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No one, in our time, believes in any sanction greater than military
power; no one believes that it is possible to overcome force except by
greater force. There is no “law; there is only power. I am not saying
that that is a true belief, merely that it is the belief which all modern
men do actually hold. Those who pretend otherwise are either intel-
lectual cowards, or power-worshippers under a thin disguise, or
have simply not caught up with the age they are living in.

George Orwell*

* George Orwell, “Rudyard Kipling: Horizon (Feb. 1942); in The Collected Essays,
Journalism and Letters oj George Orwell, 4 vols. (New York: Harcourt, Brace& World,
1968), II, p. 185.



PREFACE

This book is the first section of volume 2 of my series, An Eco-
nomic Commentary on the Bible. It is Part 1 of The Dominion Couenant:  Ex-
odus. Volume 1 was The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (Institute for
Christian Economics, 1982). The focus of this commentary is on
those aspects of the Book of Exodus that relate to economics. Never-
theless, it is broader than a narrowly defined economic analysis, for
biblical economics is broader than strictly economic analysis. The
early nineteenth-century term, “political economy,” is closer to the
biblical norm for economics; the late eighteenth-century term,
“moral philosophy,” is closer yet.

It would be unwise for me to repeat the foundational material
that I covered in Dominion Covenant: Genesis. In that book, I made the
strongest case that I could for the existence of a uniquely Christian
economics, especially with respect to epistemology: “What can we
know, and how can we know it?” This book is based on the epistemo-
logical foundation laid down in volume 1. For those who are uninter-
ested in epistemology — and there are a lot of you in this category — I
can only restate my original position: it is not that there is a mean-
ingful Christian economics among all other economic schools of
thought; it is that there is on~ Christian economics. There is no other
sure foundation of true knowledge except the Bible. The only firmly
grounded economics is Christian economics. All non-Christian ap-
proaches are simply crude imitations of the truth – imitations that
cannot be logically supported, given their own first principles con-
cerning God, man, law, and knowledge. Biblical economics is there-~
fore at war with all other economic systems.

We can see this in the conflict between Moses and Pharaoh. This
conflict was a conflict which involved every aspect of life, including
economics. We need to understand the theological issues that divided
Egypt from Israel in order to understand similarly divisive ap-
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x MOSES AND PHARAOH

preaches to economics and political theory today. Economic disa-
greements today are closely related to the same theological divisions
that separated Moses from Pharaoh.

There is no doubt that Pharaoh knew some things about eco-
nomics. If we do not assume this, we can make no sense of his ac-
tions. He also knew a great deal about biblical law. But this knowl-
edge only led to his condemnation, just as it does in the case of all
other forms of non-Christian knowledge. The anti-Christians have
enough knowledge to condemn them eternally, but not enough to
construct a progressive long-term civilization. They have occasionally
constructed long-term static civilizations, most notably
China, but only through the imposition of tyranny. 1

Using Humanists to Defeat Humanism

Similarly, modern economists have considerable

Egypt and

knowledge
about the workings of the market, and the failures associated with all
forms of central economic planning. But again and again, the offi-
cially neutral, value-free economists appeal to biblical notions of
peace and prosperity. The idea of value-free science is a myth. So it
is time to take up where Moses left off with a challenge to humanis-
tic economics.

Readers will find that I cite the writings of many economists and
social thinkers. I use their insights — insights that are stolen from the
Bible when they are correct. When men come to conclusions that are
also the conclusions of the Bible, we should use their discoveries.
These discoveries are our property, not theirs. God owns the world;
the devil owns nothing. We are God’s adopted children; they are
God’s disinherited children. Therefore, I am quite willing to cite
secular scholars at length, since I know that most readers have
neither the time nor access to the sources to follow up on every idea.
I do not expect the majority of my readers to master the intricate
details of every scholar’s argument, nor master  my refutations or ap-
plications of their insights.

When we read Christian refutations of this or that writer in
books written a generation ago, let alone a century or a millennium
ago, we find that the reading is slow going. “Why did the authors

1. Karl Wittfogel, Oriental Despotism: A Comparative Sttiy of Total Power (New
Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1957),, reprinted in 1981 by Vintage
Books.



Prejace xi

spend so much space dealing with such dead issues?” we ask our-
selves. The answer is simple: because when the books were written,
those issues were not dead. Similarly, a hundred years from now,
any readers who may stumble across this book will skim over most of
its extended quotations. Few works of scholarship in one generation
survive into the next, and the writers I cite or refute will be long-
forgotten for the most part. Indeed, many of them are not well-
known today. I am not devoting time simply to refute every erroneous
idea in sight; I am using these citations as examples, as springboards
to introduce explicitly biblical interpretations. The scholars I cite are
very often foils for me; I want readers to know that such ideas exist
and need refuting or reinterpreting.

The most important thing is how well I integrate such humanistic
insights into my biblical reconstruction of economics, without 1) los-
ing the importance of these insights or 2) becoming a slave of the hu-
manist presuppositions which officially undergird such insights. But
this is the most important task in any field. Every Christian faces this
problem. We buy and sell with pagans in many marketplaces, and
one of these marketplaces is the marketplace for ideas. We must use
their best ideas against them, and we must expose their worst ideas
in order to undermine men’s confidence in them. In short, in God’s
universe, it is a question of “heads, we win; tails, they lose .“

The Outrage of the Christian Classroom Compromisers

It is important to understand from the beginning that the per-
spective expounded in this book is unpopular in academic Christian
circles. Two economic ideas dominate the thinking of the twentieth
century: the idea of central economic planning, and the idea of the
“mixed economy,” meaning interventionism by the civil government
into the economy: Keynesianism, fascism, or the corporate state.
Men have had great confidence in the economic wisdom of the State,
at least until the 1970’s. Most Christian academics in the social
sciences still go along enthusiastically with some variant of this
statist ideology. Thus, when the y are confronted with what the Bible
really teaches in the field of political economy, they react in horror.

Most amusingly, one of these interventionists has accused me of
holding Enlightenment ideas,z  not realizing that he and his associ-

2. Ronald Sider, Rich Christians in an Age of Hunger (rev. ed.; Downers Grove,
Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1984), p. 102.



xii- MOSES AND PHARAOH

ates are the true heirs of the dominant Enlightenment tradition, the
tradition which exalts the State. When these “radical Christian” crit-
ics think “Enlightenment ,“ they think “Adam Smith.” They obviously
do not understand the Enlightenment. When we look at the histori-
cal results of the Enlightenment, we should think “French Revolu-
t ion, Russian Revolution, and President Franklin Roosevelt’s New
Deal.” We should think “the glorification of the State.”

The Enlightenment had its right wing, of course, and Adam
Smith was in it, but he was heavily influenced by the moral ideals of
Deism, which were in turn a pale reflection of Christian theism.3 But
this individualistic tradition barely survived the revolutionary and
stat ist Enlightenment heritage. What the successful bearers of the
torch of the Enlightenment did was to set Europe on fire — in the
name of liberty, fraternity, and equality. James Billington’s book has
described it well: Fire in the Minds of Men (1980). It was the left wing
of the Enlightenment which triumphed. When men dei~ mankind,
the y almost always wind up deifying the State, the highest collective
of mankind, the apotheosis of man’s power. They become adherents
of the power religion.

I reject all Enlightenment thought. This is why I reject most of
what is taught in your typical Christian college. The baptized hu-
manism of the modern Christian college classroom, especially in the
social sciences and humanities, has led many people astray. This is
one reason why I wrote my little book, 75 Bible Questions Your  lnJtruc-
tors Pray You Won’t Ad (P. O. Box 7999, Tyler, Texas: Spurgeon Press,
1984; $4.95). It is subtitled, “How to Spot Humanism in the Class-
room and the Pulpit .“ There is a lot of it to spot. The book is an anti-
dote to baptized humanism.

What the typical Christian college course in the social sciences
teaches is left-wing Enlightenment thought: naive Kantianism,
warmed-over Darwinism, armchair Marxism (especially his theory
of class consciousness and. the innate disharmony of interests), and
the discarded economic policies of some Presidential administration
of a decade and a half earlier. It is all taught in the name of Jesus, in
the interests of “Christian social concern” and “relevant Christianity.”
They fight that great bugaboo of 1880-1900, Social Darwinism
(which hardly anyone has ever believed in), in the name of Christian-

3. Adam Smith, The Themy of Moral Sentiment-s (1759), with a new introduction by
E. G. West (Indianapolis, Indiana: Liberty Classics, 1976). -
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it y, but they do so by means of the same arguments that the founders
of the dominant intellectual stream, Darwinian central planning,
used against the Social Darwinists.  q They peddle the conclusions of
the really dangerous brand of Darwinism — the Darwinism of the
planning elite5  – in the name of Christianity.

The hue and cry against my explicitly revelational Christian eco-
nomics has now been raised in the unread little journals of the Chris-
tian academic community. b What has offended them most is the
heavy reliance I place on Old Testament law. On this point, they are
in agreement with the antinomian pietists: all such laws are no
longer binding.T

Why this hostility to Old Testament law, or even New Testament
“instructions”? Because Old Testament law categorically rejects the
use of taxes to promote statist social welfare programs. It categoric-
ally rejects the idea of State power in coercive wealth-redistribution
programs. Samuel warned the people against raising up a king, for
the king would take ten percent of their income (1 Sam. 8:15, 17). He
promised that the State would, in short, extract the equivalent of
God’s tithe from the hapless citizenry. And in the twentieth century,
most modern industrial civil governments extract four to five times
God’s tithe. The tax policies of the modern welfare State are there-
fore immoral. More than this: they are demonic.

“Proof texting, proof texting!”  cry the church-attending Dar-

4. The best introduction to the history of this subject is Sidney Fine, Laissez Faire
and the General- W-~are State: A Study of ConJut  in American Thought, 1865-1901 (Ann Ar-
bor: University of Michigan Press, 1956).

5. Gary North, The Dominion Covmant: Genesis, Appendix A: “From Cosmic Pur-
poselessness to Humanistic Sovereignty.”

6. See, for example, the essay by Thomas E. Van Dahm, professor of economics
at Carthage College (which I had never before heard of), “The Christian Far Right
and the Economic Role of the State ,“ Christian Scholars Reoiew, XII (1983), pp. 17-36.
He peddled another diatribe, this time against the biblical case for the gold stand-
ard, to The Journal of the American Scientt$c Ajiliation, XXXVII (March 19$4): “The
Christian Far Right and Economic Policy Issues? This journal originally devoted its
space to essays critical of the six-day creation position, but in recent years, it has
branched out, publishing articles that deny the legitimacy of applying Old Testa-
ment biblical standards in many other academic areas besides geology and biology.

7. Van Dahm writes: “This article did not deal with the basic issue of whether Old
Testament laws and even New Testament ‘instructions’ are binding on Chris-
tians — and others — in contemporary society. A recent treatment of this issue,
offering a definite ‘no’ answer I found persuasive is Walter J. Chantry’s Go#s Right-
eous Kingdom. . . . “ JASA, p. 35, footnote 44, Here we have it: the defenders of
power religion (statist planning) join hands with the defenders of escapist religion
(antinomian  pietism) in their opposition to dominion religion (bibiical  law),

.
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winists of the college classroom. (“Proof texting” apparently means
citing a biblical passage which undercuts their position. ) These men
think that John Maynard Keynes’ General Theoy  (which, in fact, they
have never read, since practically no one ever has, so convoluted are
its language and arguments) is the essence of permanent truth, on a
par with Newton’s Princz@a (which they also have never read). On
the other hand, they regard the Old Testament as “the Word of God
(emeritus).”

Perhaps the most notable example of this sort of thinking is the
‘Keynesian-Christian” economist, Professor (emeritus) Douglas
Vickers. He has adopted Keynes’ economic theories in the name of
Jesus, but he has not adopted Keynes’ economy of language. Thus,
he does his best to refute my approach to economics with arguments
such as this one: “. . . it is the economist’s task so to understand the
deeper determinants of economic conjectures and affairs that his pol-
icy prescriptions can be intelligently and properly shaped toward
their proper ordering, or, where it is considered necessary, their cor-
rection and resolution. This should be done in such a way as to ac-
cord with the demands of both those deeper causal complexes now
perceived in the light of God’s word and purpose, and the require-
ments and basic desiderata of economic thought and administration .“s
This is what he substitutes for “Thus saith the Lord!”  His book has “
yet to go into a second printing. I can understand why not.

These scholars regard the Old Testament as a kind of discarded
first draft. Now that God has wisely seen fit to revise it (that is, now
that He has completely replaced it), they argue, it is wrong to appeal
to it as the basis for the construction of a Christian social order.g But
the Christian Reconstructionists continue to appeal to all Old Testa-
ment laws that have not been explicitly revised by the New Testa-
ment. So the classroom scholars are outraged; they are incensed;
they threaten to hold their breath until they turn blue if Reconstruc-
tionists keep writing books like this one. They have sounded the
alarm. But nobody pays much attention to them. This enrages them
even more. Their temper tantrums probably will get even worse. It
is best to ignore them. They have bet on the wrong horse — the wel-
fare State – and they resent anyone who tries to embarrass, let alone
shoot, this aging horse.

8. Douglas Vickers, Economics and Man: Prelude to a Christian Critique (Nutley,  New
Jersey: Craig Press, 1976), p. 90.

9. See, for example, Vickers’ remarks to this effect: ibid., pp. 47-48.
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The End of an Era

The fires of the Enlightenment are beginning to burn low. The
civilization of the Enlightenment is losing confidence in its own prin-
ciples. Perhaps even more important, it z’s beginning to lose  faith in the
future. The American historian-sociologist Robert Nisbet has put it
well:

It was belief in the sacred and the mythological that in the beginning of
Western history made possible belief in and assimilation of ideas of time,
history, development, and either progress or regress. Only on the basis of
confidence in the existence of divine power was confidence possible with
respect to design or pattern in the world and in the history of the
world. . .

But it is absent now, whether ever to be recovered, we cannot know.
And with the absence of the sense of sacredness of knowledge there is now
to be seen in more and more areas absence of real respect for or confidence
in knowledge – that is, the kind of knowledge that proceeds from reason
and its intrinsic disciplines. From the Enlightenment on, an increasing
number of people came to believe that reason and its works could maintain
a momentum and could preserve their status in society with no influence
save which they themselves generated. But the present age of the revolt
against reason, of crusading irrationalism, of the almost exponential
development and diffusion of the occult, and the constant spread of nar-
cicissm and solipsism make evident enough how fallible were and are the
secular foundations of modern thought. It is inconceivable that faith in
either progress as a historical reality or in progress as a possibility can exist
for long, to the degree that either concept does exist at the present moment,
amid such alien and hostile intellectual forces. I’J

The leaders of this staggering humanist civilization have now
adopted the strategy of every dying civilization which has ever lost

the confidence of its citizens: they resort to the exercise of raw power.
This was the strategy of the Roman Empire, and it failed. 11 This
substitution of power-for ethics is the essence of the satanic delusion. It is
the essence of the power religion. It also is the essence of failure.

What will replace this phase of humanist civilization? Some ver-
sion of the society which Solzhenitsyn  has called the Gulag Ar-

10. Robert Nisbet, Histo~’of the Idea of Progress (New York: Basic Books, 1980), p.
355.

11. Charles Norris Cochrane,  ChristianiQ  and Ciassical  Culture: A Study of Thought
and Action from Augustus to Augustine (New York: Oxford University Press, [1944]
1957).
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chipelago? As a form ofjudgment,  this is possible. God used Assyria
and Babylon as rods of iron to bring Israel to repentance. Or will it
be the steady grinding down of freedom by the West’s massive bu-
reaucracies? This was Max Weber’s vision of the future of the West,
and it is not a pretty picture. 12 It has also come progressively true
since he wrote his warnings from 1905 to 1920. Or will it be a new so-
ciety based on a religious revival? Nisbet has seen this as a real possi-
bility: “Much more probable, I believe, is the appearance of yet
another full-blown ‘awakening,’ even a major religious reformation.
For some time now we have been witnessing what might properly be
called the beginnings of such a transformation, beginnings which
range from popular to scholarly, from eruptions of fundamentalism,
pentecostalism — and, even within the Jewish, Roman Catholic and
Protestant establishments, millennialism  – all the way to what has to
be regarded as a true efflorescence of formal theology.”13

The time has come for a program of Christian reconstruction.
Something new must replace humanism, from the bottom up, in
every sphere of human existence. The dominion religion must
replace the power religion. Humanism’s world is collapsing, both in-
tellectually and institutionally, and it will drag the compromised
Christian academic world into the abyss with it. That is where they
both belong. Weep not for their passing. And if you happen to spot
some aspect of humanism which is beginning to wobble, take an ap-
propriate action. Push it.

Liberation from the State

The liberation theologians keep appealing to the Book of Exodus
as their very special book. Michael Walzer’s study of Exodus calls
this assertion into question. Walzer’s earlier studies of the Puritan
revolution established him as an authority in the field. His study of
Exodus argues that this story has affected politics in the West,
especially radical politics, for many centuries. But it is a story which
does not fit the model used by liberation theologians, whose enemy is
the free market social order. As he says, the Israelites “were not the
victims of the market but of the state, the absolute monarchy of the
pharaohs. Hence, Samuel’s warning to the elders of Israel against

12. Gary North, “Max Weber:  Rationalism, Irrationalism,  and the Bureaucratic
Cage; in North (cd.), Foundations of Christian Scholars+: Essays in the Van Til Pers@c-
tioe (Vallecito, California: Ross House, 1976).

13. Nisbet, op. cit., p. 357.
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choosing a king. . . . Egyptian bondage was the bondage of a people
to the arbitrary power of the state .“ 1A

The misuse of the Exodus story by liberation theologians is
another example of the misuse of the Bible generally to promote
anti-biblical social, political, and economic views. This is why prac-
tical commentaries dealing with specific disciplines are needed. The
Bible still commands great authority, and this public perception of
the Bible’s authority is increasing, especially regarding social issues.
This willingness on the part of social critics to appeal to the Bible is
itself a major break with the recent past, yet a return to a more dis-  ,
tant past.

Prior to 1660, it was common for conservatives and radicals to
appeal to the Bible to defend their visions of a righteous social order.
Almost overnight, in 1660, this appeal to the Bible ended. Defenders
of the free market appealed to logic or experience rather than “debat-
able” religious or moral views. 15 Socialists and reformers also drop-
ped their appeal to the Bible after 1660, again, almost overnight.
Shafarevich writes: “The development of socialist ideas did not
cease, of course. On the contrary, in the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, socialist writings literally flooded Europe. But these ideas
were produced by different circumstances and by men of a different
mentality. The preacher and the wandering Apostle gave way to a
publicist and philosopher. Religious exaltation and references to
revelation were replaced by appeals to reason. The literature of so-
cialism acquired a purely secular and rationalistic character; new
means of polarization were devised: works on this theme now fre-
quently appear under the guise of voyages to unknown lands, inter-
larded with frivolous episodes.”lG  .

The Exodus was a time of liberation – liberation from the statist
social order that had been created by adherents of the power
religion. The spiritual heirs of those statist Egyptians are now com-
ing before the spiritual heirs of the Israelites with a new claim: the
need to be liberated from the institutions of the once-Christian West.
They offer chains in the name of liberation, bureaucracy in the name
of individual freedom, and central economic planning in the name of

14. Michael Walzer, Exodus  and Resolution (New York: Basic Books, 1985), p. 30.
15. William Letwin, The Origins of Scimt@c  Economics (Garden City, New York:

Anchor, 1965), ch. 6.
16. Igor Shafarevich,  The Socialist Phenomenon (New York: Harper & Row, [1975]

1980), pp. 80-81.

#
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prosperity. They offer men a return to power religion in the name of
the God of the Bible. What this commentary offers, in contrast, is a
call for men to return to dominion religion — the religion of biblical
orthodox-y.

How to Read This Book

There is an old line that asks: “How do you eat an elephant?”
The answer: “One bite at a time.” That rule should be applied to this
book.

Yes, this is a fat book. Some of its chapters are lengthy, but they
are broken down into convenient sections and subsections. The idea
is not to memorize each chapter. The idea is to get a general sense of
what happens in the field of economics when rival religions clash:
power religion vs. dominion religion. If you want to follow upon any par-
ticular idea, footnotes are provided at no extra charge — and at the
bottom of the page, too, so that you will not spend extra time
flipping to the back of the book. Footnotes are there to help you, not
to intimidate you.

Read the conclusions of each chapter before you read the
chapter. Then skim over it rapidly. If it seems worth your time,
reread it more carefully. You can read this book a chapter at a time,
since it is a commentary. It deals with one or two verses at a time.
The book develops its chain of arguments only insofar as the verses
show a progression. I think they do reveal a progression, but not so
rigorous a progression as you would find in a logic textbook, or even
an economics textbook (Keynes’ General Theoy excluded, since it
substitutes confusion for progression). 17

Subsequent sections of this commentary on Exodus will cover the
Ten Commandments and the biblical case laws that apply the prin-
ciples of the Ten Commandments to society. la

17. One of the reasons why I am sure that his Genwal  Theo~ is a classic example of
deliberate “disinformation” is that most of Keynes’ other books are models of logic

-and clarity. But the General Theoy  is nearly unreadable. He was writing nonsense,
and the book reflects it. For a good introduction to this classic example of
jargon-filled nonsense, see Henry Hazlitt’s book, The Fadure of the “New Economics”
(Princeton, New Jersey: Van Nostrand, 1959). Hazlitt never went to college, so he
was not fooled by Keynes, something two generations of Ph.D.-holding power
religionists  cannot say for themselves. For more technical scholarly critiques, writ-
ten quite early in response to Keynes by economists who were not power
religionists,  see Hazlitt (cd.), The Crstzcs ojKcynesian  Economics (Van Nostrand, 1960).

18. See also James B. Jordan, The Law of the Covt-nant: An Exposition of Exodus 21-23
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1984).



INTRODUCTION

This book is about a clash between two religions, with believers
in a third religion standing on the sidelines, waiting to see the out-
come of the clash. The Bible presents it as the archetypal  clash in
history between these two religions. This confrontation has been
going on since the garden of Eden. The first of the conflicting relig-
ions was power religion, the religion of Pharaoh, who was Satan’s
representative in the battle. The second was dominion religion, the
religion of Moses, God’s representative in this mighty battle. The
testimony of the Book of Exodus is clear: first, those  who seek power
apart from God are doomed to comprehensive, total defeat. Second, those
who seek God are called to exercise dominion, and they shall be vic-
torious over the enemies of God. But this victory takes time. It is not
achieved instantaneously. It is the product of long years of self-disci-
pline under Go&s  authori~. The power religionists do not want to wait.
Like Adam in his rebellion, sinners choose to dress themselves in the
robes of authority, so that they can render instant autonomous judg-
ment. 1 They do not want to subordinate themselves to God.

The third form of religion is what I call escapist religion. It is a
religion which proclaims the inevitability of external defeat for the
people of God. The defenders of temporal impotence thereby be-
come the allies of temporal power. This religion was dominant in the
lives of the Hebrew slaves. They became easy prey for the power re-
ligionists. But when the power manifested by dominion religion
overcame the pagan power religion, they grudgingly followed the
victors.

Before discussing the specifics of the clash between Moses and
Pharaoh, it is necessary to survey briefly the first principles of these

three religious outlooks.

1. Gary North, “Witnesses and Judges: Biblical Economics Toda~  VI (Aug.lSept.
1983), pp. 3-4.

1
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1. Power Religion

This is a religious viewpoint which affirms that the most impor-
tant goal for a man, group, or species, is the capture and mainten-
ance of power. Power is seen as the chief attribute of God, or if the
religion is officially atheistic, then the chief attribute of man. This
perspective is a satanic perversion of God’s command to man to
exercise dominion over all the creation (Gen. 1:26-28). z It is the at-
tempt to exercise dominion apart from covenantal  subordination to
the true Creator God.

What distinguishes biblical dominion religion from satanic
power religion is ethics. Is the person who seeks power doing so for
the glory of God, and for himself secondarily, and only to the extent
that he is God’s lawful and covenantally  faithful representative? If
so, he will act in terms of God’s ethical standards and in terms of a
profession of faith in the God of the Bible. The church has recog-
nized this two-fold requirement historically, and has established a
dual requirement for membership: profession of faith and a godly
life.

In contrast, p~wer  religion is a religion ofautomrny. It affirms that
“My power and the might of mine hand bath gotten me this wealth”
(Deut. 8:17).  It seeks power or wealth in order to knake credible this
very claim.

Wealth and power are aspects of both religions. Wealth and
power are covenantal  manifestations of the success of rival religious
views. This is why God warns His people not to believe that their au-
tonomous actions gained them their blessings: “But thou shalt
remember the LORD thy God: for it is he that giveth thee power to
get wealth, that he may establish his covenant which he sware unto
thy fathers, as it is this day” (Deut. 8:18).  God’s opponents also want
visible confirmation of the validity of their covenant with a rival god,
but God warns them that “the wealth of the sinner is laid up for the
just” (Prov.  13: 22 b). The entry of the Hebrews into Canaan was sup-
posed to remind them of this fact: the Canaanites had built homes
and vineyards to no avail; their enemies, the Hebrews, inherited
them (Josh. 24:13).

Those who believe in power religion have refused to see that
long-term wealth in any society is the product of ethical conformity

2. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, vol.  1 o~An Economic Commentary on
the Bible (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1982).
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to biblical law. They have sought the blessings of God’s covenant
while denying the validity and eternally binding ethical standards of
that covenant. In short, they have confused the fruits of Christianity
with the roots. They have attempted to chop away the roots but
preserve the fruits.

2. Escapist Religion

This is the second great tradition of anti-Christian religion. Seeing
that the exercise of autonomous power is a snare and a delusion, the
proponents of escapist religion have sought to insulate themselves
from the general culture – a culture maintained by power. They
have fled the responsibilities of worldwide dominiori, or even re-
gional dominion, in the hope that God will release them from the re-
quirements of the general dominion covenant.

The Christian version of the escapist religion is sometimes called
‘pietism,” but its theological roots can be traced back to the ancient
heresy of mysticism. Rather than proclaiming the requirement of ethi-
cal union  with Jesus Christ, the perfect man, the mystic calls for meta -
phy~ical  union with a monistic, unified god. In the early church, there
were many types of mysticism, but the most feared rival religion
which continually infiltrated the church was Gnosticism, It proclaimed
many doctrines, but the essence of gnostic faith was radical personal
individualism — personal escape from matter — leading to radical imper-
sonal collectivism: the abolition of human personality through absorp-
tion into the Godhead. It proclaimed retreat from the material realm
and escape to a higher, purer, spiritual realm through various
“Eastern” techniques of self-manipulation: asceticism, higher con-
sciousness, and initiation into secret mysteries.

Gnosticism survives as a way of thinking and acting (or failing to
act) even today, as Rushdoony has pointed out. The essence of this
faith is its antinomianism.  Gnostics despise biblical law. But their hat-
red for the law of God leads them to accept the laws of the State.
“Gnosticism survives today in theosophy, Jewish Kabbalism, occult-
ism, existentialism, masonry, and like faiths. Because Gnosticism
made the individual, rather than a dualism of mind and matter, ulti-
mate, it was essentially hostile to morality and law, requiring often
that believers live beyond good and evil by denying the validity of all
moral law. Gnostic groups which did not openly avow such doctrines
affirmed an ethic of love as against law, negating law and morality in
terms of the ‘higher’ law and morality of love. Their contempt of law
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and time manifested itself also by a willingness to comply with the
state. . . . The usual attitude was one of contempt for the material
world, which included the state, and an outward compliance and in-
difference. A philosophy calling for an escape from time is not likely
to involve itself in the battles of time.”s

Their denial of the continuing validity of biblical law has led
them to deny the relevance of earthly time. By denying biblical law,
they thereby foresake the chief tool of dominion — our means of using
time to subdue the earth to the glory of God. The basic idea which
undergirds escapist religion is the denial  of the dominion couenant.  The
escapist religionists believe that the techniques of self-discipline,
whether under God or apart from God (Buddhism), offer power over
only limited areas of life. They attempt to conserve their power by
focusing their ethical concern on progressively (regressively) nar-
rower areas of personal responsibility. The “true believer” thinks that
he will gain more control over himself and his narrow environment
by restricting his self-imposed zones of responsibility. His concern is
self, from start to finish; his attempt to escape from responsibilities
beyond the narrow confines of self is a program for gaining power
over self. It is a religion of works, of se~-salvation.  A man “humbles”
himself– admits that there are limits to his power, and therefore
limits to the range of his responsibilities – only to elevate self to a
position of hypothetically God-like spirituality.

