion, so as men become more perverse – more consistent with
their covenant-breaking presuppositions – they rebel against the
knowledge they possesses by common grace. They suppresses
the truth that God constantly reveals to them in nature (Rem.
1:18-22). Therefore, covenant-breaking man’s logic cannot be
trusted to persuade him of the truth. It can be trusted only to
condemn him before God. His logic is as corrupt as his morals
are. He has a flawed epistemology (theory of knowledge) be-
cause of his moral rebellion. 14 This is why all natural law theo-
ry rests on an illusion: the illusion of logically shared moral
standards and sanctions among all mankind. Natural law theory
is the creation of covenant-breaking men: Stoics of the late
Classical period and Newtonian of the modern era.

Covenant-breaking man is by Adamic oath consigned to hell.
He is from conception an oath-breaker in Adam, his legal rep-
resentative before God (Rem. 5). He is a disinherited son: in
time and eternity. He has been excluded from eternal life in
histog.  “He that believeth on the Son bath everlasting life: and
he that believeth not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of
God abideth on him” (John 3:36). To the extent that he and his
fellow covenant-breakers live consistently in history with their
broken oaths, they will become progressively more rebellious
and progressively more threatened by God’s predictable corpo-
rate negative sanctions in history.

Political pluralists emphatically deny this. They deny any
legitimate New Covenant judicial relationship between God’s
righteous exclusion of covenant-breaking men in eternity and
a civil government’s righteous exclusion of them from citizen-
ship in history. They affirm the civil legitimacy another stan-

14. Cornelius Van Til, A Christian Theoty of Knowledge (Nutley New Jersey:
Presbyterian & Reformed, 1969).
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dard and another oath. To which theonomists reply: By what
other standard?15  By what other oath?

Theocracy: Ttinitariun  vs. Non-Trinitarian

In the New Covenant, every civil oath must be Trinitarian,
for the New Covenant reveals that the God of the covenant is a
Trinitarian God. There is no other God whose oath is binding
in history and eternity. The Great Commission requires that
Christians work to see to it that all nations are baptized into
Christ (Matt. 28:18-20).16 God requires that every nation on
earth be brought under His civil covenant’s administration
through corporate affirmation: a Trinitarian oath. Civil magis-
trates are all supposed to be Christians.

Because a civil oath invokes a monopolistic God’s laws and
sanctions in history, and because the State’s jurisdiction is geo-
graphical and therefore comprehensive within its boundaries –
no separate jurisdictional’ – any attempt to renounce the re-
quirement of a Trinitarian civil oath is necessarily an attempt to
invoke another god’s covenant. But there can be no covenantal
neutrality in history. Thus, inclusion in and exclusion from civil
citizenship are required by God to be based on public Trinitari-
an confession. Citizenship – the authority to render binding
judgment in a civil court, which includes the ballot box – must
be based on restricted church membership (ecclesiastical bound-

15.. Greg L. Bahnsen, No Other Standcwd:  Theonomy  and Zts Critics (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 199 1).

16. Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., The Greatness of the Great Commission: The Christian
,!?nterjwise  in a Fall+nz World  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch.
10.

17. The only exceptions to this rule are foreign embassies. Inside their bound-
aries their home nations’ laws prevail. I argue that no such grant ofjudicial  immuni-
ty to any non-Trinitarian nation’s embassy is biblically valid within a Christian nation.
Every non-Christian nation must come to God’s nations “on bended knee; to this
extent it is not emitted to a separate jurisdiction within the boundaries of one of
God’s covenanted nations.
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aries) and a restricted franchise (civil boundaries). Is It is this
assertion regarding the civil oath which distinguishes Trinitari-
an theocratic movements (few and far between) from the broad
range of post-Newtonian Christianity, i.e., political pluralism.lg

Second, there must be the imposition of negative institution-
al sanctions in history to defend the stipulations of this oath.
These negative sanctions are specified in the Mosaic covenant:
formal warning or excommunication (ecclesiastical) and either
economic restitution, public whipping, loss of citizenship, or
public execution (civil). Modern Christians do not readily ac-
cept these general exclusionary requirements as legitimate if
done in the name of Jesus Christ. Modern churches rarely
excommunicate members. Many churches celebrate the Lord’s
Supper so infrequently that there is hardly anything to be
excommunicated from.20 It should therefore come as no sur-
prise that Christians who are unwilling to excommunicate theo-
logically deviant members are also hostile to any concept of
citizenship based on a public, Trinitarian oath of allegiance. In
this crucial judicial sense, modern Christians huve become inclusiv-
ists. They have become civil Unitarians – belief in any god as
sufficient for civil oath – and even civil atheists: binding civil
oaths without reference to God. That is, they have become
pluralists.21  This ecclesiastical and civil inclusivism  has steadily
been extended from modern politics - which is accompanied by
a common civil religion22 – into theology. Evangelical leaders

18. North, Political Polytheism, ch. 2: “Sanctuary and Suffrage.”

19. The problem for the American churches today is this: the United States of
America is officially covenanted constitutionally to the god of humanism, i.e., reti-
gious neutralhy (Article VI, Section III). Ibid., pp. 385-92.

20. The Church of Christ denomination, following Atexander Campbelt’s rejec-
tion of Presbyterianism’s closed communion, holds the Lord’s Supper weekly, but
then it denies the Supper’s covenantal relevance by refhsing to exclude anyone from
participating.

21. North, Political Polytheism, Part 3.

22. Russell E. Ritchey and Donald G. Jones (eds.), American Civil Religwn (New
York Harper & Row, 1974); Robert V. Bellah, The BTohen Covenant: Am..wican  Civil
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have begun to abandon the biblical doctrine of hell and then
lake of fire: the ultimate place of exclusion.23

Natural Law Theory

While modern Christians accept in theory the legitimacy of
formal excommunications, however rare excommunications
may be in our day – surely not a testimony to widespread ex-
emplary living by Christians in our day – they do not believe in
civil excommunication from the civil franchise on the basis of
creedal confession. Protestant Christians for over three centu-
ries, and Anglo-American Roman Catholics for at least a centu-
ry, have adopted political pluralism as their civil ideal. This has
required the adoption of a cmmnon-gmmd  judicial confession:
natural law philosophy. Today, however, only Christians and a
tiny handful of secular scholars still defend natural law theory.

Natural law theory is a defunct world-and-life view in mod-
ern humanism. Charles Darwin and his followers by 1880 had
destroyed the epistemological  foundations of natural law philos-
ophy. 24 Darwinism has enshrined the doctrine of environmental
determinism. Binding biological laws at any moment in history
are explained as the result of the conflict for survival: individu-
als vs. individuals, species vs. species, and species vs. geological
environment. Similarly, binding social laws at any moment are
explained as the result of competitive social groups and their

Religion in Time of Ttil (New York Seabury Crossroad, 1975); Bellah and Frederick
E. Greenspahn, Uncivil Religwn: Inte-rreligiou.s  Hostility in America (New York: Cross-
road, 1987); Sidney E. Mead, The Lively Exptiment:  The Shaping of Christianity in
America (New York Harper & Row, 1963); Richard V. Pierard and Robert D, Linder,
Civil Religion and the Predency  (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Academie,
1988).

23. In 1989, at a conference of almost 400 evangelical American Protestant
theologians, a m+ority  refused to affirm the doctrine of hell. World (June 3, 1989),
p. 9.

24. Rousas J. Rushdoony  The Biblical Philosophy of Hz.sto~ (Nuttey New Jersey
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1969), pp. 6-7; Gary North, The Dominion Covenant:
Genesis (2nd cd.; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), Appendix A
“From Cosmic Purposelessness to Humanistic Sovereignty.”
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physical and social environments. There are therefore no per-
manently binding social or moral laws in the worldview of
Darwinism. The triumph of the Darwinian worldview has been
almost universal, even among groups that do not accept Dar-
win’s doctrine of exclusively biological evolution.

Faith in ancient Stoicism’s theory of a shared common-
ground philosophy that unites all rational men is now fading
even among Christians – its last defenders. This has left mod-
ern Christianity judicially mute: judicial salt without savor, fit for
being trampled underfoot politically. This is exactly where
God’s enemies want us.

What Christians need is an authoritative foundation for their
knowledge. Without this, those who represent Jesus Christ in
history will remain incapable of defending the judicially binding
character His oath. They will remain impotent to bring God’s
covenant lawsuit against covenant-breakers in every area of life.
In short, they will continue to refuse to invoke God’s corporate
sanctions in history.

The Laws of Leviticus

How does Leviticus fit into a program of covenantal sanc-
tions? Can Christians confidently invoke the corporate sanctions
of Leviticus (Lev. 26) as God’s continuing corporate historical
sanctions, both positive and negative?

This commentary focuses on the narrow topic of economics.
I have surveyed the Levitical laws governing economics. I have
also distinguished temporary Mosaic laws of the land from
permanent covenantal laws that crossed Israel’s geographical
boundaries during the Mosaic era and then passed into the
New Covenant. It is appropriate here to review these laws.

I. Land Laws and Seed Laws

Land laws and seed laws were laws associated with God’s
covenantal promises to Abraham regarding his offspring (Gen.
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15- 17). There was a chronological boundary subsequently
placed on the seed laws: Jacob’s prophecy and promise. “The
sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver from be-
tween his feet, until Shiloh come; and unto him shall the gath-
ering of the people be” (Gen. 49:10). After Shiloh came, Jacob
said, the scepter would depart from Judah. The unified concept
of sce~tet-  and lawgiver pointed to the civil covenant: physical
sanctions and law. Jacob prophesied that the lawful enforce-
ment of the civil covenant would eventually pass to another
ruler: Shiloh, the Messiah.

The Levitical  land laws were tied covenantally  to the Abra-
hamic promise regarding a place of residence for the Israelites
(Gen. 15:13-16). These land laws were also tied to the Abra-
hamic promise of the seed. “In the same day the LORD made a
covenant with Abram, saying, Unto thy seed have I given this
land, from the river of Egypt unto the great river, the river
Euphrates” (Gen.  15:18). The mark of those included under
the boundaries of these seed laws was the covenantal sign of
circumcision (Gen. 17:9-14). Circumcision established a person-
al covenantal boundary There were also family and tribal
boundaries tied to the laws of inheritance. The ultimate inheri-
tance law was above all a land law: the jubilee law (Lev.  25).

The fall of Jerusalem and the abolition of the temple’s sacri-
fices forever ended the Mosaic Passover. The five sacrifices of
Leviticus 1-7 also ended forever. There can be no question
about the annulment of the inheritance laws by A.D. 70. But
with this annulment of the inheritance laws also came the annulment of
the seed laws. Once the Messiah came, there was no further need
to separate Judah from his brothers. Once the temple was
destroyed, there was no further need to separate Levi from his
brothers. There was also no further need to separate the sons
of Aaron (priests) from the sons of Levi (Levites).  Therefore,
the most important Mosaic family distinction within a single
tribe – the Aaronic priesthood – was annulled: the ultimate
representative case. The tribal and family boundaries of the A bra-
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hamiccovenant  ceased too@erateafter A.D. 70. This annulled the
Mosaic law’s applications of the Abrahamic covenant’s land and
seed laws. The land and seed laws were aspects of a single
administration: the Mosaic Covenant. The New Covenant –
based exclusively and forthrightly on the covenantal  concept of
adoption 25 – replaced the Mosaic Covenant.

Land Laws

Biblical quarantine (Lev. 13:45-46). This law dealt with a
unique disease that came upon men as a judgment. Only when
a priest crossed the household boundary of a diseased house
did everything within its walls become unclean. This quarantine
law ended when this judicial disease ended when the Mosaic
priesthood ended.2G

Promised land as a covenantal  agent (Lev. 18:24-29). The land
no longer functions as a covenantal agent. That temporary
office was operational only after the Israelites crossed into Ca-
naan. That office was tied to the presence of the sanctuary.27

The laws of clean and unclean beasts (Lev. 20:22-26). This was
a land law, for it was associated with the land’s office as the
agent of sanctions. These laws marked off Israel as a separate
nation. This is true of the dietary laws generally, which is why
God annulled them in a vision to Peter just before he was told
to visit the house of Cornelius (Acts 10).28

The national sabbatical year of Test for the land (Lev.  25:1-7).
This was an aspect of the jubilee year. The law was part of

25. Infant baptism is not a confirmation of covenantal inheritance through
biological inclusion but rather its opposite: the confirmation of covenantal inheritance
through adoption, i.e., adoption into the family of God, His church. The one who
baptizes is an agent of the church, not an agent of the family. This was true under
the Abrahamic  covenant, too: the male head of the household circumcised the males
born into that household, but as an agent of the priesthood.

26. Chapter 9.
27. Chapter 10.

28. Chapter 21.
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God’s original grant of leaseholds at the time of the conquest.
There is no agency of enforcement today. There has been no
national grant of land.zg

The jubilee law (Lev.  25:8-13). This law applied only to na-
tional Israel. It was a law uniquely associated with Israel’s con-
quest of Canaan. It was in part a land law and in part a seed
law: inheritance and citizenship. It was more judicial – citizen-
ship – than economic. The annulment of the jubilee law was
announced by Jesus at the beginning of his ministry (Luke
4:17-19). This prophecy was fulfilled at the final jubilee year of
national Israel.30 This probably took place in the year that
Paul’s ministry to the gentiles began, two years after the cruci-
fixion.31

The jubilee law prohibiting oppression centered around the
possibility that the priests and magistrates might not enforce
the jubilee law (Lev.  25:14-17’). Thus, those who trusted the
courts when leasing land would be oppressed by those who
knew the courts were corrupt.32

The jubilee year was to be preceded by a miraculous year
bringing a triple crop (Lev.  25:18-22). This designates the
jubilee year law as a land law with a blessing analogous to the
manna. The manna had ceased when the nation crossed the
Jordan River and entered Canaan.”

The prohibition against the permanent sale of rural land (Lev.
25:23-24). This was a land law. It was an aspect of the conquest
of Canaan: the original land grant. This law did not apply in
walled cities that were not Levitical  cities.34

The law Promising Tain, crops, peace in the land, and no wild beasts
in response to corporate faithfulness (Lev. 26:3-6). This was a land

29. Chapter 24.
30. Chapter 25.
31. James Jordan, ‘Jubille (3),” Biblical Chronology, V (April 1993), [p. 2].

32. Chapter 26.
33. Chapter 27.
34. Chapter 28.
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law. Nature’s predictable covenantal  blessings were tied to the
office of the holy land as the agency of sanctions.35

Seed Laws

Gleaning (Lev. 19:9-1 O). The gleaning law applied only to
Mosaic Israel’s farms. It was a means of establishing a major
form of charity in tribe-dominated rural regions. This law pro-
moted localism and decentralization in Mosaic Israel. The mor-
al principle of gleaning extends into New Covenant times as a
charity law, but not as a seed law. The principle is this: recipients
of charity who can work hard should. This law is not supposed to
be applied literally. There were no applications in civil law.
This law was enforced by the priesthood, not by the State, for
no corporate negative sanctions were threatened by God, nor
would it have been possible for judges to identify precisely
which poor people had been unlawfully excluded.3G  This prin-
ciple of interpretation also applies to the re-statement of the
gleaning law in Leviticus 23:22.37

The laws against allowing diflerent breeds of cattle to interbreed
(Lev.  19:19). This was a temporary seed law. It reflected the
laws of tribal separation. So did the law against sewing a field
with mixed seeds. Also annulled is the prohibition against wear-
ing wool-linen garments.38

The law against harvesting the frwit of newly planted trees for three
years and setting aside the fourth year’s crop as holy (Lev.  19:23-25).
This was a seed law. It was a curse on Israel because of the
failure of the exodus generation to circumcise their sons during
the wilderness wandering. It is no longer in force.3g

35. Chapter 33.

36. Chapter 11.

37. Chapter 22.
38. Chapter 17.

39. Chapter 18.
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The law governing the enslavement of fellow Israelites (Lev. 25:39-
43). This was a seed law, although by being governed by the
jubilee law, there was an aspect of land law associated with it.
There is no longer any long-term indentured servitude bring-
ing a family under the authority of another family for up to 49
years.40

The law governing the permanent enslavement of foreigners (Lev.
25:44-46). This must have been a seed law rather than a land
law, for it opened the possibility of adoption, either by the
family that owned the foreign slaves or by another Israelite
family.41

The law governing the redemption of an Israelite out of a foreigner’s
household by the kinsman-redeemer (Lev. 25:4’7-55). This was a seed
law.42

II. Priestly Laws

The laws of five sactijices (Lev. 1-’7). These were all priestly
laws. They are no longer in force.43

The law Prohibiting wine drinking by priests while inside the taber-
nacle or temple (Lev.  10:8-11). This law was exclusive to priests as
mediatorial agents. The wine belonged to God; it had to be
poured out before the altar. This law was tied to the holiness of
the temple. It did not apply to Levites or priests outside of the
temple’s geographical boundaries.44

The law establishing the oficial prices of people who take vows (Lev.
2’7:2-8). This was a law governing access to the priesthood.
These vows governed those who were devoted – irrevocably
adopted – to priestly service .45

40. Chapter 30.

41. Chapter 31.
42. Chapter 32.

43. Chapters 1-7.
44. Chapter 8.

45. Chapter 36.
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The law establishing vows to fn-iests and the inheritance of m-al
land (Lev. 27:9-15). This law was primarily priestly but second-
arily a seed law: an aspect of inheritance. This law placed the
negative sanction of disinheritance on those who vowed to
support a priest through the productivity of a dedicated plot of
land and then refused to honor the vow. The land went from
being dedicated to devoted: beyond redemption.4G

III. Cross-Boundary Laws

Cross-boundary laws are still in force under the New Cove-
nant. These are properly designated as Deuteronomy 4 laws:
designed by God to bring men to repentance through the
testimony of civil justice within a holy commonwealth.