Escapist religion proclaims institutional peace – “peace at any
, price .“ Ezekiel responded to such an assertion in the name of God:

u . . . they have seduced my people, saying, Peace; and there was no
peace” (Ezk. 13: 10a). Patrick Henry’s inflammatory words in March
of 1775 — “Peace, peace — but there is no peace”4 — were taken from
Ezekiel and also Jeremiah: “They have healed also the hurt of the
daughter of my people slightly, saying, Peace, peace; when there is
no peace” (Jer. 6:14). This rival religion proclaims peace because it
has little interest in the systematic efforts that are always required to
purify institutions as a prelude to social reconstruction.

3. Rousas  John Rushdoony,  The One and the Many: Studiex  in the Philosophy of Order
and Ultzmag (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1971] 1978), p. 129.

4. Norine Dickson Campbell, Patrick Heny: Patriot  and Statesman (Old Greenwich,
Connecticut: Devin-Adair, 1969), p. 130. The substance of Henry’s famous St.
John’s Church speech, which mobilized the Virginia Assembly, was reconstnrcted
by a later historian, William Wirt, but is generally considered representative. This
was Henry’s famous “Give me liberty or give me death” speech, one of the most fa-
mous speeches in U.S. history.
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In short, escapist religion calls for flight from the world, and
because man is in this world, it calls for ajightfrom humani~.  s Its ad-
vocates may hide their real concern — the systematic abandonment
of a world supposedly so corrupt that nothing can be done to over-
come widespread cultural evil — by appealing to their moral respon-
sibility of “sharing Christ to the world” or “building up the Church”
rather than rebuilding civilization, but their ultimate concern is per-
sonal~ight  from responsibility. It is a revolt against maturity. G

3. Dominion Religion

This is the orthodox faith. It proclaims the sovereignty of God,
the reliability of the historic creeds, the necessity of standing up for
principle, and the requirement that faithful men take risks for God’s
sake. It proclaims that through the exercise of saving faith, and
through ethical conformity to God’s revealed law, regenerate men
will increase the extent of their dominion over the earth. It is a
religion of conquest — conquest by grace through ethical action. The goal is
ethical conformity to God, but the results of this conformity involve
dominion – over lawful subordinates, over ethical. rebels, and over
nature. This is the message of Deuteronomy 28:1-14.  It is also the
message of Jesus Christ, who walked perfectly in God’s statutes and
in God’s Spirit, and who then was granted total power over all crea-
tion by the Father (Matt. 28:18).  I am not speaking here of Christ’s
divine nature as the Second Person of the Trinity, who always had
total power; I am speaking of His nature as perfect man, who earned
total power through ethical conformity to God and through His
death and resurrection.

Dominion religion recognizes the relationship between righteous-
ness and authorz”ty,  between covenantal faithfulness and covenantal
blessings. Those who are faithful in little things are given more. This
is the meaning of Christ’s parable of the talents (Matt. 25:14-30).
The process of dominion is a function ofprogressiue sanctification, both
personal-individual and institutional (family, church, business,
school, civil government, etc.: Deut. 28:1-14).

5. R. J. Rushdoony, The Fltghtfrom Humani~  A Study of the EJect of Neoplatonism on
Christianity (Fairfax, Virginia: ~hoburn  Press, [1973]  1978).

6. R. j. Rushdoony,  Revolt Against Matun”p. A Biblical Psycholo~  of Man (~airfax,
Virginia: Thoburn Press, 1977).
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Moses vs. Pharaoh

Pick up any commentary on the Book of Exodus. Read its ac-
count of the first fifteen chapters. You will find a lot of discussion of
Hebrew vocabulary, Moses’ theology, and the sovereignty of God’s
power. But what you will not find is a detailed discussion of Egypt.
You will not find an analysis of the theology and culture of the soci-
ety which placed the Hebrews under bondage. You will not find a
discussion of the relationship between Egypt’s theology and Egypt’s
economic and political institutions.

These are remarkable omissions. It is not that commentators
have no knowledge about Egypt. Rather, it is that they have failed to
understand the theological and political issues that were inherent in
this confrontation. Sufficient information is available to construct at
least an outline of Egyptian society. While Egyptology is a highly

- specialized and linguistically rigorous field of study, there are num-
erous scholarly summaries of the religion and social institutions of
Egypt. I am no specialist in this field, and I have no immediate ac-
cess to a large university library of books and manuscripts relating to
Egypt, but interlibrary loans and normal intelligence are sufficient
to “open the closed book” of at least the bare essentials ‘of Egyptian
thought and culture. The bare essentials are sufficient to enable
anyone to draw some simple conclusions concerning the differences
between the gods of Egypt and the ,God of the Israelites. Further-
more, it is not that difficult to make other comparisons: socialism vs.
market freedom, bureaucracy vs. decentralized decision-making,
the omniscient State vs. limited civil government, static society vs.
future-oriented society, stagnation vs. growth. Yet the commen-
tators, as far as I have been able to determine, have systematically
refused to discuss such issues. They have been blind to the all-
encompassing nature of the confrontation. To a great extent, this is
because they have been blind to the implications of biblical religion
for both social theory and institutions.

Chronology

There are other topics that need to be discussed. One of the most
important is the problem of chronology. Commentaries can be found
that do attempt to deal with this issue, but I have yet to find one
which openly faces the overwhelming difficulties posed by the almost
universal acceptance of the conventional chronology of Egypt. What
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readers are not told is that Egyptians did not believe in chronology. The
historical records which modern (and even classical Greek) histor-
ians have used to reconstruct Egypt’s chronology are woefully defi-
cient., The Egyptians simply did not take seriously their own history.
They did not believe in the importance of linear time. The records
they left reflect their lack of concern. A century ago, historian
George Rawlinson began his chapter on Egyptian chronology with
this statement: “It is a patent fact, and one that is beginning to ob-
tain general recognition, that the chronological element in early
Egyptian history is in a state of almost hopeless obscurity?’7  He was
incorrect, however, “concerning the coming “general recognition” of
the problem. Only the most scholarly and detailed monographs on
Egypt bother to warn readers about the problem.

There are several kinds of chronological documents, including
the actual monuments. “The chronological value of these various
sources of information is, however, in every case slight. The great
defect of these monuments is their incompleteness. The Egyptians
had no era. They drew out no chronological schemes. They cared for
nothing but to know how long each incarnate god, human or bovine,
had condescended to tarry on the earth. They recorded carefully the
length of the life of each Apis bull, and the length of the reign of each
king; but they neglected to take note of the intervals between one
Apis bull and another, and omitted to distinguish the sole reign of a
monarch from his joint reign with others .“s

Readers are also not informed of the fact that virtually all chron- .
olo,gies  of the ancient Near East and pre-classical  Greece are con-
stricted on the assumption that the- conventional chronology of
Egypt is the legitimate standard. What modern scholars believe is
the proper chronology of Egypt is then imposed on the chronologies of all
other civilizations of the ancient Near East, including the biblical chronol-
ogy of the Hebrews. Thus, when the Bible says explicitly that the
Exodus took place 480 years before Solomon began to construct the
temple (I Kings 6:1), historians interpret this information within the
framework OF the hypothetical E&ptian  chronological scheme.
When they even admit that the pharaohs of the supposed dynastic
era of the fifteenth century before Christ were extremely powerful
kings – men like Thutmose III – whose mummies still exist,9 they

7. George Rawlinson,  A Hi$toy of Egypt, 2 vols.  (New York: Alden, 1886), II, p. 1.
8. Ibid,, II, p. 2.
9. Photographs of the mummies of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II appear in

Donovan Courville,  The Exodus Problem and Its Ramjtications,  2 VOIS. (Loma Linda,
California: Challenge Books, 1971), I, p. 37.
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are tempted to ignore these difficulties, or even to ignore die clear
teaching of the Bible. Many of them date the Exodus much later.
They allow a hypothetical chronology of Egypt to dictate their inter-
pretation of Scripture. This is not the way that Christian scholarship
is supposed to bk conducted.

In the early 1950’s, Immanuel  Velikovsky, a genius (or fraud, his
critics say) began to publish a series of studies that reconstructed
(among other things) the chronologies of the ancient world. Velikov-
sky began his reconstruction with a discussion of an ancient Egypt-
ian document, long overlooked by historians, which contains refer-
ences to a series of catastrophes that look remarkably similar to those
described in early chapters of the Book of Exodus.

Then, in 1971, an amateur historian named Donovan Courville
published a book which was based in part on Velikovsky’s work, but
which went far beyond it. Courville’s  book has been systematically
ignored by Egyptologists  and Christian scholars alike. I know of one
case where a seminary professor absolutely refused to discuss the
book with his students, either publicly or privately, when asked
about it. Why the hostility? Because Courville’s  book, like Velikov-
sky’s books, offers a frontal assault on the reigning presuppositions of
historians regarding the reliability of Egyptian records and the
reliability of the conclusions based on them. In Courville’s  case, the
affront is worse: he is saying that Christian specialists in the field of
ancient history have accepted the testimony of humanist (Darwin-
ian) scholars and humanist (Egyptian) records in preference to the
clear testimony of the Bible. Conservative scholars resent the impli-
cation that they have compromised their scholarship in order to seek
recognition from (or avoid confrontation with) the conventional,
dominant humanist academic community. Thus, I have seen no
commentary on the Book of Exodus which refers to (let alone pro-
motes) either Velikovsky or Courville,  nor do the standard Christian
encyclopedias.

This commentary is the exception. For this reason, it represents
a break with prevailing scholarship concerning the circumstances of
the Exodus. It may be incorrect, but it is incorrect in new
ways — ways that do not be”gin  with the presupposition that conven-
tional humanist historical scholarship is binding, or the presupposi-
tion that the biblical account of history is inferior to the Egyptian
record. My position is clear: it is better to make mistakes within an
intellectual framework which is governed by the presupposition of
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the Bible’s infallibility than it is to make mistakes that are governed
by the presupposition that Darwinian scholarship is the eternal
standard of truth.

Confrontation

The first fifteen chapters of the Book of Exodus deal with the con-
frontation between God and Egypt. This confrontation was com-
prehensive. It involved a dispute between two radically different
worldviews. It involved a war between the God of the Hebrews and
a false god called Pharaoh. Every aspect of civilization was at stake..
It was not “merely” a war over theology as such. It was a war over
theolo~ as ‘l$e. This commentary brings into the open several areas of
confrontation that previously have not been discussed. These subor-
dinate areas of confrontation were inescapably linked to the main
confrontation between God and Pharaoh. Amazingly, the terms of
even this primary confrontation are seldom discussed.

It is my contention that essentially the same confrontation has
continued from the beginning, meaning from the garden of Eden. It
has manifested itself in many ways, but the essential question never
changes: Who is God? Secondarily, what is the relationship between God
and His creation? The answers given by the rulers of Egypt were essen-
tially the same answer proposed to man by Satan: “ye shall be as
gods” (Genl - 3: 5), Because the modern world has come to a similar
theological conclusion — that, in the absence of any other God, man
must be the only reliable candidate — the modern world has come to
similar social and economic conclusions. The rise of totalitarian bu-
reaucracies in the twentieth century can and should be discussed in
relation to the rise of a humanistic variation of Egyptian theology. It
is not that humanists have adopted Egypt’s polytheism (though
modern relativism sounds suspiciously like polytheism), but rather
that they have, as Darwinians (or worse), adopted Egypt’s theology
of the continui~ of being, with the State, as the most powerful repre-
sentative of “collective mankind,” serving as the primary agency of
social organization.

The remaining chapters in the Book of Exodus describe the con-
tinuation of this same confrontation with Egypt. In this case, how-
ever, the departing slaves of the now-smashed Egyptian civilization
replaced their former rulers as the defenders of the old order. God
dealt with them in very similar ways, though with greater ‘mercy, as
a result of Moses’ prayer on behalf of the integrity of God’s name and
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God’s promises (Ex. 32:9-14; Num. 14:13-16).
It should not surprise us, therefore, that there are still many,

many Christian defenders of that same old statist order in our wil-
derness wanderings (especially in the barren wastes of the college
and seminary classroom) — slaves who have not recognized the free-
dom which God has offered to His people through the establishing of
His revealed law-order. When men sit as slaves for too long at the
table of the Satanists, hoping for a few crumbs (or academic degrees)
to fall from their table, they find it difficult to imagine that it is the
enemies of God who are supposed to sit at the table of the rightious,  begging
for scraps until the day of judgment provides them with no further
opportunities for repentance (Matt. 15:22-28). Let us not forget that
it was a Canaanite woman, not a ruler of Israel, who first articulated
this principle of biblical government. Israel’s leaders were sitting at
the table of the Remans, begging. Some things haven’t changed.

Conclusion

Three and a half millennia ago, Moses was commanded by God
to confront the Pharaoh. The result was the Exodus, the archetype
historical event in the life of Israel, the event to which the prophets

- appealed again and again in their confrontations with the rebellious
Hebrews of their day. This same confrontation goes on in’every era,
and the contemporary prophet must be equally willing to confront
the pharaohs of his day with the same theological distinctions: sover-
eign God or sovereign man, God’s revelation or man’s revelation,
biblical society or the bureaucratic State, God’s law or chaos.
“Choose this day whom ye will serve.” Serve God or perish.
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POPULATION GROWTH:
TOOL OF DOMINION

And all the souls that came out of the loins ofJacob  were seuen~ souls: for
Joseph  was in E~pt alreaqji  AndJoseph died, and all his brethren, and
all that generation. And the children of Lrrael  were fruitful, and increased
abundant~,  and multiplied, and waxed exceeding migh~;  and the land
wasjilled with them (Ex. 1:5-7).

The words relating to growth are repeated in verse 7: fruitful, in-
creased (teemed), multiplied, waxed (numerous), with exceeding
strength, strongly, and filled — a seven-fold representation. 1 Bible-
believing commentators have seldom focused much attention on
these verses, possibly because they are so difficult to explain by
means of their usual assumption, namely, that only 70 people origi-
nally descended into Egypt. How could it be that 70 people and their
spouses multiplied to 600,000 men, plus women and children, by the
time of the Exodus (Ex. 12:37)? A probable explanation is this one:
the 70 were not the only source of the original population base.
Presumably, they brought with them many household servants who had
been circumcised and who were therefore counted as part of the cove-
nant population. We do not know for certain how many of these cir-
cumcised household servants came, but it must have been in the

t h o u s a n d s .
We should also bear in mind that “70” is a significant number in

Scripture, in terms of age, chronology, and also in terms of immber-
ing people. In Genesis 10, 70 peoples of mankind are listed, 14 from

1. U. Cassuto, A CornrnerttaV on the Book ‘;fl?xodus,  trans. Israel Abrahams  (Jerusa-
lem: Magnes Press, Hebrew University, [1951] 1974), p. 9. He says that the “seven
expressions for increase are used in this verse, a number indicative of perfection. . . .”

11
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Japheth,  30 from Ham, and 26 from Shem.z  At the feast of taber-
nacles in the seventh month, beginning on the fifteenth day, the
priests were to begin a week of sacrifices. For seven days, a descend-
ing number of bullocks were to be sacrificed: 13, 12, 11, 10, 9, 8, and 7,
for a total of 70 bullocks. Then, on the eighth day (the beginning of
the next week), one final bullock was to be sacrificed (Num. 29:12-36).
Presumably, these were sacrifices for all the nations of the world, plus
Israel. There were 70 elders in Israel at the time of God’s confirmation

of the covenant at Sinai (Ex. 24:1). God at one point took His Spirit
from Moses and gave it to the 70 elders (Num. 11:16).  Also, when the
Israelites defeated Adoni-Bezek after the death of Joshua, he confessed
that he had slain 70 kings (Judges 1:7), presumably a number refer-
ring symbolically to the whole world, Seventy men were sent out by
Jesus to evangelize southern Israel (Luke 10:1, 17).s  In Christ’s day,
there were 70 members of the Sanhedrin, plus the President. 4 So the
number “70” meant for the Hebrews something like “a whole popula-
tion,” although this does not deny the validity of 70 as the number of
lineal heirs who came down into Egypt.

The growth of the Hebrew population has to be considered a re-
markable expansion. How long did it take? This question has also
baffled Bible-believing commentators. When did the Exodus occur?
When did Jacob’s family enter Egypt? Were the Israelites in Egypt a
full 430 years? Donovan Courville, the Seventh Day Adventist
scholar, has called this chronology question “the Exodus problem .“s

2. Frederick Louis Godet, Commentay on the Gospel of Luke, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Zondervan, [1887]), II, p. 17. Godet discusses the problem of 70 vs. 72,
which occurs in this estimation, and also in the differing New Testament references
to the 70 or 72 sent out by Jesus (Luke 10:1).

3. Some manuscripts read 72. Godet argues that 70 is the correct reading: idem.
4. Alfred Edersheim, The L#e and Times of Jesw the Messiah, 2 vols. (Grand Rap-

ids, Michigan: Eerdmans, [1886]), II, p. 554. Cf. “Sanhedrim,” in McClintock  and
Strong, Cyclopazdia  of Biblical, Theologkal, and Ecclesiastical Literature (New York: I-Iar-
per & Bros., 1894), IX, p. 342.

5. Donovan A. Courville,  The Exodus Problem and Its Ramijcations (Loma Linda,
California: Challenge Books, 1971), 2 volumes. Courville’s  original insight concern-
ing the need for a reconstruction of Egypt’s chronology came from Immanuel
Velikovsky’s study, Ages  in Chao~ (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1952), which
presents the case against the traditional chronologies of the ancient world. Velikov-
sky identified the Hyksos rulers (“shepherd kings”) of Egypt as the invading Amelek-
ites. He argued that modern scholars have inserted a 500-700 year period into all the
histories of the ancient world (since all are based on Egypt’s supposed chronology), a
period which must be eliminated. Velikovsky wrote that “we still do not know which
of the two histories, Egyptian or Israelite, must be readjusted” (p. 338). Courville’s
book shows that it is modern scholarship’s version of Egypt’s chronology which is
defective, not the chronology of the Old Testament. See Appendix A: “The Recon-
struction of Egypt’s Chronology,”
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The Problem of Chronology

Exodus 12:40 reads as follows in the King James Version: “Now
the sojourning of the children of Israel, who dwelt in Egypt, was four
hundred and thirty years.” Fact number one: a sojourn of 430 years.
The Samaritan Pentateuch  and the Septuagint (the Greek transla-
tion of the Old Testament dating from the second century B. c. ) both,
say “Egypt and Canaan,”G rather than just “Egypt ,“ which indicates
the likely solution to the Exodus problem.

We can see the nature of the problem in Stephen’s testimony, just
prior to his martyrdom. It includes this statement: “And God spoke
on this wise [in this way], That his seed should sojourn in a strange
land; and that they should bring them into bondage, and entreat
them evil four hundred years” (Acts 7:6). Fact number two: bondage of
400 years. This was also the period promised by God to Abraham:
“Know of a surety that thy seed shall be a stranger in a land that is
not their’s, and shall serve them; and they shall afflict them four hun-
dred years; And also that nation, whom they shall serve, will I
judge: and afterward shall they come out with great substance”
(Gen. 15:13-14). Fact number three: deliverance in the fourth genera-
tion. “But in the fourth generation they shall come hither again: for
the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet full” (Gen. 15:16). Did God
mean the fourth generation of captives? If the period of bondage was
430 years, how could only four generations have filled up the entire
period assigned to them?

Paul provides additional crucial information: “Now to Abraham
and his seed were the promises made. . . . And this I say, that the
covenant, that was confirmed before of God in Christ, the law,
which was four hundred and thirty years after, cannot disannul, that
it should make the promise of none effect” (Gal. 3 :16a, 17), Fact

numberfour: 430 years from the covenant to the Exodus. This further
complicates the problem: the entire period, from Abraham to the Exodus,
was 430 years — a period which encompassed Isaac’s life, Jacob’s,
Joseph in Egypt, the arrival of the brothers and their families, the
years of prosperity and population growth in the land of Goshen in
Egypt, Moses’ birth, his departure at age 40, his 40 years in the
wilderness, and the Exodus itself. Paul’s language is unambiguous.
What, then, are we to make of the other three accounts?

6. Note in the New International Vision (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan,
1978), p. 83.
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The Patriarchal Era: 215 Years

The best place to begin to unravel this problem is with the chron-
ology of Abraham’s family. We are told that he was called out of
Haran when he was 75 years old (Gen. 12:4). Isaac was born 25 years
later, when Abraham was a hundred (Gen. 21:5). Jacob and Esau
were born 60 years later, when Isaac was 60 years old (Gen. 25:26).
Finally, Jacob died at age 130 in Egypt (Gen. 47:9). Therefore, from
Abraham’s entrance into a foreign land until the Israelites’ descent
into Egypt, about 215 years elapsed (25 + 60 + 130). If we assume that
the establishment of the covenant took place in the first year or so of
Abraham’s sojourn in Canaan, with 25 years in between the covenant
(Gen. 15) and the birth of Isaac (Gen. 21), then we can begin to make
sense of the data. God said that Abraham’s heirs would be in bondage
for 400 years, while Paul said it was 430 years from the covenant to the
Exodus. If we subtract 25 from 430 – from the covenant to the birth of
Isaac, the promised son of the covenant line – we get 405 years. This
is very close to the 400 years of the “affliction” promised in Genesis
15:13-14 and mentioned by Stephen in Acts 7:6.

We are now arguing about only five years, from the birth of Isaac
to the period in which the captivity “in” Egypt — under E~pt’s

domination – began. We are told in Genesis 21 that it was only after
Isaac was weaned that Ishmael mocked him – “laughing” in the
Hebrew (VV, 8-9). This can be understood as the beginning of the
period of Egyptian persecution, for Ishmael  was half Egyptian. 7 It
was the time of Isaac’s youth, perhaps about age five. Abraham then
expelled the Egyptian woman and her son, who travelled  into the
wilderness (21: 14). Thus, it was not the bondage period in geograph-
ical Egypt that God had in mind, but the entire period of pilgrimage,
during which they were afflicted by strangers.

Residence in E~pt:  215 Years

The culmination of this period of rootlessness, or life in foreign
lands, was the final era of outright bondage in Egypt (Gen. 15:14).
Courville’s  comments are appropriate, that

the period of affliction began back in the time of Abraham and not with the
Descent. Actually, the affliction in Egypt did not begin with the Descent but

7. I am indebted to James Jordan for this insight. If it is incorrect, then we would
have to adopt Courville’s  approach, namely, to argue that it seems legitimate to un-
derstand the 400 years of Gen. 15:13 as a rounding off of 405.
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only with the rise of the king “who knew not Joseph.” That the “sojourn”
also began back in the time of Abraham is clear from the statement in
Hebrews 11:9 which reads:

By faith he [Abraham] sojourned in the land of promise, as in a
strange country, dwelling in tabernacles with Isaac and Jacob, the
heirs with him of the same promise,

Others of the ancients than Paul thus understood the 430-year sojourn. The
translators of the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek have added a phrase to
make clear the meaning of Exodus 12:40 as they understood it. The Sep-
tuagint reading of the verse is:

The sojourning of the children and of their fathers, which they so-
journed in the land of Canaar, and in the land of Egypt. . . .

Josephus, as a Hebrew scholar of antiquity, thus understood the verse:

They left Egypt in the month Xanthicus, on the fifteenth day of.the
lunar month; four hundred and thirty years after our forefather
Abraham came into Canaan, but two hundred and fifteen years only
after Jacob removed into Egypt. e ‘

This citation from Courville’s  important study indicates that it
was long ago understood that the 430 years of Exodus 12:40 must be
interpreted in terms of the entire pilgn”mage  experience, Abraham to Moses.
The reference to “the children of Israel” must be understood as
Hebrews in general, not simply to those born of Jacob. It includes
Abrah~m and Isaac. This means that Palestine was an Egyptian
vassal region throughout the Patriarchal era of Exodus 12:40. It also
helps to explain why Abraham journeyed to Egypt during the
famine (Gen. 12:10). Egypt was the capital.

On the next page is Courville’s  chart of his proposed recon-
structed chronology of Egypt and Israel. g Understand that
Courville’s  book is almost unknown in Christian circles, and even
less known in academic circles. His reconstructed chronology is not
taken seriously by archeologists and historians, any more than
Velikovsky’s chronology in Ages in Chao~  was (or is) taken seriously.

What Courville  has accomplished is a brilliant reconstruction of
Egypt’s chronology in terms of the 215-215 division. He has pin-
pointed the famine as having begun 217 years before’ the Exodus,

8. Ibid,, 1, p. 140. For Josephus’ statement, see Anttquitie~ of the Jews, Book II, ch.
XV, sec. 2, in Josefihm:  Com@ete Works, William Whiston, translator (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Kregel, 1960), p. 62.

9. Taken from l%e  Journal oj Chrzdian Reconstruction, II (Summer 1975), p. 145.
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Correlation of Scriptural Incidents with Egyptian History
by the Traditional and Reconstructed Chronologies

Incident Traditional Reconstruction
or Era Background or Date Background or Date

Noachian Flood

Dispersion
from Babel

Abraham
enters Canaan

Famine of
Joseph

Enslavement
of Israel

The Exodus

Period of
the Judges

United
Monarchy
of Israel

Sacking of
Solomon’s
Temple

Fall of
Israel to
Assyria

Fall of Judah
to Babylon

Not recognized as factual. The
proper background for the im-
mediate post-diluvian period is
the Mesolithic period, dated c.
10,000 B.c. or earlier.

If recognized at all, the inci-
dent is set far back in the pre-
dynastic.

Commonly set in early Dynasty
XII dated c. 1900 B.C. Earlier
dates are entertained.

No famine inscription datable
to the era of Joseph as placed in
the Hyksos period.

Eighteenth dynasty theory of
Exodus must recognize an early
king of this dynasty as the
pharaoh initiating the enslave-
ment. This would be Amen-
hotep I or Thutmose I.

Eighteenth dynasty theory
must recognize the position
either at the end of the reign of
Thutmose III or early in the
reign of Amenhotep II. Date c.
1445 B.C.

Encompasses the period of Dy-
nasty XVIII from Amenhotep
III, all of XIX as currently
composed, and the first half of
XX. Dates: 1375-1050 B.C.

Background is in Dynasties
XX and XXI. Dates, 1050-930
B.C.

Shishak identified as Sheshonk
I of Dynasty XXII. Date is 926
B.C. in fifth year of Rehoboam.

Must be placed in the back-
ground of Dynasty XXIII to
retain the established date 722-
721 B.C.

In Dynasty XXVI. Date c. 606
B.C.

The Mesolithic  background for
the immediate post-diluvian
period is accepted, Date c, 2300
B.C.

Dated 27 years before the unifi-
cation of Egypt under Mena.
Date, c. 2125 B.C.

Dated very soon after the be-
ginning of Dynasty IV; 1875
B.C.

Equated with the famine inscrip-
tion in the reign of Sesotris I of
twelfth dynasty. Dated 1662 B.C,

Enslavement initiated by Sesos-
tris III of Dynasty XII. Date, c.
1560 B.C.

The reconstruction places the
Exodus at the end of the five
year reign of Koneharis, second
primary ruler of Dynasty XIII,
but 26tk in the Turin list. Date
is 1446-1445 B.C.

Falls in the Hyksos period, c,
1375-1050 B.C.

Background is in early Dynasty
XVIII ending near the begin-
ning of the sole reign of Thut-
mose III. Dates, 1050-930 B.C.

Shishak identified as Thutmose
III of Dynasty XVIII. Date
926 B.C.

Falls in the fifth year of Mer-
neptah dated 721 B.C. Synchro-
nism indicated by inscription of
this year telling of catastrophe
to Israel.

In Dynasty XXV, Date c. 606
B.C.
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meaning in 1662 B. C.’0 He has provided evidence from Egyptian in-
scriptions of a famine in this era, and he has even identified the .
Pharaoh of this era, Sesostris 1. He thinks that references to a vizier
of Sesostris I, Mentuhotep, refer to Joseph. 11

His thesis is simple, though complex in its demonstration: the
king lists presented by the conventional sources – Manetho’s, the
Turin list, the Sothis list – are in error when they assume that each
king’s reign followed another. Actually, Courville demonstrates,
many of these “kings” were not kings at all, but lower officials whose
rule overlapped the reign of the true pharaohs. In short, the conven-
tional histories of Egypt have overestimated the age of Egypt’s
kingdoms because they have relied on afalse  assumption, namely, that
the kings on the various lists did not freguent$  have ovmlapping  reigns. Thus,
among other problems, Courville’s  reconstructed chronology solves
the problem of the conventional dating of the origins of Egypt
thousands of years prior to a Bible-based estimate of the date of the
Noachian flood. In short, what Courville  has sought to prove is that
Christian scholars are still in bondage to Egypt. He offers them an
intellectual Exodus. And like the slaves of Moses’ day, they cry out
against the proposed deliverance. They prefer to remain in bondage.
The onions of Egypt – Ph. D. degrees, tenured teaching positions,
and intellectual respectability among their heathen masters — still
entice them.

10. Courville,  Exodus Problan, I, p. 151.
11. Zbzd., I, p. 141. George Rawlinson  has written of Mentuhotep: “This official,

whose tombstone is among the treasures of the museum of Boulaq,  appears to have
held a rank in the kingdom second only to that of the king. He filled at one and the
same time the offices of minister of justice,  home secretary, chief commissioner of
public works, director of public worship, and perhaps of foreign secretary and
minister of war. [He cites Brugsch’s  History ojEgY/rt / ‘When he arrived at the gate of
the royal residence, all the other great personages who might be present bowed
down before him, and did obeisance.’ He was judge, financier, general, ad-
ministrator, artist .“ George Rawlinson, History of A nctmt E~pt (New York: John B.
Alden, 1886), II, p. 83.

The fact that a tombstone exists does not necessarily mean that the bones of
“Mentuhotep” were still  under it when it was discovered. Joseph’s bones were
removed from Egypt and taken to Israel (Ex. 13:19). It is possible that the Hebrews
decided to leave the tombstone behind as a reminder to their former taskmasters,
and that the Egyptians, in the confusion of the Amalekite invasion, subsequent y
neglected to dispose of it. Later Egyptians may not have remembered who this
official really was.

The possibility y exists, of course, that Courville  is incorrect concerning the
Joseph-Mentuhotep identity.
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Jacob’s Heirs

Unquestionably, the growth of the Hebrew population was
rapid. If the sons of Jacob, which included each famil y’s circumcised
bondservants, came down to Egypt 215 years before Moses led their
heirs out of Egypt, then the Hebrews experienced long-term popula-
tion growth unequaled in the records of man. Remember, however,
that people lived longer in Joseph’s era. Kohath, Moses’ grandfather,
lived for 133 years (Ex. 6:18).  Levi, Kohath’s father, died at age 137
(Ex. 6:16).  Moses’ brother Aaron died at age 123 (Num. 33:39).
Moses died at age 120 (Deut. 34: 7). Nevertheless, Moses acknowl-
edged that in his day, normal life spans were down to about 70 years:
“The days of our years are threescore and ten; and if by reason of
strength they be fourscore years, yet is their strength labour and sor-
row; for it is soon cut off, and we fly away” (Ps. 90:10). (Again, the
number “70” appears, in this case to describe a whole lifetime, rather
than a whole population. ) Caleb boasted about his strength for a
man of 85 (Josh. 14:10-11), indicating that in his generation life spans
had shrunk.

These years of long life were reduced after the Exodus. Men
seldom survived to age 130. (One exception: Jehoiada, the high
priest, lived to 130: II Chron. 24:15.)12 But if, during the years in
Egypt, they begat children from an early age and continued to bear
them until well into their eighties and nineties, as Jacob had done
before them, then we can understand how such a tremendous expan-
sion of numbers was possible. As I explain below, foreigners in large
numbers covenanted themselves to Hebrew families. It is also possi-
ble that Hebrew men married Egyptian wives in the first century of
prosperity, as Joseph had done (Gen.  41:45). This would have greatly
expanded the number of children born into Hebrew families, since
the Hebrew husbands would not have been limited exclusively to
Hebrew women. A family of five boys and five girls could have
become a family of 100 Hebrew grandchildren within a generation.
Of course, not every family could have seen this happen, since some

12. Dr. Arthur C. Custance,  a creationist scholar and medical physiologist,
argues in The Seed of the Woman (Brockville,  Ontario, Canada: Doorway, 1980) that
there are fairly reliable records concerning several dozen long-lived individuals
(over 110 years of age), including 32 age 150 or more, and one, Li Chang Yun, who
died in China in 1933 at the startling age of 256. He had survived 23 wives (p. 481).
“Those who saw him at age 200 testified that he did not appear much older than a
man in his fifties.”
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Hebrew men would have had to marry Hebrew wives (along with
Egyptian wives) in order for the daughters of all the families to have
remained inside the covenant lines. On the other hand, Egyptian
men might have converted to the faith, especially during the period
of Israel’s preeminence in Egypt (e. g., Lev. 24:10). Even apart from
the assumption of multiple wives (some Egyptian), it is obvious that
long lives, high birth rates, and low death rates could have produced
a huge population within two centuries.

Household Servants

We should also understand that the 70 direct heirs of Jacob de-
scribed in Exodus 1:5 were lineal heirs, ‘out of the loins of Jacob .“ But the
total number of households under each lineal heir would have been far larg~.  Ser-
vants who were circumcised were part of the families, and they would
have come down to Egypt with the direct lineal heirs. These servants
would have participated in the blessings of Goshen, which was the best
land in Egypt (Gen. 47:6). The Pharaoh of the famine gave his best
land to Joseph’s relatives, but this included their entire households. The
size of the land indicates this: the land needed administration. Phar-
aoh even wanted to place his own cattle under the administration of
“men of activit  y“ among the households (Gen. 47 :6b). He expected
them to care for the best land of Egypt (Goshen), but this would
have required more than 70 men and their immediate families.

Therefore, when the households of Israel went into bondage
under a later Pharaoh, the descendants of the servants were counted
as the covanantal  heirs of Jacob. ] 3 They also went into bondage.
When the Exodus from Egypt freed the Israelites, all those who had
been part of the families of Jacob went free. The multitude that
swarmed out of Egypt included the heirs of the circumcised servants of the
70 lineal heirs of Jacob.

How many people actually came down into Egypt during the
famine? It could have been as many as 10,000. One estimate of
Abraham’s household is 3,000, given his 318 fighting men (Gen.
14: 14). 14 We are not told how many servants were still under the ad-

13. See Numbers 1:4-18 and 7:2-11 for an indication that the pn”nces  of each tribe
were the physical descendants of the twelve patriarchs. Cf. E. C. Wines, The Hebrew
Republic (Uxbridge,  Massachusetts: American Presbyterian Press, 1980), pp.
99-100. This was originally published in the late nineteenth century as Book II of the
CommentaV on the Laws of the Ancient Hebrews.

14. Folker Willesen,  “The Yalid in Hebrew Society: Studia Theologi,a,  XII (1958),
p. 198.
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ministration of Jacob. It is likely that most of Isaac’s servant families
went with Esau rather than Jacob. But Jacob had recruited servants
during his stay with Laban (Gen. 32:16), although we do not know
how many. We do know that Pharaoh wanted his best land to be
taken care of by Jacob’s family, and he would have recognized the
covenantal relationship between the lineal heirs and their servants.
The servants would have been responsible administrators because
they were under the authority of Jacob’s heirs. Any relationship be-
tween the God of Jacob and his lineal heirs would have included the
household servants. Pharaoh, as a king, would have understood this
covenantal  principle, especially since the theology of Egypt asserted
the divinity of the Pharaoh. All Egyptians were his servants; any
relationship between him and the gods of Egypt was therefore also a
relationship between the gods and the ,Egyptian people. 1s It seems
safe to conclude that the 70 households included non-lineal heirs.

Exponential Growth

We need to understand the remarkable aspects of compound
growth. If as few as 3,000 came into Egypt in Joseph’s day, then the
rate of population growth over the next 215 years was 3.18$70 per an-
num in order to reach 2.5 million by the time of the Exodus. Had
this rate of increase been maintained after their settlement of Ca-
naan, there would have been over 2 billion of them 215 years later,
not counting the “mixed multitude” (Ex. 12:38) that went with them
out of Egypt. Two hundred and seventy five years after-the settle-
ment of Canaan, there would have been 13.8 billion, roughly
equivalent to three times the, world’s population in 1980. In short,
they would have spread across the face of the earth.

If there were more than 3,000 people in the families of the
Israelites who came down to Egypt in Joseph’s day, then the rate of
growth was under 3% per annum over the 215-year period in Egypt.
A lower rate of growth would have lengthened the time necessary to
reach 13.8 billion people, but the speed of increase would still have
been startling. If there were 10,000 who entered Egypt in Joseph’s
day, then to reach 2.5 million people 215 years later, the annual rate
of increase would have been 2.6970. Had this “low” rate been main-

15. This covenantal  relationship proved to be the undoing of the Egyptian people
at the time of the Exodus. Their Pharaoh’s rebellion against God brought them low,
just as the obedience to God by the Pharaoh of Joseph’s day brought them the exter-
nal blessing of survival.
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tained after their entry into Canaan (assuming no population growth
during the 40 years in the wilderness and in five years of fighting to
conquer Canaan), the Hebrews would have multiplied to 620
million people 215 years after settling the land, 2.9 billion in 275
years, 5.5 billion in 300 years, 10 billion in 325 years, and 13.8
billion in 335 years. But God told them that there would be no mis-
carriages or diseases if they obeyed His law, implying a more rapid
rate of population growth than they had experienced in Egypt.

We get some idea of just what kind of growth was implied by a
2.6% annual increase when we consider that Solomon began build-
ing the temple 480 years after the Exodus (I Kings 6:1). Subtracting
the 40 years in the wilderness and five years spent in conquering that
part of Canaan which was on the far side of the Jordan River (Josh.
14:10),16  we get 435 years after the settlement of Canaan. If 2.5
million Hebrews began to reproduce when the land was settled, and
the rate of increase was 2.6% per annum, 435 years later there
would have been 176 billion Hebrews. The land of Israel was about 7
million acres. The population density by Solomon’s time would have
been 15,143 Hebrews per acre. An acre is a square about 210 feet per
side, or 44,000 square feet. Obviously, either the rate of population
increase would have fallen well before Solomon’s day, or else they
would have spread across the face of the earth. Even with a nation of
high-rise apartment houses, 176 billion Hebrews would not have
squeezed into the land of Israel. More than this: a population of 176
billion Hebrews implies that the earth would have been filled well
before Solomon’s day. It therefore implies that the requirement of
the dominion covenant relating to multiplying and filling the earth
would long since have been fulfilled.

These numbers should lead us to question the whole scenario of
compound growth of over 2.5% per annum for many centuries on
end. Nothing like this has ever taken place in man’s history. Only
since the Industrial Revolution in the late eighteenth century has
anything like it taken place in recorded history. We need to examine
some of the statistical relationships before we can make valid conclu-
sions concerning what happened in this 215-year period.

16. Actually, part of Canaan began to be conquered 38 years after the Exodus
(Deut.  2 :14). The first generation of Hebrews had all died by this time (Deut.
2:15-16),  Seven years later, all of Canaan was under Israel’s control, except for those
pockets of resistance that never were conquered (Jud, 1:27-2:4).

.
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The 2.5 Million Hebrews

The standard estimation of how many people left Egypt at the
Exodus is 2-2.5 million Hebrews, not counting the “mixed multi-
tudes.” Why is this figure reasonable? The best answer relates to the
number of Hebrews a generation later, after the deaths of all of the
members of the adult Hebrews who fled, with only two exceptions:
Joshua and Caleb.

The generation in the wilderness entered Canaan with approx-
imately the same number of men who had left Egypt 40 years earlier.
There were 600,000 men who left Egypt (Ex. 12:37), and one year
later (Num.  1:1),  there were 603,550 fighting men (Num.  1:46), plus
22,273 Levites (Num.  3:43). The number of adult males was only
slowly increasing. When the second census was taken before they
entered the land, 40 years later, the population of the tribes had
decreased slightly, to 601,730 (Num 26:51), plus 23,000 Levites
(Num.  26:62).

What this points to is population stagnation. More important, it
points to at least two generations of stable reproduction: one male
child and one female child per family. Why do I say this? Because
populations that are growing experience the after-effects of prior
high birth rates, even in later periods when the birth rate in the soci-
ety falls below the bare minimum reproduction rate of 2.1 children
per woman. This is what most Western industrial nations are facing
today: birth rates below the reproduction rate. Nevertheless, the
populations are still growing. The reason is that in previous periods,
there were higher birth rates, and young women born up to 45 years
earlier are still in the child-bearing ages. As these women marry and
begin to have children, the upward curve of population continues to
rise, although it is slowing down. Women may be having fewer chil-
dren than their mothers did, but there are lots of women still within
or entering the child-bearing ages. It takes decades of below-
reproduction-rate births to begin to bring down the aggregate
number of people in a society, as middle-aged women cease having
children, and the very old members of society continue to die off.

What is abnormal at any time in history is for a population to re-
main stable for a full generation. A steady-state population is far
more common on islands or in very small nations, where emigration
is possible or where abortion or even infanticide is practiced as a
means of population control. In the ancient world, steady-state
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populations may have been common because of high death rates for
children, but that had not been the experience of the Hebrews dur-
ing the years of rapid growth. Their population growth rate had
been sufficiently high that the Pharaoh of the oppression issued his
edict concerning infanticide.

Sometime in between this edict and the Exodus, the Hebrew
population became a steady-state population. Thus, the fathers of
the Exodus generation were succeeded by almost exactly the same
number of sons. This points to the fact that their fathers, had also
reproduced at close to a steady-state level, since there was no ‘bulge”
of women entering the child-bearing years — women who had been ‘
produced 20 years earlier by a higher fertility culture. Just about the
same number ‘of men “came on-stream” in the wilderness years, just
barely replacing their dying fathers. This points to a figure of 2.5
million at the Exodus: 600,000 men, about 600,000 women, and 1.3
million children. The average Hebrew family was therefore the
replacement rate family of about 2.1 children per family. (It is assumed
that about 5’ZO of the children — one in 21 — will not marry or at least

will not bear children: ill health, mental or physical defects, infertil-
ity, or just an unwillingness or inability to marry. )

The stable population of the wilderness experience points to a
total population of 2.5 million at the time of the Exodus. Only with
high death rates in the wilderness could we imagine that significantly
more than 2.5 million Hebrews departed. With the exception of the
judgments against adult rebels, totalling  about 40,000 (Num.  16:35,
49; 25:9), there are no records of high death rates for Israel during
the wilderness years. We can safely conclude that the steady-state
reproduction rate of the wilderness generation points back to ap-
proximately 2.5 million Hebrews involved in the Exodus.

If the Exodus generation averaged two children per family, this
reveals a “mature” or zero-growth population in the generation prior
to the Exodus. But since there were only four generations from the
descent into Egypt and the conquest of Canaan (Gen. 15:16),  and the
generation of the Exodus was already into the steady-state growth
phase, the growth to 2.5 million had to take place in the first two
generations. There is simply no way that this could have been ac-
complished by biological reproduction alone.

If we examine the age distribution of a growing population, age
group by age group, we find that the numbers get larger as the age
group gets lower. Those under age 15 constitute the largest single
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segment of the population. While it was biologically possible for
3,000 Hebrews and their circumcised servants to have reached 2.5
million in 215 years (3.18% increase per annum), the departing
Hebrews would have had very large families. There could not have
been 600,000 adult males. There would have been fewer men and
far more children in the total population of 2.5 million.

We now must make sense of the data. It is not conceivable, bio-
logically or mentally, that the 3,000 or 10,000 people who came at
the descent had multiplied to 600,000 adult males at the Exodus.
Then where did the 2.5 million Hebrews come from? There is only
one possible explanation: >om conversions. The number of circum-
cised servants must have grown rapidly until the era of the oppres-
sion, at least 80 years before the Exodus. Thus, for about 135 years
(215 - 80), the Hebrews and their circumcised servants experienced high
birth and survival rates. The Pharaoh feared their fertility. But their
fertility was not sufficient to explain the 600,000 males who departed
at the Exodus. There must also have been foreigners who cove-
nanted with the favored Hebrews who lived in the choice land of
Goshen. They became Hebrews by circumcision.

We can now better understand Moses’ words to the Hebrews:
“The LORD did not set his love upon you, nor choose you, because ye
were more in number than any people; for ye were the fewest of peo-
ple” (Deut. 7:7). Their growth was due primarily to conversions to
the faith. The external blessings of God enabled them to multiply,
but especially to multip~  by conversion. The majority of those who
conquered Canaan were not the biological descendants of Abraham,
but they were the cownantal descendants.

This has enormous implications for Judaism. The religious issue
of “who is a Jew?” is not primarily the question of physical birth; the
issue is the covenant. When Jesus warned the Pharisees that God
could raise up descendants of Abraham from the stones (Matt. 3:9),
he was speaking of vast conversions of gentiles. This was about to
happen through the ministry of the church. The true heirs of Israel,
Paul writes, are the spiritual heirs of Abraham, the heirs of the promise
of Abraham (Rem. 9:7-8). But what must be recognized is that this
had been true from the beginning. It was the promise, as transferred
through the covenant, which was the essential mark of the Hebrew.
The mark in the flesh only testified to this more important mark,
which was spiritual and covenantal. Their numbers had not come
from biological generation alone, but from the dominion process of
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conversion and circumcision. It was not biology which was fundamental,
but faith.

The Uniqueness of Hebrew Fertility

We can begin to perceive the magnitude of the judgment against
Egypt, which was probably also a steady-state population. Zero
population growth was an aspect of their static religion and static
social theory. In the ancient world, populations did not grow rapidly
as they do in the modern world. Thus, the death of the firstborn
male in a steady-state population was tantamount to the destruction
of that population. Children” normally died in their youth. It might
take the birth often or more children to maintain a two-child legacy.
Adam Smith, as late as 1776, remarked that it was common knowl-
edge that poverty-stricken Highland Scot women would bear 20 chil-
dren in their lifetimes, yet only two or fewer would actually grow to
adulthood. 17 After the death of the firstborn Egyptian males, there
was no assurance that there would be replacement male children
who would reach adulthood and marry.

We know that the Egyptians were facing something uniquely
threatening in the population growth of the Hebrews. It is under-
standable why the Egyptians had been terrified of the Hebrews.
With such a growing population m servitude, it would not be long

,.

before their sheer numbers would have overpowered the Egyptian
guards. Furthermore, chattel slaves are notoriously unproductive,
and the Egyptians had to feed them. The vast bureaucratic projects -
that the pharaohs were building by means of chattel slave labor were
by nature unproductive and resource-absorbing. How much longer
beyond Moses’ era would they have been able to feed and control the
Hebrews? Their policy decision was the oppression.

The oppression shocked the Hebrews. The drowning of the male
infants must have had cataclysmic psychological effects on all the
Hebrews, and we can easily understand why few if any converts
subsequently presented themselves for circumcision. This explains
why, in their final 80 years in Egypt, the Hebrews (which meant all
circumcised males and their families) experienced a steady-state
population growth rate, that is, zero population growth. The dead
males, coupled with the psychological effects, brought population
stagnation overnight to the Hebrews.

17. Adam Smith, The Wmlth of Nations (1776), Modern Library edition, p. 79.
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Conclusion

The historically unprecedented growth of the Hebrew popula-
tion in Egypt startled the Egyptians. It took 215 years for the 70
lineal heirs of Jacob and their circumcised servants, plus circumcised con-
verts attracted during thejrst 135years in Egypt, to grow to 600,000 men,
plus women and children. This sign of God’s grace was visible to all.

Rapid, long-term population growth in response to covenantal
faithfulness is one of the promised blessings of biblical law. A poten- ‘
tially greater blessing waited for them in the land of Canaan: no
miscarriages, long lives, reduced sickness (Ex. 20:12; 23:25-26).
These blessings did not occur; the continuing ethical rebellion of the
Hebrews led instead to population stagnation, a curse.

A growing population is a tool of dominion, as are all the bless-
ings of God. The humanists’ hostility to population growth in the
final decades of the twentieth century is part of a growing suspicion
of all forms of economic growth. Growth points to an eventual using
up of finite resources, including living space. This, in turn, points
either to the end of growth or the end of time. The thought of an end of
time within a few centuries is not acceptable to humanists. There-
fore, they have instead attacked the concept of linear growth, since
growth – especially population growth – cannot be linear indefi-
nitely in a finite universe. la (See Appendix B: “The Demographics of
Decline.”)

Until these attitudes are seen by large numbers of Christians for
what they are — aspects  of pagantim – Christians will continue to labor
under a modern version of Egyptian slavery. This slavery is both
religious and intellectual. It cannot be limited to the spirit and the
intellect, however; ideas do have social consequences. Christian$  can-
not hgitimate~  expect to conquer the world for Jesus Chnkt in terms of the
ideology of zero-growth hurnanirm.  Such a philosophy should be handed
over to the humanists as their very own “tool of subservience ,“ the
opposite of dominion. Even better would be population &cline for the
God-hatm.  They would simply fade away as an influence on earth.

18. This hostility to population growth compromised even Wilhelm Ropke’s  eco-
nomic analysis. His fear of “mass society” overwhelmed his otherwise good sense.
He never undemtood  that it is not sheer numbers of people that create “mass
society,” but rather the rebellious ethical and religious assumptions of the population
that create “mass society.” Ropke’s anti-population growth theme appears in several
of his books, but especially in International Ordsr and Economu Integration (Dortrecht;
Holland: Reidel, 1959), Pt. II, ch. IV: “The International Population Problem.”
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This is the long-term implication of a birth rate below 2.1 children per
woman. It is a birth rate below 2.1 children per woman which alone is
fully consistent with the Bible’s description of the God-hating ethical
rebels: ‘all they that hate me love deati (Prov. 8: 36b). It is this suicidal
birth rate which presently prevails in all Western industrial nations.
This is the population program which Pharaoh hoped to impose on his
enemies, the Hebrews. He was not sufficiently stupid, or so utterly
perverse, to have sought to impose it on his own people.

Pharaoh saw the necessity of protecting his nations resources from
the prolific Israelites. Three and a half millennia later, fearful and de-
fensive socialists have similar concerns. Bertrand Russell, the British
socialist philosopher and mathematician, saw clearly the dilemma of
socialism: to produce rising per capita wealth, low-productivity social-
ism requires zero population growth. Socialism also still requires the
imposition of harsh penalties against rival populations that continue
to grow, just as it did in ancient Egypt. ‘Socialism, especially interna-
tional socialism, is only possible as a stable system if the population is
stationary or nearly so. A slow increase might be coped with by im-
provements in agricultural methods, but a rapid increase must in the
end reduce the whole population to penury, and would be almost cer-
tain to cause wars. In view of the fact that the population of France
has become stationary, and the birth rate has declined enormously
among other white nations, it may be hoped the the white population
of the world will soon cease to increase. The Asiatic races will be
longer, and the negroes still longer, before their birth-rate falls suffi-
ciently to make their numbers stable without the help of war and pes-
tilence. But it is to be hoped that the religious prejudices which have
hitherto hampered the spread of birth control will die out, and that
within (say) two hundred years the whole world will learn not to be
unduly prolific. Until that happens, the benefits aimed at by socialism
can only be partially realized, and the less prolific races will have to
defend themselves against the more prolific by methods which are dis-
gusting even if they are necessary. In the meantime, therefore, our so-
cialistic aspirations have to be confined to the white races, perhaps
with the inclusion of the Japanese and Chinese at no distant date .“ 19

The more progressive modern socialist ideology appears, the
more satanically backward it becomes. The spirit of Pharaoh still
lives. The anti-dominion defensive spirit of modern socialism has its
roots deep in the past, as well as deep in hell.

19. Bertrand Russell, The Prospects  OJ Indu.stn”al  Civilization (2nd ed.; London:
George Allen & Unwin, 1959), p. 273. First edition: 1923. He did not change his
views enough to warrant a revision of this passage.
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Now there arose up a new king over E~pt, which  knew not Joseph. And
he said unto hti people, Behold, the people of the children of Israel are
more and mightier than we: Come on, let us deal wise~ [shrewd~]  with
them; lest thgi multip~,  and it come to pass, that, when there falleth out
any wa~ theyj”oin  also unto our enemies, andjght  against us, and so get
them up out of the Land. Therefore they did set over them taskmasters to
a~ict  them with their burdens. And they built  for Pharaoh treasure cities,
Pithom and Raamses.  But the more th~ a@icted them, the more th~
multiplied and grew,  And thy were gn”eved  because of the children of
Israel (Ex. 1:8-12).

Who was this new Pharaoh? Old Testament scholars are divided,
but Donovan Courville’s  reconstruction of Egyptian chronology
points to Sesostris  III. A major transformation of the Egyptian sys-
tem of rule was imposed by this Twelfth Dynasty Pharaoh. The
political centralization of the pharaohs of the Pyramid Age had dis-
integrated. Egypt had become a feudal State. Courville  writes:
“During the period preceding Sesostris III, Egypt had existed as a
feudal system, and historians speak of this period as the ‘feudal age.’
Under this arrangement, the territory of Egypt was divided into
numerous local areas called nomes, over each of which was a prince
or governor. He was not a servant of the Pharaoh and was permitted
to rule undisturbed so long as he contributed his alloted quota to the
king’s treasury and perhaps to the army in case of need. . . . Under
the reign of Sesostris III, this situation was changed. For the most
part, these local princes were stripped of their power and stripped of
their excessive possessions. For the first time in a hundred years or
more, Egypt was now under the immediate and direct dictatorship
of the pharaoh. . . . From this time on, we find no more of the
tombs of these princes nor of the prolific inscriptions which they had

28
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previously left.”l
A centralization of political power was accompanied by an exten-

sive building program. Courville argues that this program had to
have been accomplished by means of slave labor. Furthermore,
“Unlike the structures of the huge building program in the Pyramid
Age, and again unlike that which occurred later in the XVIIIth
Dynasty, this building was of brick and not of stone.”z  This corre-
sponds with the account in the Book of Exodus; the Hebrews used
bricks to fulfill their assignments (Ex. 1:14). Another important
historical correlation is this: the building programs of Sesostris III
and his successor, Amenemhet HI, were in the eastern Delta region,
which included the land of Goshen, where the Hebrews lived. The
cities of Pi-Raamses and Pi-Thorn have been discovered in this

, region, but modern scholars have attributed the bulk of these ruins
to Rameses II, a king of a much later date. t Courville  argues also
that the list of the Ramessides kings in the Sothis list correlates to the
earlier line of kings,4 which would explain why the land of Goshen
was described as ‘the best in the land, in the land of Rameses” (Gen.
47:11).5

If Courville’s  identification of the Pharaoh of the oppression is in-
correct, then what can we say with confidence? First, he did have an
extensive military force at his disposal. He put into slavery a nation
of formerly independent people. Second, he was financially capable

1. Donovan A. Courville,  The Exodus Problem and Its Ram$cations (Loma Linda,
California: Challenge Books, 1971), I, pp. 146-47. Rawlinson commented on the
career of Sesostris III (Usurtasen  III): “At the head of disciplined troops he gained
repeated victories over the half-armed and untrained races, in part negro, in part
Ethiopic, of the south. By a continued merciless persecution, he so far intimidated
them, that they were induced to submit to Egyptian supremacy, and to endure the
loss of freedom and independence. As he understood the value of fortresses as a
means of establishing a dominion, of riveting a detested yoke on a proud nation’s
“neck, and of making revolt hopeless, if not impossible. He was also so far ambitious,
so far desirous of posthumous fame, that he took care to have his deeds declared in
words, and graven with an iron pen in the rock forever. But in this respect he merely
followed the previous traditional practice of the Egyptian kings, while in his con-
quests he only a little exceeded the limits reached by more than one of his
predecessors.” George Rawlinson, Htitoy  oj Ancient E~pt  (New York: John B.
Alden, 1886), II, p. 86. This description certainly seems to fit the personality of the
man who enslaved the Hebrews, though of course Rawlinson  did not believe  that
Sesostris III was the Pharaoh of the oppression.

2. Courville, ibid., I, p. 147.
3. Ibid., I, p. 148.
4. Ibid., I, p. 149; cf. p. 120.
5. Ibid., I, pp. 24, 33, 45.
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of building treasure cities. T’his would have required an extensive
and well-developed taxation system. Third, he was ruthless, as his
attempt to execute the Hebrew male infants indicates.