Fraud and false dealing (Lev. 19:11-12). The laws against theft
still prevail. They had no unique association with either the
land or the promised seed.47

The law against robbing an employee by paying  him later than the
end of the working  day (Lev. 19:13). This law protects the weakest
parties from unfair competition: the ability to wait to be paid.

The law against tripping the blind man and cursing the deaf mun
(Lev.  19: 14). Weaker parties are to be protected by civil law.4s

The prohibition against enforcing laws that discriminate in terms of
wealth or power  (Lev. 19:15). This law had no unique association
with Israel’s land or seed laws. Its theological presupposition is
that God is not a respecter of persons: a theological principle
upheld in both covenants.4g

The prohibition against personal vengeance (Lev.  19:18). This
establishes the civil government as God’s monopoly agency of
violence.50

46. Chapter 37.

47. Chapter 12.

48. Chapter 13.
49. Chapter 14.

50. Chapter 16.
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The law prohibiting judicial discrimination against strangers in the
land (non-citizens) (Lev. 19:33-36). This law an aspect of the just
weights law. Laws governing justice were not land-based or
seed-based .51

The law against ofering  a child to Molech  (Lev. 20:2-5). This
was a law governed by the principle of false worship, although
it appears to be a seed law (inheritance) or perhaps a land law
(agricultural blessings). It had to do with identifying the source
of positive sanctions in history: either God or a false god. God’s
name is holy: sanctified.52 This will never change.

The jubilee law prohibiting taking interest from poor fellow believers
or resident aliens (Lev.  25:35-38). This law was an extension of
Exodus 22:25. It was included in the jubilee code, but it was
not derived from that code. In non-covenanted, non-Trinitari-
an nations, however, Christians are the resident aliens. Thus,
the resident alien aspect of the law is annulled until such time
as nations formally covenant under God.53

The law promising fitfulness and multiplication of seed (Lev.
26:9-1 O). This law was covenantal,  not tied to the holy land or
the tribal structure of inheritance. It was a confessional law, but
because of its universal promise, it was a common grace law.54

Negative corporate sanctions (Lev.  26:13-17). These were prom-
ised to Israel, but they were not tied to either the holy land or
the promised seed. The governing issue was the fear of God,
which is still in force.55

The law of the tithe that applied  to animals passing under a rod
(Lev.  27:30-3’7).  This law still applies, though it is no longer
very important in a non-agricultural setting. God still prohibits

51. Chapter 19.
52. Chapter 20.

53. Chapter 29.

54. Chapter 34.
55. Chapter 35.
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individuals from structuring tithes in kind (goods) from pre-
collection rearrangements that favor the tither.5G

The Principle of the Boundary

I have argued that Christians need a Bible-based hermeneu-
tic in order to interpret correctly the applications of the laws of
the Old Covenant in the New Covenant era. This is also Profes-
sor Poythress’ argument.57 By now the reader should under-
stand what this biblical principle ofjudicial  interpretation is: the
principle of the boundary.

This is a very long commentary. (Boundaries and Dominion is
much longer.) Most of it has been devoted to an explanation of
laws that are no longer binding: seed laws, land laws, and
priestly laws. Why devote so much time, money, and space to a
study of things no longer relevant? Answer: in order to be
confident about the laws that are still relevant.

A scholar spends most of his life examining records, experi-
ments, books, and articles that do not apply to his immediate
concerns. Scholarship is the process of sifting through what is,
for a scholar, mostly irrelevant information. He sifts in terms of
a principle – a hermeneutic – which leads to scientific and
intellectual breakthroughs. So it is with the New Covenant
student of the laws of Leviticus. Our problem today is that
there is no agreement among Christians regarding the proper
principle governing this judicial sifting process.

Theonomists have a general principle of judicial interpreta-
tion: unless an Old Covenant law is in principle or specifically
annulled by the New Testament, it is still in force. Bahnsen
writes: “The methodological point, then, is that we presume our

56. Chapter 38.
57. Vern Sheridan Poythress, “Effects of Interpretive Frameworks on the Appli-

cation of Old Testament Law,” in Theonomy:  A Refonmed Critique, edited by WNiam S.
Barker and W. Robert Godfrey (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Academie,
1990), ch. 5.
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obligation to obey any Old Testament commandment unless the
New Testament indicates otherwise. We must assume continuity
with the Old Testament rather than discontinuity”58  That is,
the theonomist announces with respect to all Old Covenant
laws: “Innocent until proven guilty.” An unchallenged Old
Covenant law is said to have been granted citizenship automati-
cally by the New Testament. No additional proof of citizenship
is required by law. Unless its citizenship has been revoked by
the New Testament, a Mosaic law automatically crosses the
boundary between the two covenants. The law’s adoption into
the New Covenant kingdom of God is automatic. The represen-
tative rhetorical hard case for this principle of interpretation is
the law’s mandated stoning of rebellious sons (Deut.  21:18-
21).59

All other schools of Christian biblical interpretation assert a
rival judicial hermeneutic: any Old Covenant law not repeated
in the New Testament is automatically annulled. The non-the-
onomist announces with respect to every Old Covenant law:
“Guilty until proven innocent.” An Old Covenant law is auto-
matically turned back at the border of the New Covenant unless
it has had citizenship papers issued by the New Testament. Its
disinheritance is automatic unless it has been explicitly adopted
into God’s New Covenant kingdom. The representative rhetori-
cal hard case for this hermeneutic is bestiality (Lev.  18:23;
20:15-16).60

A majority of the economic laws of Leviticus were turned
back at the covenantal  border. But this rejection was not auto-

.58. Greg L. Bahnsen, By This Standard: The Authority of God’s Law Today (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), p. 3.

59. By mandating the execution of rebellious adolescents and adult sons, this
case law declared war against any criminal class. The enforcement of this case law
means that a criminal class cannot easily come into existence. R. J. Rushdoony  The
Institutes of Biblizal  Law  (Nutley New Jersey: Craig Press, 1973), pp. 185-91.

60. See my response to Dan G. McCartney Gary North, Wesbnimter’s Confession:
The Abandonment of Van Til’s Legaq (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1991)> pp. 211, 214.
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matic.  The geographical and tribal promises that went to Abra-
ham’s seeds (plural) were fulfilled with the coming of the pro-
phesied Seed (singular: Gal. 3:16) – the Messiah, Shiloh, Jesus
Christ, the incarnate Son of God – who announced His minis-
try’s fulfillment of the judicial terms of the jubilee year (Luke
4:16-2 1). This fulfillment was confirmed through His death and
resurrection – the ultimate physical liberation. Israel’s perma-
nent disinheritance was prophesied by Jesus: “Therefore say I
unto you, The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and
given to a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof” (Matt.
21:43). This transfer of the kingdom’s inheritance to this new
nation took place at Pentecost (Acts 2). The visible manifestation
of the permanent revocation of the Abrahamic inheritance to
his biological heirs was the fall of Jerusalem in A.D. 70. Israel
had failed to keep the terms of the covenant. The predictable
negative corporate sanctions came in history.

Discontinuity and Continuity in the Levitical Sacrifices

The whole burnt offering was annulled by the New Cove-
nant. There is no evidence that its underlying principle of
sacrifice was annulled: unblemished animal, the best of the
flock, but only one. This was a high-cost sacrifice, but it was
nevertheless limited. Conclusion: man cannot pay God all thut he
owes. This judicial principle was illustrated by the whole burnt
offering, but it was not limited to it.

The meal offering was annulled, but not its underlying prin-
ciple of the hierarchical authority of the priesthood. The salt of
this earthly sacrifice is no longer lawfully administered by any
priest; the eternal salt of the covenant (Mark 9:47’-49)  is admin-
istered by the High Priest, Jesus Christ. The judicial principle
of the meal offering still is in force: if you do not bring a satis-
factory offering to be salted and consumed by the fire, then you
will become that offering.

The peace offering is no longer eaten by the offerer at a
meal held inside the boundaries of the temple. But the economic
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principle of the leaven – the best a man can offer God from his
“field” – has not been removed from the New Covenant’s vol-
untary offerings. Neither has the cultural principle of leaven:
expansion over time.

The related principles of corporate responsibility and corpo-
rate representation are no longer manifested in the sin offering,
i.e., purification offering. Nevertheless, they are clearly revealed
in the Adamic covenant and the New Covenant. The biblical
principle of the delegation of earthly authority – from God to
the people to their representative – was illustrated in the purifi-
cation offering, but it was not inaugurated by this offering. It
therefore did not perish with this offering. Also, we no longer
bring an animal to serve as our trespass or reparation offering
for a sin of omission, but the principle of the sacrifice propor-
tionate to one’s wealth still applies, in church and State.

A thief’s reparation offering is no longer made by presenting
a ram without blemish. But there is no indication that an offer-
ing comparable in value to a ram in the Mosaic economy
should not still be presented to a church by the self-confessed
thief, nor should his victim be denied the return of the thing
stolen plus a reparation payment of 20 percent. The judicial
boundary between sacred and common still exists. A violation of
such a boundary still constitutes a profane act.

The annulment of the Levitical sacrifices has not annulled
the principles that underlay these sacrifices, any more than the
annulment of the priesthood has somehow annulled the princi-
ple of sacrifice. The High Priest’s office still exists, but only one
man holds it: the resurrected Jesus Christ. The mediatorial role
of the Old Covenant priest in offering a bloody sacrifice has
been annulled by Christ’s perfect, one-time sacrifice (Heb. 9).
This does not mean that the ministerial, judicial, and educa-
tional role of the Levites has been annulled. The diaconate has
replaced the Levites’ social role. Melchizedek, the priestly king
of Salem, offered Abraham bread and wine, and Abraham paid
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his tithe to him (Gen. 14:18-20). The annulment of the Mosaic
priesthood did not annul this Melchizedekan ecclesiastical role.

There is both judicial continuity and discontinuity in the
transition between Old Covenant and New Covenant. Both of
these principles must be forthrightly proclaimed and defended
exegetically. This commentary is long because Christians have
too often only intuitively recognized which features of the Mo-
saic law have been annulled and which are still binding. They
have not applied a consistent hermeneutic. It is long because it
is exegetical. Most of all, it is long because we require casuistry
to make sense of Leviticus: the application of general law to
specific cases, and the investigation of specific case laws to dis-
cover the general legal principle governing any of them. Casu-
istry is a tiring, highly detailed process of discovery that must
continue in every generation if God’s kingdom is to be extend-
ed. John Frame insisted in 1990, “all the exegetical work re-
mains to be done!”Gl Not all. A great deal, no doubt, but not
all. It is also worth noting that the modern “school of the non-
prophets,” which asserts an absolute judicial discontinuity be-
tween the whole of Leviticus and the New Covenant, has a
great deal of work ahead of it, too.

I have said my piece regarding Leviticus. It has been a long
piece. It is now my critics’ turn to say theirs. Then we shall see
just how much discontinuity they can prove, and what the
moral and cultural effects of these alleged discontinuities will
be. I suggest that they begin with the Levitical case laws govern-
ing bestiality. One thing is sure: if they turn to pre-Kant natu-
ral law as their suggested alternative to the Mosaic law, they will
have to show why Hume was wrong, Kant was wrong, Hegel
was wrong, Darwin was wrong, and existentialism is wrong. If
the only civil stipulation they leave us with is the death penalty
in Genesis 9, they have not left us with much.G2 They have in

61. John Frame, “The One, the Many and Theonomy”  in Theonomy:  A Reformed
Critiqw, p. 97.

62. H. Wayne House and Thomas D. Ice, Dominion Theology: Blessing or Curse
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fact left us judicially defenseless. If we cannot appeal to God’s
justice, as manifested in His Bible-revealed law, to what should
Christians appeal? The dispensationalist answers, “the Rap-
ture.” The amillennialist  answers, “the end of history.” But
what happens to us if either event is delayed?

I answer: if we cling to a hermeneutic of personal judicial
discontinuity we should prepare for negative corporate sanctions.
“Salt is good: but if the salt have lost his savour, wherewith
shall it be seasoned? It is neither fit for the land, nor yet for the
dunghill; but men cast it out. He that bath ears to hear, let him
hear” (Luke 14:34-35).

Conclusion

For two decades, the critics of theonomy have issued this
challenge: “Prove your case exegetically.” Rushdoony’s first
volume of The Institutes of Biblical Law ( 19’73) was theonomy’s
frontal assault. He suggested hundreds of ways in which Mosaic
case laws still apply. He used the Ten Commandments as his
integrating principle. Bahnsen’s Theonomy in Christian Ethics
(1976) provided a technical apologetic defense of theonomy,
written in the arcane language called “theologian.” It has re-
ceived more attention – most of it negative – from the theolo-
gians than Rushdoony’s Institutes because Bahnsen writes fluent-
ly in their adopted tongue, which the rest of us have difficulty
following without a dictionary and a grammar handbook. I
showed in TOOLS of Dominion (1990) how the case laws of Exodus
still apply to economics and civil justice. These books all em-
phasized continuity.

Our critics have not been satisfied. They have continued to
complain: “You say that you have a hermeneutical principle of
discontinuity Let us see it in action.” They have implied that

(Portland, Oregon: Multnomah Press, 1988), pp. 127, 130. For a reply, see Greg L.
Bahnsen and Kenneth L. Gentry Jr., House Divided: The Break-Up of Dispensational
Theolo~  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1989), pp. 93-96.
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theonomists possess no hermeneutic of discontinuity other than
the obvious annulment of the laws sacrifice by the Epistle to the
Hebrews. If our critics are honest – a gigantic if – we should
now begin to see a muting of this criticism, or at least a mutat-
ing. I am not counting on this, however.

The latest of these challenges appeared in the Spring, 1993,
issue of the Bulletin of the Association of Christian Economists.
Westmont College economics professor Edd S. Noell,  in a well-
balanced summary of the theonomic (i.e., my) approach to
economic analysis, concluded with this challenge to theonomists
(i.e., to me): “They must more carefully delineate the Old Tes-
tament laws that are abolished by the New Testament and the
exegetical basis for their position in this regard. They must
consider more extensively the issue of the context of the ancient
agrarian economy of Israel in which the Mosaic law was given.
There is more work to be done to convince fellow Christian
economists of some of the specific exegetical conclusions they
reach (in regard to monetary reform as well as other policy
applications).”G3

This commentary is part of my response to this criticism. I
also include my previous four volumes of economic commentar-
ies, my Introduction to Christian Economics ( 19’73), and two of my
books in the Biblical Blueprint Series: Honest Money (1986) and
Inherit the Earth (198’7). So is my critique of Social Credit eco-
nomics, Salvation Through Inj?ation (1993). So is my chapter in
the book edited by Robert Clouse,  Wealth  and Poverty: Four
Christian Views of Economics (1985). 1 should also mention fifteen
years of my newsletter, Biblical Economics Today - over 1,600
double-spaced manuscript pages. There is, of course, always
more work to be done, more Bible passages to consider. There
are always more typesetting and printing expenses to pay. I
plan to do the work and pay the expenses. But I think it is fair

63. Edd S. Noell, “A Reformed Approach to Christian Economics: Christian
Reconstruction: Bulletin (Spring 1993), p. 16.
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for me to ask my critics in 1994: “Where have all the other
Christian economists been for the last 20 years? Unlike me,
they are being paid good salaries by colleges and universities to
write books and articles. Where are all those explicitly Christian
economics books and articles?”

The Association of Christian Economists has been around
since the mid-1 980’s, but so far as I know, no other member
has produced even one volume of an economic commentary on
the Bible. I also have seen nothing like my book, The Couse
Theorem (1992): an expressly Christian critique of a Nobel Prize-
winning secular economist. Other than the ill-fated attempts by
Keynesian Christian economist Douglas Vickers to refute my
approach to the Bible and to economics,w  no other Christian
economist has challenged me exegetically on the issues I have
been raising. No one has addressed the foundational epistemol-
ogical questions that I raised as long ago as 1976.65 Noell  co-
mes close to admitting as much: “Outside of the Reconstruc-
tionist literature, one searches in vain for more than a handful
of thoughtful, Biblically-based critiques of non-Christian eco-
nomic methodology.”GG Christian critics have made it clear that
they do not like my approach to economics, but not one of
them has offered a systematic, integrated methodological alter-
native that he is willing to defend exegetically. The critics face
the old problem of practical politics: they cannot beat some-
thing with nothing.

64. Douglas Vlckers, Economics and Man: Prelude to a Christian Critique (Nutley
New Jersey: Craig Press, 1976). This was followed by his brief book, A Christian
Approach to Economics and the Cultural Sikution  (Smithtown,  New York Exposition
Press, 1982), which in fact did not specifj  what this “Christian approach” is. For a
response to Vickers, see Ian Hodge, Baptized Injlatwn: A Critiqw of “Christian” K~na-
ianiwn  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986).

65. Gary North, ” Economics: From Reason to Intuition; in North (cd.), Founda-
twm of Christian Scholarship: Essays in the Van Til Perspective (Vallecito, California Ross
House Books, 1976), ch. 5.

66. Noell, p. 10.
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In this commentary I have shown how the twin Mosaic
principles of land and seed – ultimately, laws of inheritance –
were limited both by time and geography. From the beginning,
there were boundaries placed by God around all those laws that
were judicial applications of the Abrahamic and Mosaic laws
governing land and seed. There were also priestly laws that
perished with the New Covenant, taking parts of Leviticus with
them.

Let me cite once again my comments in Chapter 17, “The
Preservation of the Seed.”

********

It is therefore mandatory on me or on another defender of
theonomy’s hermeneutic to do what Poythress says must be
done: 1) identify the primary function of an Old Covenant law;
2) discover whether it is universal in a redemptive (healing)
sense or whether 3) it is conditioned by its redemptive-historical
context (i.e., annulled by the New Covenant). In short: What
did the law mean, how did it apply in ancient Israel, and how
should it apply today? This task is not always easy, but it is
mandatory

The question Poythress raises is the hermeneutical problem
of identifying covenantal continuity and covenantal discontinu-
ity. First, in questions of covenantal continuity, we need to ask:
What is the underlying ethical principle? God does not change
ethically. The moral law is still binding, but its application may
not be. Second, this raises the question of covenantal disconti-
nuity. What has changed as a result of the New Testament era’s
fulfillment of Old Covenant prophecy and the inauguration of
the New Covenant? A continuity – prophetic-judicial fulfillment
— has in some cases produced a judicial discontinuity the an-
nulment of a case law’s application. A very good example of this
is Leviticus 19:19.
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I begin any investigation of any suspected judicial disconti-
nuity with the following questions. First, is the case law related
to the priesthood, which has changed (Heb. 7:11-12)? Second,
is it related to the sacraments, which have changed? Third, is it
related to the jubilee land laws (e.g., inheritance), which Christ
fulfilled (Luke 4:18-2 1)? Fourth, is it related to the tribes (e.g.,
the seed laws), which Christ fulfilled in His office as Shiloh, the
promised Seed? Fifth, is it related to the “middle wall of parti-
tion” between Jew and gentile, which Jesus Christ’s gospel has
broken down (Gal. 3:28; Eph. 2: 14-20)?67  These five principles
prove fruitful in analyzing Leviticus 19:19.68

Let us ask another question: Is a change in the priesthood
also accompanied by a change in the laws governing the family
covenant? Jesus tightened the laws of divorce (Matt.  5:31-32).
The church has denied the legality of polygamy. Did other
changes in the family accompany this change in the priesthood?
Specifically, have changes in inheritance taken place? Have
these changes resulted in the annulment of the jubilee land
laws of the Mosaic economy? Finally, has an annulment of the
jubilee land laws annulled the laws of tribal administration?

********

I hope the reader recognizes by now that there are princi-
ples of interpretation that are applicable to the laws of the

67. This application is especially important in cleating with Rushdoony’s theory
of “hybridization.” See Gary North, Boundaries and Dominwn: The Economics of Leviticus
(computer edition; Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994), Appendix
H.

68. There are several other hermeneuticat  questions that we can ask that relate
to covenantal discontinuity Sixth, is it an aspect of the weakness of the Israelites,
which Christ’s ministry has overcome, thereby intensifying the rigors of an Old Cove-
nant law (Matt. 5:21-48)? Seventh, is it an aspect of the Old Covenant’s cursed six
day-one day work week rather than the one day-six day pattern of the New Coven-
ant’s now-redeemed week (Heb. 4:1-11)? Eighth, is it part of legal order of the once
ritually polluted earth, which has now been cleansed by Christ (Acts 10; I Cor. 8)?
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Mosaic Covenant. The ultimate hernwneutic  principle in the question
of the continuity of th Old Covenant legal  order in the New Covenant
era is the principle of the boundary. Such a boundary does exist.
There is discontinuity But other boundary principles allow us
to determine whether a law has been resurrected with Jesus
Christ in the New Covenant. Those case laws that have been
resurrected with Christ and adopted into the New Covenant
law-order provide Christians with their tools of dominion.
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completely consumed, 1
days in use, 15, 357
no leaven on, 66-67, 79
rival (Jeroboam’s),  12
substitutes for man, 48
visible to all, 47

Amalekites, 584
Americas, 24-33
amillennialism,  131
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Amish, 2, 276, 334
Ammon, 325
Ammonites, 470
amputated warriors, 170
Anabaptists,  275-76, 334
anarchism, 272-74 (also see

warlordism)
angels, 560, 565-67
animal sacrifice

blemish-free, 50-52, 53-54,
60

civil court &, 140
corporate, 357
death of sacrificer, 49
not divisible, 115-16, 129
prefigured Christ, 141

animal skins, 47
animals, 108
animism, 54n
antinomianism, 2, 5, 275
applied theology, xii
Arabs, 405
Aristotle, xxvi, 95, 481
Ark of the Covenant, 43, 462,

623
army

adulthood, 504, 585
aliens in, 468 (also see

Uriah)
anointing and re-entry,

170
citizenship, 389, 391, 450n,

468,470-72,495,497,
504, 518, 525

defends land’s boundaries,
504

leprosy, 170
post-exilic,  470

royal priesthood, 463
Uriah the Hittite, 472, 505
walking, 14

kticles of Confederation, 273n
ascension, 131-32, 154
assault, 231, 235, 373, 379
assembly, 91-92
assent, 87, 90, 94
Assyria, 184, 185, 188,469
atheists, 142
Athens, 259
atomism, 100-1
atonement

corporate, 101
day of, 409-12
jubilee &, 429
legal act, 50
leprosy &, 169
Pentecost, 356
restitution &, 137-41
substitution, 53-54

audience, xv
Augustine, 526
autarky, 221
authority

assent, 87, 90, 94
bottom-up, 95, 99, 221
Canaan’s land, 182
congregation, 101-2
costs of stewardship, 204
decentralized, 113
delegated, 94, 113, 219,

221, 648
democratic, 95, 100-1
ecclesiastical, 100-1, 589-90

(also see excommunica-
tion)

family, 99
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final, 547-48
hierarchical, 90-91, 95, 182,

336n
judge, 258
jury, 259 (also see jury)
local, 253
IOCUS  of, 94, 99, 106
naming &, 380
officers, 99
parental, 328
people’s, 94-95, 98-99, 106,

336n
politics &, 258
power &, 258
purification offering, 648
representation, 88-90,

95, 555
resistance to, 590
Satan’s, 113, 221, 274 (also

see Satan)
sharecropping, 113
stoning, 336n

autonomy
alliance: pietist-humanist,

5’78-79
anti-tithe, 33
Babel, 275
blasphemy, 376
blessings VS, 459
Christians’ quest, 33
divine state, 58
economic theory, 411
God put in bondage, 528
humanist law, 36
“innocence” defense, 90
liberation vs., 411
man’s limits, 562
sacrifices &, 52, 58

society, 578-79

Babel, 254, 275
Babylon

Assyria destroyed by, 543
balance imagery, 317
diet in, 342
military sanctions, 185
sabbath rest &, 312, 397,

501, 576
Bahnsen, Greg, xxxiv, 311,

645-46, 650
balances, 308, 310, 314-15,

317, 321
ban, 584, 619, 622-23 (also see

hormah)
Banfield, Edward, 305
bankruptcy, 55, 57, 61, 140,

206, 487, 540
baptism, 290, 292, 347, 512,

514, 639n
Bar Kochba, 23, 32, 611
barley 600-6
barrier (see boundaries)
Basques, 30-31
bastards, 483, 507
Bates, E. S., xxxvii
battery, 235 (also see assault)
Baxter, Richard, 526
beasts

breeding, 285-88, 641
clean-unclean, 639
dedicated, 594
jubilee year, 399
removed, 541
sacrificial, 596-97
sanctified, .587
sanctions-bringers, 574
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also see animal sacrifice
begging, 449,489

I Ben-hadad, 333n
B e n j a m i n ,  2 5 2
Berbers, 30
Berman, Harold, 416
bestiality 646
Bible

absolute, 266
all the answers, 2
authoritative, xii
boundaries imposed on,

53
commentaries needed, xii
dominion &, 132
economic commentary, xii
final judgment, 563
higher criticism, xvi-xvii
justice, 320
law-order, 265
models, xl
readers, xxxvii
slavery, xxvi-xxvii
social theory, xliv
standards, 320

bicycle thief, 117
bid, 98
birds, 51, 108, 167-68
blasphemy

assault, 373, 379
attack on God, 369-70
civil rights, 376, 380
context: fight, 369
cross-boundary law, 324,

331-32, 335-36
curse, 371, 373, 381
God’s name, 354, 369-70,

375-77

heresy &, 381
ignored, 332, 372
Moloch  worship, 324, 331-

32, 336
restitution to God, 372, 3’74-

75
Rushdoony on, 37 in
sanctions against, 324, 335,

353, 370-71
treason against God, 371

blemish-free, 50-52, 53-54, 60,
129

blessings
common, 133, 552
conditional, 550-51, 570
corporate, 541-47, 570
covenantal,  553-54
justice &, 550-51
obedience &, 448-50, 454-

55, 544-47, 570
representatively invoked,

232
sacrifice required, 14
separation from (wine), 151
social experiments &, 252
also see sanctions

blind, 222, 231, 643
blood, 44, 58, 76, 281-85, 326
blood avenger, 171, 391463-64

(also see kinsman-redeemer)
blood eating, 41
blood money, 504, 505
blueprints, 247-48
Bonar, Andrew, 358, 394
bond, 210-13, 220-21,440-41,

502 (also see promises)
bond service

adoption, 170, 507, 509
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Babylonian captivity 501
blood money, 504, 505
child’s legal status, 503-4
collateral, 493-95
criminal, 500-3
default on loan, 487,489-

90,493-94, 530, 533-34
educational, 531-32
escape from (3), 510-11
God’s, 506
heathen, 497, 509 (also

see slavery)
hired servant, 495-96
household, 499
immobile, 495-96
indentured, 526
jubilee, 435,469,493, 530,

537
meaning, 492-93
no land, 499
not a citizen, 468, 503-4
price, 502, 536-37
rate of return unknown,

502
sabbatical, 489-90, 493-94,

496-98, 530
security, 499
shame for a family, 531, 535
wages, 497-99
also see kinsman-re-

deemer, slavery
boot camp living, 8, 13
booths (see Pentecost; Taber-

nacles)
bottlenecks and inventories,

215
boundaries

agent = land, 189

agriculture, 278
animal husbandry, 278,

284, 285-87
annulled (Israel’s), 628-29
artificial, 163
Bible > State, 53
blessing, 151, 541-43,

554
blood, 282-85
bondservice, 495-96 (also

see bond service; slavery)
Canaan, 300
circumcision, 282, 340, 638
civil oath, 144
cleanliness laws, 150
Creator/creation, 3-5
defense of, 269
defensive, 252
devoted item, 587
dietary laws, 343-45
economic, 5-6
emigration, 421
eternal, 292
exclusion, 8, 630 (also

see inclusion/exclu-
sion)

fields, 284
foreign cultures, 475
franchise, 635
fruit, 295, 307
fruit trees, 295,298
garden, 153
geographical, 309, 338, 410,

541-42
gleaning, 204, 207
God/man, 4
God’s departure, 100
God’s field, 195
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God’s name, 11, 136, 179,
209-10, 324

grace, 122, 132
guardians, 155
hell’s gates, 132
hermeneutic, 645-50, 654-

55
holiness, 1
holy of holies,  123
home, 268, 330
house, 150, 268
household servant, 498
houses with plague, 166
immigration, 427
immunities (rights), 264
inclusion/exclusion, 8
information, 367
invented, 163
Israel’s (see Israel’s bound-

aries)
judges, 238
judicial (geographical bless-

ings), 541, 554
king, 257
kingdom, 158
land, 423
law, 271
leprosy, 170
Levites, 252-53
Leviticus, 1, 7
life &, 7
limits, 559, 561-62
list of, xiv, 180
Lord’s Supper, 346
modern man denies, 163
mysticism, 3
“No Trespassing,” 8, 120

ownership, 129
peace offering, 46, 75,

81
plague of houses, 166-67
pluralism, 330-32
policing the land’s, 423
political authority, 258
pollution of sin, 100
poor person, 204
post-Calvary, 83-85
priest, 154-55, 166-67
priestly, 150
priest’s household, 495
principle of, 646-47
profane acts &, 123, 126
property, 11, 144, 209,486
property rights, 43
purification offering, 88-

89
rain, 541
rights, 264, 376
ritual, xlvi, 158
sacraments, 129, 158
sacrifices, 60-61
sacrosanct, 627
sanctification, xlvii
sanctions, 542-43
sanctuary, 76, 88, 348
sin, 100
sobriety, 153-55
State, 53, 62, 204, 271,

367
State/individual, 5
temple, 89, 152
textiles, 278
theft, 11, 136
time, 304
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tithe, 61
tribal, 251-52, 282-83,

284
ultimate, 3-4
verbal, 122, 210
violation (2x), 122
whose?, 53
wilderness, 8
wine, 157-59
wineskins, 158

brand names, 215-16
bread, 451-52, 544
breeding, 285-88, 641
bribery 363, 599-600
bride price, 17
Brookes,  Warren, 563n
brotherhood, 17
Brueggemann, W., 463n
Buchanan, James, 362
Bucke,  R. M., 3n
buggies, 2
bureaucracy, 208, 221, 245,

483
burglar, 268

Caesar, 129
Cain, 58, 190
Caleb, 471
calendars, 356, 409
calling, xii, xxxix
Calvary, 83-85, 228
Calvin, John, 82, 94
Calvinism, 460, 490-91
camp, 170
Cana, 157
Canaan

capital (wealth), 339
conquest of, 303-4, 416

first fruits, 295
fruit trees, 296 (also see

trees)
genocide, 183-84 (also see

genocide)
gods, 414,430-31, 469
hierarchy under God, 182
holy, 296
inheritance, 358-59
unclean, 150
walled cities, 473

Canaanites
annihilation of, 183-84, 297,

414-15 (also see geno-
cide)

no toleration of, 332-34
pollution, 296-97
stewards of the land,

339, 396
Candide,  191
cannibalism, 575
capital

charitable loans &, 488-89
delayed payment of wages,

230
gleaning &, 204, 205
God taxes, 69, 105-13
jubilee year, 488-89
kinds of (3), 214
life &, 223
mass production (pins), 214
pooling of, 214,221
promises =, 211
sabbath &, 394-97
taxation of, 103-4, 108-14
theory, 435-39, 440
worker owns, 228, 230
also see capitalization
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capital crime, 32’7, 331, 369-70,
374n, 380

capital punishment
barbaric?, 323-24
Mosaic law &, xxxiii
restitution to God, 372, 374,

375
State’s ultimate sanction,

267
stoning, 161, 323-24
transfer into God’s court,

267, 374
witnesses execute, 161, 257

capitalism, 278
capitalization, 221, 396, 435-36,

439-41
captivity 89, 312, 501, 576-77
Carthage, 28-29
case law, 36, 231
cash and ignorance, 536
castles, 472n
casuistry, 260, 649
cattle breeding, 285-88, 641
celebration and work, 162
Celts, 31
centralization, 221, 251-52,

249-262,273
chaos, 4
character, 98
charity

conditional, 203, 204, 482-
84,491, 551,641

dependence, 485
fear of unknown, 484-86
gleaning, 195-208, 641 (also

see gleaning)
leprosy, 171, 173, 174-75

loans, 480-81 (also see
loans)

model, 196
morally compulsory, 195
New Covenant, 491
redeeming a relative, 534
representative act, 196
sanctions, 196, 313, 485
social insurance, 485
State, 171-73, 206-8, 360,

485
cheating, 320
children (minors), 99n
Chilton,  David, xli
China, 25, 27
Christ

abolitionist, 511-13, 520,
525

adopter, 510-14, 520
affliction, 169
animal sacrifices &, 141
ascension, 131-32, 154,

169
atonement, 50
bodily presence, 133
Caesar, 129
Cana’s wine, 157
debt repayment, 56
dietary laws, 345-46
disciples scattered, 105n
final judicial word, 257
glutton?, 163
head, 255
High Priest, 145, 523, 609
inheritance, 84, 520-23
intercession, 140
Jews vs. gospel, 520
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Joseph &, 521-22
jubilee, 454, 534 (also

see Luke 4:18-2 1)
King, 145
Kinsman-Redeemer, 56,

391, 540, 592-93
law of, xxxi-xxxii, xxxiii
liberation refhed,  523
liberator, 33, 169
liberty, 427
lordship, 512
ministry of, 7
mouth, 183, 193
offices, 141
ownership of world, 84
Passover lamb, 44
prophet, 391
redeemed nature, 128
representative, 549
represented the nation, 546
resurrection, 104n
sacrifice, 54-55, 61
Second Coming, xv
Seed, 514, 557 (also see

Shiloh)
soldiers &, 119
substitute sacrifice, 50, 54-

55
sword, 85
threatened Jews, 523
vomiting, 189
whip, 155

Christendom, xv, 102, 256,
274-75

Christianity 2, 85, 490
church

accountant, 395
antinomianism  &, 104

centrality, 97, 103-4, 458
civil creed &, 465
civil oath &, 142-44
continuity with world, 458
courts, 277
defection, 104
discontinuity with world,

458
division of labor, 255
Eastern Europe, 105n
excommunication, 104

(also see excommun-
ication)

family alliance, 106
heirs, 611
kingdom &, 193,458
knowledge of Bible, xii-

. . .
XIII

model, 104, 277
most important, 98
nation, 103
ownership of world, 84
perjury &, 141-42
pre-eminence, 104
progress of, xii
protects State, 143
purifying, 193
sanctions, 103, 142, 360