Egypt’s Theology: The Continuity of Being

The religion of ancient Egypt, like all religious systems of the an-
cient Near East,c  viewed history as a struggle between chaos and
order. Our world had its origin in the primordial waters of the
underworld, the Egyptians believed. 7 Atum, the original god, cre-
ated two other gods (male and female), which in turn created two
more, and these two created Osirus (male sun god) and Isis, who
gave birth to Horus, the falcon god of the sky.8 John A. Wilson con-
cludes that chaos was not overcome by Re-Atum, the creator god,
since the god of the underworld and the god of darkness continued to
live, “but they continued in their proper places and not in universal
and formless disorder.”g

The Egyptians lacked a specific mythological account of the crea-
tion of man. lIJ However, as Wilson makes clear, basic to Egyptian
mythology was the concept of con.tinui~.  “To be sure,” writes Wilson,
“a man seems to be one thing, and the sky or a tree seems to be
another. But to the ancient Egyptian such concepts had a protean
and complementary nature. The sky might be thought of as a mate-
rial vault above earth, or as a cow, or as a female. A tree might be a
tree or the female who was the tree-goddess. Truth might be treated
as an abstract concept, or as a goddess, or as a divine hero who once
lived on earth. A god might be depicted as a man, or as a falcon, or
as a falcon-headed man. . . . There was thus a continuing
substance across the phenomena of the universe, whether organic,

6. Joseph Fontenrose, Python: A Study of Delphi Myth and Its Origins (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1959), pp. 218-19, 473.

7. John A. Wilson, “Egypt,” in Henri Frankfort, .et al., The Intellectual Adventure of
Ancient Man: An Essay on .’ipecukztive Thought in the Ancient Near Ea.rt (Univenity  of
Chicago Press, [1946] 1977), p. 45. Penguin Books published a ve;sion  of this book
called Before  Philosophy,

8. Rudolph Anthes, “Mythology of Ancient Egypt,” in Samuel Noah Kramer
(cd.), Mythologies of the Ancient World (Garden City, New York: Doubleday Anchor,
1961), pp. 36-39. Anthes thinks that the cosmology of Heliopolis,  which was only one
of the religious centers of Egypt, and only one of the Egyptian cosmologies, was
more concerned with establishing the divinity of the king than with the actual details
of creation: p. 40.

9. Wilson, “Egypt,” op. cit., p. 53.
10. Ibid,, pp. 54-55.
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inorganic, or abstract .“ 11 There was no absolute distinction between
creator and creature; instead, there was a continui~  of being.

The Divine Monarch

The doctrine of continuity of being has a tendency to become the
doctrine of the divinization of man. Furthermore, the divinization of
man has an equally distinct tendency to become a doctrine of the
divine State, or the divine Church, or the divine Church-State. The
State, as the most concentrated power in human affairs, becomes the
mediating institution between the gods and evolving mankind. We
can see this in the history of Egyptian kingship. Wilson’s summary is
to the point: “The king of Egypt was himself one of the gods and was
the land’s representative among the gods. Furthermore, he was the
one official intermediary between the people and the gods, the one
recognized priest of all the gods. Endowed with divinity, the pharaoh
had the protean character of divinity; he could merge with his
fellow-gods and could become any one of them. In part this was
symbolic, the acting of a part in religious drama or the simile of
praise. But the Egyptian did not distinguish between symbolism and
participation; if he said that the king was Horus, he did. not mean
that the king was playing the part of Horus, he meant that the king
wa~ Horus, that the god was effectively present in the king’s body
during the particular activity in question.” 12 The Pharaoh deputized
priests to perform religious duties, just as he deputized bureaucratic
functionaries to perform administrative duties, but State theory
maintained that these deputies acted for him as the supreme incar-
nation of the gods. Egyptian theology was polytheistic, but it was
also monophysite:  “. . . many men and many gods, but all ultimately
of one nature.”13

To understand the enormous significance of the Hebrews’ stay in
Egypt, we have to understand the central position of the Pharaoh.
Joseph’s ability to interpret the king’s dream, and then to administer
the collection and distribution of grain, elevated the Pharaoh’s posi-
tion, reinforcing the traditional Egyptian State theology. Then, two
centuries later, Moses smashed the very foundations of Egypt by
smashing men’s faith in their king’s position as a divine figure.
Again, citing Wilson: “The gods had sent him forth to tend

11. Ibid., p. 62.
12. Ibtii., pp. 64-65.
13. Ibid., p. 66.
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mankind, but he was not of mankind. This is perhaps the most
fitting picture of the good Egyptian ruler, that he was the herdsman
for his people. . . . The herdsman is primarily the pastor, the
‘feeder;  and a first responsibility of the state was to see that the peo-
ple were fed. Thus the king of Egypt was the god who brought fertil-
ity to Egypt, produced the life-giving waters, and presented the gods
with the sheaf of grain which symbolized abundant food. Indeed, an
essential function of his kingship was that of a medicine man, whose
magic insured good crops. In one of the ceremonials of kingship, the
pharaoh encircled a field four times as a rite of conferring fertility
upon the land.”14

God blessed Sesostris I through Joseph. The arrogance of power
led Sesostris III, his great-grandson, to enslave the heirs of Joseph. 15
Within a century, Egypt was in ruins, under the domination of
foreign invaders, the Hyksos (Amalekites).  In the light of all this, we
can better appreciate God’s words to the (probable) Pharaoh of the
Exodus, Koncharis: “For now I will stretch out my hand, that I may
smite thee and thy people with pestilence; and thou shalt be cut off
from the earth. And in very deed for this cause have I raised thee up,
for to shew in thee my power; and that my name may be declared
throughout all the earth” (Ex. 9:15-16).

Slavery

The Pharaoh of the enslavement followed a pattern which had
become familiar in the lives of the Hebrews, Like Laban in his deal-
ings with Jacob, and Potiphar in his dealings with Joseph, the
Pharaoh recognized the economic value of the Hebrews. At the same
time, he resented certain concomitant aspects of Hebrew produc-
tivity, in this case, their fertility. 16 Yet he was unwilling to take the
obvious defensive step, namely, to remove them from the land. He
wanted to expropriate their productivity, to compel their service. It
was not enough that they were in Egypt, bringing the land under do-
minion, filling the nation with productive workers. Their productiv-

14. Ibid., pp. 78, 79-80.
15. Courville,  Exodus Problem, I, p. 218.
16. “The terms fecundi~ and fatilz~, originally used synonymously, were

differentiated from one another only gradually. In 1934 the Population Association
of America officially endorsed the distinction between fecundity, the physiological
ability to reproduce, and fertility, the realization of this potential, the actual birth
performance as measured by the number of offspring.” William Peterson, Population
(2nd ed.; New York: Macmillan, 1969), p. 173.
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ity was a threat to the Egyptian theocratic State. These foreigners did
not serve Egyptian gods, nor did the y acknowledge the divinity of the
Pharaoh, the link between the gods and mankind. They were foreign-
ers in Egypt, and they threatened to fill up the land, making the Egypt-
ians a minority population in their own nation. How, then, could the
Egyptian State appropriate their obvious productivity without surren-
dering sovereignty to a foreign people and a foreign God? The an-
swer, so familiar in the history of the ancient world, was slavery.

It is a fact of economic life that people always want to buy goods
and services on more favorable terms than are presently available.
They want “more for less,“ in other words. The Egyptians wanted a
better deal. They hoped to gain the economic benefits of a godly peo-
ple’s productivity by offering (commanding) terms of employment
that were hostile to long-term productivity. They hoped to enslave
the Hebrews, making it impossible for them to revolt, or to replace
Egyptian sovereignty, or to flee. Yet they also expected these slaves
to remain as productive as before. The Pharaoh of the Exodus even
accused them- of being lazy, and he burdened them with the task of
gathering their own straw to manufacture bricks (Ex. 5:6-19). He
wanted “more for less ,“ or better stated, he wanted the same output  for
reduced expenditures. He hoped to pay less for his non-labor inputs and
no more for labor inpuis.

The Egyptians wanted the fruits of godly behavior and God’s visi-
ble blessings without having to humble themselves before that God
and His laws. Thg believed that by captun”ng GOES people, thg could enslave
God Himse~ By enslaving the Israelites, they believed that it was pos-
sible to bring the God of the Israelites under subjection. This was a
common belief of the ancient world: when a nation defeated another
nation in battle, or otherwise subdued it, the gods of the defeated na-
tion were themselves defeated. 17 The Egyptians thought that they
could trap the God of the Hebrews, as someone might ensnare a wild
stallion, by capturing its “harem .“ They would use the Hebrews as liv-
ing amulets or talismans — magical devices that could be manipulated
in order to call forth powers of the gods. They understood that the
Hebrews had a special relationship with a God who provided them
with wealth and knowledge. They knew that it was better to enslave
such a people (and such a God) than to destroy them.

17, Fustel  de Coulanges,  The Ancient City: A Study on the Religwn, Laws, and Zmtitu-
tions of Greece and Rome (Garden City, New York: Doubleday Anchor, [1864] 1955),.
Bk. III, ch. 15.
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The Pharaoh of Joseph’s day acknowledged Joseph’s access to ac-
. curate secret knowledge, and he honored him and his family,

transferring the sovereignty of the State to Joseph. He placed his
own ring on Joseph’s hand, arrayed him in fine linen and gold, and
placed him in the second chariot after his own (Gen. 41:42-43). That
Pharaoh bowed to God’s sovereignty and to God’s dream-mediated
Word, and his kingdom was blessed by God.

In contrast, the Pharaoh of the oppression wanted Jacob’s heirs
to produce on Egypt’s terms, without the transfer of any of the king’s
sovereignty, but he expected to be able to control and even reduce
that fertility, while appropriating the fruits of their labor. He was
wrong; their fertility continued, and he was forced to attempt the
murder of all the male infants in order to stop this Hebrew popula-
tion explosion (Ex. 1:15-19). He, like the Pharaoh of the Exodus,
found that he could not control God through His people. Laban had
discovered the same thing in his dealings with Jacob.

God’s plan was sovereign over Egyptian history, not the plans of
the pharaohs. The Pharaoh of Joseph’s day had recognized this, and
Egypt had prospered because he was wise enough ‘to transfer the
symbols and prerogatives of State sovereignty to Joseph. His suc-
cessors sought to reassert their self-proclaimed divine sovereignty
over the Hebrews, and the Pharaoh of the Exodus saw Egypt’s
wealth and military power swallowed up.

The Bureaucratic Megamachine

It was not just the Hebrews who were enslaved. Sesostris III
decentralized the Egyptian social and political order. He began to
construct treasure cities, indicating that he had begun to use tax
revenues in order to strengthen the visible sovereignty of the central
government. Centuries earlier, pharaohs had used State revenues to
construct the giant pyramids — monuments to a theology of death
and resurrection for the Pharaoh (and later, of the nobility) — but the
Pharaoh of the oppression settled for less grandiose displays of his
immediate sovereignty.

By Joseph’s day, the pharaohs no longer built pyramids. The
total centralization of the Pyramid Age had disintegrated. Never-
theless, the theology of the continuity of being was still basic to
Egyptian theology, and the lure of centralized power in the person of
the Pharaoh was still ready to find its political expression. Although
it is true that Joseph had bought all the land of Egypt, excepting only
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the land belonging to the priests (Gen. 47:20-22), in the name of the
Pharaoh (Sesostris  I), the visible and institutional manifestation of
that implicit centralization (public works pyramids) did not take
place until a century later. When Sesostris III abolished the preroga-
tives of the regional princes, simultaneously placing the Hebrews in
bondage, he thereby asserted the sovereignty of theocratic  monophysit-
ism, with the Pharaoh as the link between heaven and earth. He for-
mally reversed the special position of the Hebrews, which Sesostris I
had acknowledged in return for special knowledge of the future – a
special revelation which Joseph stated came from God (Gen. 41:16),
thereby placing the Pharaoh under God’s control. Joseph had an-
nounced, “What God is about to do he sheweth unto Pharaoh” (Gen.
41: 28), making plain the true source of history and agricultural pro-
ductivity. Sesostris III attempted to deny any sovereignty other than
his own, and in a massive centralization of political power, he
cancelled  the speci;l  position of both the Hebrews and the regional
princes. 18

Pyramids and Power

The Pyramid Age had demonstrated the degree to which a
political order could be bureaucratized. Max Weber, the influential
German historian-sociologist, devoted the last fifteen years of his life
to a series of studies on the West’s tendency to rationalize and
bureaucratize itself. In 1909, he wrote: “To this day there has never
existed a bureaucracy which could compare with’ that of Egypt .“ ‘g
Lewis Mumford, who has specialized in the history of architecture,
concluded that nothing short of total bureaucratization would have
enabled Egypt to construct its pyramids. More than this: it required
the creation of a social machine. Egypt became the first megamachine,
to use Mumford’s terminology. 20 Egyptian society had to be molded
along the lines of a pyramid — a hierarchy, with the divine Pharaoh
as the capstone.

The divinity of the king had to serve as the universal faith, given

18. Courville,  Exodus Problem, I, p. 146,
19. ‘Max Weber on Bureaucratization” (1909); in J. P, Mayer, Max Weber and Ger-

rmzn Politics: A Stz@y in Political Sociolo~  (London: Faber and Faber, [1943] 1956), p. 127.
20. Lewis Mumford, “The First Megamachine  ,“ Daedalus (1966); reprinted in

Mum ford, Interpretations and Forecasts: 1922-1972 (New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1972), ch. 24. It is an oddity of history that an essay on the Egyptian
pyramid society should appear in a journal named after Daedalus,  the legendary
figure of Greek mythology who buik King Mines’ famous labyrinth on Crete. He
supposed] y learned the secret of the labyrinth from the Egyptians. See Appendix C:
‘The Garden and the Labyrinth.”
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the magnitude of the undertaking. “This extension of magnitude in
every direction, this raising of the ceiling of human effort, this subor-
dination of individual aptitudes and interests to the mechanical job
in hand, and this unification of a multitude of subordinates to a
single end that derived from the divine power exercised by the king,
in turn, by the success of the result, confirmed that power. For note:
it was the king who uttered the original commands: it was the king
who demanded absolute obedience and punished disobedience with
torture, mutilation, or death: it was the king who alone had the god-
like power of turning live men into dead mechanical objects: and
finally it was the king who assembled the parts to form the machine
and imposed a new discipline of mechanical organization, with the
same regularity that moved the heavenly bodies on their undeviating
course. No vegetation god, no fertility myth, could produce this kind
of cold abstract order, this detachment of power from life. Only one
empowered by the Sun God could remove all the hitherto respected
norms or limits of human “endeavor.”zl

The construction of the pyramids required a reliable organiza-
tion of knowledge, both supernatural (priesthood) and technological
(bureaucracy). The great Cheeps (Khufu) pyramid contains at least
2,300,000 stone blocks, each weighing two and a half tons, on the
average. 22 These stone blocks, if cut-into cubes one foot on each
side, would circle two-thirds of the earth’s surface at the equator.
Such a construction task could not have been carried out without a
bureaucratic transmission belt. It would not have been possible to
build the pyramids apart from a significant depersonalization of the
people who made up this massive human machine.

Mumford has summarized the nature of this bureaucratic
machine: “The removal of human dimensions and organic limits is
indeed the chief boast of the authoritarian machine. Part of its pro-
ductivity is due to the use of unstinted physical coercion to overcome
human laziness or bodily fatigue. Occupational specialization was a
necessary step in the assemblage of the human machine: only by in-
tense specialization at every part of the process could the
superhuman accuracy and perfection of the product have been
achieved. . . . These human machines were by nature impersonal,
if not deliberately dehumanized; they had to operate on a big scale

21. Ibid., p. 263.
22. Charles F. Pfeiffer and Howard F. Vos, The Wyclz~e Historical Geography of Bibh

Lands (Chicago: Moody Press, 1967), p. 69.
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or they could not work at all; for no bureaucracy, however well
organized, could govern a thousand little workshops, each with its
own traditions, its own craft skills, its own willful personal pride and
sense of responsibility. So the form of control imposed by kingship
was confined to great collective enterprises.”23

The Bureaucratization of Lije

What kind of society emerges from an economic and political
system which is determined to construct pyramids to glorify the
eldest sons of a kingly line, and to glorify each one’s transition from
the god Horus to the god Osiris (at death)?24 Such a bureaucratic so-
ciety infringes upon the ability and responsibility of individuals to
extend dominion across the earth. Such a concentration of capital in a
single bureaucratic enterprise absorbs the resources that could
otherwise be used to finance smaller, decentralized businesses. It
also concentrates so much responsibility into the hands of a single
monarch or bureaucratic regime that an erTor  on the part of the hierarchy
can threaten the survival of the entire social order This is the kind of cen-
tralization, though on a less intense level, which brought down
Egypt at the time of the Exodus. E~pt lived or died in terms of one mant
decisions: Joseph’s Pharaoh (life) vs. Moses’ Pharaoh (death).

Another important danger of bureaucracy is its lack of creativity.
“Now the important part about the functioning of a classic bureau-
cracy,” Mumford writes, “is that it originates nothing: its function is
to transmit, without alteration or deviation, the orders that come
from above. No merely local information or human considerations
may alter this inflexible transmission process — except by corruption.
This administrative method ideally requires a studious repression of
all the autonomous functions of the personality, and a readiness to
perform the daily task with ritual exactitude. Not for the first time
does such ritual exactitude enter into the process of work: indeed, it
is highly unlikely that submission to colorless repetition would have
been possible without the millennial discipline of religious ritual.”z5
From top to bottom, in the massive Church-State of Egypt, ritual
was dominant over ethics. Thti kind of bureaucracy produces a static social
order which euentual~  disintegrates j-em external Pressures, or disintegrates

23. Mumford, p. 265.
24. Wilson, “Egypt,” p. 74; E. O. James, The Ancient Cods (London: Weidenfeld

and Nicholson, 1960), p. 117.
25. Mumford, p. 266.
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jiom its own weight and inabilip  to generate productive resources. Both
events took place in Egypt: an early disintegration into feudalism,
and then a revival of centralization during what conventional histor-
ians call the Twelfth Dynasty (from Joseph to the fleeing of Moses),
which was followed by national defeat immediately after the Exodus.
Then, after a century or more under the Hyksos (Amalekite:),  Egypt
experienced a brief rise of power under the Eighteenth Dynasty,zG and
then further decline.

Egypt could not throw off the static rule of the pharaohs, for the
Egyptians remained faithful to their monophysite theology, the con-
tinuity of being.  The only major change, late in Egyptian history,
long after the Exodus, was an extension of the process of divinization
to the common man, so that he, too, might become Osiris after his
death, as the pharaohs had before him. 27 Egyptian culture was re-
markably stable; it was the longest-lived of all the ancient kingdoms,
but it was “life through institutional death.” E. O. James is correct
when he refers to Egypt’s characteristic feature as the cult of the dead,
one which assumed “gigantic proportions.”28  The pyramids are the
most visible, most impressive, and most representative monuments
to Egyptian religion  and society. (The- other major Egyptian design
was the labyrinth, discussed in greater detail in Appendix C: “The
Labyrinth and the Garden.”)

The Cult of the Dead

The Egyptian cult of the dead was, in fact, a religion of death and
rebirth. It was also a fertility cult. The voluminous and painstaking
researches of E. A. Wallis Budge in the early years of the twentieth
century have made this clear. ‘The central figure of the ancient
Egyptian Religion was Osiris, and the chief fundamentals of his cult
were the belief in his divinity, death, resurrection, and absolute con-
trol of the destinies of the bodies and souls of men. The central point

26. Velikovsky argues cogently that the Egyptian king Shishak, mentioned in II
Chronicles 12:2-4, was Thutmose III of the Eighteenth Dynasty: Velikovsky, Age~ in
Chaos (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1952), pp. 152-55. The invasion of Israel
by Shishak  was in the fifth year of King Rehoboam,  or about 925 B. C., according to
Thiele’s  chronology: Edwin R. Thiele,  A Chronology oj the Hebrew Kings (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Zondeman, 1977), p. 75. This dating, of course, is over 500
years after the conventional dating of Thutmose III’s dynasty, which is commonly
placed in the early or mid-fifteenth century, B.C.

27. James, Ancient Gods, p. 61.
2 8 .  Ibzii,, p. 5 7 .
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of each Osirian’s Religion was his hope of resurrection in a trans-
formed body and of immortality, which could only be realized by
him through the death and resurrection of Osiris.”Zg

Budge tried to reconstruct the basics of Egyptian religion without
too extensive a reliance on the native Egyptian literature, since “we
find that in no portion of it does there exist a text which is not associ-
ated with magic, that no text contains a connected statement of the
purely religious beliefs which we know the Egyptians certainly pos-
sessed. . . . ~SO But  magic was basic to Egyptian religion, as Moses’

confrontation with the court magicians indicates. It will not do to at-
tribute such “base characteristics” of Egyptian religion to later
developments, as Budge did, and to link them with foreign gods. 31
The Egyptians believed in a power religion, in contrast to the ethics
religion of the Hebrews.

The gods of the Egyptians remind us of the nature gods of the
American Indians. Like the Amerindians, the Egyptians were poly-.
theistic. Budge  said in 1911 that Egyptologists knew then of at least
three thousand different names of their gods. But he could not resist
adding, : as so many anthropologists add to their accounts of pagan
polytheism, “the Egyptians believed in the existence of One Great
God, self-produced, self-existent, almighty and eternal, Who cre-
ated the ‘gods,’ the heavens and the sun, moon and stars in them,
and the earth and everything on it, including man and beast, bird,
fish, and reptile. They believed that he maintained in being every-
thing which He had created, and that He was the support of the uni-
verse and the Lord of it all.”32 In short, the Egyptians supposedly be-
lieved in the same sort of distant, impotent god that late-nineteenth-
century nominal Anglicans believed in, and this god was just about
as important to the Egyptians in their daily lives as the Anglicans’
god was to the English in 1900.

According to Budge, the Egyptians seldom even mentioned this
god’s name, “Neter. “ “No proof of any kind is forthcoming which
shows that the Egyptians ever entirely forgot the existence of God,
but they certainly seem to have believed that he had altogether ceased

to interfere in human affairs, and was content to leave the destinies

29. E. A. Wallis Budge, ‘Preface; Osiris: The E@stian Religon  of Resurrection (New
Hyde Park, New York: University Books, [1911] 1961), p. xi.

30. Ibtd., p. xiii.
31. Ibid., p. xiv.
32. Ibid., pp. xxvii-xxviii.
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of men to the care of the gods’ and spirits .“33 In short, Budge implies,
they were all basically Deists  when it came to formal theism, and
polytheists when it came to ritual. But ritual was the heart and soul
of Egyptian religion.

Ethics  OS. rz”tual: here is the heart of the difference between the
Egyptians’ religion of death and resurrection and the Hebrews’
religion of death and resurrection. Biblical religion places ethics
above ritual. In the Book of Micah, we read: “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 thousands
of rivers of oil? Shall I give my firstborn for my transgression, 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?”
(Micah 6:6-8). In contrast, consider Budge’s summary of the Egypt-
ians’ concern over resurrection, and their attempt to achieve this ex-
alted state through the manipulation of physical means. Theirs was
a world filled with demons that could be controlled only by magic,
especially word magic. They were obsessed with the physical signs of
death. He writes of the dynastic-era Egyptians that they

attached supreme importance to the preservation and integrity of the dead
body, and they adopted every means known to them to prevent its
dismemberment and decay. They cleansed it and embalmed it with drugs,
spices and balsams; they annointed it with aromatic oils and preservative
fluids; they swathed it in hundreds of yards of linen bandages; and then
they sealed it up in a coffin or sarcophagus, which they laid in a chamber
hewn in the bowels of the mountain. All these things were done to protect
the physical body against damp, dry rot and decay, and against the attacks
of moth, beetles, worms and wild animals. But these were not the only
enemies of the dead against which precautions had to be taken, for both the
mummified body and the spiritual elements which had inhabited it upon
earth had to be protected from a multitude of devils and fiends, and from
the powers of darkness generally. These powers of evil had hideous and ter-
rifying shapes and forms, and their haunts were well known, for they in-
fested the region through which the road of the dead lay when passing from
this world to the Kingdom of Osiris. The “great gods” were afraid of them,
and were obliged to protect themselves by the use of spells and magical
names, and words of power, which were composed and written down by

33. Ibid., pp. xxviii-xxix.
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Thoth. In fact it was believed in very early times in Egypt that Ra, the Sun-
god, owed his continued existence to the possession of a secret name with
which Thoth provided him. And each morning the rising sun was menaced
by a fearful monster called Aapep which lay hidden under the place of
surmise waiting to swallow up the solar disc. It was impossible, even for the
Sun-god, to destroy this “Great Devil; but by reciting each morning the
powerful spell with which Thoth had provided him he was able to paralyze
all Aapep’s limbs and rise upon this world.sq

Theologically, it was the Egyptians who were in bondage. It was
they who needed deliverance: ethical, political, and social. Instead,
they enslaved those people whose God could alone grant Egypt the
deliverance which all men need, the God who had granted them
preliminary manifestations of His power and mercy under Joseph.

Death and Resurrection: The Contrast -

The significant point here is the difference between the biblical
and pagan views of death and resurrection. The places of the dead
did not become centers of religion or culture for the Hebrews, nor
were these locations considered the dwelling places of spirits, human
or otherwise. They were just the caves or burial places of those who
would one day be resurrected, either to life or death (Dan. 12:1-3).
Death and resurrection were central concerns of both pagan and
biblical religion, but the heart of biblical religion is ethics, not ritual.
As James Peters has remarked, the center of the tabernacle and the
temple was the ark of the covenant, and inside this ark were the two
copies of God’s covenant with Israel, a covenant of ten “words” or
commandments. It is this summary of God’s laws of life, not the
physical remains of death, which is primary in biblical religion.

The periodic celebrations of social renewal by the ancients – the
chaos festivals — were their attempt to achieve metaphysical renewal.
The very cosmos itself was to be reborn periodically through men’s
acts of ritual chaos. They believed in a religion of revolution.  By ritually
recreating the “time before time” — the time of the creation, meaning
the advent of order out of disorder — pagans celebrated their concept
of death and resurrection. In these festivals, of which the
Caribbean’s carnival and New Orleans’ Mardi Gras are pale imita-
tions, regen~ation comesfiom below during a temporary cultural and rit-

34. E. A. Wallis  Budge, “Preface: The  Book of the Dead (New Hyde Park, New
York: University Books, [1920] 1960), pp. xi-xii.
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ual overthrow of all normal ethical and social standards. 35 The y
wanted Power  from below. 36 (A very similar theology has undergirded
nineteenth-century and twentieth-century revolutionary movements
of both the “right” and the “left .“)s7

These chaos festivals find no parallel in Israel. Instead, Israeli
social  renewal was couenantal,  when the people gathered annually for
the Passover and other festivals, and judicial, when they gathered
every seventh year for a national abolition of debt (Deut. 15:1-4), the
release of bondservants (Deut. 15:7-11), and the reading of the whole
law to all people, including strangers (Deut. 31:10-13).  It was cownan-
tal renewal, not a ritual renewal of the cosmos, which was paramount.
They did not celebrate the creation, which was solely the work of
God; instead, they celebrated their deliverance from Egypt by the
power of God, in which they had participated historically. They were
to look backward toward a real historical event of ethical and national
deliverance, so that they could lookjonoard  in confidence to the com-
ing of the Messiah-deliverer, who in turn would make possible the
ultimate deliverance, their resurrection from the dead, so graphic-
ally revealed to Ezekiel in the vision of the resurrection of the dry
bones of Israel (Ezk. 37).38

The theme of life after death is basic to most religions, and cer-
tainly to Egyptian religion. But there was a radical distinction be-
tween the Egyptian view and the Bible’s. Life after death — the resur-
rection — for the Egyptians, as for those ancient pagan societies that
imitated the Egyptian cult of the dead, was seen as a metaphysical
extension of this life. The doctrine of the continui~ of beingfrom man to
God on this side of the grave implies that there will be a continuity of
existence between man’s life now and man’s life in the resurrection.

35. Mircea Eliade, Cosmos and Histoy: The Myth of the Etmtal  Return (New York:
Harper Torchbook,  1959), surveys many aspects of this theology, the religion of
revolution. Eliade is correct in linking Marxism and chaos festivals: p. 149. Cf.
Gary North, Marxk Religwn of Revolution: The Doctrine of Creative Destruction (Nutley,
New Jersey: Craig Press, 1968), ch. 4: “The Cosmology of Chaos.” A microfiche
copy of this out-of-print book is available from the Institute for Christian Economics.