(also see excommun-
ication)

sealed-off, xiii
sets world’s standards, 104,

277
social order, 103
State &, 93, 97, 104,

111-12, 142-44, 165
State’s model, 104, 275
tithe, 98, 109 (also see tithe)
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circumcision
boundary mark, 282, 295,

340
confession, 282, 557
fruit trees, 293-95
God’s stranger, 423
holiness, 295
imitation of, 327
Nineveh, 543
resident aliens, 482
seed laws, 295, 638
separation, 282, 294, 295
slaves, 505
succession, 295
symbol, 299
theology of, 282
wilderness, 300-1

cities, 165, 425, 474-78, 598
(also see city of refige;
walled cities)

citizen’s arrest, 269, 276n
citizenship

adoption, 390, 425, 450n,
470-72, 507, 509-11

army, 389, 391, 450n, 468,
470-72,495,497, 504,
518, 525

bond service, 503-4 (also see
bond servant: jubilee)

Christian, 634-35
civil priests, 259
covenantal, 332, 424-25,

468
creed al, 465
dual, 96
eunuchs, 283, 471
exclusion by confession, 335

excommunication &, 120,
388, 450n

gun control, 336n
immigration barriers, 427-

28
inheritance, 388-89, 519,

522
jubilee, 389, 522, 598,

640
judge, 471-72, 503, 508
jury, 259
land ownership &, 389, 428
legal basis, 389, 518-19
leprosy, 171
marks of, 389, 468, 470-71
military numbering (see

citizenship: army)
naturalization, 470, 507,

509-11, 514, 519
open to aliens, 391, 468,

470,471, 507, 509-11
permanent, 465,468
pluralism, 428
post-exilic,  470
priesthood of believers, 259
real estate ownership, 470-

71
sanctions &, 504
separation &, 332-35
slavery, 426, 471
stipulations, 391
stoning &, 336n
toleration, 332
Unitarian, 635
walled cities, 388, 470-72

city of God, 569
city of refhge,  464
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civil liberties, 309
civil religion, 635-36
civil rights, 376, 380
civil year, 356
clan, 17
class analysis, 116
class warfare, 472
classical economics, 436
clean/unclean

dietary laws (prophetic),
345, 346

national separation, 340-41
priest and house (leprosy),

166-69, 639
priestly declaration, 149-50,

154
cleanliness, 149-50
cleansing, 45, 89, 150, 167-68
climate, 349
Clinton, Bill, xxviii
clothing, 164, 281, 288-91, 292
coals of fire, 491
Coke, Edward, 143
collateral, 493-95
Columbus, 25
commentaries, xii, xvi, xx, 388
Committee, 256
common, 122-25, 129
common grace

Assyria, 188n, 543
church’s judgments &, 141
climate, 191-92, 349
fallen men as gleaners, 195
justice, 550-51
outside Mosaic Israel, 557
rain (NT), 191-92, 550-53
restraint on rebellion, 632-

33

special grace & 127-28, 543
competition, 234
confession

churches, 144
circumcision, 282, 557
common, 277
dialects of faith, xii
early, 145-46
Israel’s, 282
pluralism, 636
rural land, 428
separation, 282, 557
subsidy to, 135

congregation, 91-92, 96, 101-2
conquest

after the exile, 469-70
circumcised fruit &, 294,

303-4
leaven &, 79
preaching (NT), 193-94
progressive sanctification,

430
spoils of war, 412-15
walled cities, 466

conscience, 548
consent, 94
conservation of the soil, 396
consumer sovereignty, 436-39,

532-33, 539, 555 (also see
sovereignty. consumer)

continuity
Christianity 85
church & world, 458
covenantal, 279-80
hermeneutics, 279-80
leaven, 66-67, 80
reparation offering, 120
sacrifices, 647-50
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VOW, .582

also see discontinuity

contracts, 216-17, 221, 226,

2 2 9 - 3 0 , 3 5 4 , 4 6 5

cooking, 316-17

cooperation, 214-16, 255-56

coordination, 213-20

corruption, 316-17, 321

costs (sunk), 438n

countryside, 170-71, 180, 202

courts

agent (victim), 139-40

appeals, 253-54, 257, 271,

2 7 4 , 2 7 7

atheists in, 142

atonement, 140, 141

clogged, 217

expenses, 139-40

God’s, 137, 267

interrogation, 136-37

judges &juries, 256-61

kingdom,  274

kingly justice, 140-41

local, 251

nationalism, 275

representative, 140

ritual payment &, 140

warlordism, 273-74

world, 275

covenant

adoption, 591

i%ssyria,  188

blessings, 448-50, 553-54,

5 7 0

bond,  211

citizenship, 332, 424-25, 468

civil, 93, 460, 638

conditional, 450, 570

continuity 279
creation &, 59, 401
death, 170, 171, 583-84
discontinuity 279
dominion, 34, 85, 132, 394,

401,422
economics, 218-20, 569
femininity 93
geographical, 8, 184, 185
gospel, 189
grain offering, 46
hierarchy, 88, 90-91
Israel as a battlefield, 185
Jordan on, 10-11
land, 541
lawsuit, xx, 6, 317, 325,

377, 391
limits, 463
masculinity 93
military, 185
model, Preface, 10-11
national, 188, 259, 457
oath, 102, 211, 220, 457,

630-31
peace offering, 81
Pentateuch, xiii-xlix
point three, 10
population, 558 (also see

population)
predictability 454-58,458,

460-61
priesthood &, 359
promise comes first, 10
protection of Israel, 627
renewal, 42, 45, 81-82, 99,

353
representation, 545-46, 554-

55



Index 683

sacrifices, 42, 45-47, 60
salt, 46, 67-69
sanctuary, 189
separation, 281 (also see

separation)
structure, Preface, 1O-11
subordination, 388, 424
termination, 628-29
vassal, 81
vomiting, 182, 338
walking, 16

covenants (4), xii, 547
cowardice, 301
creation, 59, 401, 480
Creator/creature distinction, 3-

5
credit, 223, 225-27
Cree Indians, 30
creeds, xii, 103, 465
crime

attack on God, 380
boundary violation, 135
civil sanctions, 197
God as victim, 196
punishment &, 503
victim, 135, 500, 503 (also

see victim; victim’s
rights)

criminal
jubilee, 466n, 500-3
kinsman-redeemer, 503,

508
non-citizen, 508
release price, 511, 512
sons of, 500-1, 508

crops
multiplication, 556
non-owners, 399

root, 23
triple, 450, 459-60, 640

cross-boundary laws
Adamic law-order, 631-32
civil government, 629
inclusion (gentiles), 6, 256
Moloch worship, 324
New Covenant, 180, 256
peace & prosperity, 455
seeds & multiplication, 557
summary, 643-45

crucifixion, I 19
cults, 99n, 130
cultural evolution, 27
cultural relativism, xxix
culture, xiii, 2-3, 13’2, 160
curse

agriculture, 421
assault, 231-32
blasphemy, 369, 371,

373
corporate, 484-85
devoted item, 584
escaping the effects, 485
leprosy, 165-66
stagnation, 422
triumphant?, 133

Dallas Seminary, xxxiii
Darwin, Charles, 579, 636
Darwinism, 460, 636-37
daughters inherit land, 17, 283
deaf, 222, 230-33, 643
death, 49, 326, 583-84
Deborah, 258n
debt

beyond repayment, 51
collateralized, 435, 478
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credit &, 22.5-27
deferred (OT),  55
division of labor economy,

234
forgiveness, 55-56,400,402
freeman status threatened,

226
hierarchy, 56
kinsman-redeeme~  534
legal status &, 226
prisons, 55, 57
redemption &, 534
reduction, 234
sabbatical year, 400, 402
second-class, 495
servitude to aliens, 533-34
threat, 226
to God, 9, 11, 51, 53-57,

226
trap, 403
years of the fmits,  435
also see bankruptcy

decalogue (see Ten Command-
ments)

decentralization, 113, 387,432
(also see localism, tribalism)

deception, 135-37, 145
dedication, 582, 595
default, 227, 228-29,487,489-

90, 530
deflation, 488-489
democracy, 95, 260, 268
demons, 41
Denton, Jeremiah, 373n
dependence, 81, 211, 214-16,

223, 224
de-programming, 99n
design, 218-19

Deuteronomy, xlviii-xlix
devotion

boundary, 587
dedication vs., 595
legal status, 582-83
sanctification vs., 583-84

diaspora, 23
Diderot, 159
diet, xiv, 341-48
diminishing returns, 562
discontinuity 79, 115-16, 279-

80, 458, 653 (also see conti-
nuity)

disease, 173 (also see leprosy;
plague)

disinheritance
broken vow to priest, 607-8
circumcision leads to, 340
covenant-breakers, 331
Eli’s sons, 591
excommunication, 340, 389-

90
exile, 407
Israel, 290-91, 323-24, 390-

91, 407, 584n, 611, 647
kinsman-redeeme~  389
leprosy, 170-71
loss of citizenship, 389
Moloch  worship, 328-29
rebellious sons, 608-9
reparation offering, liv
sanctions, 581
self-, 340
State, 62

dispensationalism, xiv-xv, xix,
xxix-xxxviii, 650

division of labor
debt is inevitable, 234
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international, 23-24
judicial, 253-56, 260
promises &, 214,217-18,

220
division of powers, 272-76
divorce, 280
dominion

basis of, 411
corporate responsibility

548-49
covenant, 34, 85, 132, 394,

401,422
extending credit, 481
family, 155-56
law &, 77
leaven, 77
oath, 411
Old Covenant, 159
responsibility &, 132
rest &, 415-16
subordination &, 400, 411
theology, 132
whose?, 80
wine, 158

domino effect (broken con-
tracts), 211

donkeys, 13
door of tabernacle, 96, 100
dough, 80
down payment, 117
dowry, 17, 589, 592
drought, 574
drunk drivers, 160-61
drunkard, 159n-1  60n
dualism, 469
Durkheim, Emil, 121
dynasty, 586

ear lobe, 169-70
earnest, 117
earthquakes, 184, 189-92
Eckhart, Meiste~ 3
ecology, 296, 40’7
ecology movement, 54n
economic theory

autonomy, 411
covenantal, 218-20, 569
Trinity &, 218
value-free, 59

Ecuador, 27, 29
Eden, 6, 13-14, 153, 220, 307,

421
Edersheim, Alfred, 18, 33
Edsel, 438n
efficiency, 539
Egypt

debt, 402
deliverance, 8, 9, 79, 149,

301, 308, 310, 330, 506
enslavement, 311
false kingdom, 8
first-born, 183
homosexual god, xxii
leaven, li, 66, 71, 78, 355
plural (2), 26
population growth in, 418
sanctions on, xliv, 186
taskmasters (modern), 528
unloving, 311

Ehud, 64
elders, 93n, 259
Eli, 591
Elijah, xx, 45%, 545
Eliot, T. S., 371
Elisha, 574
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embassy, 634n
emigration, 422
empire, 410-11
employer, 201, 223-29
Enlightenment, 52, 100-1, 105-

6, 159, 274, 516
entitlement, 208, 483-84
entrepreneur, 219, 412, 439,

535
entropy, 133, 568
environment, 561-62
envy, 380-81
equality (legal)

biblical standard, 249-50,
308, 368

crucifixion as example, 237
economic inequality &, 238-

39
golden rule, 308
Hayek’s view, 241
origins of, 237
sanctions &, 238-39, 241
strangers in land, 368, 375
two kinds, 241-43
weights & measures, ch. 19
Western civilization, 237

Esau, 64
eschatology,  461:568, 572
Esther, 343
Estrada, Emilio,  27
eternity

debt repayment, 55, 56
history & (sanctions), 378
leprosy as symbolic of hell,

164-65
negative sanctions denied,

137
oath &, 457

restitution to God, 375
sacraments &, 457
separation, 292
slavery as model of hell, 526

ethics
civil justice, 249
covenant renewal, 42
dispensational, xxix-xxxvii
geography &, 186
maintaining God’s grant, 9
sacrifice &, 47
separation, 180
tribalism, 17

etiquette, 371
eunuch, 283, 471
evangelism, 422
Eve, 119, 121, 212
evolution, xxix, 27, 460
exclusion, 295, 334-35, 630

(also see inclusion/exclusion)
excommunication

inheritance lost, 120, 450n,
509, 522

judicial circumcision, 340
Levitical  authority, 477
prohibited offering, 41,
rare today, 635, 636
risks of, 389-90

execution, 267, 354, 370, 374
exile

disinheritance, 407
ended Davidic kingdom,

187
Europe, 334-35
inheritance, 205n
jubilee slave laws, 407
land as agent, 192
land law, 429
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land tenure, 417
strangers in the temple, 187

Exodus, xliii-xlv
exodus, 71
experience and trustworthiness,

218
experimentation locally, 252
exports & feasts, 21-23
extra mile, 81
eye for eye, 368, 374

fall of man, 220
familism,  207
family

agent of redemption (see
kinsman-redeemer)

authority (top-down), 99
church &, 106
dominion, 155-56
feasts, 14-15
inheritance (see inheritance,

disinheritance)
kingdom, 159
law &, 280
meal, iii, 125
Moloch worship, 328-29
multiplying, 419-20
natural law, 97
no covenant renewal, 99
not central, 97
peace offering, lii
plots, 387
sacrament?, 99
sanctions, 189
State &, 59, 106, 189
vengeance, 265n

famine, 190, 558, 559, 575
fat, 76, 342, 343

fat books, xiv
fear, 480, 484-86, 573

feasts

annual (3), 12

communion, 157
costs, 16, 18-19, 21-22,

71
covenant renewal, 42,

353
exports &, 152
families, 14-15
foreign travel &, 24
fruit, 302
geographical boundaries,

567
gleaning &, 357, 367
invasion of Israel, 627-28
journeys, 11-18
Levites, 302-3
marriage &, 16-17
negative sanctions, 576-

77
offerings, 364
rent, 18
sacrosanct boundaries, 627
sanctions, 353
taverns, 23
three, 12, 355
tithe, 152
tribalsim  &, 16-18

feedback, 213
Feinbergs, xxix-xxxvii
Fell, Barry, 25n, 29, 30-31
femininity 93
festivals (see feasts)
field = Promised Land, 283
fields, 598-600
final judgment, 561, 563
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finitude, 559, 561, 562
fire

Adam, 48
alchemy, 324
altar, 1, 32, 48, 67
everlasting, 48, 67, 516
God &,l, 516
inheritance by, 324
leaven, 66-6’7, 79
Moloch,  323-36
Mt. Sinai, 184
prostitution, 65
strange, 330

fire-walking, 328n
Firstfruits, 15, 109, 302 (see

Pentecost)
Flood, 557, 631
Fonda, Jane, 373n
food

Babylon’s, 342-43
blessing, 448-50,459,”554,

558
covenantal  obedience &,

451-52
drought’s sanctions, 574
miracles, ch. 27
population growth, 559
promise, 556
sabbatical year, 397, 400,

402
vegetarianism, 342
also see diet

foreign aid, 559
foreskins, 340
forgiveness as sacrifice, 56
Frame, John, 649
fraud, 209, 212, 222, 643
free lunch, 205, 255

free market, 321,400-1, 445,
553, 559

freedom, 52, 309,425-26, 506,
555 (also see liberty)

freemanship, 389,495, 522-23,
525, 587-88, (also see army:
citizenship; citizenship)

Iieewill  offering, 80-81
French Revolution, 380
fruit

no trespassing, 294, 307
Passover, 302
time boundary, 304
unholy,  298-99

fruitfidness,  558
fill-time  Christian service,

xxxix, 121-22, 133
fundamentalism

alcohol prohibited, 156-57,
159-60

antinomian, 161
atomism, 100-1
embarrassment to God, 161
Gomes vs., xxvi
history, 458
humanism &, 159
kingdom, 159
mysticism, 457-58
power rejected, 160
wine, 156
wineskins, 160

fin-niture  (plague), 167
future-orientation, 304-6, 396-

97

garden, 35, 153, 220, 294,420
Genesis, xiii-xliii
Geneva, xxx
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genocide
annulled, 185
inheritance, 414-16, 463
jubilee, 386,414-15, 423-24
local gods, 333,423-24
negative sanctions, 183
reasons for, 333, 416
sanctification, 430-31
theology &, 423-24

gentiles
adopted by God, 520-21,

523, 534
covenantal  separation an-
nulled, 346
final jubilee &, 610, 640
food laws &, 346
grafting in, 288
Jonah’s ministry to, 6
liberation from sin, 521
modern Israel, 405
slavery, 510 (also see bond-

servant: heathen; slav-
ery)

work of the law in, 632
also see aliens

geography, 180, 182
ghetto cultures, 2, 132, 334,

461
ghetto eschatologies,  461
Gibeonites,  298n,  582-83
Gilchrist,  J., 481 n
Gilde~ George, 563n
Gilgal, 9, 297, 300, 344
gleaning law

agricultural, 196, 198, 204,
206

annulled, 207
anti-compulsive effect, 200

conditional, 204
economics of, 197-200
employers &, 201
enforcement, ch. 10, 360,

363-67, 641
excommunication, 359-

60
fallen man, 195
feasts & Levites, 358, 367
God’s field is open, 195
gross payment, 109
hard work, 200-1, 205,

641
harvesters, 198-99
inheritance &, 359
jubilee, 205, 397-402
landowners, 198-200, 397-

99
leftovers, 198, 360, 399
lessons, 20’7-8
Levites &, ch. 22
localism, 201-4, 207
mandated, 198
model for charity, 196
monitors, 364-65
poverty, 359
priesthood &, ch. 22
restitution, 197
rural subsidy 201-2
sabbatical year, 399, 402,