36. R. J. Rushdoony,  “Power from Below; The Journal of Chn&n Reconstruction, 1
(Winter 1974).

37. James Billington, Fire in the Mind-s of Men: Orsgins of the Revolutionary Faith (New
York: Basic Books, 1980).

38. Partial fulfillment of this vision took place immediately after Christ?s resurrec-
tion from the dead: “And the graves were opened; and many bodies of the saints
which slept arose, and came out of the graves after his resurrection, and went into
the holy city, and appeared unto many” (Matt. 27:52-53).
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Therefore, ethical regeneration was not seen as being necessary now
in order to make possible participation in the life of the renewed
world beyond the grave. In such religions, there is only one kind of
final resurrection: resurrection unto life. If a man can evolve into
God, either on this side of the grave, or in the shadows of death, or
through successive reincarnations, then God cannot require man be-
fore death to meet ethical standards that are appropriate to man as
the image of God — an image which never can become God because
of the absolute Creator-creature distinction.

In other words, the cult of the dead rested on the assumption that
the kind of being or existence which men now enjoy is the same sort
of life that they will enjoy beyond the grave. This is why pagan
tombs have their walls covered with paintings of hunters, or
dancers, or people involved in sexual debauchery. 39 This is why
Egyptian kings were buried with their gold and other valuables, in-
cluding (sometimes) the bodies of their ritually executed wives.

The essence of such a religion is metaphysics, not a final judg-
ment based on God’s revealed ethics. There is no ethical transforma-
tion required of man, no regeneration of man by God’s grace, this
side of the grave. Ritual and magic – man’s manipulation of the
cosmos, man’s manipulation of God — are substituted for ethics as
the basis of the man’s transition from this life through death to resur-
rection. Man’s departed spirit must draw the labyrinth pattern to
perfection, or utter the proper words to the guardian of the gate, or
greet the guardian with the proper handshake. Man needs to be
wearing the proper clothing or amulet at the time of death, or be
buried according to tradition, or have the proper prayer prayed over
him by the priest (just before death or soon thereafter), or have the
ancient rites performed on schedule by the family’s future priest-
patriarchs down through the generations. Such practices testify to a
religion’s adherence to aspects of the satanic delusion.

The conflict between Moses and Pharaoh involved the clash be-
tween two radically different concepts of death and resurrection, of
salvation and final judgment. One was overwhelmingly ritualistic
and metaphysical; the other was distinctly ethical and judicial. One
was linked to salvation through ritual chaos; the other was linked to
regeneration through faith and adherence to revealed, fixed, ethical
law. One deified man; the other did not. One venerated the dead;

39. The paintings on the walls of the “Palace of Mines” on Crete probably are
tomb paintings.
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the other did not. One was a fertility cult; the other was not. As
Wunderlich remarks: “The idea of a link between veneration of the
dead and a fertility cult runs counter to our modern ways of think-
ing. But there is a close connection, so close that we might almost
speak of the cult of the dead as a form of fertility magic. . . . It is
based on an ancient belief that the dead know the future. Ancestors
are also responsible for providing for the continuation of the race .“40

Such a view of the legitimacy of consulting the dead is utterly
foreign to biblical religion. The one example in the Bible of a
Hebrew leader consulting the dead was Saul’s use of the witch of
Endor – a “medium” with a familiar spirit (I Sam. 28: 7) – who called
up Samuel from the dead. This was in direct violation of Leviticus
19:31.  God cut Saul off the very next day, as Samuel told him (I Sam.
28:19),  thereby fulfilling the law’s warning: “And the soul,  that
turneth after such as have familiar spirits, and after wizards, to go a
whoring after them, I will even set my face against that soul, and will
cut him off from among his people” (Lev. 20:6). The use of the word
“whoring” points to the fertility cult aspects of the cult of the dead.

Neither system could be reconciled with the other. There could
be a temporary truce between them, but ultimately one or the other
had to triumph. The confrontation between Moses and Pharaoh was
to determine which system would surrender to, or be defeated by the
other. God made it clear in advance to Pharaoh just which system
would lose: “For now I will stretch out my hand, that I may smite
thee and thy people with pestilence; and thou shalt be cut off from
the earth. And in very deed for this cause have I raised thee up, for
to show in thee my power; and that my name may be declared
throughout all the earth” (Ex., 9:15-16).

A Digression on Greece

It is revealing that Wunderlich, whose intellectual reconstruction
of the Egypt-influenced “palace” of Knossos — the Bronze Age,
labyrinth-based mausoleum venerating the cult of the dead on the
island of Crete — recognizes that only sterility and stagnation could
result from the cult of the dead. But instead of looking to Christian-
ity for an answer as to how the ancient world eventually escaped
from this cult, he looks to the classical Greeks. He sees the classical
Greeks as the inheritors of Knossos. It was they, he argues, who

40. Hans George Wunderlich, The Secret  of Crete (New York: Macmillan, 1974),
pp. 294-95, 295-96.
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converted the rituals of death, including funeral plays, into a cele-
bration of life. He asserts that this transformation was the origin of
Western civilization.4t

He fails to acknowledge just how oppressed Greek culture was by
the fear of spirits, departed souls, and demons. He looks to Olympus
for his explanation of the Greeks, rather than to the underground
gods that dominated their lives.42 He looks to a political religion, the
Olympian gods and Olympian myths, rather than to demonology,
which was the real religion of Greece.

Olympic mythology temporarily unified some of the city-states of
Greece, and it bonded local families to particular city-states. Today
it still unifies humanist historians and anthropologists. That fleeting
century of Athenian democracy in the fifth century, B. c. continues to
hypnotize Western scholars. It was a century of war and the reckless
expansion of Athenian political power which ultimately led to the
downfall of Athens (when their gold ran out) to Sparta, and later to
the fall of Greece to the Macedonians. Periclean Athens was a massiue
welfare  State in which the State built huge public works projects,
organized public assistance, offered pensions to the disabled, sub-
sidized bread purchases, established price controls on bread, im-
posed export controls, established free theater programs for the poor,
and regulated corn merchants .43 The “bread and circuses” political
religion of Athens ended in an enforced inter-city alliance, war with
Sparta, defeat, tyranny, and finally the loss to Macedon. That is the
fate of all bread and circus religions.

Athens worshiped politics with all its being, on a scale barely
understood by most historians. It was understood by Glotz:

Five hundred citizens were to sit in the Boule for a whole year. The heliasts,
whose functions were originally confined to hearing appeals against awards
made by the magistrates, were now to judge in first instance and without
appeal  the increasingly numerous cases in which citizens of Athens and the
confederate towns were involved: they formed a body of six thousand

41. Wunderlich, ch, 25: “The Origin of Western Civilization.”
42. Jane E. Harrison, Prolegomena  to the Study of Greek Religion (3rd ed.; New York:

Meridian, [1922] 1960); Epilogomena to the Stuc$ of Greek Religion (1921) and Therms: A
Study of the Social Origins of Greek Religion (2nd ed,, 1972), published in one volume by
University Books, New Hyde Park, New York, 1962. See also John Cuthbert
Lawson, Modem Greek Folklore and Ancwnt Greek Rekgion (New Hyde Park, New York:
University Books, [1909] 1964).

43. G. Glotz, The Greek Cz’~ and Its Institutions (New York: Barnes and Noble,
[1929] 1969), pp. 131-32.
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members of which half on an average were in session every working day.
There were ten thousand officials within the country or outside, five hun-
dred wardens of arsenals, etc. Thus public aifairs did not merely demand
the intermittent presence of all the citizens of the Assembly; they required
besides the constant exertions of more than a third of them.44

Consider it: one-third of all the estimated 35,000 to 44,000 resi-
dent male citizens of Athens in the year 431 B.C. were in State ser-
vice.4s At least 20,000 were ‘eating public bread,” meaning that they
were either on the payroll or on the dole .46 The legend of Pericles,
the legend of Athenian democracy, and the legend of Olympus con-
stitute the basis of the legend — a Renaissance legend — of the glory
that was Athens and the greatness that was Greece. It is the most en-
during of all Greek myths.

The Denial of Time

What kind of society was early dynastic Egypt, the Egypt of the
Pyramid Age? Mumford’s words ring true: “Bureaucratic regimen-
tation was in fact part of the larger regimentation of life, introduced
by this power-centered culture. Nothing emerges more clearly from
the Pyramid texts themselves, with their wearisome repetitions of
formulae, than a colossal capacity for enduring monotony: a capac-
ity that anticipates the universal boredom achieved in our own day.
Even the poetry of both early Egypt and Babylonia  reveal this
iterative hypnosis: the same words, in the same order, with no gain
in meaning, repeated a dozen times — or a hundred times. This ver-
bal compulsiveness is the psychical side of the systematic compulsion
that brought the labor machine into existence. Only those who were
sufficiently docile to endure this regimen at every stage from com-
mand to execution could become an effective unit in the human
machinem~47  The culture denied  linear  time. It substituted  endless

repetition for progress, monotony for hope.
While the recentralization of power by the Pharaoh of the op-

pression did not revive the enormous capital outlays of the Pyramid
Age, it did reflect more accurately than feudalism Egypt’s theology
of the continuity of being. It did establish slavery, and it did involve

44. Ibid, p. 126.
45. Alfred E. Zirmnern, The Greek Commonwealth: Politics and Economics in F#th -

CentuU  Ath+ws (Oxford: At the Clarendon  Press, 1915), p. 172.
46. Ibid., pp. 172-73.
47. Mu~ford, “Megamachine~ p. 266.
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the construction of State-worshipping public works projects. In the
era of the oppression and the Exodus, Egypt’s presuppositions con-
cerning the true nature of God, man, and law were manifested in the
new bureaucratization.

Here was a culture devoid of any concept of progress, a culture
which ignored its own history, except insofar as it built monuments
to the dead. It did not even have an accurate chronology of its own
kings, as Courville’s  study demonstrates, a problem which,Western
historians have wrestled with for two thousand years. The Greeks
paid more attention to Egypt’s dynastic chronology than the later
Egyptians did. Egypt was a society without a future, so it was not
particularly concerned about its past. As Wilson writes, “For the
Jews the future is normative. For the Egyptians, on the other hand,
the past was normative; and no pharaoh could hope to achieve more
than the establishment of the conditions as they were in the time of
Re, in the beginning.”4s The State would, at best, be able to
preserve the status quo. Static peace, not any fundamental altera-
tion, was the ideal, despite the fact that certain kings – Sesostris III,
Thutmose III – were able to expand the dynasty’s limits at least as
far as Asia Minor.

Order Out of Chaos

The Egyptians believed that the creation originated in chaos.
Here is the reigning cosmological vision of all pagan thought, from
Egypt to Darwin, from Babel to Marx: order developedfrom  chaos and is
in perpetual tension with chaos. Mircea Eliade’s voluminous studies have
surveyed this theme in dozens of pagan cosmologies, and Egypt was
no exception. Rushdoony has summarized this theme in ancient
religion: “True social order requires peace and communication with
both chaos and deity, and society either moves downward into chaos
or forward into deification. The significance of the Tower of Babel is
thus apparent: it denied the discontinuity of God’s being and
asserted man’s claim to a continuity of being with God and heaven.
The Tower was the gate to God and gate of God, signifying that man’s
social order made possible an ascent of being into the divine order.
The Egyptian pyramid set forth the same faith.”4g Egyptian culture
was inescapably statist. “The one and the many were brought

48. Wilson, “Egypt~ p. 26.
49. R. J. Rusldoony,  The One and the Many: Studt2s in the Philosophy of Order and

UltimaV (Fairfax, Virginia: Thobum Press, [1971] 1978), p. 40.
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together in the person of the king. The Egyptian language had no
word for ‘state .’ For them, the state was not one institution among
many but rather the essence of the divine order for life and the
means of communication between heaven, earth, and hell. Life there-
fore was totally and inescapably statist. In this perspective, anything
resembling liberty and individuality in the contemporary sense was
alien and impossible. . . . Deification was, entry into ‘the oneness of
the divine order, and membership in the state in this life was similarly
participation in the divine oneness manifested in the pharaoh and pro-
tection against the horror of chaos and meaningless particularity.”so
The product of such a theology was imperial bureaucracy.

The Pharaoh of Moses’ day looked at the remarkable growth of
the Hebrew population, even in the face of affliction, and he grew
fearful. What if these people allied themselves to an invading army?
How was it that they could multiply like this? What would stop their
growth? This population growth, promised to Abraham four cen-
turies before (Gen. 17:2), was a threat to all the plans of the Pharaoh
— an uncontrolled factor in a human megamachine. Growth, in a
static culture, represents a frightening challenge, something beyond
the calculations of the planning agencies. Uncontrolled growth —
growth outside the bureaucratic plan – is a destabilizing factor for
planned economies. Pharaoh knew ~-at  it had to be thwarted. Yet he
was powerless to call it to a halt.

Conclusion

Imperial bureaucracy is one of the two major political manifesta-
tions of the society of Satan.51 The other is anarchism. Imperial bu-
reaucracy is a top-down system of central Planning which inescapably
rests on the presupposition (stated or implied) that the planners are
near-gods, that they have sufficient imagination and a God-like com-
prehensive knowledge to set forth their decrees, and that their words
shall come to pass. Imperial bureaucracy is produced whenever men
believe that at least some men – the central planning elite – are
essential y divine, or what is the same thing, that they have no god
above them to whom their subjects (slaves) can successfully appeal.

50. Ibid., pp. 44-45.
51. The best account I have ever read on this subject is R. J. Rushdoony’s 1964

essay, “The Society of Satan,” reprinted in Biblical Economics To&y,  II (Ott./Nov.
1979). This is available on request from the Institute for Christian Economics, P. O.
Box 8000, Tyler, Texas 75711.
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The idea of imperial bureaucracy therefore rests on the idea of the
continuity of being: jom God to the planning elite, the representatives
of the people (who may or may not be considered part of this con-
tinuity of being).

The Egyptian State created a bureaucracy so vast, so all-
encompassing, that nothing in man’s history rivaled it until the rise
of the modern industrialized socialist commonwealths. The State en-
shrined the cult of the dead in a desperate attempt to achieve life
beyond the grave.sz  Life was seen as static, something which
possesses unchanging continuity with life after death, at least for the
Pharaoh. This static culture was statist to the core.

When the Exodus came, it did not simply free an enslaved
population from physical bondage. It freed them from a static,
hopeless society that was doomed, even if economically successful for
the kings and nobles, to endless boredom — a kind of living death.
The “liuingxdeath  of the Pharaohk  mummy was mirrored in the living death of
the society. God delivered Israel from a society which was based on the
theology of the divine State. No king in Israel ever claimed to be
divine, for only God has that right of absolute sovereignty. The peo-
ple of Israel, even under the worst of Israel’s kings, were never again
to live within the imperial bureaucracy of a centralized divine order,
except when the y were again in bondage to foreign rulers.

The freedom which God provided for them was comprehensive,
and the heart of this freedom was religious: the denial of absolute
sovereignty any place on earth except in God’s “holy of holies” in His
temple, the center of which was the ark which contained the sum-
mary of His law. There is sovereign y only in God’s word, not in the
secret labyrinth recesses of some dead man’s pyramid.

52. In the Soviet Union, Lenin’s tomb has become the national shrine. They
keep his embalmed body in a glass case for the masses to visit. He is probably the
best-dressed person in the USSR – all dressed up, with nowhere to go.
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RIGOROUS WASTE

The Egyptians made the children of Israel to serve with rigour:  And they
made their lives bitter with hard bondage, inmorta~  andin brt”ck,  andin
allmanner  ofservice  inthejield:  cdltheir service, wherein thg made them
to serve, was with rigour  (Ex. 1:13-14),

The Egyptians subjugated the Israelites. The language of this
passage indicates a grinding servitude, for it lists a seven-fold subjec-
tion: serve, rigor, bondage, slavery, service, serve, and rigor. 1 Un-
questionably, the Egyptians were able to extract extensive labor ser-
vices out of these captives. This period of servitude may have lasted
over a century; certainly, it lasted from Moses’ birth until the Ex-
odus, 80 years later. (Given the Old Testament’s familiar 40-year
period of servitude and “wilderness wandering: I believe that 80
years is more likely.) Therefore, we might be tempted to conclude
that the Egyptians were the beneficiaries of the Hebrews’ labor ser-
vices. Yet in retrospect, the Egyptians (through the decisions of their
sovereigns, the pharaohs) made a disastrous error in their estimate
of costs and benefits. They overestimate’d the benefits of the
Hebrews’ productivity, and they underestimated the costs of enslav-
ing them. As they learned after the Exodus, if Courville’s  recon-
structed chronology is correct, a nation is defenseless without its
army, and the invading Amalekites (Hyksos, identified by conven-
tional historians as the shepherd kings) were able to conquer them.
They lost their Hebrew labor force, and they became the servants

1. U. Cassuto,  A CommentaV  on the Book of Exodus, trans. Israel Abrahams
(Jerusalem: Magnes  Press, Hebrew University, [1951] 1974), p. 12. The word for
“slave labor” occurs five times, and the word “rigor” appears twice. A seven-fold em-
phasis appears also in verse 7, which lists seven aspects of Israel’s population growth.
If Cassuto is correct in his assertion that the number 7 is “indicative of perfection”
(p. 9), then Egypt’s oppression was perfectly horrible.
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(slaves). z

It is difficult to understand how so valuable an economic
resource as human labor might be wasted in a slave system, yet eco-
nomics informs us that excessive waste is characteristic of any sluve economy
which is not close~ linked to ajee market, It is the institution of a com-
petitive market which enables slave owners to assess the productivity
of the slaves. The South’s slave system of the United States prior to
the Civil War (1861-65) appears to have been a profitable institu-
tional arrangement for the slave-owning planters,3 but they operated
within a free market, and they produced cash crops, especially cot-
ton, which were sold in worldwide markets. Slaves were sold at
price-competitive auctions, and a resale market existed. The output
of the slaves could be calculated rationally. Owners and renters
(slaves were sometimes rented out) could make estimates of costs
and benefits within the framework of a money economy which pos-
sessed a high “degree of economic specialization.

The Egyptians used the Hebrews to construct treasure cities, or
storehouse cities, made of brick. They also used them in the fields.
However, we must recognize that treasure cities were huge public
works projects built for the Pharaoh. They were statist enterprises,
not market enterprises. Furthermore, there was almost certainly no
open market for the bulk of these Hebrew slaves, as if all branches
of the Egyptian government were competitively pitted in an open
auction for their services. This is not to say that all the slaves were
held by the State, but it is likely that the majority of them were.
When the Pharaoh imposed the punishment that they gather their
own straw for brick-making, he was acting as a political sovereign.
The punishment made sense only as a political-theological-military
decision, not as a profit-seeking economic measure (Ex. 5:5-7). Such

2. Immanuel  Velikovsky, -4ga in Chaos (Garden City, New York Doubleday,
1952), ch. 2.

3. Alfred H. Conrad and John R. Meyer, “The Economics of Slavery in the
Ante-Bellum  South ,“ The Journal of Political Econom~ LXVI (April 1966); reprinted in
Robert W. Fogel and Stanley L. Engerrnan (eds.), The Reint@wetation  OJ American
Economic History (New York: Harper & Row, 1971). Cf. Fogel  and Engerman, “The
Economics of Slavery,” ibid., and Yasukichi Yasuba, “The Profitability and Viability
of Plantation Slavery in the United States,” The Economic Stud&s Quarter~,  XII (Sept.
1961), in ibid. For a general introduction to the question of the profitability of slavery
in the American South, see Harold D. Woodman (cd.), Slavay  and the Southern Econ-
omy: Sources and Readings (New York: Harcourt,  Brace & World, 1966). The essays in
this collection are older, written before the advent of the “new economic histo~,”
with its statistical techniques and econometric market models.
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a restraint on productivity made sense only within the framework of
a State-operated construction program in which the slaves were an
instrument of State power.

The Pharaoh, in ariy case, was the owner of all Egypt (Gen.
47: 20). He was the official source of meaning in the cosmos. He was
responsible for allocating scarce economic resources for the benefit of
the State. The estimation of the Pharaoh, not the estimations of ac-
ting buyers and sellers in free markets, was the standard of economic
value. It was incumbent on the Pharaoh to make accurate
cost-benefit estimates if the nation was to prosper. “The king,” writes
Frankfort, “is not only instrumental in producing the ‘fat of the land’;
he must also dispense it. Only then is there evidence that he func-
tions effectively. His bounty proves that he disposes, as a king should
dispose, of the earth and its produce. . . . But the king also keeps
alive the hearts of all those subjects who do not directly partake of his
bounty. For he exercises a never ending mysterious activity on the
strength of which daily, hourly, nature and society are integrated.”4
The king was understood to direct the very forces of nature. It was
the king, and only the king, whose judgments concerning economic
production were sovereign.

Economic Calculation

When the Pharaoh enslaved the Hebrews, he made a cost-benefit
analysis. He concluded that the risks in allowing them to remain free
were too high (Ex. 1:10). He concluded that the risks of breaking
Egypt’s covenant with the Hebrews — and, by implication, with their
God – were minimal. He decided that any loss of productivity on
their part could be compensated for, assuming his taskmasters used
whips and other coercive measures to compel their hard labor. In
other words, he concluded that sheer force, and not the profit oppor-
tunities of a free market, was the best means of extracting valuable
labor services from them. He forfeited the productivity of a
profit-seeking people who willingly bore the costs of their own ac-
tions. He concluded that coercion was more efficient in extracting
their services, despite the necessity of having to feed them, supervise
them constantly, and continually pressure them to greater output. In
short, he underestimated the productivity-engendering features of a

4. Henri Frankfort, Kingship and the Gods: A Study of Ancient Near Eastern Religion as
the Znte&ation  of Socie~  & Nature (University of Chicago Press, [1948] 1962), pp.
5 9 - 6 0 .
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free market, and he overestimated the benefits of coercion. When
they left Egypt triumphantly, after God had reduced Egypt’s econ-
omy by means of plagues and spoils, the E~ptians  learnedjust what kind
of economic losses a nation can sustain as a result of kings’ errors in cost-beneftt
analysis.

The Hebrews worked very hard. Did this ensure their produc-
tivity? Can we conclude that hard work is efficient work? How do we
measure or calculate efficient labor? How could the Egyptians have
made such estimations? How did they know when they were getting
“their mone y’s worth” out of these slaves?

If we accepted the labor theory of value, we would have to con-
clude that no matter what they were assigned to achieve, their
rigorous efforts must have produced profitable results. (This is a very
good argument against the labor theory of value.) But how can
anyone measure efficiency if there are no profits? A socialist econ-
omy has no profits and losses to compare. A divine monarch does
not permit a free market in labor services once he enslaves a people.
Slavery in Egypt in Moses’ day meant hard labor in constructing
treasure cities. Hard work led to waste on a massive scale. The
slaves’ efforts benefited the king, and the Egyptians paidfor  their kingt
public works projects in many ways: lost labor that the Hebrews might
have provided the general population, lost raw materials that went
into the projects, and the greatest cost of all, the growing wrath of
God which would culminate in the destruction of the economy, the
Pharaoh, and the army. The enslaving kings no doubt were satisfied
with the transaction; the people, governed by a false theology, tem-
porarily may have approved; but the end result was unmitigated
destruction. The mere expenditure of human effort on State public
works projects does not guarantee a return on the investment which
is positive. Without a free market, in which the competing bids of buyers and
sellers of resources determine the allocation of scarce resources, there is no way for
the State% ojicials  to calculate economic value accurate~. They can only
make estimates, but there is no self-correcting information system
available to inform them of the accuracy or inaccuracy of their
judgments.

Egypt had a theology which asserted the ability of the Pharaoh to
make such judgments, which is precisely the theology a consistent
socialist commonwealth must have if it is to be a valid substitute for a
market economy. The integration of all economic plans can be fur-
thered by the market, or it can theoretically be accomplished by an
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omniscient agency; in Egypt’s case, this agency was supposed] y the
Pharaoh. ‘He was a lonely being, this god-king of Egypt,” writes
Wilson. “All by himself he stood between humans and gods. Texts
and scenes emphasize his solitary responsibility. The temple scenes
show him as the only priest in ceremonies with the gods. A hymn to
a god states: ‘There is no one else that knows thee except thy son,
(the king), whom thou causest to understand thy plans and power.’ It
was the king who built temples and cities, who won battles, who
made laws, who collected taxes, or who provided the bounty for the
tombs of his nobles.”s  Egypt possessed the necessary theology for a
consistent socialist commonwealth, but this theology was wrong, as
the Egyptians learned in the year of the Exodus. The king did not
possess omniscience; he did not know what the true costs of enslav-
ing the Hebrews really were.

The pharaohs who constructed the mighty pyramids of the Old
Kingdom had weakened the Egyptian economy drastically. Wilson
has described these structures quite accurately: huge, noneconomic
construction projects that were supposed to last for eternity, but
which had to be followed by more of them in each generation. G The
brick pyramids of the later pharaohs were not equally majestic, but
their construction involved comparable problems. Were the y
cost-effective? Only the Pharaoh could decide, since there was no
free market available for men to use as a means of evaluating the
true costs involved. The Hebrews were forced to work rigorous~, but
this could not guarantee that they were working e&cient@ The wit’s

‘ definition of modern commercialism applies to the Pharaoh’s
pyramids and cities: something done magnificently which should not
have been done at all. The Pharaoh, as a divinity, was supposed to
know what ultimate value really is, but he was not divine, - so he
faced the inescapable economic problem that has baffled all central
planners, namely, the impossibilip  of making rational economic calculation
in av economy without competitive Pee markets. This is the problem
described by Ludwig von Mises as the problem of economic calcula-

5. John A. Wilson, “Egypt:  in Henn Frankfort, et al., The Intellectual Adventure of
Ancient Man: An Essay on Spea&ztive Thought in the Ancient Near East (University of
Chicago Press, [1946] 1977), p. 77.

6. John A. Wilson, The Burden of Egypt: An Intnpwtation  of Ancient E~ptiun  Cu~ture
(University of Chicago Press, [1951] 1967), p. 98.
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tion in a socialist commonwealth. ~ An economy without competitive
markets i~ an economy without rational economic guidelines. It is an econ-
omy which is “flying blind.fi

The central planner does not know what slave labor is really
worth, for such labor commands no free market price. He does not
know what the true cost of his capital equipment is, since there is no
competitive market for capital goods. The Pharaoh, like any other
socialist planner, could only guess. All he could do was to make in-
tuitiuej”udgments  about what his cities were worth to him and what the
actual costs of production really were. The larger the scope of the
projects, and the larger the slave labor supply, the more difficult it
was to make such intuitive estimates apart from fully competitive
prices. But competitive pricing is precisely what socialist economic
planning denies.

Socialism’s Economic Miscalculation

Mises commented at some length on this problem of economic
calculation in his book, Socialism (1922). “Let us try to imagine the
position of a socialist community. There will be hundreds and
thousands of establishments in which work is going on. A minority
of these will produce goods ready for use. The majority will produce
capital goods and semi-manufactures. All these establishments will
be closely connected. Each commodity produced will pass through a
whole series of such establishments before it is ready for consump-
tion. Yet in the incessant press of all these processes the economic
administration will have no real sense of direction. It will have no
means of ascertaining whether a given piece of work is really neces-
sary, whether labour and material are not being wasted in com-
pleting it. How would it discover which of two processes was the
most satisfactory? At best, it could compare the quantity of ultimate
products. But only rarely could it compare the expenditure incurred
in their production. It would know exactly — or it would imagine it
knew – what it wanted to produce. It ought therefore to set about ob-

7. Ludwig von Mises, “Economic Calculation in the Socialist Commonwealth:
(1920), in F. A. Hayek (cd.), Collectivism Economic Planning (London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul, [1935] 1963), ch. 3. Cf. Mises, Socialism: An Economic and Sociological
Aria@ (2nd ed.; New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, [1922] 1951), Pt.
II. This has been reprinted in both hardback and paperback editions in 1981 by Lib-
ert y Classics, Indianapolis, Indiana. See also Hayek, Individualism and Economic Orda
(University of Chicago Press, 1948), chaps. 7-9; T. J. B. HoE,  Economic Calculation in “
the Socialist Socie~ (London: Hedge & Co. 1948); reprinted by Liberty Classics, 1981.
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taining the desired results with the smallest possible expenditure.
But to do this it would have to be able to make calculations. And
such calculations must be calculations of value. They could not be
merely ‘technical,7 they could not be calculations of the objective use-
value of goods and services. . . . The economic administration may
indeed know exactly what commodities are needed most urgently.
But this is only half the problem. The other half, the valuation of the
means of production, it cannot solve. It can ascertain the value of
the totality of such instruments. That is obviously equal to the
satisfactions they afford. If it calculates the loss that would be incur-
red by withdrawing them, it can also ascertain the value of single in-
struments of production. But it cannot assimilate them to a common
price denominator, as can be done under a system of economic free-
dom and money prices.”8

Mises was too generous here to his ideological opponents, the so-
cialists. Unless the State is defined as the desires of one man — which
is what the Pharaoh could claim — it is not possible for socialist plan-
ners to “know exactly what commodities are needed most urgently.”
They cannot possibly ascertain “the value of the totality of such in-
struments,” precisely because no planning agency can ever estimate
“the satisfactions ,they afford.” The satisfactions afforded to a
multitude of citizens by any single mix of consumer goods cannot
possibly be known; they can only be guessed at. Furthermore, thew i$
no way for the socialist planners to]”udge  the failure of their estimations, outside
of massive revolution by the victimized consumers — a contingency made less
likely by the systematic repression by the police and military leaders
of most socialist commonwealths. They know that they cannot possi-
bly make such calculations accurately, and so they spend great quan-
tities of sorely needed capital on the suppression of potentially
violent consumer dissatisfaction.