406-7
sanctions, 197, 198
self-interest of judges, 362-

65
skills, 205
strangers, 203
summary, 641
tithe, 70, 364-65
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unemployment insurance,
199

urbanization &, 201
glutton, 159n-160n,  163
goat, 92-93, 101
God

absentee landlord, 394
adultery &, 64-65
agent of oppressed, 235
agents of (see God’s

agents)
author of life, 556
authority, 94, 221 (also see

authority)
barbaric?, 323-24, 336n
blasphemy of (see blasphe-

my)
blessings, 232, 252, 459,

(also see blessings)
blood avenger, 464
bondservice  to, 492-93
boot camp, 6
city of, 569
civil rights, 376
commandments, 120-21
court, 137, 144
covenant lawsuit, 377
Creator, xxi-xxii
Creator/creature distinction,

4
crime, 196, 512
curses by, 164-65, 232
debt to, 9, 11, 51, 53-57,

226, 512
deceiving &, 135-37
delegates authority, 94,

98-99
deliverance, 79, 149, 308

departure of, 100
dependence, 81,410,

451-52
disinherited Israel, 611
doctrine of, xlix
dwelling place, 430,462
dwells judicially 394
economy, 219
ethical unity with, 4
extra mile, 81
fat & blood, 76
fatherhood, 323
fear of, 480, 573
field, 195
fire, 1, 32, 67,79, 323-24
food sacrifices, 47
forgetful?, 137
forgiveness, 53-57
grant, 9-10, 396, 426
hates sinners, xxix
headquarters, 6
heavenly court, 267, 374,

379
High Priest, 137, 141
holy, 348
holy thing, 120-21
homophobe, xxix
image, 196
information &, 566 (also

see information)
Israel’s defender, 627
jealous, 323
judge, 314, 320
justice, 137, 139, 312
King, 137, 199
kingly authority, xliv
King’s sanctions, 96
Kinsman-Redeemer, 464
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land as agent, 182
land grant, 396-97
lax?, 161
leftovers belong to, 198
liberato~  480
limits guilt, 51
long memory, 397
Lord of history, 181
master, 492
mercy, 51, 54, 57, 183,

561
monopolistic, 634
moral character, 314
name of (see God’s

name)
nature &, 14
“No Trespassing,” 8, 120,

307, 375
“noise” &, 566
offices, 141
owner, 43, 52, 113, 129,

207, 307, 394-97
paid first, 69
payment by, 222-23
peace with, 10, 75
Pharaoh vs., xiv, XIV

placating, 87-88, 141
poor &, 240-41
presence, 8, 89, 96, 108,

151, 155, 174,450,462-
63

profanity, 128-30
promises, 10, 340, 547,

558
property, 43, 139, 265-

66 (also see God:
owner)

provider, 451

rapid payment, 223
residence, 89, 192
restitution to, 114, 117, 134,

372, 374-75
righteous &, 243-44
rights of, 266, 380
ritual monopoly, 162
sanctions (see God’s sanc-

tions)
self-government, 108
sharecropping, 113
slavemaster,  516, 527
sovereignty, 5, 52, 53, 204,

219, 527, 541, 566
standards, 317
strangers, 422-23
subordinate to, 401
throne, 162
tormentor, 245, 526
treason against, 371
union with, 3
vengeance, 276
verbal assault, 369
victim, 134, 140, 144,

196, 512
weather &, 14
whip, 516, 526
whose side?, 240-41, 243
wine &, 151-53, 158, 162
wrath, 572, 577
wrath to grace, 308

God’s agents
Babylon, 312
delegated aurhority, 94
home owner, 268
land as, ch, 10
people, 95, 98-99
render judgment, 261
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risk to, 95
victim of crime, 135-37

also see hierarchy; repre-
sentation

God’s name
blasphemy, 354, 369-70,

373, 375-77
bonds (verbal), 209-10, 212
boundary around, 11, 179,

209-10, 307
brand names &, 216
church’s authority &, 142
circumcised fruit &, 307
civil rights &, 375-76
covenantal  sanctions &, 232
cross-boundary law, 324
cursing the deaf, 232
fraud & bond, 212, 220
libel laws &, 378
licensed by God, 11, 179
lies in court, 136
private property &, 179,

209-10,216
profanity &, 128, 130, 136,

179, 210, 216, 332
theft &, 11, 209-10

God’s sanctions
covenantal  predictability &,

456-58, 552
Numbers, xlvii
loss of faith in, 377
negative (corporate), 94-95,

312-13, 572
negative (history & eterni-

ty), 137
obedience &, xii
poverty, 244

prophetic fimction &, 377-
78

gods, xxii, 414,459-60,469
golden calf, 251
golden rule, 308
Gomes, Peter, xxii-xxviii, xxxvii
goods, 564
Gordon, Cyrus, 32
gospel

covenantal  promises, 189
military conquest, 193
prophetic, 378
sanctuary, 309

gossip, 378-79
government (self-), 108
grace

allegiance gift, 63-64
boundary (“common”),

122, 132
Canaan’s wealth, 339
civil, 309
common (see common

grace)
corporate, 572
covenant, 46
empowered sacramentally,

12’7
ethics &, 545
fine flour, 51
gleaning, 195
grain offering
hierarchy, 63-64, 72
history &, 127-28
kingdom, 85-86
nature &, 127-28, 131-32,

133
no leaven, 66
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point two, li, 46
precedes law, 9-10
priestly law, 72
priest’s anointing, 65
prior to law, 10
sacraments &, 127
Sodom, 545
transformation, 127
tribute, 64
victimless crime, 72
works of, 86

grant, 9-10, 396,426
grape juice, 156, 157, 158, 161
Great Commission, 83, 347
Great Plains, 553
Great Tribulation, 628
Greek philosophy, xix
gross payment, 109
growth

compound, 561
covenantal  limits, 563
economic, 113
enemies of, 568-69
exponential, 561
limits to, 559-60, 562-65
Malthus,  T. Robert, 568-69
moral imperative, 560, 570
population, 417-20, 560
rapid, 422
social limit, 564-65
threat to Satan, 565-66
zero, 560, 562

grudges, 263
guardianship, 128, 139, 144,

155
guilt, 120-21, 139
guilt offering (see reparation

offering; trespass offering)

gun control, 336n

Hammurabi Code, 304
Hansen’s Disease, 165
harmony of interests, 220
Harrison, R. K., xlvii, 82n,

156n
Hart, Gary, 379n
Hartley, John, l-liii,  44n
Harvard University xxiii, 26
harvest, 303, 558
harvesters, 198-99, 398-401,

430
Hayek, F. A., 241-43
headquarters, 347
healing, 267n
health, 342-43
heart, 263
heat death, 568
heathen enslavement, 391, 497,

509, 515
hell, xxix, 132, 526-27, 636
Hellenism,  469
herbs, 79
herd, (tithe on), ch. 38
heresy, 371, 381
hermeneutic

applications, 653-55
Bahnsen,  xxxiv, 645-46
boundary, 645-46, 654-

55
case laws, xxxviii
continuityldiscontinuity

279-80, 331, 646-47,
651-52

disagreement, 645-46
dispensational, xxxix-xxxviii
goals, 279, 653-54
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Gomes, xxvii
governments, 629-30
jubilee law, 385-87
legal, 629
presupposition, 524
rules, 279-80, 524
sanctions, 650
tasks (3), 279
theonomic, xxxiv, xxxvi,

102, 385, 645-46
Hezekiah, 546
hierarchy

Adam, 90-91
assent, 87, 90, 94
Canaan, 182
capitalism’s, 438
COUrtS,  274, 277
Exodus, xliv
family, 99
grain offering, 63-64
land of Canaan, 182
moral integrity, 99, 100
plural, 98
pre-fall,  182
responsibility 88, 90
sanctions, 253
social, 98
stewardship, 219

high bid wins, 98, 230, 254,
533

high priest
Aaron’s anointing, li
Christ, 145, 609
church inherits from, 609-

12
city of refige,  464
God’s office, 137, 141
holy of holies,  43

Israel’s supreme officer, 546
Jesus Christ, 63,593,648
priest to priests, 92
responsible for Israel, 92
salt of the covenant, 647

higher criticism, xvi-xvii
highways, 23
hired servant, 495-96, 497-98
Hirsch, Fred, 564
Hirsch j Samson R., 64n, 614-

15
history, xii, 127-28, 181
Hoerber, Robert, xxxi
holiness

boundary, 1
circumcision, 295
cleanliness, 149-50
environment, 155
Israel’s, 348
jubilee, 430
land of Canaan, 296
leaven, 79
Leviticus, xlvi, 1
life, 7
marriage, 1
quarantine, 174
requirement, 1
righteousness, 244
sacredness, 121-26, 129, 131
sacrifice, 41-43, 47
saint, 1
sanctification, 1, 596
sanction, 1
sanctuary, 154
separation, xlvii,  179, 337-

38
temple, 154-55, 642
theocentric, 149



Index 695

tithe, 619
urbanization, 425
VOW, 581
walk, 11-18
withdrawal?, 2

holiness code, xxiv
holocaust, 1
holy commonwealth, 95
Holy Communion

Calvin, 82
corporate, 83
family prayer &, 124
judicial, 82
Ieaven,  79
mandatory, 82
oath-bound, 82
Passover $2, 82
peace offering &, 81-83
perjure~ 141
priest, 157
Rome, 157
sacrament, 123
weekly, 82
wine, 157, 163
also see Lord’s Supper

holy ground, 192
holy of holies, 123, 347
holy things, 119, 121-26, 129,

131
home, 268, 330,465-67,473

(also see houses)
homosexuality

Aristotle on, xxvi
Judaism vs., xxi-xxii
Leviticus, xxiv, xxvi
natural law, xxvi
no fear of God, xxii
Socrates on, xxv-xxvi

honey, 78
Hong Kong, 418
homh, 595, 622-23
hornets, 297
horses, 13, 258
host, 560, 571
House, Wayne H., xxxiii, 370n
houses, 166-67, 268,465-68,

473,478-79
humanism, 132,484, 927-28
hunger, 557-58, 575
Hunt, Dave, xxx
Huyghe, Patrick, 27, 28
hymns, 3

Ice, Thomas, xxxiii, 370n
idolatry, 200, 326, 371
illiterate, 231
immigrant (walled cities), 432
immigration, 320, 333-34, 341,

427-28,432,475
imports, 21-23
impurity, 7
imputation, 438
inclusion/exclusion

boundaries, 8, 630
citizenship, 634
covenant people, 295, 630
employment, 229
gleaning, 207
Levitical law, 6
oath, 631
sacraments, 97

income, 439-41
incorporation: legal issue, 296,

298-99
Indians, 29
individualism, 218, 272
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inequality
equality before the law &,

241-42
jubilee, 433
justice &, 245
legitimate, 239
productivity 245
sanctions &, 244-47
two kinds, 241-43

infinity 561
inflation, 488-489
information

economic coordination &,
213-15

judges’, 233
local courts, 251, 255-56,
not free, 230
oppression & 441-45,
Satan’s, 565-66

inheritance
Abraham, 340, 647
adoption, 390 (also see

adoption)
annulment, 638
atonement, 412
baptism, 290
Caleb, 303
changes, 280-81
Christ, 84, 292, 521-22

(also see Shiloh)
citizenship, 288, 519, 522
collateral, 494-95
conquest, 396, 413
daughters, 17, 283
Deuteronomy j xlviii
dietary laws, 345
dilution of, 507, 509, 511
eschatological,  568

eunuch, 283-84
excommunication &, 389,

522
execution &, 328
exile, 407
family, 283-84
fire, 324
genocide, 414-15,463
gifi of God, 340, 358, 396
gleaning, 205, 359-60
God’s people, 567
Holy Spirit &, 291
Israel’s, 291-92
Israel’s geography, 568
jubilee, 506
judicial status, 283
kinsman-redeemer, 389
land, 358-59 (also see jubi-

lee)
Moloch worship, 328
new tribe, 581
obedience, 340, 347, 567-68
plots shrink (see plots)
predictable, 553
priesthood, 280, 359
priests, 162, 359, 643
promise, 290
rep aration offering, liv
rest, 415
revocation, 647
sacrifice &, 120
sanctuary, 494-95
Seed, 281, 283, 638
separation &, 282-83,

337-49
shrinking, 19-20, 568
spoils of war, 412-15
tribal, 17
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tribes, 282
VOWS ?c, 581-82
walk, 410
also see disinheritance;

grant
interest

capitalization, 538
defined, 481-82, 614
discount rate, 487-88
dominion, 481
inflation premium, 488
medieval view, 481
prohibition of, 481-82, 644
rent, 538
stranger, 429
time-preference, 487-88
universal, 487

international trade, 23-33
internationalism, 274-75
interposition, 94, 257, 630
interrogation, 136-17
intolerance, 335
intuition, 316-17, 319-21
invasion, 89, 187-88, 573, 627
inventory, 211, 215, 437-38,

498, 535-36
Isaac, 158
Islam, 102, 372
Israel

adoption by God, 390, 519
agriculture, 16, 419-22
altar, 13
bankruptcy, 55
boot camp, 13
boundaries (see Israel’s

boundaries)
boundaries annulled, 628-

29

captivity 312, 501
citizenship, 389, 424-25
civil sanctions, 197
conditional existence,

391
confession of (sbna),  468
confessional, 17, 568
constraints, 159
covenant renewal, 9
crucifixion, 546
delivered, 71, 308 (also see

deliverance)
diaspora, 23
diet, 341-49
disinheritance, 290-91, 323-

24, 390-91,407, 584n,
611, 647

economic life, 11
Eden, 6
empire vs., 410
exile, 407
expensive, 19
family acreage, 387
famine, 558
fear of by others, 455
God as defender, 627
God’s son, 323
high priest, 546
hoIy,  348
holy army, 463 (also see

army)
immigration, 475
infancy, xlviii
inheritance, 291-92
international trade, 23-

33
judges in, 254
leaven on altar, 66
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legal claim on land, 183-
84

limits were temporary,
567-68

loss of kingdom, 609-12
marching, 14
modern, 405
nation of priests, 297
Passover 348, 405
population, 418-20
post-exilic,  469-70
primitive?, xxxiii
profaned by invasion,

297, 300, 504, 627
profaning the land, 300
represented the nations,

141-42, 546
responsible corporately, 98
sanctuary, 187, 309
separation, 282
seventy bullocks, 141-42
sonship, 323
State of, 288,405, 611-

12
theocratic  republic, 99, 95,

102
unholy for a generation,

301
unholy status: tree planters,

298
urbanization, 20, 421,

476
walk with God, 8
walking, 11-18
welfare, 196
also see land

Israel’s boundaries
concentric circles, 180

constraints of, 159
garden of Eden, 6, 294
inheritance transcends, 568
Israelites’ ftith in, 346
links to God’s law, 43
Mosaic Covenant &, 628-29
presence of God, 8, 89,423
province of God, 5-6
sacred, 348
temporary, 5, 159, 346

Israelites
adoption, 519-20
bastardy law, 507
bond service, 642
common, 123, 151-52
evangelism, 32, 35
fruit’s legal status, 298-99
owned by God, 43, 506
profaned the land, 298
unholy until Gilgal,  297,

300, 301, 307
wilderness era, 299-302, 307

Jacob, 158,228,521,557,638
jade, 28
Japan, 24,27
jealousy offering, 64
Jephthah, 584
Jephthah’s daughter, 585-86
Jericho, 301,302,414,584
Jeroboam,  12
Jerusalem

center, 22, 2.53
fall of, 187, 207, 513, 628,

638
rent, 18
servitude ends, 513

Jesus, 523 (also see Christ)



Index 699

Jethro, 253
Jews, 23-26,31-32, 273n, 346,

469-70, 519-20, 611-12 (also
see Israelites)

jobs, xii, 228, 234
Jonah, 6, 188
Jonathan, 257
Jordan, James B.

animal sacrifices, 108
chronology, 397
congregation, 91-92
covenant structure, 10-

11
death of sacrificer, 49
final jubilee, 512
guardianship, 138
land grant, 9
law/gospel, 10
Leviticus’ five sections,

44
Lutheranism, 10
point three, 10
sacrifice as death, 49
sacrifices (5), 45
trespass, 11
VOWS, 581-82

Jordan River, 150, 165n, 413
Joseph, 521
Joshua, 413
journeys, 20, 21
jubilee

abolished by Christ, 200,
427, 429, 534, 640 (also
see Luke 4:18-2 1)

abolitionism, 511, 518
adoption by Jesus, 511-13,

521

affliction day, 411
anti-ecclesiocracy  598
Babylon vs., 501
bondservant, 494-95, 498,

506, 539
bribing priests, 596, 599-

600
calendar, 409
citizenship, 389, 522, 598,

640
civil event, 409
civil year, 409
conquest, 412-15, 506
covenants, 388
criminals, 466n, 500-3, 508
day of atonement, 409-

10, 429
debt &, 386, 494
decentralization, 387
depression, 386
economic principle of,

424
economics, 388, 524, 525
effects of, 387-88, 419-22
emigration, 388, 421-22
empire, 410
enforced?, 390-91, 444-46,

454
exile, 407
faith in triple crop, 453,

454,455
fall of Jerusalem, 513
family law, 549
fiftieth year, 408-9
genocide, 386,407,414-15
gleaning, 205, 397-402
God’s dwelling place &,

430
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hidden agendas (mod-
ern), 385-86

holiness, 389,430
inequality, 433
i n h e r i t a n c e  &, 506 -

judicial, 599
kinsman-redeeme~  479
land laws annulled, 407
legal rights, 549
Levites, 387, 390-91, 432,

477, 598
Levitical  cities, 598
loans (commercial), 494-95
manumission of slaves, 525
meaning of, 387-89, 408,

524
miracle year, 450-52
national Israel, 640
original title to land, 416
political today, 385-87
post-exilic,  529
private property, 387
purpose of the law, 518-20,

524
records (none), 409
rest, 393-94
sabbath, 393, 412
sanctuary, 426
separation, 423
slavery &, 427, 469, 517-20,

525
spoils of war, 412-15
subordinate aliens, 424
timing & calendars, 409
triple crop, 450-54
trumpets, 409, 411
trust, 453
urbanization, 421, 432

walk, 410
walled cities, 388, 412, 430,

432
Judah, 12,638
judge

aliens, 425, 477
authority, 258
bribery 316, 363
citizen, 471-72
corrupt, 317
income, 363
intuition, 321
judgment of, 316
local, 250
not omniscient, 263
payment of, 363
politics, 250
self-interest, 361

Judges, 471-72,503,508
judgment

alcohol &, 153-56, 160-61
analogical, 317-21
disinterested, 236
division of labor, 253-56
final, 321
lack of precision, 319
local court, 257
next-to-last, 267
objective/subjective, 319-20
priesthood, 155-56
total, 169
wine &, 160

juggler, 566
jurisdiction, 251
jury

American, 259-60
authority, 259
biblical, 260-61
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Christian institution, 259
decentralization, 261
division of labo~ 260
impartial, 238
interposition, 257
less arbitrary, 262
local, 250
priesthood, 259
sanctions, 260
secret, 260-61
sequestered, 260
sovereignty of, 260

just-in-time production, 21 in
justice

access to, 314
allocation, 255
apostasy vs., 316
Bible &, 320
biblical, 316
common grace, 550
conditional, blessings, 551
division of labor, 253-56,

260
double restitution, 245
ethics &, 249
evangelism, 329
“high bid wins,” 254
impartial, 314, 550-51
imperfect, 321
inequality &, 245
localism &, ch. 15
negative, 251
no quantification, 315
personal, 238
predictable, 551
sanctions, 238
standing in line, 253-54
unmerited gift, 550-51

victor’s, 415-16
wine &, 153-54
also see law: equality before

IGmtzer, Kenneth, 484n
Keller, Timothy, 204n
Kennedy, John, F., 3’79
Kentucky, 32
Keynes, J, M., 101, 242n
kidnapping, 99n
king

delegated authority, 101
judgment (point 4), 156
reads God’s law daily,

156, 258
restraints on, 258
Supreme Court, 153,

257
wine &, 153, 156, 162

kingdom
boundaries, 84, 158
charity, 484
church &, 193, 458
courts, 274
Egypt (false), 8
expanding, 83, 158-59,

193
family, 159
fear of unknown, 484-86
fimdamentalism’s  view, 159
geography, 188
God’s, Satan’s, 78, 113, 274
grant, 9, 10
guardian of, 128
headquarters, 347
history &, 96,457-58
leaven, 80
Leviticus, 8-10
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manifestation in history,
457-58

priests, 258, 422
Promised Land, 193-94,

347
sanctions, 86, 96, 457-58
sanctuary, 426-27
sin vs., 9
temporal, 457-58
transferred, 609-10, 647
victory, 425
visibility 85
wineskins, 158

kingship, 187, 199, 257-58
kinsman-redeemer

agent of redemption, 531
Christ, 508n, 534, 592
costs, 532-33
criminal’s hope, 503, 508
debt to God, 55
God as, 464
incentives to redeem, 531,

535-36
jubilee laws, 479
Levitical  adoption, 592-

93
mercy to victim, 239
messianic model, 463-64
motivation, 533-36
priest, 69
purchase, 463
servitude to aliens, 530-31
son &, 508n

Kline, Meredith G.
historical prologue, xliii
history: not progressive,

128n
intrusion, xliv

oath, 630
sanctions, I 04, 551
temple, 43

Knight, Frank, 439
knowledge

church’s, xii-xiii
inventories &, 214-15, 535
judges’ (limited), 222
not zero price, 230
objective/subjective, 318-21
resting the land, 396
search costs, 230
specialized, 255-56
also see information

Laban, 228
labor, 436, 441-42
laborer (see worker)
lamb, 44, 50, 93, 107
land

Abrahamic promise, 348
Abraham’s covenant, 8
adoption &, 428
agent, 182, 185, 206, 348-

49,404,407, 639
beach front, 564-65.
boundaries, 184, 189,

423
Cain’s curse, 190
capitalized value, 396-97
citizenship &, 389, 428
confession &, 428
conquest, 303-4
conservation, 396
covenant boundaries,

541
covenantal  agent (see

land: agent)
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deathbed transfers, 616-17
defiled, 181, 329
dietary laws, 343-45
differences in output, 443
dwelling place of God, 462
earthquakes, 184, 189-92
economic agents, 401
exile, 429
familism, 207
family, 283
field as representational,

283
fills up, 418 (also see

plots; population)
gift of God, 339, 358
God owned it, 307
God’s agent, 186,206,406-

7
grant, 9, 396-97
hierarchical agent, 182
holy, 296-97,430, 627
Israel’s claim, 183
jubilee, 385
judicial status, 298
laws, 207, 638
lease (see leasehold)
leftovers, 198
legal claim of Israel, 183-84
Levites, 387
mediator (pre A.D. 70), 190,

338
military affairs, 182-85, 192,

193, 358-59
name &, 283
output, 554
owed restitution, 307
owners, 198-200 (see

landlord)

post-exilic,  187,429,468-69
profaned, 297, 300, 504,

627
promise, 183
redemption price, 537, 600-

6
rest, 396, 401-2, 406-7
restitution to, 397, 501
sabbath, ch. 24
sacred, 333
sacrificial system &, 21,

298
sanctions, 348-49, 542
sanctuary, 187, 309
secondary to freedom, 555
sharecropping (see share

croppers)
spoils of war, 358-59
stone-caster (earthquakes),

184, 189
strangers, 187-88
transfer to Levites, 609
value of, 443
vomiting, 182-83, 188, 193,

297, 348-49
witness, 184

landlord, 199-201, 360, 364,
366, 394, 396, 398-99

language, 217, 232
law

annulled?, 629-36
antinomianism, 2
anti-rural, 420
applying, 260
blasphemy, 324, 331-32,

335-36
boundaries, 271
case, xxxviii, 36
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casuistry, 260, 649
Christ, xxxi-xxxii, xxxiii
civil, 235, ch. 14 (also see

State)
cleanliness, 150
coherent system, 524
comparative advantage, 22
contempt for, 389
content: OT & NT, xxxii
continuity, xxx, Xxxivj xxxvi
cross-boundary (see cross-

boundary laws)
death sentence, 7
declaration, 258
defensive shield, 270
dietary, 183, 341-47 (also

see diet; food)
diminishing returns, 562
distrust of, xix
division of labo~ 253-56,

260
dominion &, 77
enforcement, 104
equality before (see equality:

legal)
family, 549
follows grace, 9-10
freedom and, 555
general covenant (Adam),

631-33
hermeneutic, 279
ignored by Israelites, 20
immunities (rights), 265
impartiaI,  236, 551
inheritance, 280
interpreters, 153-54
jurisdiction, 251-52, 256-57
jury (see jury)

king &, 156
king reads, 258
labor, 441-42
land, 638-41, 653
land grant, 9
landed inheritance, 359
language OL 319
Levitical,  6
libel, 378
liberty 309 (also see

freedom)
life &, 7
localism, 250-53
love &, 263-64, 311-13, 550
magic, 64
Moore’s, 563n
murder, xxxvi
natural, 97, 237, 276, 579,

633, 636-3’7, 649-50
“of 73,”419
opinions regarding, 246
predictable, 253
priesthood, 279, 346
priestly 72, 549, 642-43
quantification, 315, 318-19
read to all, 271
rejection, 33
resurrection, 180, 524
revolution &, 416
rule of, 311
sacraments &, 280
sanctification &, xix
sanctions, xii, 310, 572,

577-78 (also see State:
sanctions)

seamless, 578
seed & land, 335
seed law (see laws)
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self-defense, 267-69
self-interest, 360-63
shield, 270
source, 368
stoning, 161
strangers, 375, 506
summary, 637-45
tablets of, 462
taxes &, 33
temple &, 154-55
theft &, 11
theocentric, 375, 394
universaiism, 17
urbanization &, 20, 22, 33-

34, 35, 70
vomiting metaphor, 182
walk, 14
weights & measures, 311,

313
wine &, 153
work of, 632
world government, 277
written, 271

lawsuit
church’s immunity 104
churches’ reluctance, 377
covenant, 317, 325, 377,

391
deaf & blind, 223, 232-33
God’s court, 144
victim as God’s agent, 136
victim’s brings, 269

lawyers, 104, 216
laziness, 242-43
leasehold

Adam’s, 84
economics of, 395
jubilee, 416-17,474

priests &, 606-7
rural, 430-31, 538
Satan’s, 84
violation of, 397, 447
also see jubilee; land; own-

ership; walled cities
leaven

altar, 66, 79
best, 77, 86
continuity 79-80, 355-56
death, 78
dominion, 77, 79-80
Egypt, Ii, 71, 78, 295,

355
exodus, 71
expansion, 79, 648
evil, 6
God’s, Satan’s, ’77, 86
grain offering, 66
growth, 79, 85
holiness, 79
Holy Communion, 79
Israel (modern), 405
not evil, 66, 77-80
Passover, 355
peace  offering, 7’4, 78
progressive sanctification,

78-79, 86
rival, 6, 78
symbol, 86
symbolism, 66, 355
taboo?, 79
unleaven, 75, 77, 86
yeast, 80

Leithart, Peter, xi
Ieprosy

army, 170
blood avenger, 171
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charity, 171, 173
cities, 171-72
citizenship, 171
complete, 168
costs of, 171, 173, 174-75
covenantal  death, 171
disinheritance, 170-71
judicial, 165-66, 172-73
legal status, 167
meaning of, 164
non communicable, 165
not contagious, 171
offerings (4), 169
Passover, 170
priest &, 150
priesthood, 165
reparation offering, 169-70
State &, 171-72
temple purity, 174

lessee, 395, 440-42, 444, 446,
612-14

Levites
Adamic, 139
adoption, 588-89, 591
advantages of, 477, 479
boundaries, 42-43, 138
centralization, 252-53
cities, 430, 475-78
covenant 8c, 359
cross-boundary tribe, 252-

53
decentralized, 387, 432,

477
defection, 366,403-5,406-7,

477-78
dominant, 477
feast, 15, 358
freemen, 587

gleaning &, 359-60
God’s agent, 252-53
golden calf, 251
guardians, 42-43, 138, 590-

91
holiness, 7
inheritance, 598
jubilee declaration, 391
jubilee enforcers, 477
judicial counselors, 588
land, 387
law’s subsidy to, 477,479
meaning (Septuagint), 6-7
restricted, 387
sabbatical year, 400, 406
sanctuary, 138
separation, 290
subsidies to, 477
tithes, 138, 358, 365
urban, 387, 476-77, 479
wage regulation, 540
wealth, 477-78
wine &, 152

Leviticus
archaic law?, xxvii-xviii
book of boundaries, 11, 48,

278
book of kingdom, 8-10
book of life, 7
book of property, 10-11
boundaries, 1, 5-6
central message, 43
civil sanctions, 2
diet book?, xiv
economic laws, xxxvii-

xxxviii, 5-6
economics of, 43
five sections, 44-45
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hermeneutic, 629
holiness, xlvi,  1, 7, 34
holiness code, xxiv
homosexuality, xxiv-xxvi
impurity, 7
inclusiodexclus  ion, 6
judicial peace with God, 10
kingdom, 8-10
laws, 549, 637-45
name of book, 6-7
peace with God, 10
Point 3, xlv-xlvii
priesthood, 6-7
property, 10-11
prosperity, 10
redemption through substi-

tution, 7
rejection of, xvi
separation, 179-80
summary of laws, 637-45
themes (4), 338
theology, 7
unifiing concept, xxxviii-

Xxxix
walk, 11-18

Levy, Leonard, 371
lex tulioni.s,  368
libel, 378-79, 380
liberalism, 101, 458
liberation

adoption, 520-23
affliction &, 169
autonomy vs., 411
day of, 411
leprosy, 169
retised,  523
sin, 521

slavery, 510
testament, 449-50

liberation theology, 240-41,
245-46,422, 518

liberty, 309, 361, 390-91, 427
(also see freedom)

lie, 136
lie detector, 263
life, 7, 556
limits

environmental, 562, 568
final judgment, 561, 562
Israel’s population, 567-68
judicial, 562-63
Newtonian, 562-63
social, 564-65
also see boundaries

linen, 288-90
Lisbon earthquake, 190-91
liturgy, 156
loans

bond service for default,
487,489-91,493-94, 530

charitable, 403, 480-81, 482-
85,487

collateralized, 402-3, 478,
490, 493-95

commercial, 490, 493-95
inflation &, 488-89
land-secured, 403, 493-95
monetary policy &, 488-89
New Covenant, 491
sabbatical year, 402
strangers, 486-87, 490
terms of, 488-89
USUry, 481-82

localism
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court, 250-51, 256-61
division of labor (judicial),

253-56
experimentation, 252
gleaning, 201-4, 207
justice, 249
Near Eastern gods, 333-34
politics, 250-51
tribal, 251-53, 282-83

Locke, John, 105-6, 395
locusts, 111
Lord’s Supper, 81-83, 141,

154, 197, 346-47,456-57
(see Holy Communion)

Lordship debate, 5 12n
Los Lunas Stone, 25-26
loss, 439
love

judicial, 310-12
law &, 7, 263-64, 311-12,

550
neighbo~ 310
Pentecost, 358
strangers, 310-11, 313-14

lunch, 255
lunches, 205
Lutheranism, 10
lying, 209, 210, 335

magic, 64, 328
M a i n e ,  H e n r y  2 8
Malthus,  T. Robert, 568-69
Mammon, 129
manna, 197-98, 301, 343-44,

451-52,459, 553
manslaughter, 464
marching, 14
marriage, 1, 16-17, 354, 584

Marx, A., Iii
Marx, Karl, 114, 248,436
Marxism, 240
masculinity, 93
Mayans, 28
McKibben, Bill, 54n
meal offering (see grain offer-

ing)
meals, iii, 125
measures, 313-21
mediator, 63, 154
Medo-Persia, 187,469
meek, 411-12
Melchizedek, 98, 141, 158, 197,

648
Mennonites, 2
mercy, 42, 51, 54, 57, 244, 561
merry heart, 161
Messiah, 54, 56, 63,478
metaphors, 182, 183
Mexico, 27
Michener, James, xxviii-xxix
Middle Ages, 616-17
Milgrom,  Jacob

food sacrifices, 47
high priest, 91
leaven, 78
leprosy, 165n
peace offering, 76
priesthood, not Levites, 6-7
purification offering, 108

military, 182-85, 186, 188, 192,
193, 504, 573 (also see
army)

Mill, John Stuart, 436
miracle year, 450-52, 453-54
miracles, 454, 456-60
Miriam, 462n
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miscarriages, 387, 417, 420
Mises, Ludwig, 420n, 437,

439n, 546n
missionaries (Israelites), 35
Moab, 185, 325
Moabites, 4’70
models, xl, xlix
modernism, 4
Moloch, 323, 325, 328, 644
monasteries, 616
monetary policy, 488-89
money, 437-38, 536
monitors, 112, 364-65, 367,

402, 565
monopoly, 361
Mooney, S. C., 538n
Moore’s Law, 563n
morality, 98
Morehouse, George, 26
Morgenstern, Oskar, 318
mortgage, 55n, 466-67, 472
Moses

appea$  court, XIV

decentralization, 251-52
Deuteronomy &, xlviii
pinnacle, 253

Mi.inster, 334
murder, xxxvi, 42, 329, 335,

527
mystery, 520n
mysticism, 3, 457-58

Naaman, 165n
Naboth, 390
name, 377 (also see God:

name)
names, 216
naming, 380

Nathan, 377
nation (see State)
nationalism, 274, 275
natural law, xxv, 457
naturalization, 507
nature

common, 127
cursed, 61, 242
evolution, 460
God intervened, 14
grace &, 61, 127-28, 131-32,

133
idol of, 459-60
land law &, 641
limits, 561
miracles in, 459-60
New Covenant, 552
redeemed at Calvary, 128
renewed, 133
sacramental vs., 133
sanctified, 128
scarcity, 242

Nazarite, 156-57
neighbor, 249, 486-87, 550
Neusner, Jacob, 102n
neutrality, xii, 276, 332, 380,

458, 634
New World Order, 276
New Ibrk Tinws,  xxii
Newton, Isaac, 191, 562
Nimrod, 103
Nineveh, 6, 88n, 543, 631
“No Trespassing,” 8, 120, 307,

375
Noah, 341, 345, 557
Noell, Edd, 651, 652
noise, 565
Norsemen, 30



’71O LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

numbering, 468, 585
Numbers, 1, 6, 42
nutrition, 342

oath
Adam’s, 633
atheist’s, 142, 635
baptism, 512
broken, 88-91, 633
churches, 142-44, 631
civil, 95, 102, 142-44, 354,