Rothbard’s summary of Mises’  argument is illuminating: “In
short, if there were no market for a product, and all of its exchanges
were internal, there would be no way for a firm or for anyone else to
determine a price for the good. A firm can estimate an implicit price
when an external market exists; but when a market is absent, the
good can have no price, whether implicit or explicit. Any figure
could then be only an arbitrary symbol. Not being able to calculate a
price, the firm could not rationally allocate factors and resources

8. Ludwig von Mises, Socialism, pp. 120-21.
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from one stage to another.”g  In fact, Rothbard concludes, a universal
monopo~ by one great corporation is theoretical~  impossible, since a univer-
sal monopoly would have no market-determined array of prices to
guide its production decisions. “As the area of incalculability in-
creases, the degrees of irrationalit y, misallocation, loss, impoverish-
ment, etc., become greater. Under one owner or one cartel for the
whole productive system, there would be no possible areas of calcu-
lation at all, and therefore complete economic chaos would
prevail.”10 Yet this kind of universal ownership was precisely what
the pharaohs had attempted to create since Joseph’s day. Only to the

‘ extent that a particular pharaoh would turn his back on his theoreti-
cal ownership of Egypt, and would allow independent buyers and
sellers to produce for a free market in goods and services, could the
Egyptian economy reverse its drift into economic chaos.

Lange’s “Refutation” of Mises

There was an attempt by a Polish socialist economist of the
,1930’s, Oskar Lange, to refute Mises by arguing that socialist econo-
mies can use prices to allocate production rationally. 11 These would
be hypothetical prices, established initially on a purely arbitrary
basis by the central planners. If supplies cleared the markets, the
price structure would be left unchanged. If not, prices would be
changed until production did clear all markets. ] 2

9. Murray N. Rothbard, Man, Economy, and State (New York: New York Univer-
sity Press, [1962] 1975), p. 547.

10. Ibid., p. 548.
11. Lange wrote: “Socialists have certainly good reason to be grateful to Professor

Mises, the great advocatus  diaboli of their cause. For it was his powerful challenge that
forced the socialists to recognize the importance of an adequate system of economic
accounting to guide the allocation of resources in a socialist economy. Even more, it
was chiefly due to Professor Mises’ chalfenge that many socialists became aware of
the very existence of such a problem. And although Professor Mises was not the first
to raise it, and although not all socialists were as completely unaware of the problem
as is frequently held, nevertheless, that, particularly on the European Continent
(outside of Italy), the merit of having caused the socialists to approach this problem
systematically belongs entirely to Professor Mises. Both as an expression of recogni-
tion for the great service rendered by him and as a memento of the prime impor-
tance of sound economic reasoning, a statue of Professor Mises ought to occupy an
honorable place in the great hall of the Ministry of Socialization or of the Central
Planning Board of the socialist state .“ Lange, in Oskar Lange and Fred M. Taylor,
On the Econamz2 TheoV of Socialism (New York: McGraw-Hill, [1938] 1956), pp. 57-58.

12. Ibid., pp. 70-98. For a refutation of Lange, see Hoff, Economic Calculation in the
Socialist Sociep, op. cit.
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This argument ignores many things, such as the possibility of
any central planning agency’s establishing an initial array of prices
for millions of consumer goods and services, or even the basic raw
materials and capital — human and physical — that would be needed
to produce these goods. Second, if there is no private ownership,
especially of capital goods, how could consumers enforce their
preferences on the planners? So what if markets do not clear? So
what if some firms do poorly? Since no one owns them, how can the
central planners act as surrogates for consumers and persuade all
managers to produce the proper number and quality of goods?
Third, why would central planners want to enforce the preferences
of consumers on managers? After all, we are speaking of self-
conscious slave-holding societies. What is the Gulag Archipelago,
with its millions of inmates, if not a system of slavery?

It is revealing that no socialist economic commonwealth has ever
adopted Lange’s hypothetical “solution” to the objections raised by
Mises. What is even more revealing is that the myth of Lange’s sup-
posed ‘refutation“ is still found in textbooks on comparative eco-
nomic systems. Mises’ 1920 essay and his book, Socialism, are never*
cited; only brief references are made to Lange’s supposed answer.

F~ing Blind

The socialists may believe that the systematic planning of
specialized agencies will lead to a huge increase in productivity.
They may believe that the co-ordination of all segments of a nation’s
economy can be achieved only by central planning. They may
believe that men will work rigorously and therefore effectively only
when compelled to do so in the name of the sovereign political order.
What we learn from Israel’s experience in bondage is the opposite.
Men c& serve the State rigorously, but the central~ planned State is eco-
nomically blind. The State may indeed overcome the so-called “anar-
chy” of an unregulated free market,, but this in no way assures the
triumph of economic rationality. As Mises wrote in the early decades
of the twentieth century: “Instead of the economy of ‘anarchical’ pro-
duction, the senseless order of an irrational machine would be
supreme. The wheels would go round, but to ,no effect .“ 13 Without
the ability to calculate the value of any resource’s contribution to the
economy, and its economic burden on the economy as it is used up,

13. Mises,  Soctilism,  p. 120.

. .
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the socialist central planning agency is “flying blind.> Without a free
market, especially a free market in capital goods, it is impossible for
central planners to make any more than woefully uneducated
guesses ~oncerning  economic costs and benefits. No” economically
rational prices exist to guide them in their task. The longer they do
without a market economy, the less educated are their guesses.

A fine summary of the problem of economic calculation in a so-
cialist commonwealth was provided by 1. Borovitski, a disgruntled
enterprise manager in the Soviet Union, in 1962. He complained in
the newspaper, Pravda (Ott. 5, 1962): “The department of Gosplan
[the Soviet central planning agency – G. N.] which drafts the produc-
tion program for Sovnarkhozy  [regional economic councils – G. N. ] and
enterprises is totally uninterested in costs and profits. Ask the senior
official in the production program department in what factor it is
cheaper to produce this or that commodity? He has no idea, and
never even puts the question to himself. He is responsible only for
the distribution of production tasks. Another department, not really
concerned with the costs of production, decides on the plan for gross
output. A third department or subdepartment, proceeding from the
principle that costs must always decline and labor productivity in-
crease, plans costs, wages fund and labor on the basis of past perfor-
mance. Material allocations and components are planned by
numerous other departments. Not a single department of Gosplan  is
responsible for the consistency of these plans.” 1A And if such a
department existed, it would still be helpless. It would possess no
reliable information concerning competitive prices by which to
estimate economic costs.

Oppression and Misallocated Resources

When the Pharaoh enslaved the Hebrews, he reduced the eco-
nomic rationality of the Egyptian nation. When he and his suc-
cessors began to use the labor of the Hebrews to construct treasure
cities, they took another step in the direction of economic irrational-

14. Cited by Alec Nove, The Soviet Economy: An Zntroductton  (rev. ed.; New York:
Praeger,  1966), p. 207. Cf. Gary North, “The Crisis in Soviet Economic Planning,”
Modern Age, XIV (1969-70); reprinted in North, An Introduction to Chnitian  Economics
(Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig Press, 1973), ch. 22. See also North, Marxi Religion #
Revolution: The Doctrine of Creative Destruction (Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig Press, 1968),
Appendix B: “Soviet Economic Planning.” A microfiche of this book is available
from the Institute for Christian Economics: At some point, I hope to revise and
reprint it.
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ity and tyranny, for they were extracting these labor services from
the consumer-oriented markets and redirecting them into statist
projects. These projects were State monopolies; there was no way to
calculate the benefits they conveyed to Egypt, except insofar as
Egypt was defined as the State, and the” State was equated with the
Pharaoh. This enormous transfer of productive wealth – human
capital — from the market to the bureaucratic State benefited the
pharaohs in the short run, but it made the Egyptian economy less
productive and less rational economically. The value of the labor ser-
vices of an individual Hebrew could easily be calculated on a free -
market; the value of the labor services of all Hebrews could not be
calculated in the State’s public works programs.

The Hebrews were forced to work rigorously. This was
significant as a means of oppression; it was not necessarily y significant as
a testimony to the rationality of the Egyptian economy. By transfer-
ring their labor services to statist building projects, the Egyptian
taskmasters reaffirmed the commitment of the State to its own
deification at the expense of national per capita wealth. The State
would collect its huge “tithe” on a permanent basis. Yet it could not
guarantee that this “tithe” would be used efficiently. As the Egyptians
learned in the year of the Exodus, there had been far better uses for
Israel’s labor than the construction of treasure cities and coerced
work in the fields. The State could, for a time, extract labor from the
Hebrews; it was unable to escape the inevitable costs. It was also
unable to escape the necessity of making accurate cost-benefit
analyses, despite the fact that the pharaohs believed that they had
done so. The Hebrews worked rigorously, but at the time of the Ex-
odus, Egypt learned how expensive this labor had been, and how
wasteful the expenditure had been. The Pharaoh of the Exodus was
no longer able to enjoy his treasure cities; he was at the bottom of the
Red Sea, and the treasures were gone.

A drowned Pharaoh, it should be noted, renders questionable
the simultaneous belief in two possibilities: 1) the conventional
dating of the powerful Eighteenth Dynasty in the fifteenth century
(whose pharaohs’ mummies still exist); and 2) the dating of the Ex-
odus in the fifteenth century. If you assume the former, you cannot
easily hold to the latter. Yet virtually all Christian historians accept
the fifteenth-century dating of the Eighteenth Dynasty. Thus, with
the exception of amateur historian Courville, they have wound up
arguing for both positions simultaneously, or worse, arguing for a
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later date for the Exodus. Such is the power of humanist scholarship
in our day that well-meaning Christian scholars have surrendered
themselves to the humanists.

Anyone who argues for a thirteenth-century date of the Exodus
has sold out the case for biblical inerrency by denying the truth of
I Kings 6:1. This is far more serious than making yourself look ridic-
ulous by arguing for the doubtful proposition that the Exodus really
did take place in the fifteenth century, but somehow it left no trace –
not even a hint of a minor regional dislocation — in the records of the
Eighteenth Dynasty, and furthermore, that the Pharaoh’s body was
somehow retrieved from the sea, mummified, and buried honorably.

It is the initial assumption which must be rejected – the fifteenth-
century dating of the early Eighteenth Dynasty — because I Kings 6:1
makes it impossible to date the Exodus in any other century except
the fifteenth. It was not some powerful early Eighteenth Dynasty
Pharaoh, whose mummies have all survived, who died in the Red
Sea. Some other Pharaoh, whose mummy did not survive, and who
was a member of some other dynasty, was the Pharaoh of the Ex-
odus. The Eighteenth Dynasty is therefore improperly dated by con-
ventional historians, Christian and non-Christian. This is why we
should take seriously Courville’s  reconstructed chronology, at least
as a preliminary step for a thorough reconsideration of the chron-
ology of the ancient Near East.

Conclusion

The pharaohs, claiming omniscience, abandoned the free market
for labor – a market which offers men at least some means of
evaluating economic value. They claimed omnipotence, yet the
Pharaoh of the Exodus was totally vanquished. They extracted
rigorous service from the Israelites, yet they had no way of knowing
whether or not such service from the Israelites was a national
benefit. They believed that slavery was a national benefit, yet one of
them finally learned that it was a national disaster. ,The arrogance of
a sovereign central planning system was shattered in the year of the
Exodus. What several pharaohs had believed was rigorous service to
the Egyptian State turned out to be rigorous waste on a scale un-
dreamed of by the Pharaoh who first enslaved Israel. It was Egypt,
finally, which paid the price for this waste.

The modern version of the pharaohs’ economy, socialist eco-
nomic planning, also rests on an implicit assumption of near-
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omniscience of the central planning agencies. Like the pharaohs, so-
cialist planners are “flying blind .“ They cannot accurately calculate
true costs and benefits because they do not have access to the infor-
mation which is produced on a competitive free market. Centrally
planned economies are wasteful, tyrannical, and ultimately self-
destructive, just as the pharaohs’ economy was. Socialist economic
planning is an updated application of the religion of ancient Egypt.



4

ILLEGITIMATE STATE POWER

The king of E~pt spake to the Hebrew midwives, of which the name of
the one was Shiphrah,  and the nanw  of the other Push: And he said,
When ye do the ojice of midwfe to the Hebrew women, and see them
upon the stools [birthstools];  1~ it be a son, then ye shall kill him: but zf it
be a daughte~  then she shall live. But the midwive.sfeared  God, and did
not as the king of E~pt commanded them, but saued the men children
alive (Ex. 1:15-16).

The goal of every imperial bureaucracy is control. No factor in the
economy is supposed to be left to chance. This includes the popula-
tion factor. Since it is one of the most basic of all economic inputs, a
central planning agency which would leave population growth to
“chance” — the natural fertility rate of the population’s sexual partners
— would be abdicating its responsibilities. The Hebrews were there-
fore an “unknown quantity” economically. The veV presence of their
growing numbers in the face of deliberate oppression was a denial of the sover-
eign~ of the Egyptian bureaucracy.

There was also a religious issue at stake. Here was a significant
portion of the total population of Egypt which was clearly out of
favor with the ruler. The Pharaoh was in theory a divine figure; his
protection was given to his subjects in the name of the gods. (Egypt
was extremely polytheistic. ) Yet one of the primarys ymbols of bless-
ing, population growth, was present to a startling extent among this
foreign, enslaved people. The literal fulfillment of God’s covenantal
promise to Abraham (Gen. 17:2-6) before the eyes of the Egyptians
was a standing testimony to the sovereignty of a God other than the
gods of Egypt, a universal God whose power and authority were not
limited to the original homeland of these displaced people. Here was ~
a God who showed His presence among a defeated people, in stark
contrast to the theory of pagan antiquity that gods are local in their
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sovereignty and are themselves defeated when their people are
defeated by troops of another State. (See the disastrously erroneous
but typical arguments of the king of Syria in this regard: I Ki.
20:23-25. ) Thefertility  of the Hebrew slaves was a visible contradtition  of the
theology of the imperial bureaucracy. The Egyptians were determined to
call a halt to the extraordinary population growth of their newly en-
slaved Hebrew servants, and they were willing to resort to infan-
ticide to achieve their ends.

The unprecedented population growth of the Hebrews served as
a major threat to the sovereignty of the Pharaoh, who was the em-
bodiment of the Egyptian State. They posed a potential military
threat, since they might ally themselves to an invading foreign army
(Ex. l’:9-10). They might succeed in displacing the Egyptians, since
such population growth, if continued over several centuries, would
fill up the land. Furthermore, the very presence of a growing popula-
tion constituted an economic factor of great magnitude. How was
such a factor to be incorporated into the State economic plan? How
could they be controlled? How could the State supply them with
basic necessities? How could the State be certain that their labor was
being used in an efficient, productive fashion? How many imperial
cities could the Pharaoh afford to build? How long would the
resources of Egypt be absorbed by the Hebrews in their status as
public works employees? The Egyptians made them work rigorous~
(Ex. 1:14), but this could not guarantee that their efforts would be
productive.

The Lying Midwives

In response to the Hebrews’ multiplication, Pharaoh called in
two Hebrew midwives. He ordered them to kill all male infants born
to the slave women. Two women acting alone would not have been
able to kill more than a fraction of the male children born on any
day; therefore, many commentators have concluded that these two
midwives were the leaders of a midwives’ guild. As representatives of
the guild, they would have been required by Pharaoh to pass along
the order to the other midwives.

The midwives refused to participate in these evil plans. They
made a moral decision. They refused to obey the king, and they lied
to him about the reason for their supposed inability to obey: “And
the midwives said unto Pharaoh, Because the Hebrew women are
not as the Egyptian women; for they are lively, and are delivered ere
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[before] the midwives come into them” (Ex. 1:19).
This passage has bothered far too many orthodox commentators.

One person who could not accept the obvious – that God was pleased
with their successful lie — was John Murray. His chapter on “The
Sanctity of Truth” challenges their actions, just as it challenges
Rahab’s  famous lie to the authorities of Jericho concerning the
whereabouts of the Hebrew spies. “Let us grant, however, that the
midwives did speak an untruth and that their reply was really false.
There is still no warrant to conclude that the untruth is endorsed, far
less that it is the untruth that is in view when we read, ‘And God
dealt well with the midwives’ (Exodus I: 20). The midwives feared
God in disobeying the king and it is because they feared God that the
Lord blessed them (cf. verses 17, 21), It is not at all strange that their
fear of God should have coexisted with moral infirmity. ‘The case is
simply that no warrant for untruth can be elicited from this instance
any more than in the cases of Jacob and Rahab.” 1

I have commented elsewhere at some length on the legitimacy of
Jacob’s lie to Isaac.z I have also commented on the legitimacy of
Rahab’s  lie to the Jericho authorities. 3 Many of the same arguments
apply here. First, what else could the Hebrew midwives have done
to save the lives of the children, except lie? Second, did Pharaoh
deserve to be told the truth? Did the Nazis in World War II deserve
to be told where Jews were being hidden? If those Dutchmen or Ger-
mans who hid Jews in their homes to protect them in World War II
had been approached by the Nazis and asked if they had Jews hidden
in their homes, knowing that all Christians are somehow morally
bound to tell the truth at all times, no matter what, there would have
been a lot of condemned Christians and captured Jews. Silence
under such circumstances would have been regarded as an admis-
sion of guilt, and searches would have been conducted. Third, what
is spying, other than a lie? (This is why the rules of Western warfare
sanction the execution of spies during wartime, but men who are
captured in foreign territory wearing their nation’s uniform are sup-
posed to be treated as prisoners of war.) Fourth, what is wartime

1. John Murray, Princtpbs of Condud: Aspects of Biblical Ethizs (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, 1957), pp. 141-42.

2. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1982), ch. 19: “The Uses of Deception.”

3. Gary North, “Appendix 5 ,“ in R. J. Rushdoony,  The Institutes of Biblical Law
(Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig Press, 1973), pp. 838-42. Cf. Jim West, “Rahab’s
Justifiable Lie; C/wisttini~  and Civilization, 2 (Winter 1982-83).
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camouflage, other than a lie?
This last question bothered Murray, a veteran of the First World

War. When teaching a children’s catechism class, he criticized the lie
of Rebekah  and Jacob to Isaac. Then he asked the class about
camouflage. He denied that camouflage is a form of lying. It is only
concealnwnt,  not deception, and concealment is legitimate under cer-
tain conditions. We are allowed to conceal something from someone
“when that person has no right to know. . . .”4 But that, of course, is
the whole point. Did the authorities at Jericho have a “right to know,”
since they had been marked out by God for total destruction? Did
Pharaoh have a “right to know;  when he was seeking the destruction
of God’s people?

So desperate is Murray to maintain his position of the universal
immorality of lying that he speculates about the possibility that the
midwives’ tale really might have been the partial truth. “We need not
suppose that the midwives’ reply to Pharaoh was altogether void of
truth. There is good reason to believe that the Hebrew women often
bore their children without aid of the midwives. We may therefore
have an instance of partial truth and not total untruth, and partial
truth relevant to the circumstances.”5  But he does not tell us why
“there is good reason to believe that the Hebrew women often bore
their children without the aid of midwives .“ If this was the case
“of ten,” then how did the midwives survive as a guild? This, in fact,
is precisely the question Pharaoh should have asked them. He did
not think to ask: ‘What have you midwives been doing all these
years? Why is it that the Hebrew wives have only recently begun to
deliver their babies so rapidly?” That he failed to ask them this ques-
tion indicates that God had blinded him. That Prof. Murray also
failed to ask this question indicates that his false presupposition
blinded him.

The Pharaoh’s decision was clearly ad hoc in nature. He im-
mediately imposed a new policy of extermination: drowning, or at
least abandonment (1:22). This new policy also obviously failed,
since younger men participated in the Exodus —Joshua and his gen-
eration — and someone in Moses’ generation must have fathered
them. The extermination policy was clearly an interim measure, and
it was unsuccessful. Whether the original Pharaoh’s intent was the

4. John Murray: A Memortil  with Tributss (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1975), p.
46.

5. Murray, Printi)da  of Conduct, p. 141.
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ultimate extermination of the Hebrew slave population, or merely a
short-run population control device, it failed.

Conclusion

The midwives lied directly to the Pharaoh. Given the preposter-
ous nature of the tale, they lied baldly and shamelessly to him. And
the Bible is very clear concerning Goci’s opinion of such outright ly-
ing: “Therefore God dealt well with the midwives: and the people
multiplied, and waxed very mighty. And it came to pass, because the
midwives feared God, that he made them houses” (1:20-21).

By no bending of the Scriptures can legalistic commentators
(whose names, sadly, are legion in our era) find the slightest trace of
condemnation by God in the midwives’ act of defiance against the
constituted authority of Egypt. The State had spoken, and the mid-
wives dealt with it in devious defiance. A biblical principle is hereby
demonstrated. The illegitimate laws of a ciuil  government muy be legiti-
rnate~  skirted when they come into direct conrict with a jimdamental biblical
principle. (This principle was announced clearly by Peter in Acts
5:29: “We ought to obey God rather than men.”)G  In this case, the
principle being upheld by the midwives was the morality of resisting
the genocide of God’s covenant people. Godly men must obey God,
not the illegitimate demands of an apostate bureaucratic State.

Had the midwives been contemporary legalists, the infants
would either have been slaughtered, or else the lying, “compromis-
ing” legalists would have had guilty consciences and no new houses.
But the midwives were neither legalists nor moralists. They honored
God’s law in preference to the State’s law. In doing so, they acknowl-
edged the absolute sovereignty of God, as well as the limits that God places on
the authon”~  of the State.

(An interesting document relating to the historicity of Shiphrah,
or at least someone bearing this name, is provided by a papyrus
which is held by the Brooklyn Museum. It is a document from the
Thirteenth Dynasty. It lists 90 slaves, 30 of whom had Northwest
Semitic names. Shiphrah was one of these names. The conventional
dating of this document is about the eighteenth century B.C. How-
ever, according to Courville’s  reconstructed chronology, the Thir-

6. For a symposium on the question of the right of Christian resistance against
tyranny, see Christian@  and Civilization, 2 (Winter 1982-83), published by the Geneva
Divinity School, Tyler, Texas.
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tee”nth Dynasty was the dynasty of the Exodus. Though the attemp-
ted execution of the Hebrew males took place at least 80 years before
the Exodus, in the Twelfth Dynasty, Shiphrah could still have been
alive in the new Pharaoh’s household. At least, Shiphrah was a name
that could have been used both in the era of the oppression and the
Exodus. This lends further support to Courville’s  chronological re-
construction .)7

7. Donovan A. Courville, “A Biblical Reconstruction of E~pt’s Early
Chronology; Journal  OJ Christian Reconstruction, II (Summer 1975), p. 152. On the
papyrus, see Jack Finegan, L.ig/st from the Ancient Past (Princeton University Press,
1959), pp. 93-94; John J. Davis, Moses and the Gods of Egypt (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Baker Book House, 1972), pp. 49-50.
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ENVY, RUMOR, AND BONDAGE

And it came to pass in those days, when Moses was grown, that he went
out unto his brethren, and looked on their burdens: and he spied an
E~ptian  smiting an Hebrew, one of his brethren. And he looked this way
and that way, and when he saw there was no man, he slew the E~ptian,
and hid him in the sand. And when he went out the second day, behold,
two men of the Hebrews strove together: and he said to him that did the
‘wrong, Wherefore smitest thou thy fellow? And he said, Who made thee a
prince and a judge ouer us? Intendest  thou-to kill me, as thou killedst  the
E~ptian? And Moses feared, and said, Sure~  this thing is known (Ex.
2:11-14).

This passage raises several difficult points of interpretation.
First, was Moses a murderer? Second, why was he resented by the
Hebrew who had initiated the wrong? Third, what was the
motivating force behind the rumor? Fourth, what were the results
when this rumor became widespread?

Was Moses a murderer? Biblically, a murderer is a person who
fatally wounds another individual, and who has not received the
sanction of legitimate civil or divine law for carrying out the violent
act. “Thou shalt not kill” (Ex. 20:13) refers to the autonomous act of
one individual against another. It does not refer to capital punish-
ment by the civil government, since the law of God singles out
crimes that must be punished by execution (cf. Ex. 22:18-20). Also,
self-defense is a legitimate excuse; a biblical case law authorizes the
slaying of a thief if he breaks in at night, when his intentions — theft,
violence, or murder – cannot be readily known (Ex. 22:2-3). By
implication, we can legitimately slay a life-threatening (or poten-
tially life-threatening) attacker in defense of an innocent third party,
just as Moses did. It is the unsanctioned slaying which constitutes
murder. A man takes the law into his own hands; it has not been

69
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placed there by God or society. Murder is an act of self-proclaimed
autonomous man against another man, created in God’s image, who
is entitled to protection by the law of God.

Moses was not sanctioned by Egyptian law to execute the Egypt-
ian taskmaster. But this man had no biblically legitimate authority
over the defenseless Hebrews. Their land had been stolen, and the y
had all been kidnapped – a capital offense (Ex. 21:16).  He deserved
death, as did all the taskmasters in Egypt. The New Testament
affirms that Moses was a faithful man in the decision to stand with
his fellow Hebrews and then in hk flight from Egypt (Heb.
11:24-27).

Why did he do it? In part, because he made a miscalculation
concerning the hearts of his brethren. “And seeing one of them suffer
wrong, he defended him, and avenged him that was oppressed, and
smote the Egyptian. For he supposed his brethren would have un-
derstood now that God by his hand would deliver them: but they un-
derstood not” (Acts 7:24-25). The Pharaoh sought to kill Moses,
despite Moses’ position in the Pharaoh’s family, when he learned of
Moses’ act (Ex. 2:15).1

Moses was clearly the most highly placed Hebrew of his day. No
other Hebrew resided in the king’s household. No other Hebrew had
access to the highest authorities in the land. No other Hebrew had
grown up under the instruction of Egyptian tutors, possibly even to
serve as a ruler in the State. If Moses’ act was not murder, then we
have to view him as a judge of Israel comparable to Samson,
Deborah, Ehud, and other judges who defended Israel from con-
quering enemies.

Israel was a captive people. The Hebrews had been unlawfully
thrown into slavery. The covenant between the Egyptian State of
Joseph’s day and the Hebrews had been broken by Egypt. They had
become captives in a foreign land. Moses, who was used to the trap-
pings of authority, witnessed a criminal act by an Egyptian against a
Hebrew brother. Moses took action, thinking there were no

1. Donovan Courville  speculates that the daughter of Pharaoh was Sebek-nefru-
re, the daughter of Amenemhet III, and the last of the kings of Dynasty XII. He
also speculates that she married Kha-nefer-re, the twenty-fourth king on the Turin
papyrus. There is a legend that Chenephres  (Greek transliteration) was the foster-
father of Moses, but prior to Courville’s  chronological reconstruction, it was not be-
lieved possible, given this king’s placement on the Turin papyrus. Courville,  The Ex-
odus Probkm and its Ram@ations  (Loma Linda, California: Challenge Books, 1971), I,
pp. 155-57.
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witnesses. He brought judgment against a representative of the
Pharaoh, who had enslaved the Hebrews illegitimately. He acted as
a judge of Israel.

Immediately, the rumor spread. The man who had been de-
fended by Moses must have spread the word. When Moses con-
fronted two striving Hebrews, the guilty initiator of violence resisted
Moses’ intervention into the case. He challenged Moses’ right to rule
by threatening him. He reminded Moses of his own act, and by
implication he threatened Moses with death, since the Egyptian au-
thorities were ready to execute any slave who killed an Egyptian.
Moses instantly recognized the threat, and he fled Egypt.