457, 634
court, 142
covenant, 102, 211, 220,

630-31
false, liii,  liv, 64, 135, 136-

37, 142, 145, 209,210
family, 631
government, 631
guardian, 142-44
guilt removed, 142-44
implicit, 631
Lord’s Supper, 82, 457
peace offering, 75
pluralism’s theory, 457
political, 630
purification offering, 88
removal, 336n
Rushdoony on, 143
sacramental, 97, 457,

631
sanctions, 142, 457, 634-35
self-valedictory, 142, 336n,

457
theocratic, 101-2
trespass offering, ch. 7
Trinitarian, 102, 634

obedience

better than sacrifices, 9-10
growth &, 556
limits on, 90 (also see inter-

position)
prosperity &, 450,454-55,

544 (also see sanctions)
sanctions &, 548, 555
trust & obey, 340
also see ethics

objectivity 319-20
offerings, 9, 82-83
officers, 99
ogam, 30, 31
“old money:  472
Olmecs, 27
Ontario, 30
oppression

information &, 44145
jubilee non-enforcement,

444,446
price, 442
representative illegal act,

313
State, 442-43,445
time, 435
two-way street, 441
untrustworthy, 240
weights & measures, 313-14

orchard, 299, 304-7
orphans, 10, 313, 328
Othello, 376-77
ownership

Adam’s fall, 83-84
Adam’s stewardship, 139,

394
capitalization process, 440
costs of, 113-14
disownership &, 466
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dominion covenant, 394
God’s, 43, 52, 113, 129,

207, 239,307, 394-97
God’s leasehold, 417
God’s presence, 423
homes, 472-73, 479
Israelites, 422-23
jubilee &, 408,416-17,430
leftovers to gleaners, 198
original title, 416-17
owners bear costs, 113-14
profits, 113
property rights, 266
rational calculation, 113-14
representative under God,

139
responsibility & 466
sabbath belongs to God, 394
sacramental boundaries, 129
Satan’s claim, 83-84
sharecropping, 113, 430

(also see sharecroppers)
sovereignty &, 219, 438
special (God’s presence),

422-23
stewardship, 52-53, 139,

219

pain, 116-18
pantheism, 3
paper production, 28
parental authority, 328
Parliament, 379n
Passover

annulment of, 638
bread, 79
covenantal fruit (feast),

302

crowds, 14-15
delayed, 23-24
dietary laws, 344-45, 348
discontinuity 78
doorway, 100
final, 628
Holy Communion &, 82
household slaves attended,

505
Israel (modern), 405
lamb, 44, 50
leprosy, 170
strangers, 495

passport, 428
patriarch, 521
payment of wages, 223, 225-26
peace, 10, 74-75,415,449-50,

455, 544
peace offering

freewill offering, 80-81
holy communion, 81-83
leaven, 74, 78
no oath, 75
point three, li-iii, 46
service, 81
shared meal, 76

peddlers, 23
Pella, 470n
penalty payment (20%), 597
Pentateuch, xiii-xlix
Pentecost

calendar, 356
costs of, 357
Firstfruits, 15-16
harvest, 355, 356
leaven, 355-56
male-oriented, 71
meal offering, 69
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offerings, 357
one-day event, 356
summer festival, 16
Ten Commandments, 15,

356
“weeks,” 15, 355

people, 93-94, 95, 98-99, 104,
106, 257

perjury, 141-42
Persia, 187
persons (no respect for), 236,

239-41, 244
Pfeiffer, Robert, 26
Pharaoh, xliv,  528
Philistine, 591
Phoenicia, 29
picnic, 15
pietism

defensive mentality 461
ghetto culture, xii, 2-3,

132-33
goals of, xiii
humanism &, 132-33
Hunt, Dave, xxx
responsibility &, xiii, 132
sanctions annulled, 579
withdrawal, 2

pig, 250n
Pilate, 237
pilgrim, 344
pilots (airline), 160
pins, 214
pity, 333
plague, 164, 166-68, 186, 301
plaintiff, 140-41
planning, 213-21, 256, 566
plans, 566
plots (rural inheritance)

adoption &, 509
families, 283, 388
sanctuaries, 425-26
shrinking, 19-20, 387-88,

419, 509, 524
plunder, 367
pluralism

anti-immigration, 428, 475
biblical, 330-31
blasphemy law annulled,

380
Calvinism &, 460, 490-91
Christendom vs. 102
Christians as aliens, 490
civil oath, 633-35
confession (natural law),

636-37
cultural, 425, 474
fi.mdamentalism, 102
Godless civil oath, 457
humanist, 101
immigration barriers, 427-

28, 475 (also see immi-
gration)

liberty &, 309
natural law, 636-37
pietist-humanist alliance,

Xliv, 102
polytheism, 102, 274-75,

475
resident alien status, 490
silence, xxxi, 637

politics
centralization, 262 (also see

centralization; decentral-
ization)

Christian, xv
dependence on, 485
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divine rule, xliv, 95-96
judicial order, 250-51,

262
local, 250, 262
pluralism, xliv (also see

pluralism)
stoning &, 336n

polygamy, 280
polytheism, 102, 274-75
poor

bureaucracy &, 208
court, 140
deserving, 114, 196, 204
entitlements, 208
gleaners, 196, 199-200,

203-5
God &, 240-41, 243-44
grace to, 198
legal definition, 489-90
limits on, 204
local, 201-3
oppression, 229
rural subsidy 202
theology, 240-41

population
bomb, 561
control, 559
covenant fruitfidness,

558
density, 561
expansion &, 417-18
family plots, 19-20, 387-

88,419, 509, 524
geography, 567
growth, 418-20, 522-23, 557
limit, 561
sanctions, 557
Satan &, 565-67

stagnant, 15
zero growth, 568-69

Populists, 538
pornography, 190n
positional goods, 564
positive confession, 542n
postmillennialism, 132
poverty

bureaucrats, 485
curse, 242
ethics &, 483
legal definition, 487, 489-

90,496
loans, 494
local, 201-3
socialist’s explanation, 242-

43
welfare state’s explanation,

483
work &, 228

power, 160, 258, 328, 460
power religion, 328, 528
Prager, Dennis, xxi
prayer, 457
preaching, 193
predestination, 460
present, 64
pricing

judicial, 614-1’7
oppression, 435, 442
plans &, 215
priestly, 229-30, 594, 597-98
producers & consumers,

436-39
rural land, 606-9
sacrificial animals, 597-98

priest
Adam, 97, 128, 139
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anointing, 65
authority, 94, 97, 100-1
bondservant of, 495
boundary guard, 154-55
common, 123
consent to, 94
court’s authority defended,

140
covenantal  agent, 137
daughter, 65
general-special, 128
guardian, 128, 155
household boundary,

495
interpreter, 153
mediator, 154
people &, 92-94, 97,

101-2, 104
pricing, 229-30
quasi-priestly, 98
representative, 63, 92,

94, 96, 156
sanctity, 166
self-interest, 361
sin, 89-90, 93-94
sojourner &, 495
unholy, 154
unintended sin, 90, 97
violation of office, 128-29
word of judgment, 156
also see high priest, priests

priesthood
adoption, 585, .587-88
advisory, 259
all believers, 157, 259
annulled, 162, 638-39, 649
barriers to entry, 580-93
case laws, 279

change of, 280, 290, 346
Christ’s, 292
civil function, 165
clean vs. unclean, 154
cleanliness, 149-50
cleansing, 149-50
congregation &, 101-2
courts &, 140-41
day of atonement, 150
dedicated items, 582
entry price, 588-90
gleaning enforcement, 360,

363-67
inheritance laws, 359
judgment by 155-56
jury, 259
kingdom, 258
laws of, 279, 346,642-43
law’s teachers, 154
lawyers, 216-17
leprosy enforcement, 165
marriage, 585
meal offering, 65
nation, 92
New Covenant, 102-3
quarantine, 165
sacramental, 102
sacredness, 124, 126
sanctions, 361
self-interest, 361, 365-66
sin, 93-94
State &, 102, 174
theocracy, 102
wine &, 151-63
also see high priest;

priests
priests

bribery of, 596, 599-600
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citizenship &, 465
civil, 258-59
estimation, 582
excommunication, 359
gleaning &, ch. 22
household, 301, 302
inheritance, 643
judicial prices, ch. 36, 614-

17
nation of, 6
ritual washing of, 149
rural Iand owners, 606-7’
sanctification agents, 596
also see high priest; priest-

hood
prison, 527
producers, 437-39
productivity

agricultural, 431
aliens’, 531-32
condition of citizenship, 391
division of labor, 214 , 220
inequality of, 245
monitoring, 112-13

profane
Adam, 139
blasphemy 369-70
common &, 122-26, 129
false definition, 121-22
family meal?, 125
God’s name, 128, 179, 210,

212, 325
holy things violated, 121-26
land of Israel, 297, 300
Mammon, 129
pierced, 125
slain, 125
tithes, 130

uncircumcision, 295
violation, 123, 125

profit, 219,535, 537, 539
Profumo, John, 379n
progress, xii, 127-28
progressive sanctification, 78-

79, 83, 86, 132, 321,430
Promised Land’s boundary, 8
promises

bonds &, 210-11, 219
cooperation &, ch. 12
God’s, 10, 340
peace & food, 449-50
also see oath; bond

property
book of, 10-11
boundaries, 43,486
boundary, 209, 276
crime, 136
eighth commandment,

179, 213
legitimate, 213
military peace, 415
residual, 61
rights, 43, 179, 265-66,

276
trust, 265
wealth &, 265
wine, 153

prophet, 377-78, 391
proportionality 107-18
prosperity 10,450, 459, 555
prostitution, 65
Protestantism,  106
public choice theory, 361-63
public health, 173
purification offering

cleansing, 89
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corporate responsibility 88
locus of sovereignty, 106
oath, 88
point four, lii-liii,  46
sin of omission, 107-8

purse, 377

Quakers, 516
quality, 215-16
quantification (limits of), 315,

318-19
quarantine, 172-75, 639

Rahab,  431
rain

common grace, 550-51
drought, 574
due season, 14, 541, 549-50,

552-54, 555
judgment, 552
Kline on, 551
law, 640-41
removal of, 574
representative of God’s
universal, 191, 550

raisins, 156
ram, 131, 135-36, 137, 141,

146, 648
randomness, 568
reason, 632-33
real estate, 478 (also see land,

homes, houses)
redemption

buy back the world, 84
jubilee, ch. 28
Israelite bond servant, ch. 32
nature, 128
price of criminal, 501-3

prietly land ownership, ch.
37

relationships (antinomian),  5
relativism, xxix
relevant faith, 2-3
remnant, 545
rent, 18, 447, 472, 538
reparation offering

citizenship &, 120
continuity (point 5), 120
degrees of sin, 119
inheritance restored, Iiv
leprosy &, 169-70
New Testament, 648
oath (false), 136
penalty, 120, 130
personal sin, 120
point five, Iiv
ram, 135-36
theft, 135

representation
Abraham, 545
Adam and Christ, 549
blessings &, 54447, 554
covenantal, 545-46, 554-55
false weights, 313
judicial, xliv
military invaders, 573
Moloch  worship’s evil, 325-

26
numbers required, 545
officers, 99
oppression, 3 I 3-14
priestly, Ii, 63, 94, 96
responsibility 90, 549
ruler’s sins, 88-89
Satan, 565
sin, 90
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Sodom, 544, 545
victim, 135

republicanism, 95, 99, 102
reputation, 211-12
responsibility

Christians’, xiii, 336n
civil, 101
corporate, ch. 4, 548-49
evasion, xx, 336n
hierarchical, 88, 90-91,

219
increasing, xii-xiii
individual, 548-49
outward flow, 549
relevance &, 2-3
representative, 90-91,

549
sacraments, 101
stoning, 336n

rest, 303, 393, 401-2, 406, 410,
413,415-16

restitution
120%, 137
ability to pay, 114-16
atonement &, 137-40
blasphemy, 372, 374-75
confession, 135
confession &, 138
double, 137, 245
equality vs. 238, 245-46
execution, 372, 374
gleaning, 197
God, 134
jubilee, 500
land, 307, 396-97, 501
legitimate, 246
proportional pain, 116-

17

ram, 137
rights &, 374-79
self-interest of victim, 219
State, 246
strangers, 375

resurrection, 104n
retarded, 231, 232, 485
revival, xv
revolution, 94, 416
rewards, 243
Rice, Donna, 379n
riches, 240 (also see prosperity

wealth)
righteous, 243-44
rights, 264-65, 374-80
rites, 89, 126, 140, 155, 161,

323, 325-29, 332
robbery, 221, 223
rod (tithe), 621-22
Roe v. Wade, xxxiv, xxxv
Rolls-Royce, 487
Roman Church, 157
Rome

Constantine, xxx
diaspora, 23, 32, 611
high priest of, 78
North American trade, 29-

30
trade with China, 25
trial by jury, 259

Ropke, Wilhelm, 420n
ruler, 88, 93-94
Rushdie, Salmon, 372n
Rushdoony, R. J.

abortion, xxxiv-xxxv
blasphemy accusation, 371 n
boundaries, 5
case law defined, 36



’718 LEVITICUS: AN ECONOMIC COMMENTARY

circumcision, 282
congregation, 92
dietary laws, 341n
God and history, 458
God as sovereign, 5
health laws, 306
oaths, 143
polytheism, 274, 275
property as trust, 265
sabbatical year, 399
separation, 334
toleration, 369
witness’ oath, 143

sabbath, 109, 163, 303, 393-97,
404, 412

sabbatical year
agriculture, 396, 406
bondservice, 489-90,493-

94,496-98
captivity &, 576-77
charity loans, 406
debts cancelled, 400,402,

487
dependence on God, 401
ecology, 401, 407
food demand, 400
gleaning, 399
harvesting, 397,402
humanitarian, 399
Israel (modern), 405
jubilee &, 393
land laws, 639-40
legal foundations (2), 395,

406
post-exile, 407
rest, 406
sanctions, 576

subordination, 401
thrift, 402, 406, 452-54
wealth redistribution,

400
sacramental, 122-24
sacraments

agriculture-based, 197
boundaries, 129, 158
central in history, 97, 103
covenant-renewal, 99
empower grace, 127
importance, 103
inclusion.lexclusion,  97
grace &, 127
law &, 280
Melchizedek, 98
oath, 97, 123
ownership, 129
priesthood, 102
sacred, 126, 133
signs of eternal life, 98
subordination, 126
tithe &, 98

sacred
common &, 121-25
ecclesiastical subordina-

tion, 126
false definition, 121
holy things, 121-26
land, 333
Levites guarded, 138
priestly, 124
sacramental &, 122-24
service, 133
space, 125, 138
violation, 138

sacrifice
animal (see animal sacrifice)
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blemish-free, 53-54, 60
blessings &, 14
Christ’s, 54-55
covenantal structure, 60
debts, 53-57
door of tabernacle, 96
ethical, 42, 47
female, 93, 108
forgiveness, 56
forfeited value, 50
God to God, 53-54, 56
holiness, 41-44,47
honors God, 594
inescapable concept, 41
inheritance &, 120
loss of value, 56-57
male, 93
mercy, 54
Messiah, 54
Moloch, 327-28
New Covenant, 57
New Testament, 141-42
priests’, 96
proportional to wealth, 108-

9, 114-18
seventy bullocks, 141-42
unlimited (State), 58
also see atonement; ram

sacrifices
additional journeys, 16
atoning, 100
autonomy &, 52
birds, 108
blemished, 129
blemish-free, 50, 51-52, 60
blessings &, 14
centralizing, 13

continuity-discontinuity
647-50

costs, 16, 18
covenant structure, xlix-

liv, 45-47, 60
crowds, 70-71
cut in pieces, 44
demonic, 41
devoted item, 584
discontinuity and animals,

116
false oaths &, 135
female, 93, 93n, 108
five points, Preface, 45-

47
food, 47
interest payments, 55
land ownership, 21
leprosy &, 169-70
limits on, 51, 58, 60-61
male/female, 93
New Covenant, 93n
obedience, 9
point one, 42, 44
principles, 647-49
proportional, 107-18
rejected by God, 9-10
rulers, 88
sanctions &, 96
self-government, 108
subsidies to heathen, 19-21
substitute, 52
summary, xvii-xviii
time, 11
tribalism &, 16-18
wine &, 153

sacrilege
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Adam, 97, 139
blemished sacrifice, 129
civil offense, 130
military invasion, 627-28
taxation &, 111
temple, 628

safety, 449
Saheel,  559n
saint, 1
salt, 46, 67-69, 317
Samaritans, 469
Samuel, 591-92
sanctification

boundaries, xlvii
corporate, 83
devotion vs., 583-84, 587
holiness, 1, 596
law &, xix
leaven, 78, 86
nature, 128
progressive, 78-79, 83, 86,

132, 321,430
redemption price, 586-

87
ritual cleanliness &, 150
sacred space, 122, 124-

25
separation, 1

sanctions
agents of God, 95, 98-99
biblical vs. non-biblical, 238
blasphemy, 370-71
blessings, 448-50 (also see

blessings)
boundary violations, 376
cannibalism, 575
captivity 577

charity, 196, 485
church, 103, 142, 360
church & State, 360
citizenship &, 504
civil, 2, 143, 197, 310-11,

635
civil oaths, 457
climate, 349
common grace, 349, 55’7

(also see common grace)
conditional, 551
corporate, 95, 457, 554,

571-72
covenantal, 95, 244
creation, 59
crime &, 197
cross-boundary, 631-32
denied, 578-79
destruction of children, 5’74
disinheritance, 581
doorway of congregation,