The guilty man who had been challenged by Moses did not want
judgment by another Hebrew. He preferred to act immorally against
a Hebrew brother, striking him if necessary, while remaining in bon-
dage to the Egyptian State. He was ready to call the wrath of the
Egyptians down upon Moses, who represented Israel’s best hope and
highest placed representative. He wanted to remain free to commit
violence against another Hebrew, even if this freedom to act im-
morally would continue to cost him his opportunity to live as a free
man. He preferred bondage under Egypt rather than the rule of bib-
lical law. He preferred slavery under pagan law to freedom under
biblical law. This was to be the continuing theme for many years:
biblical law vs. slavish Israelites.

The speed with which the rumor spread astonished Moses, but
he knew that it would be hopeless to call its further transmission to a
halt. In only one day, the story had spread to one of the combatants,
and possibly to both of them. Moses recognized his vulnerability. He
was highly placed. He was not a slave. He was a Hebrew, yet he did
not share the trials and tribulations of the Hebrews. If he could re-
main in his station as the adopted son of Pharaoh’s daughter, he
could escape the rigorous service which was the expected fate of the
other Israelites. But he had already decided to cast his lot with the
Israelites (Heb. 11:24), and so, as the rumor spread, he knew that he
would be brought down, possibly even executed. The rumor spread,
which is to say that people  actively spread the rumoz

The Envy Factor

What would have been their motivation? If Moses was brought
low, what possible benefit could this have brought the Israelites? Was
it not a benefit to have a Hebrew in the house of the Pharaoh? It cer-
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tainly was beneficial centuries later, when Esther was the wife of the
Persian king. In fact, her high position saved the lives of her fellow
Hebrews. Would it not have been a wise policy for every hearer of
the rumor to caution the tale-bearer against spreading it further?
Wouldn’t such gossip threaten the one person in high places who
might mitigate the burdens of their slavery? And if Moses tumbled
from power, what Hebrew had anything to gain from his loss of
influence and wealth?

The answer should be obvious: no Hebrew would have been helped by
Moses’ fall.  Yet the rumor spread like wildfire, forcing him to flee.
Someone must have told an Egyptian, who carried the story to
Pharaoh. The joy of acting as a tale-bearer was too intense.2 It was
not covetousness which motivated them; it was envy. It was not the
expectation of increased personal wealth as a result of Moses’ fall,
but rather an intense excitement from contemplating Moses’ loss as
such. It was Moses’ very position that grated on the Israelites. It was
his ability to escape their daily life style that angered them. It was the
sheer]”oy  of seeing Moses brought low that helped to fan the~ames  of resentment
and spread the rumoz

Helmut Schoeck’s study of envy brings out the tremendous social
consequences of this universal sin. It is the root of socialism, he
argues. We cannot understand socialism as strictly the product of
covetousness (which Schoeck calls ‘~ealousy”),  that is, of the desire of
one group of voters to legislate for themselves a portion of another
group’s assets. These voting patterns are also maintained by envy:
the desire to destroy those who are perceived to be better off, better
looking;  more privileged, or whatever. Writes Schoeck: ‘It is
anguish to perceive the prosperity and advantages of others. Envy is
emphatically an act of perception. As we shall see, there are no ob-
jective criteria for what it is that stimulates envy. And herein lies the
error of political egalitarians who believe that it is only necessary to
eliminate once and for all certain inequalities from this world to pro-
duce a harmonious society of equals devoid of envy. Anyone who has
a propensity for envy, who is driven by that emotion, will always
manage to find enviable qualities or possessions in others to arouse
envy. . . . One begrudges others their personal or material assets,

2. On the sociology of secrecy, see The SocioloU  of GeorZ Simmel, translated by Kurt
H. Wolff (New York: Free Press, 1950), Pt. 4: “The Secret and the Secret Society.”
Simmel was an early twentieth-century sociologist.
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being as a rule almost more intent on their destruction than on their
acquisition. The professional thief is less tormented, less motivated
by envy, than is the arsonist. Beneath the envious man’s primarily
destructive desire is the realization that in the long run it would be a
very demanding responsibility were he to have the envied man’s
qualities or possessions, and that the best kind of world would be one
in which neither he, the subject, nor the object of his envy would
have them. For instance, an envy-oriented politician regards a lower
national income per ca@a as more tolerable than one that is higher
for all and includes a number of wealthy men .“3

The Hebrews of Moses’ day were envious, more arsonists than
thieves, more hostile to his outward success than desirous of per-
sonally replacing him in his position of authority. They were~eeing  re-
sponsibilip, and they did not want to be judged by a man who would
force them to adhere to God’s revealed law, to stand up against their
unlawful captors, and to take risks associated with full personal re-
sponsibility. They preferred to remain slaves and to delight in gossip
against their perceived superiors.

Another point stressed by Schoeck is that envy is primarily a
product of social proximip.  The closer someone is to the successful
person – not geographically, but socially – the more likely it is that
envy will spring up. “Envy plays a negligible part where it is a ques-
tion of restraining a prince, a head of state or a tycoon from absurd
expenditure”, but it plays an important part when one among almost
equals has got out of step.”4 This was Moses’ problem. He was so-
cially and racially a Hebrew, but he had escaped the burdens of his
people, The envy of the Hebrews was not directed against the
Pharaoh or his vizier; it was directed against a Hebrew who was en-
joying the external comforts of Pharaoh’s household. “The Pharaoh
was seemingly beyond a downfall; he was the incarnate god, the
State walking on earth. Moses, on the other hand, was uniquely
vulnerable: a Hebrew in an Egyptian court, a judge who had ex-
ecuted an Egyptian, and a member of an enslaved race.

The slaves viewed Pharaoh as a legitimate monarch, although by
God’s standards, he had broken a covenant between Egypt and
Israel. Moses was not seen as being a legitimate judge. “Who made
thee a prince and a judge over us?” taunted the Hebrew offqnder.

3. Helmut Schoeck,  Envy: A Theoy of Soctal Behavtor (New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich,  [1966] 1970), p. 19.

4.. Ibid., p, 349.
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Wasn’t Moses trying to elevate himself over his own people? How dare
he? He could be cut down to size! The phmaoh &d unassailable
power; Moses had completely assailable power. Moses was envied; the
Pharaoh was not. Social proximity was a threat to Moses. As a rich
man among envious people, he was too close for comfort. He fled.

Modern democratic societies are especially threatened by envy,
just as slaves within a slave society are. The similarity is this: men
are officially alike within a democratic social order; so are slaves in a
slave society. The official social proximity of the members of a demo-
cratic society makes envy far more likely than in a caste society or
traditional-feudal society, with their supposedly innate class or status
hierarchies. What is resented is not luxury as such, but relative  luxury
on the part of people who are regarded by the envious as being
essentially on a par with them.5 This is why it is futile and even dan-
gerous to pursue political programs of coercive wealth redistribution
in an age of envy. The closer society comes to the egalitarian goal,
the more envious men will become.

Moses seemed to be “lording  it over” the Hebrews. He was a lord,
as the adopted son of the daughter of Pharaoh, but socially (racially)
he was a Hebrew. He was close to them racially, and therefore he
was vulnerable. He could be brought low — back down to the level of
his fellow Hebrews – by the information they possessed. Even if it
might mean his life, they were willing to spread the tale.

Moses was not a murderer; he was a judge. Yet he was forced by
the murderous envy of the Hebrews to seek safety in a strange land,
where he married (Ex. 2:21). He was not accepted as a judge by the
Hebrews of his generation. He was like Joseph, whose envious
brothers sold him into slavery. He, too, went to a strange land, and
he also married the daughter of a foreign priest (Gen. 41:45).  In both
instances, the key role God gave to each — the delivery of his
kinsman from a crisis – could be achieved only by geographical separa-
tion and social separation. Moses would return from Midian as an
80-year-old man whose old enemy, the Pharaoh, had died (Ex.
2:23). He had been forgotten by his brethren, who still groaned for
deliverance. For a full generation, the Hebrews remained in bond-
age, while the one who might have delivered them, had it not been
for their intense envy, lived in the wilderness. They paid dearly for
their envy. And later, when they refused to forsake envy after the Ex-
odus, they paid with another 40 years of sufferings. fi

5. Ibzi.i., p. 220.
6. On envy in the wilderness, see Numbers 12 and 16.
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Envy vs. Economic Growth

Another aspect of envy is its inhibiting effect on social and eco-
nomic advance. The successful man who struggles to raise himself
above the common denominator faces envy because of his success.
Since those around him are socially close to him, every sign of suc-
cess raises the threat of envy. It then becomes imperative to conceal
the extent of one’s success, to keep others from discovering one’s
plans for the future. T Those who would advance themselves will
resort to deception. (The other alternative: moving away. This
removes success symbols and successful role models and skills from
the community.) Shared social goals in such circumstances must be
of a sort that do not involve the kind of economic or social change
which might elevate one man or a few families above the average.
But elites induce economic change by testing new processes and new
products. Only later, when the success of the venture has been
proven, will capital be made available widely to finance an extension
of its benefits to the masses.

Inequality is basic to human progress. Elites always are important in
the development of new ideas, new products, and new technologies.
The question is this: On what basis will the elites gain access to
capital? By political power? By an ecclesiastical monopoly? Or by
productivity that is valued by consumers, as demonstrated on the
free market? But we cannot escape the process of innovation by
elites. The key area of innovation is knowledge. Hayek comments:

The growth of knowledge is of such special importance because, while the
material resources will always remain scarce and will have to be reserved
for limited purposes, the uses of new knowledge (where we do not make
them artificially scarce by patents of monopoly) are unrestricted. Knowl-
edge, once achieved, becomes gratuitously available for the benefit of all. It
is through this free gift of the knowledge acquired by the experiments of
some members of society that general progress is made possible, that the
achievements of those who have gone before facilitate the advance of those
who follow. At any stage of this process there will always be many things we
already know-how to produce but which are still too expensive to provide
for more than a few. . . . If we, in the wealthier countries, today can pro-
vide facilities and conveniences for most which not long ago would have
been physically impossible to produce in such quantities, this is in large
measure the direct consequence of the fact that they were first made for a

7. Ibid., p. 50.
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few. . . . A large part of the expenditure of the rich, though not intended
for that end, thus serves to defray the cost of the experimentation with the
new things that, as a result, can later be available for the poor. . . . The
path of advance is greatly eased by the fact that it has been trodden before.
It is because scouts have found the goal that the road can be built for the less
lucky or less energetic. What today may seem extravagance or even waste,
because it is enjoyed by the few and even undreamed of by the masses, is
payment for the experimentation with a style of living that will eventually
be made available to the many. The range of what will be tried and later
developed, the fund of experience that will become available”to  all, is greatly
extended by the unequal distribution of present benefits; and the rate of ad-
vance will be greatly increased if the first steps are taken long before the
majority can profit from them. Many of the improvements would indeed
never become a possibility for all if they had not long before been available
to some. If all had to wait for better things until they could be provided for
all, that day would in many instances never come. Even the poorest today
owe their relative material well-being to the results of past inequality.8

Compulsory, State-enforced programs of wealth redistribution
are inimical to the social and economic progress of civilization. So is
envy.

Envy leads to a present-oriented socie@  This is a lower-class society, in
Edward Banfield’s  definition.g  Why should this present-orientation
be the product of envy? Schoeck elaborates: “The future, the only
field where the fruits of any development are to be reaped, lends it-
self to a co-operative approach, to exploitation by men able to ex-
change and co-ordinate their ideas, knowledge and desires. But this
is conceivable only when fear of the other’s envy, of his possible
sabotage or malicious sorcery, has to some extent been overcome.
No one can even begin to have rational aspirations for the future
unless he has a realistic view of what the future may be; but no such
prognosis can be made so long as each member of the group carefully

8. F. A. Hayek, The Constitution ojLiber~  (University of Chicago Press, 1960), pp.
43-44. Chapter 6 of Hayek’s book, “The Common Sense of Progress,” is invaluable.

9. Edward Ban field, The Unham+  CiQ Revisited (Boston: Little, Brown, 1973),
PP. 53-54, 61-62.  In the original  book, The ‘Untwaven~ City (Little Brown, 1970), he
included a more hard-hitting analysis of the lower-class, present-oriented in-
dividual: pp. 217-23. Writes Banfield in Revisitid: “The implication that lower-class
culture is pathological seems filly warranted both because of the relatively high in-
cidence of mental illness in the lower class and also because human nature seems
loathe to accept a style of life that is so radicalfy  present-oriented” (p. 63). He is in-
correct on one point: it is not “human nature” as such which is loathe to accept
present-oriented, lower-class culture. It is Christianity which finds it loathsome.
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keeps hidden his view of the future. Nor can a view that is conducive
to social and economic development be formed within a group until
its individual members are able, in frank discussion, to compare,
weigh and synchronize all their different pictures of the future. It is
precisely this, however, which more than anything else is impeded
by the ever-present fear that basically everyone, more especially our
near neighbor,, is potentially envious and that the best defence
against him is to pretend complete indifference about the future .“1°

Envy vs, Deliverance

This analysis throws light on Moses’ experience. How could he
serve as a leader of his people, given their entrenched envy? How
could he conspire with them to co-ordinate their efforts? He knew
within 24 hours of his execution of the Egyptian that his position as a
judge of Israel had been rejected by the Israelites. The best approach
was immediate flight. He would wash his hands of them.

God refused to allow him to wash his hands of them. For
decades, he was able to concentrate on his own affairs, independent
of his brethren, developing his talents as a shepherd — skills that he
would subsequently put to use during the final’40  years of his life-
time — but at last God called to him out of the burning bush. Moses
resisted, but eventually he went back to Egypt. This time, he came
as a stranger. This time, he came as an independent outsider from
another land. This time, he was not easily envied, since few
Hebrews could look upon hlm as a social equal who had somehow

,.

been elevated to a position of vulnerable authority. This time, he
came with signs and wonders to demonstrate his position as a judge,
one who came in the name of the God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob. This time, he would confront the Pharaoh directly, not in-
tervene secretly to eliminate one Egyptian persecutor. This time, he
would not be in a position to be ruined by the envy-motivated gossip
of a slave population. This time, a God-inspired future-orientation
would motivate him, and the Hebrew slaves followed out of awe,
fear, and hope. This time, he came as God’s agent, not as a social
equal. This time, his continual victories over Pharaoh would dem-
onstrate just who it was who had raised him up. This time, it was
Pharaoh, not a Hebrew slave, who would ask him who he thought he
was. No Hebrew. in Egypt would again taunt him with the words,

10. Schoeck, Env~ p. 46.
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‘Who made thee a prince and a judge over us?” This time, they
knew. This time, most important of all, they went free.

Conclusion

Moses was the victim of envy when the Hebrews of his youth
refused to subordinate themselves to his rule, and when they spread
the rumor of his execution of the Egyptian. He fled into the wilder-
ness for 40 years, leaving his brethren in slavery for an additional 40
years. Gossip placed a whole generation in needless bondage. It was
God’s judgment on them.

The sin of envy strikes the sinner. It restricts his ability to co-
operate with his fellow man. It rankles in his heart and can lead to
slower or even zero economic growth. In the case of the Israelites, it
led to an additional 40 years of bondage. The Hebrews preferred to
live in bondage to a socially distant, cruel, self-proclaimed divine
monarch than to subordinate themselves under a man of their own
covenant. They preferred to be slaves than to be under God’s repre-
sentative, Moses. They preferred the delights of rumor-spreading to
the delights and responsibilities of freedom. They preferred to tear
down Moses from his pedestal rather than elevate themselves, under
Moses’ leadership, to freedom. They received what they wanted,
another generation of servitude.



6

CUMULATIVE TRANSGRESSION AND RESTITUTION

And I will  give this people favour in the sight of the E~ptiuns: and it
shall come to pass, that, when ye go, ye shall not go empty: But ev~y
womun  shall borrow [ask] of h~ neighbou~  and of her that sojourneth in
her house, jewels of silve~ and jewels of gold, and raiment: andye shall
put them upon your sons, and upon your daughters; andye shall spoil the
E~ptians  (Ex. 3:21-22).

This promise of God to Moses was explicitly and completely
fulfilled at the time of the Exodus. Plague after plague had come
upon the Egyptians, and the y could stand no more after the final
plague, the death of the firstborn child of every house. “And the
Egyptians were urgent upon the people, that they might send them
out of the land in haste; for they said, We be all dead men” (Ex.
12:33). In order to speed the Hebrews along their way out of the
land, the Egyptians gave them what they requested: spoils. God’s
promise to Moses had not been a mere prophecy; it had been a com-
mand. “And the children of Israel did according to the word of
Moses; and they borrowed of the Egyptians jewels of silver, and
jewels of gold, and raiment” (Ex. 12:35). The Hebrew verb trans-
lated as “borrow” is the normal, everyday Hebrew word for “ask.nl
This was a form of tribute, like military spoils. The Israelites incurred
no debt to repay. Both the Egyptians and the Israelites understood
this.

The language of the Bible is peculjar  here. First, the Israelites
were told that they would find favor in the eyes of the Egyptians.
This is an odd use of the word ‘favo’r.” It did not signify love on the
part of the Egyptians. Their favor was the product of extreme fear.

1. U. Cassuto, A Comnwntq on the Book of Exodus (Jerusalem: The Magnes  Press,
The Hebrew University, [1951] 1974), p. 44.
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They feared the Israelites, for the God of these slaves was too power-
ful and dangerous. The Egyptians were not converted to this God;
they did not choose to worship Him. They chose instead to remove
His people from their midst, to put the fearful arm of God into a
different nation, They hoped to escape the earthly wrath of God by
encouraging the Israelites to leave as rapidly as possible, even
though the Israelites possessed the “borrowed” wealth. Pharaoh did
not even wait until morning to call Moses and Aaron before him
(12:31).  The ,favor  of the Egyptians was a fear-induced favor.

The second peculiarity of language is the use of the word
translated by the King James translators as “borrow.” It clearly
means “ask,” but here it implies “to extract under threat of violence .“
It meant tribute  – in this case, tribute to a depatiing  army rather than
to an invading one. - The Israelites had not tried to invade Egypt
militarily, but the Egyptians had created a hostile nation within the
boundaries of Egypt by having placed the Israelites in bondage.

Slavery

It is not clear just how long the Israelites had been in bondage.
By the year of the Exodus, they had been slaves for at least 80 years,
since Moses was born during the reign of the Pharaoh of the infan-
ticide edict, and he led the nation out of Egypt when he was 80 (Ex.
7:7; he died at age 120 [Deut. 34:7], and Israel spent 40 years in the
wilderness [Num. 14:33-34]). Courville’s  reconstruction indicates
that the daughter of Pharaoh who brought up Moses was the
daughter of Amenemhet III, who succeeded Sesostris  III. z Sesostris
III, concludes Courville, was the Pharaoh who first enslaved the
Israelites. s Therefore, the Israelites were in actual bondage for
perhaps a century, possibly one or two decades longer. I believe they
were in bondage for 80 years: two 40-year periods. It would depend
on the point of time in the reign of Sesostris III that he placed the
Israelites in bondage. If Courville’s  reconstruction is incorrect, or if
he has not accurately identified the proper kings of Egypt (assuming
his dating is basically correct, i.e., 1445 B.C. for the Exodus), then all
we can say in confidence is that the enslavement was at least 80
years. This conclusion rests on the additional assumption that the
Pharaoh of the enslavement was the same as the Pharaoh of the in-

2. Donovan Courville, The Exodus Problem and Its Ram@cations (Loma Linda,
California: Challenge Books, 1971), I, p. 157.

3. Ibid., I, pp. 147-48.
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fanticide edict, and that the edict was made at the same time as the
enslavement, and that Moses was born in that year. Since none of
these correlations is mandatory, it is possible that the enslavement
was longer than 80 years.

Slavery is a valid form of economic activity, according to the
Bible, but only under very speciiic  limitations. The maximum term
of a brother’s service is six years (Deut. 15:12). Even if a Hebrew
were to sell himself to a foreigner, he retained the right of redemp-
tion, as did his relatives (Lev. 25:47-55). No Hebrew could be en-
slaved under any circumstances for more than 49 years, for all of
them belonged to God (Lev. 25:54-55). The only perpetual slaves
were those of the conquered local tribes of Canaan, and only after Israel
had taken possession of her land, and also slaves purchased from
caravanners (Lev. 25:44-46). The Hebrews had been given the land of
Goshen, for Joseph had saved the lives of all Egyptians (Gen. 47:11).
The Egyptians had stolen Israel’s freedom. They had executed
Hebrew children (Ex. 1). They had stolen generations of Hebrew
labor. They had asserted illegitimate sovereignty over God’s people.
They had not set them free in the seventh year. In 1445 B. C., the bills
came due.

Restitution

If Israel could be punished by God for ignoring His laws regulat-
ing slavery, it is not surprising that Egypt should be forced to offer
restitution. The years in Egypt were to serve as a reminder to Israel
of the horrors and injustice of unregulated slavery, the terrors of be-
ing a stranger. The experience was supposed to move them to justice
(Ex. 22:21; 23:9; Deut.  10:17-19; 15:15).  Jeremiah spared no words
when Israel violated the laws regulating slavery. He promised them
the sword, the pestilence, and the famine; he promised them captivity
(Jer. 34:8-17). His words were fulfilled. They did not take the pre-
ferred form of escape. Neither did the Egyptians.

The Egyptians had sinned for several generations. God had
spared their fathers, but in Moses’ day, God extracted restitution
from the sons. He visits the iniquity of the fathers upon later genera-
tions of those who hate Him (Ex. 20:5). Not that the sons are
punished for their fathers’ sins (Deut. 24:16);  every man is to be put
to death for his own sin. But the iniquities of fathers in a society tend
to be the iniquities of the sons. There is historical continuity in life.
Some of the fathers and grandfathers had escaped external, cultural
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judgment, and their sons continued in the same sin. But there came
a time when the restitution came due. All the sabbatical years of
release that had been ignored, and all the capital goods that had
been required for them to give to the released slaves (Deut. 15:14),
had to be paid, plus a penalty for theft (Lev. 6:5),  by that final
generation. They themselves went into bondage to the invading
Amalekites (Hyksos, called the shepherd kings by conventional
historians) for at least a century.4 The glory of Egypt was removed.

If the sons are not to be punished for the sins of their fathers, why
should the generation in the year of the Exodus have been required
to bear such a heavy economic burden? The. explanation which is
most”consistent  with biblical law is the argument from the concept of
familistic capital. The heirs of earlier generations of enslaving Egyp-
tians had become the beneficiaries of the labor of earlier generations
of Hebrews. The fathers and grandfathers had extracted labor from
the Hebrews at below-market prices. Had below-market pricing not
been in effect, they could have hired the Hebrews to construct the
cities. However, thg wanted something for nothing: rigorous labor with-
out competitive wage rates. They had sunk their capital into
monuments for the Egyptian State. They had escaped the taxation
levels that would have been necessary to hire the services of the
Hebrews, had there been a free market for labor services. Their
heirs had become the beneficiaries of all the capital which had been
retained within the families — capital that would have gone to the
Pharaoh in the form of additional taxes to finance his self-glorifying
public works projects.

Furthermore, we can conclude that such capital could have been
invested in growth-producing activities. We have no idea what the
compound rate of economic growth was in that era, but some growth
in capital was possible. Therefore, the sons who saw their riches
‘borrowed” by the Hebrews were simply returning the compounded
capital that th~ and their ancestors had coercive~ extracted from the Hebrews.
The Hebrews had been forced to pay homage, in the form of taxes in
kind (labor services, forfeited freedom), to the Egyptian State. Now
the heirs of Joseph were collecting on past accounts which had finally

4. Siegfried J. .%Awantes,  A Shoti  Hi.rtmy oj the Ancient Near East (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Baker Book House?  1965), p. 76. Other historians believe that the period
of the Hyksos may have been two centuries. Courville  believes that the Hyksos
period was over four centuries: from the Exodus to Solomon. The Exodus  Problem, I,
pp. 124-25.
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come due. They were collecting capital which lawfully belonged to ‘
them. ‘The Egyptians were simp~  paying restitution. God had prospered
the pharaohs by giving one of them a monopoly over the grain sup-
plies in an era of famine. God’s representative, Joseph, had provided
the necessary agricultural forecast and the efficient administration of
the program. s Then the heirs of the Pharaoh enslaved the Hebrews,
who had been promised the land of Goshen as a permanent reward
(Gen. 45:8-10; 47:6). The State, in the person of Pharaoh, had
broken the covenant. That covenant was a civil covenant with God,
since it had been established with His people. God, in the day of the
Exodus, collected His lawful tribute. They had broken their treaty
with His people, and as the Hebrews’ lawful sovereign, He intervened
to bring judgment upon the Egyptians.

There is no escape from the laws of God, either individually or
socially. God held the Egyptians fully responsible for upholding their
covenant with the Hebrews. The Egyptians had profited from
Joseph’s warning. They had also profited from the labor provided by
generations of Hebrews. They were held fully responsible for deci-
sions made by the pharaohs. They paid for their sins, and because of
the additional capital possessed by the Egyptians of the Exodus
period – as a direct result of the reduced taxes paid by their ancestors
— they also paid for the sins of their fathers. After all, the Egyptians
of the Exodus period were the beneficiaries of the sins of their
fathers. They had been bound by the terms of their fathers’ promise
to Israel that the land of Goshen would belong to Israel, and they
had broken this covenant.

The Egyptians paid more than jewels to the Hebrews. They paid
their firstborn. God had told Moses that this would be the price ex-
tracted from them if they did not repent through their representa-
tive, the Pharaoh: “And thou shalt say unto Pharaoh, Thus saith the
Lord, Israel is my son, even my firstborn. And I say unto thee, Let
my son go, that he may serve me: and if thou refuse to let him go,
behold, I will slay thy son, even thy firstborn” (Ex. 4:22-23). The
Egyptians had enslaved God’s firstborn. They had, in effect, kidnap-
ped them. The penalty for kidnapping is death (Ex. 21:16). By refus-
ing to allow the Israelites to go and sacrifice to their God, the
Pharaoh was admitting that he was guilty of kidnapping, for he was

5. Gary North, The Dominion Couenant: Genesis (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1982), ch. 23: “The Entrepreneurial Function .“
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stating clearly that the people of Israel were his, when in fact they
belonged to God. When the Egyptians made restitution, it was ex-
pensive beyond their wildest imaginations. The heirs (firstborn) of
the slave-owners were slain.

Tribute

The Pharaoh, as a self-proclaimed divinity, was viewed as the only
incarnate representative on earth of the Egyptian gods. It was the king
who brought the crucially important annual flood of the Nile.
Frankfort comments on this: “Even as late an author as Ammianus
Marcellus  [late 4th century, A. D. – G. N. ] knew that the Egyptians-.
ascribed plenty or famine to the quality of their king — not, in a
modern sense, to his quality as an administrator, but to his effective-’
ness as an organ of integration, partaking of the divine and of the
human and entrusted with making the mutual dependence of the
two a source of ‘laughter and wonder.’ “G It was the king who, as a
divine being, brought moral order to the whole world. Thus, when the
Pharaoh of the famine established policies that assured Egypt’s sur-
vival during seven years of famine, thereby reestablishing his owner-
ship of all Egypt, his followers could interpret his acts as inspired.
The Pharaoh could be understood as having reemphasized his own
divinity, and the power of the Egyptian gods, before his people.

By enslaving the Hebrews, the later Pharaoh was elevating the
gods of Egypt above the God of Joseph. The ancient world inter-
preted a military victory by one nation or city-state as the victory of
its gods over the gods of the defeated people. Thus, by enslaving the
Hebrews, the Pharaoh was announcing the sovereignty of Egypt’s
gods over Joseph’s God. By bringing Egypt to its knees at the time of
the Exodus, God was ritually announcing His sovereign y in the
most graphic way possible. The Egyptians had lost their prosperity,
their children, and now their jewelry. The gods of Egypt had been
brought low. Only the outright destruction of Egypt’s army, followed
by an invasion and conquest by foreigners, could have made the pic-
ture any more graphic, and these events were shortly to follow. T,he
Pharaoh-god would perish with his army.

The gods of Egypt paid tribute to the God of Israel. This tribute was
paid by the representative of Egypt’s gods, Pharaoh, as well as his

6. Henri  Frankfort, Kingship and the Godz: A Study of Ancient Near East Rel@ion as the
Integration of Socie~ & Nature (University of Chicago Press, [1948] 1962), p. 58.
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subordinates, the nobles and wealthy people who had amassed great
capital. It was paid to servants who represented the God of Israel.
The humiliation in such a transaction is easily understood.