100
down payment, 117
drought, 574
earthquakes, 184, 189-92
ecclesiastical, 291
economic, 213-14
Egypt, XliV,  186
escalating, 57’8
eternal, 527, 548
feasts, 353, 576-77
feedback, 213
food, 448-50
gleaning, 197, 198
God (see God’s sanctions)
government, 197, 631
government’s function, 312
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hierarchy, 94,253
historical, 90-91, 244,456-

58
holiness, 1
hunger, 557-58
individual, 69, 197
inequality &, 244-47
inevitable, 312
invoking, 637
jury, 260
justice, 238
kingdom, 86
land, 191, 542
law, 244, 310, 312, 577-

78
locus of, 553
Lord’s Supper, 456-57
loss of faith, 377
love (positive), 310-11
military, 185, 312, 574-75,

591
motivation &, xxxix
natural law, 457
negative, 251, 257, 266,

312-13, 334, 556, 577-78
Nineveh, 543
oath, 635
peace, 449-50, 541, 544,

553-54
people, 94, 98-99
pluralism, 457
politics, 250-51
positive, xii, 310-11, 544
predictable, 244, 551, 553,

647 (also see covenant:
predictability)

repentance, 577
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representatives, 94, 544-45,
554

restoration as goal, 577
risk, 95, 99, 101, 106
sabbatical year, 576
sacrifices &, 14, 96
Satan’s, 375
separation, 1
society, 191, 542, 553
speed of, 456
State (see State: sanc-

tions)
statu$ quo ante, 238
succession, 572, 581-82
taxes, 104, 266-67
theonomy &, 572
victim specifies, 238, 239
whose?, 105
wine &, 154

sanctuary
boundaries, 88, 309, 348
church, 88, 42’7
civil, 309
covenant, 189
defiling, 327, 329
family plot, 425-26
gospel, 309
holy, 154
household, 330
inheritance, 494-95
Israel, 187, 309
kingdom of God, 426-2’7
Levites j 138
murder &, 329
nation, 88, 189
New Covenant, 309
peace offering, 76
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pro fiming,  327
sobriety &, 153-55
strangers, 309
temple, 154-55
temple-land, 187
walled city, 425
whole world, 309

Satan
Adam &, 83-84
bureaucracy, 221
confusion of, 565
deceives Eve, 212
disinheritance, 62
finitude, 565
growth threatens him, 565-

66
hierarchy, 221, 274
imperialist, 274
juggler, 566
leaseholder, 84
leaven, 7’7
limits, 565
lying, 221
monitors, 565
ownership, 84
plan coordination, 221, 566
political economy, 62
representation, 565
representatives, 378, 458
sanctions, 375
society of, 378
squatter, 84

Saul, 257
scale, 315, 321
Scandinavia, 30
scarcity, 242, 254, 255
scepter, 638

Schlossberg,  Herbert, 484
Scofield, C. I., 243n
search costs, 230
Second Amendment, 269
secret ballot, 260-61
securities markets, 221
security (price of), 499
seed

Abraham, 8
barIey, 601
Christ, 514, 557
fhture,  328
hermeneutic, 280
inherito~ 521
laws, 285, 290-92, 324, 556-

57, 637-42, 641-42
multiplication, 645
New Covenant, 347
promise, 521, 647 (also

see Shiloh)
prophecy, 17, 285-86
separation, 281
Shiloh, 284, 556
trade-ofl  land vs. Promised

Seed, 285
tribes, 281-84, 556

seed corn, 110
seed laws

breeding, ch. 17
circumcised fruit, ch. 18,

641-42
context of, 556-57
hermeneutics &, 280, 653
jurisdiction, 290-91
Moloch  worship, 324, 335
separation principle, 293-94
tribes &, 282,
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self-defense, 267-69, 276n
self-government, 108, 217, 250,

264,494, 548, 555
self-interest, 219, 220, 361-66
seminaries, 246
separation

abnormal, 284
atonement area, 126
baptism, 292
biological, 180, 285-87
breeds, 286-87
Canaanites, 29’7
chronological, 180
circumcision, 282, 293-94,

295
citizenship &, 332-35
clothing, 281, 288-91
community vs., 164-65
confessional, 282, 557
covenantal,  281, 337
crops, 287-88
dietary laws, 341
economic, 180
eternal, 164-65, 337
ethical, 180, 337
evil, 7
forms, 334
genocide, 430-31
geographical, 180, 184, 282
holiness, xlvii,  179, 337-

38
holy & common, 123-25,

133
inheritance &, 337-49
Israel, 150, 282,423
jubilee, 423
judicial, 180
leprosy, 168

Levi, 290
Leviticus, 179-80
national, 150, 423
physical, 180
political, 180
prophetic, 180
ritual, 150, 180
sanctions, 1
seed laws, 281, 282, 285-

87, 293
tribes, 180, 251-53, 281,

282,291
wilderness, 301
worship, 133
also see boundaries

serpent, 139
servitude (see bondservant,

slavery)
sharecroppers, 39-97, 112-14,

394, 397,406,430
Shiloh,  1’7,280, 284, 285-86,

291,478,521, 556,638, 647
shoes, 192, 437-38
Sider, Ron, 175n, 242, 484n
silver, 316
sin

assent to, 87-88
boundary, 100, 252
confession, 146
containment, 100, 252
corporate, 94
day of atonement, 410
high-handed, 135
ignorance, 8’7, 100, 119-20,

128-30
kingdom vs., 9
kinsman-redeemer, 508n
liberation &, 521, 526
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national, 100
oath-breaking, 88
omission, 107-8
pollution, 100
priest vs., ruler, 93-94
purification offerings, 88
representative, 88, 90,

325
rich man’s, poor man’s,

114-15, 116-18
ruler’s, 87-88, 91-94
slavery &, 526
tribal jurisdiction &, 252
unintentional, 90, 100, 105

sin offering (see purification
offering)

skills, 531
skin, 168-69
skins, 47
Skousen, Mark, 436n
slander, 377-380
slavery

abolition (late), 259, 427’,
516-17

adoption vs., 510-13, 520-23
aliens, 417, 426
annulled, 427, 513, 516-

17
Augustine’s view (sin), 526
Bible, xxvi-xxvii
biblical theology, 51’7
citizenship, 389, 426
costs of (jubilee), 525
Enlightenment view, 516
escape from, 390, 510-13,

520-23
fall of Jerusalem &, 513

heathen, 390-91, 426,
460-69, 509, 515,
521-23

humanism’s version, 527-28
immunity 520-23
inescapable concept, 526
Israelites, 642 (also see

bondservant)
jubilee &, 427, 513, 517-

20
liberation (3), 510, 523
n+litary  service, 504-5
models (2), 526
modern man &, 527
negative sanction, 526
No Exit, 521
post-exilic,  407,469
price, 601
purpose of, 518-20
Quakers, 516
redemption, 520-23
sharecropping, 112n
sin &, 526
temple, 582-83
trade, 515

sloth, 163, 243, 482
Smith, Adam, 214, 255,436
smoke as judgment, 1, 67, 69,

184
smorgasbord Christianity 518
sobriety 153-55
social chaos, 4
Social Security, 111
social theory

adultery &, 101
baptized humanism, 486
centrality of church &, 103,

458
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Christian, 83
dispensationalism’s, xxxii
Kline’s presuppositions &,

551-52
liberation theology, 240
predictable sanctions &,

457-58,461, 551-52, 579
Trinity &, 218
also see pluralism

socialism, 213, 241-43, 246-47,
553

society, 98-99, 103
Socrates, xxv-xxvi
Sodom, 544, 631
soil, 396
SOU1,  81
sovereign y

civil, 249
consumer, 412, 436-39, 532-

33
earthly, 257
economic vs. legal, 438
God (see God: sovereignty)
jury, 260
10cuS of, 249
modern, 546
people, 94,95, 96-97,

98-99
State, 52-53,248
treason &, 374
witness, 336n

Sowell,  Thomas, 112n
specialization, 255 (also see

division of labor)
spies, 300-1
spoils, 415, 430
stake in society, 467-68
stars, 566

State
agent of, 270, 336n
autonomous man, 58
bankruptcy of, 106
below God, 143
boundaries on, 53, 62, 271,

367
central ?, 97, 273
charity, 171, 173, 207-8,

360,485
church &, 93, 97, 104, 111-

12, 142-44, 165
church protects, 143
common grace, 141-42
courts, 139-40
defense of property, 486
divinization, xliv,  58, 95,

142
division of powers, 272-76
execution, 268
fiat money, 266n
foreign aid, 559
graduated tithe, 248
guardian of its oath?, 142-

43
guilt &, 142
gun control, 336n
healing, 175, 208, 267n,

271
heart &, 263
invader, 486
judges God?, 527
leprosy, 171-72
Moloch State, 59
monopoly, 270-72, 361
neutrality, 380
next-to-last judgment, 267
oath, 142-44
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off-limits (heart), 263-64
oppression, 442-43, 445
planning, 218, 547
plunder, 312,486
priesthood &, 165
priestly function in wartime,

547
primary sovereignty, 248
protective, 267,486
quarantine, 172-7.5
quasi-priestly fimctions,  98
restitution, 246
Rushdoony on, 143
sabbatical year, 407
sacrilege, 111
salvation, 208
sanctions (see State sanc-

tions)
sanctuary, 189
savior, 208, 312
scrutinizing, 271, 277
self-defense, 267-69
self-interest, 362
slave holder, 527
sovereignty, 52, 53, 248
suicide of, 105
suppresses eviI,  234, 266
sword, 266, 271-72
taxes, 266-67 (also see taxa-

tion)
temporal, 275
theft by, 245
theocracy, 143-44
treason against, 373
unitary, 273
unlimited sacrifice to, 58
vengeance, 264-65, 266,

270-72,276

victim’s agent, 143
violence, 208, 270-72
warlordism, 273-74
welfare (see welfare State)

State sanctions
God’s corporate sanctions

&, 197, 312-13
judicial love, 310
Levitical  (denied), 2
locally declared, 251
oath &, 143
oppression &, 235
vengeance &, 276
wealth creation &, 265-67,

485
witnesses, 336n

stutus quo, 238
statutes, 14, 36
stealing (see theft)
stewardship, 52, 219, 266 (also

see ownership)
Stoicism, 276, 63’7
stoning

barbaric?, 161, 336n
blasphemy 368, 370
citizenship &, 336n
disinheritance, 323
earthquake, 184
false worship, 330
hermeneutic,  646
ignored, 332, 336n, 370
judicial sovereignty &, 336n
mandatory, 161, 323-24,

336
Moloch’s  fire, 332
political theory, 336n
ridiculed today, 370

strange fire, 330
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strangers
discrimination, 644
evangelism, 308, 329
gleaning, 203
law 8c, 329, 375
love, 310-12, 313-14
Moloch worship, 329-30
post-exile, 429
sanctions, 375
sanctuary, 308
subordination of, 424
testimony of, 309
vexing, 310-12
with God, 422-23
also see aliens

stream of production, 439-41,
446,498, 500, 502

subordination, 411-12, 424,
432

subsidies, 19-20, 117, 201-3,
441,477,482, 497n

succession, XIV, 572, 581-82
sun, 191, 268, 550
surrender, 74-75
swearing, 210
sword, 85, 193, 264, 267, 271,

541
symbolism, 303n
Syria, 333n

tabernacle
center, 253
congregation’s, 96
door, 96, 100
dual citizenship, 96
guarded, 138
priests’ sacrifice, 96

Tabernacles, 15, 356,410

tablets, 462
Talbot  Seminary, xxxiii
Talmud, 11
Talmudism, 469
tares, 220
taverns, 23
taxation

biblical limit, 53, 248
capital, 108-14
cheating, 364
deductions, 111
exemption, 52
fhture-orientation j 305n
head, 11 On
increase, 110
limits of, 248
maximum rate, 110
modern, 19, 33
sacrilege &, 111
sanctions, 104, 266-67, 485
tithe &, 103, 248
welfare State, 248, 266-

67, 485 (also see
welfare State)

West, 103-4
temple

age barrier (30), 591
boundaries, 152
cleansing, 45
devoted to, 584
dowry, 592
holiness, 642
inner core, 123
law &, 155
leprosy &, 174
mediation, 45
post-exilic, 187
sacrilege, 628
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sanctuary, 187
size, 70
teaching in, 124
Uzziah, 172
veil, 347
wine, 151-52, 642

Ten Commandments
Ark of Covenant, 43
covenant structure, XIV

gentile world, 6
Los Lunas stone, 26
Pentecost, 15, 356

Tennessee, 32
textbooks, 31
Thatcher, Margaret, 110
theft

ballot box, 248
delayed payment, 222-23,

227
false oath, 136-37, 209, 210
fraud, 210, 212
God as victim, 134, 144
God’s name, 11, 209-10,

220
jubilee year &, 500-3
Leviticus, 11
majority vote, 248
penalty (20%), 135
point three, 11, 209
subsidy for, 500
victim, 136, 500, 503

theocracy
civil oath, 143
Davidic,  187
exile, 187
Feinbergs deny, xxx
geography, 186
inescapable concept, 634-35

Islamic, 102
oath, 102
republic, 95, 99, 102
sanctuary, 309

theonomy, xliv,  572, 645-46,
650-53

thermodynamics, 568
thorns, 182
thrift, 402-3, 452-54, 459
thumb, 170
time

eternity &, 457, 633
income stream, 440
irreplaceable resource, 253
limit to growth, 561
Newtonian, 562
oppression &, 435
perspective, 304-5
runs out, 563
sanctions, 457

time perspective, xiv-xv
timing, 214-15
tithe

animals, 619-24, 645-46
autonomy, 33
benefit of doubt, 619-24
church, 98, 103, 109
disposable income, 70
double, 138, 145-46
farming, 110
flock, 115
gleaners, 70, 364-65
“graduated,” 248
guardianship, 138
herd, ch. 38
holiness, 619
increase, 620, 623
lease-payment, 395



Levites, 138
liberation, 33
limits of, 61
locusts, 111
Melchizedek,  98
net income, 109
offerings &, 81-82
pre-tax?,l11
profane, 130
redemption commission,

619-20
restricts State, 62
sacraments &, 98
sanctification, 86
taxes &, 103

Tocqueville,  A., 473n
toe, 170
toleration, 332-34, 369
torture, 245
trade, 22-33, 473
travel, 71
treason, 368-69, 370, 371, 373,

380
trees, 126, 294-96, 298-99, 307,

641
trespass

boundaries, 8
civil rights, 380
debt, 11
guilt, 120-21
non-deliberate, 131
theft, 11

trespass offering, 47, 120-21,
144, (see guilt offering,
reparation offering)

trial, 144-45, 238
tribalism, 16-17, 201, 207, 291
tribes
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adoption into, 450n, 470
boundaries, 251-52
change of, 581
confession of, 282
decentralization, 251-52,

598
inheritance, 281-83
leader, 92-93
localism, 282-83
seed, 556
separation, 281, 282
social laboratories, 252
temporary, 478
veto, 598
walled cities, 47o

tribute payment, 64
Trinitarianism, 218, 272-75,

273-7’5, 335, 634-36
Trinity xlix,  218
triple crop, ch. 27
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Does the Bible Really Have the Answers?

“The Bible has the answers to life. ”
Well-meaning Christians say this to non-
Christians. But do they really mean it?

It’s one thing to tell people that the
Bible has the answers to all of life’s
problems. It’s another thing to be able to
provide these answers, and also provide
the biblical evidence.

It’s risky to tell someone that the Bible
has all the answers if you don’t know
where to look up the answers in the
Bible. Someone may call your bluff.

Meanwhile, most Christian college
professors tell us: “The Bible isn’t a text-
book on [my academic subject]. ” In
other words, they deny that the Bible has
answers to life’s questions. They deny
that the Bible tells them what they should
believe in their areas of authority.

Economic Questions
What if someone asks a Christian this:

“What’s the Bible’s answer to poverty?
To inflation? To unemployment? To tax
policy? To economic depression?” What
should the Christian answer? He will
probably not know what to say.

The Institute for Christian Economics
was established in 1976 to provide bibli-
cal answers for economic questions like
these. The ICE is dedicated to applying
the Bible to economic theory and policy.

The ICE has been publishing detailed
books on economic questions since 1982.
Gary North, the founder of the ICE, has
written five volumes of his Economic
Commentary on the Bible: Genesis
through Leviticus. He has also written
dozens of other books relating to eco-
nomics, history, and theology.

If you want answers, you can find
them in these books, or in one of the
ICE’s newsletters: Biblical Economics
Today, Christian Reconstruction, and
Biblical Chronology, which are sent to
ICE’s supporters.

Humanism Is Bankrupt
For three centuries, Christians have

lived on the scraps that have fallen from
humanism’s table. But humanism’s table
has always been filled with food stolen
from the Bible.

Now the humanists’ pantry is almost
bare. As humanists have abandoned
belief in an orderly universe, in fixed
moral law, and moral cause and effect,
they have begun to lose faith in science,
technology, and the free market.

Humanists are afraid of pollution,
afraid of economic growth, afraid of
bogeymen such as the greenhouse effect
(no evidence of worldwide warming), the
growing hole in the ozone layer (no
evidence that ozone holes keep growing
or that aerosol sprays cause them), and
other non-existent horrors.

The Way to Turn Things Around
Christians can’t beat something with

nothing. If humanism is wrong, then
where are the uniquely biblical answers?
If Christians cannot suggest any, why
should the public pay attention to them?
Christians need biblical answers.

To get answers, sign up for a free six-
month subscription to the ICE newslet-
ters. Send your request to ICE, Box
8000, Tyler, TX 75711. Just say, “Sign
me up for my free subscription. ”
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