The Slave Wife

The Exodus can be seen from another perspective, that of a man
who rejects his slave-wife. Exodus 11:1 has been translated in the
King James Version as follows: “And the LORD said unto Moses, Yet
will I bring one plague more upon Pharaoh, and upon Egypt; after-
wards he will let you go hence: when he shall let you go, he shall
surely thrust you out hence altogether.” An alternative reading
throws more light on the concluding clause: “. . . after that he will
let you go hence; as one letteth go a slave-wife shall he surely expel
you hence .“7

Exodus 21 begins the detailed presentation of the laws of God,
immediately after the presentation of the ten commandments, or
general principles of God’s law. What is significant about Exodus 21
is that it begins with the laws applying to slavery, the social and economic con-
dition from which God hasjust~eed His people. It was a topic which was
eminently familiar to them.

Exodus 21:7-11 provides the laws dealing with the slave wife. If a
man sold his daughter to be the wife of a master, with the purchase
price going to the father rather than to the wife as her dowry, then
she needed protection. The dowry was permanently forfeited by the
husband if he unlawfully divorced her, or did not deal with her as a
lawful wife. Rushdoony has commented on the function of the
dowry: “The dowry was an important part of marriage. We meet it
first in Jacob, who worked seven years for Laban to earn a dowry for
Rachel (Gen. 29:18).  The pay for this service belonged to the bride
as her dowry, and Rachel and Leah could indignantly speak of
themselves as having been ‘sold’ by their father, because he had with-
held from them their dowry (Gen. 31:14, 15). It was the family
capital; it represented the wife’s security, in case of divorce where the
husband was at fault .“8

The girl who was sold to a master did not personally possess a

7. David Daube,  The Exodus Pattern in the Btble (London: Faber& Faber, 1963), p.
56. He relies heavily on the work of Reuven Yaron’s  article in the Revue Znternationale
des Droits  de VAntiquite, 3rd Series, Vol. IV (1957), pp. 122ff.

8. R. J. Rushdoony, I%e  Instituta of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973), pp. 176-77.
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dowry; it belonged to her father. She had the legal status of a con-
cubine, a wife without a dowry. Biblical law nevertheless protected
her. If the master decided not to marry her after all, he was required
to allow her to be redeemed (bought back); he could not sell her into
a foreign nation, “seeing he bath dealt deceitfully with her” (Ex.
21:8). “And if he have betrothed her unto his son, he shall deal with
her after the manner of daughters. If he take him another wife; her
food, her raiment, and her duty of marriage, shall  he not diminish.
And if he do not these three things unto her, then she shall go out
free without money” (Ex. 21:9-11). In other words, her family, which
had received payment for her, owed the master nothing under such
circumstances. She did not have to be bought back.

Israel had not been treated justly in Egypt. Her Egyptian “hus-
band” had not dealt with her as a lawful wife. She deserved her free-
dom, but the Egyptians had refused to let her go. Furthermore,
Israel had never been a slave-wife. Joseph had increased Egypt’s
wealth, and Pharaoh had granted Israel the land of Goshen. The value
of that good land, the best in Egypt (Gen. 47:11), had been transfer-
red to Israel. This was Israe~s  dow~. Now Israel was being cast out, as
if she were a slave-wife. ‘A real wife is entitled to her dowry. Instead
of a mortgage on the land of Goshen, which the Egyptians should
have paid to Israel, the Israelites took the jewels (female adornment)
of the Egyptians. Egypt could not legitimately treat Israel as a slave-
wife, sending her out without her lawful dowry. The verse following
God’s revelation that Pharaoh would expel Israel as a slave-wife
reads: “Speak now in the ears of the people, and let every man bor-
row of his neighbour, and every woman of her neighbour, jewels of
silver, and jewels of gold” (Ex. 11:2).

Conclusion

Egypt could not escape the principle of restitution. Restitution
extends to the cross. God required payment by His Son, Jesus
Christ, to atone for the sins of mankind, both collectively (common
grace) and individually.g  This transaction should also be understood
as the payment of a dowry, thereby making the church, Christ’s
bride, a lawful wife, not just a concubine. Egypt made restitution.
Egypt offered her sacrifice, the firstborn, to God, since no Egyptian

9. Gary North, “Common Grace, Eschatology,  and Biblical Law,” The Journal of
Christian Reconstruction, III (Winter 1976-77).
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was willing to make restitution by the shedding of a lamb’s blood,
“for there was not a house where there was not one dead” (Ex.
12 :30b). God required restitution for the years of servitude beyond
the maximum permitted, six. In fact, Egypt even owed Israel for the
first six years, since the six-year slave contract was a debt-slavery
contract, and Israel had not been in debt to Egypt. Egypt had acted
as though Israel had been a lawful captive in wartime, or a debtor to
Egypt. Israel was neither. Furthermore, Egypt owed restitution for
having kidnapped Israel. Egypt owed Israel for having treated Israel
as less than a full wife, trying to expel her without returning her
dowry, as though she had been a slave-wife. Egypt paid dearly for
these acts of long-term lawlessness.

The cost of the pharaohs’ brick pyramids and brick treasure cities
turned out to be far higher than any Egyptian, especially the various
pharaohs; had dared to calculate. Any intuitive cost-benefit analysis
in the mind of a pharaoh — so many benefits, in time and eternity,
from a new pyramid or city versus so many expenditures in feeding

, and controlling the Hebrew slaves — turned out to be catastrophically
erroneous. The pharaohs drastically overestimated the benefits of
their construction projects, and they underestimated the real costs of
enslaving the Hebrews.. The pharaohs had abandoned the most im-
portant pair of guidelines for making accurate cost-benefit analyses,
namely, thejee  market, which establishes prices, and the law of God,
which establishes God’s justice. All the pharaohs, from the enslaving
Pharaoh to the Pharaoh of the Exodus, ignored the principle of resti-
tution in their dealings with the Israelites. When the final bills came
due, ancient Egypt collapsed.
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THE OPTIMUM PRODUCTION MIX

And Pharaoh said,  Behold, the people  of the land now are many,  andye
make them rest from their burdens. And Pharaoh commanded the same
day the taskmaster of the people, and their ojlicers,  saying, E shail no
more give the people straw to make bn”ck,  as ha-etofore:  let them go and
gather straw for themselves (Ex. 5:5-7).

God, having witnessed the oppression of His people by the
Egyptians for at least 80 years (Ex. 3:9), sent Moses and Aaron be-
fore the Pharaoh. God did not instruct Moses to ask for an im-
mediate and permanent release of His people from bondage; Moses
was only to request a time of religious sacrifice for them (Ex. 3:18;
5:1). However, given the theology of Egypt, this would have to be re-
garded by the Pharaoh as blasphemy. The Pharaoh was believed to
be the sole divine-human link, the god Horus walking on earth, who
would become Osiris at his death, and who was also the descendant
of Re, the sun god. Frankfort has summarized this doctrine of divine
kingship: “E~ptian  kingship emerged at the end of the predynastic
period. Of this the Egyptians were well aware; they recognized a
first king of the first dynasty, Menes. Tradition named as his
predecessors the ‘semidivine spirits’ who had succeeded rule by the
gods. These in their turn had been preceded by the Creator, Re.
Monarchical rule, then, was coeval with the universe; the Creator
had assumed kingship over his creation from the first .“1

Moses’ request to allow the Israelites to sacrifice to a foreign God
was an affront to this Pharaoh. This Thirteenth Dynasty king2 — a
weak dynasty — was not ready to admit the existence of any rival to

1. I-IenrYFrankfort,  Kingship and the Gooh:  A Study of Ancient Near Eastern Religion as
the Integration of Socie~ & Nature (University of Chicago Press, [1948] 1962), p. 15.

2. I am assuming the correctness of Donovan Courville’s  reconstmcted
chronology of Egypt.
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his self-professed divine status. His answer was the answer of a sup-
posed cosmological sovereign: ‘And Pharaoh said, Who  is the LORD,
that I should obey his voice to let Israel go? I know not the LORD,
neither will I let Israel go” (Ex. 5:2). Like Nebuchadnezzar after him
(Dan. 3:15),  Pharaoh saw himself as the divine-human link, the
capstone of a bureaucratic pyramid in a divine State, beyond which
there could be no appeal. Also like Nebuchadnezzar, he was to be
cut down in the midst of his kingdom. Pharaoh was so enraged at the
request of Moses, that he decided to impose a punishment on the
Israelites. He forbade the taskmasters to deliver straw to the
Hebrews for the construction of bricks. Their work load would
therefore increase, since the size of the bricks would remain the
same, and presumably also the numerical quotas. “And the tale of
the bricks, which they did make heretofore, ye shall lay upon them;
ye shall not diminish ought thereof for they be idle; therefore they
cry, saying, Let us go and sacrifice to our God” (Ex. 5: 8).s

This punishment was calculated to accomplish several ends.
First, and perhaps most important, it was to discourage Moses and
Aaron from challenging his authority as a divine master. If they did
it again, their people would be injured even more. Second, it was an
effective means of alienating the people from these two leaders. If,
every time the y came before Pharaoh in the name of their God, the
two leaders would draw the wrath of Pharaoh upon the Israelites,
the Israelites would presumably seek to disassociate themselves from
the pair. They would bring pressure on them to cease and desist.
This would tend to discourage all future leaders from rising up in the
name of the slaves, or in the name of their God. The slaves, without
leadership, would remain slaves. Third, the Pharaoh would be able
to reduce the costs of construction of his cities. The output of the
slaves would remain constant, but the State’s input costs would be
reduced. No longer would Egyptians be expected to supply the
Israelites with straw. This labor service would henceforth come from
the slaves. Fourth, the slave population w~uld be scattered (Ex. 5:12),
thereby reducing the potential military threat to Egypt.

3. Prof. A. S. Yahuda argued that the use of the Hebrew word for “tale” is so
specific that it demonstrates that Exodus was not written by some post-exilic priest.
The “tale” was a specific measurement, not a numerical quantity. He points to the
discovery of a tomb picture which shows a man measuring the bricks. The writer of
Exodus was therefore familiar with this specific usage. Yahuda,  The Accuracy of the
Bible (New York: Dutton,  1935), pp. 76-77.
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Pharaoh removed one of the crucial factors of production from
the brick-making process. Yet he required that the daily output of
bricks be maintained. His edict reduced the division of labor, since it
forced the Hebrews to search out and collect straw, in addition to
producing the bricks. Specialization was reduced. The edict required the
same output despite a reduction in raw material costs. Given the in-
escapable reality of scarcity, the edict therefore required a compen-
sating increase in labor in@t.s from the slaves. These would be unpaid
labor inputs. Previously, the slaves had been allowed  to concentrate
on the task of producing bricks from the raw materials supplied by
the Egyptian State. Now their time would be also expended in
achieving an additional step in the production process. They would
have to work longer hours, or work more intensively, or both, in
order to produce the same quantity and size of bricks. Specialists in
straw-gathering may have been recruited from within the Hebrew
community and trained. They would have been removed from the
normal work force, thereby increasing the labor burden on those
who remained in close proximity to the construction projects. The
edict by Pharaoh placed a great burden on the backs of an already
heavily burdened slave population.

I

Iteduced  Efficiency

The punishment was fully consistent with the nature of the sin of
the slaves, as perceived by Pharaoh. He said that they were idle,
since they wanted time off to sacrifice to their God. Such a waste of
time could not be tolerated. It was idleness to substitute the worship
of God for brick production. “Let more work be laid upon the men,
that they may labour therein; and let them not regard vain words”
(Ex. 5:9).

Obviously, there was no day of rest for these slaves. It was a life
of almost unending drudgery, one which provided little hope. The
Hebrews were destined to spend their lives working on public works
projects that honored a false god, the Egyptian Pharaoh, and by
implication, the Egyptian State. Only the god of the State might be
legitimately honored, and its service was a heavy yoke, one devoid of
hope. The static empire of Egypt would, if the Pharaoh had his way,
require the compulsory service of the Hebrews until the end of the
world. For them, life would be a hell on earth. There would be no
rest, no progress, and no escape.

The scattering of the slaves was also important to Pharaoh. Like
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Christ, who told his enemies that anyone who does not gather with
Him scatters abroad (Matt. 12:30), the Pharaoh also wanted his

* enemies scattered. He no doubt recognized, as had the Pharaoh of
the enslavement, that the concentrated population of Hebrews in the
land of Goshen constituted a potential military threat to Egypt (Ex.
1:10). The Hebrews were scattered by the king’s edict (Ex. 5:12), for
they were no longer the recipients of straw imported from outside
Goshen. Obviously, in these massive building projects, the supplies
of straw in the immediate vicinity would have been depleted rapidly.
In all likelihood, the supplies had been depleted long before the edict
of Pharaoh, since it would have been less expensive for the Egyptian
suppliers to have collected the straw close to the construction sites,
which were in the region around Goshen. The cost of transporting
straw to the construction sites would continually rise, and the Pharaoh
transferred this economic burden to the Hebrews. They would have
to send more and more of their straw-gatherers out across the Nile
valley in order to find this necessary factor of production.

Predictably, the better quality resource, straw, was depleted, and
the Hebrews found it economically advantageous to substitute a less
efficient — techntialZy  less efficient – resource: stubble (Ex. 5:12). The
cost of Iocat ing and transporting straw grew too great; they had to
use stubble, working harder to produce as high a quality of brick as
before. This was economical~ more efficient, given the rising cost of
using straw, even though the straw was more efficient technically.
The Hebrews were forced to “cut corners” with stubble.

Pharaoh used the innate restraints of the land’s productivity as
a means of disciplining the Hebrews. This decision to misuse ,a fun-
damental law of economics – the God-imposed scarcity of nature —
turned out to be a disastrous one for Egypt. This was a deliberate
misuse of the phenomenon of scarcity. Instead of encouraging trade
and economic specialization, which scarcity is intended to encourage
— a curse which can become a blessing4 — Pharaoh’s edict reduced
both trade and specialization. Instead of reducing the costs of pro-
duction, Pharaoh’s edict deliberately increased the costs of produc-
tion, simply as a punishment. He was misusing God’s laws of eco-
nomics in order to humiliate His people and to keep them from wor-
shiping  the true God. For this, Pharaoh subsequently paid dearly,
as did his people.

4. Gary North, The Dominwn Covrnant:  Genesis (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1982), ch. 10: “Scarcity: Curse and Blessing.”
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The nature of the punishment testifies to Pharaoh’s understand-
ing of the issues involved: theological, political, and economic. He
also grasped at least some of the implications of the law of the op-
timum mix of production factors. This law of the optimum produc-
tion mix is a corollary to the law of diminishing returns. Perhaps it
would be more accurate to say that the law of the optimum production
mti is really another way of stating the law of diminishing returns. 5 The
existence of the optimum factor mix is the conclusion we reach when
we acknowledge the existence of the law of diminishing returns.
What do economists mean when they speak of the law of diminishing
returns?

Complementary Factors of Production

We note that when two or more complementary factors of pro-
duction are combined in the production process, output per unit of
resource input rises initially as we add the “sub-optimum” factor of
production, and then output begins to fall after the formerly “sub-
optimum” resource passes the point of optimality. This is an eco-
nomic law which might better be described as the law of variable pro-
portions. G One person, for example, cannot efficiently farm 800 acres,
unless he has specialized equipment. Facing the task of farming 800
acres, he adds additional labor. He hires another man to help him
work the land. By combining the labor of two workers, the worker-
owner sees the value of his farm’s total agricultural output increase
by more than the cost of hiring the extra laborer. So he adds more
laborers and/or equipment. Output value increases even faster than
input costs increase, initial~.  But at some point, the law of
diminishing returns (variable proportions) tells us, the increases in
output value will begin to lag behind the increases in factor input
costs. There will be too many workers on the fixed supply of 800
acres. They will get in each other’s way, or spend too much time
loafing, or fighting, or whatever. Output will actually decline if the
owner adds still more laborers without buying or leasing more land.
In other words, it will pay him to dismiss some workers. He will

5. Writes Murray Rothbard: “The law of returns states  that with the quanti~ of com-
plenrentay factors held constant, there always exists some optimum amount of the vaVing  factor”
Rothbard, Man, EconomA and State (New York: New York University Press, [1962]
1975), p. 30.

6. Joseph Schumpeter,  History of Economic Ana@is  (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1954), p. 260.
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either have to dismiss workers (the now excessive complementary pro-
duction factor) or add more land (the now “sub-optimum” production
factor) to the existing number of workers.

There is, in this agricultural example, an optimum mix (optimum
proportions) of the complementary factors of production: more land
or fewer workers. To produce a product at this optimum point
minimizes waste and maximizes income. The existence of such an
optimum point therefore pressures the resource owner to release one
factor of production – in this case, labor – so that this scarce factor
can be used in some other industry or on some other farm, thereby
increasing total output and maximizing consumer satisfaction with a
given quantity of resource inputs. The former resource renter is a
beneficiary of this decision: he no longer needs to pay for the freed-
up resource input. Other resource users also become beneficiaries,
for a new source of the scarce resource has now been made available.
The consumer is also a beneficiary: competition among producers
will tend to reduce the cost of final output and will also eventually
reduce the consumer price of the product.

We can examine this topic from another angle. If the ~w of
diminishing returns were not true, then by taking a fixed supply of
one factor of production and adding to it a complementary factor,
eventually the proportion of the first (fixed) factor in the production
mix would approach (though never quite reach) zero percent. After
you reach the point of diminishing returns, the original (fixed) factor
of production is increasingly ‘swamped” by the second (variable) fac-
tor. (Both factors are actually variable in practice; this is only an il-
lustration. ) To use an analogy from mathematics, the “swamped”
factor of production is like a fraction with an increasingly large
denominator, and therefore a decreasing value. One-to-two becomes
one-to-three, and then downward to, say, one-to-five billion. One
five billionth is obviously a lot smaller than one half. The value of
the fraction approaches zero as a limit. By fixing the numerator and
increasing the denominator, the “percentage contribution” of the
numerator to the “value” of the fractional number is reduced. T

To return to the example of the 800-acre farm, as we add more
and more men, we will eventually overwhelm the productivity of the
resource factor which is in fixed supply, namely, land. If by adding

7. The analogy is imperfect because there are no ‘optimal” fractions. You never
g-et increasing returns by adding to the denominator. The analogy applies only to the
case where the optimum production mix has been passed.
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men continually, without adding more land (the “swamped” fixed
production factor), we could increase output forever, then land and
labor in this example are not really complementary factors of pro-
duction. They do not really “work together” in the production proc-
ess, since we can endlessly increase the value of output by adding
units of only a single factor. This is the same as saying that the @o-
duction  factor which we keep adding is, in fact, the conswner product we
are producing. There really is no production process in this exam-
ple; our variable resource input is, in fact, the fwal output.

Let us consider this argument from another angle: subtracting
resources. If we could get an increase in the value of output by con-
tinually adding a variable resource, then we could also get a
decrease in the cost of inputs without lowering the value of output
simply by subtracting the previously “fixed” resource input. After all,
why pay for a resource which really is not contributing anything of
value to the production process? To use the subtraction example,
assume that land is now the variable resource and labor is the fixed
resource. (Maybe a labor union contract has made’ labor the fixed
resource. ) The value of output will not decline as we steadily reduce
the land component of the production mix. But in such a situation,
we really never had a production mix; the factors of production were
not really complementary.

To summarize: if we can forever continue to increase the value of
output by adding one factor of production, or (alternatively) if we
can maintain the value of output by continually removing the other
“complementary” factor, then there is no production process. There
is no true combination of production factors. The factors are not
really complementary.

We need not limit our discussion to land and labor. Land and
water are equally good examples. If you take away all the water in
agricultural production, you produce a fruitless desert. If you add
water continually, you produce a lake. Neither is a farm. There is, in
theory, an economical~  optimum production mix, in which the value of the
water (cost of providing it) and the value of the land (cost of leasing
or buying it) are combined to maximize net income — where one addi-
tional drop of water or one additional grain of dirt would reduce
total net income if either were added (paid for) in the production
process. Remember, we are talking about income, not technology as
such. We are not talking about maximum numbers of goods, but
about net income (revenues minus costs). We are, in short, discuss-
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ing economics, not plant biology or engineering.
The law of diminishing returns (variable proportions) applies to

every area of production, not just agriculture. 8 It is an aspect of the
creation. It existed even before the Fall of man and God’s curse of
the ground.

Scarcity Before the Fall

Even in the garden, there were diminishing returns – if nothing
else, in the fields of genetics, aesthetics, and technology. Adam had to
work in the garden. He had to make it more productive. He had to
combine factors of production in order to produce anything new.
Perhaps he had to plant one species in one spot rather than another,
for aesthetic effects. More likely, he would have begun to cross-breed
within certain species to produce flowers or edible fruits that did not
occur ‘naturally.” We are not told. What we are told is that he had a
responsibility to make the garden bloom. He needed to understand
technology and aesthetics in order to produce a fruitful environment.

What about economics? Did Adam face an economic law (con-
straint) of variable proportions, rather than just technological and
aesthetic constraints? I believe that he did. If we define scarcity as any
good for which there is greater demand than supply at zero price,
then Adam seems to have faced a world of scarcity. If nothing else,
his time had to be allocated. If he had worked on one job, he could
not simultaneously have worked on another. He would have faced
the decision to invest time and natural resources in producing one
capital good (tool of production). This would have been a true deci-
sion; he could not simultaneously have used these resources to pro-
duce a different-sort of capital good. The very concept of an eco-
nomic production decision implies an optimum productwn  mix, Only if
there was no scarcity (including a scarcity of time) before the Fall
could Adam have escaped the constraints of an economically op-
timum production mix. Then the production constraint would have
been exclusively technological, genetic, or aesthetic.

Knowledge

We need to focus on that most scarce of all resources, knowledge.
Was Adam omniscient? The Bible teaches that God alone is omnis-

8. Schumpeter, History, p. 261. See also Gary North, Genesis, ch. 21: “The Law of
Diminishing Returns.”
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cient. Omniscience is an incommunicable attribute of God. There is
a special knowledge which belongs only to God: “The secret things
belong unto the LORD our God: but those things which are revealed
belong unto us and to our children forever, that we may do all the
words of this law” (Deut. 29:29). Adam” therefore faced limits on his
knowledge. He had to learn. He faced a world which required an
educational process based on trial and erroz Eventually, there would have
been children and descendants. He could not perfectly have known
the mind of any other human being. Thus, he could not perfectly
have known other people’s wants, needs, and ability to pay in order
to attain their goals. He would have needed a source of publicly
available information (a price system) in order to learn about the
‘kinds of economic demand other people placed on the available
resources, including the demand for knowledge in its broadest sense,
and the demand for time. He would have needed knowledge con-
cerning just exactly what resources were available. His incentive to
discover this would have been dependent on the economic demand
for resources in the marketplace. Thus, the very concept of the in-
communicable attribute of God’s omniscience points to the in-
escapable concept of scarcity. Man has to give up something in order
to gain certain kinds of knowledge.

The Fall of man came, in part, because man was unwilling to
pay for a specific resource: righteous judgment. He refused to render
righteous judgment on Satan when he heard the tempter’s offer.
Adam did not immediately judge Satan provisionally and then wait
for God to return to render final judgment on the serpent. Adam did
not wait for God to render this final judgment and invest him and his
wife with the judge’s robes of authority before he ate from the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil. Adam therefore faced a scarce
universe, even in the garden. He faced scarcity of good judgment
and scarcity of time. He was unwilling to ‘pay the price,” meaning
the~”udgnzent  fm”ce and the time price. He wanted instant gratification. 9

But he could not escape paying a price. The price he actually paid
was a lot higher than he had estimated. 10 He therefore faced the
restraint of scarcity.

9. Gary North, “Witnesses and Judges,” Btblical  Economics Toda~  VI (Aug. /Sept.
1983), pp. 2-3.

10. North, Genesis, ch. 9: “Costs, Choices, and Tests.”
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Management and Specialization

The creation has built into it incentives for management. The
very genetic structure of plants  and animals makes management by
man technologically productive. Men can master the art of breeding
animals and plants, a subordinately creative skill which is analogous
to God’s original creative act. The genetic structure of man also
makes management by man more productive, but not the kind of
management possessed by the breeder. Man is not given that kind of
authority over God’s image. The genetic reality of mankind is that
people are different in terms of their inborn capacities, despite being
members of a single species. (In this respect, mankind reflects the
Trinity, for God’s three Persons have varying functions in relation-
ship to the creation, despite being equal in essence and glory. ) Men
become more p~oductive  individually by co-operating with each
other. The most important aspect of this social co-operation is
ethical. The curse of the ground has made co-operation even more
imperative, for the creation’s original scarcity is accentuated by in-
creasing costs as a result of the curse on both man and the ground.

The fact that in God’s creation there are complementary factors
of production implies that for any given output, there is a structure OJ
production. The planner must actively combine factors of production.
Complementary factors of production must be combined in terms of
a plan. One plan meets the requirements of the planner better than
all other possible plans. This plan is both personal and objztive,
because God’s personal and objective plan undergirds all human
planning, and gives meaning to all human planning. The existence
of an omniscient God with a perfect plan is what makes possible
human planning, 11 Thus, we must conclude that there is a law of
diminishing economic returns, even without the curse; the curse has
only increased the need to plan production carefully because of the
effects of entropy. The importance of allocating resources is
magnified in a cursed world, but there was still an allocation prob-
lem in the garden. _

Epistemology and Optimum Production

We must recognize the reality of the economic implications of the
fact of scarcity. If there were no optimum production mix, then
Pharaoh’s punishment would make no sense. It would have been no

11. Ibid., ch. 4: “Economic Value: Objective and Subjective.”
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punishment at all. The Hebrews would have been able to manufac-
ture just as many bricks as before with no additional inputs, in-
cluding labor. But the punishment was a punishment, as the
Hebrews complained to Moses. The Bible therefore draws our atten-
tion to economic theory at this point. There is an optimum produc-
tion mix. There h a law of diminishing returns. We achieve greater
output per unit of resource input by means of the division of labor
and the consequent specialization of production. For any given proc~
ess of production, at any @int in time, the economist tells us that there
is some theoretical optimum mix of production jactors.

There is a major epistemological  problem here: a ‘point  in time”,
is a theoretically discrete unit of time which is in fact irnmasurabk
and is therefore outside of time. A point in time is therefore timeless. It
is analogous to a theoretically discrete point in a line which is also
autonomous and immeasurable. A point in time is a theoretical (and
indescribable) period in which human action is not possible — “no
time for action” — and if human action is not possible, it becomes
problematical (self-contradictory) to speak of such phenomena as
market-clearing prices, knowledge, and responsibility. We are deal-
ing here with innate contradictions or antinomies in all human
thought, so at best we can only approach the idea of the optimum
production mix, just as we can only approach the idea of economic
equilibrium. If we lean too heavily on the weak reed of autonomous
human logic, the reed collapses.

While men can never have perfect knowledge of this economi-
cally optimum production mix, either in theory or in practice,
especially in a world of constant change (including technological
change), they still must try to approach this optimum mix if they wish
to minimize waste and maximize income. Biblical economics in-
forms us that there is an objective plan in the mind of God which serves as
a theoretical foundation for the assertion of the existence of this eco-
nomical~  optimum mix. Maximum economic output (and therefore
maximum income) requires specific co-operation in terms of a plan.

It must be understood, however, that approaching this optimum
is not easy, even as a theoretical matter. What are the success in-
dicators that enable planning agents to determine whether or not
the y are approaching the optimum production mix? The existence of
projt and loss ina%ators  in a competitive free market is the preliminary
answer. Nevertheless, these indicators have built-in limits, both in -
practice and in theory. Modern economic theory is officially in-



The Optimum Production Mix 99

dividualistic. But methodological individualism, if pursued to its
logical conclusion, does not allow us to conclude anything about op-
timum aggregates. Once again, the problem of making interper-
sonal comparisons of subjective utility reappears to haunt the hu-
manistic economist.

We cannot legitimately, as “neutral” humanistic economists,
make interpersonal comparisons of subjective utility. This means
that civil government cannot make such comparisons scientifically.
‘Since all costs and benefits are subjective, no government can ac-
curately identify, much less establish, the optimum quantity of
anything.”lz But neither can any other organization. According to
the principles of methodological subjectivism, individuals can only
make comparisons of the subjectiue~  intmpreted  results of their own sub-

jective~ constructed plans, and even here, there is the epistemological
problem of making intertemporal comparisons. 1s After all, I may have -
forgotten today what I really intended to achieve yesterday. Or my
tastes may have changed in the meantime. Furthermore, the pur-
chasing power of the monetary unit may have changed, yet I cannot
measure the extent of this change without constructing an aggregate
index number of prices, including the subjective importance or
“weighted average” for me of each price change. I need permanent
standards — ethical standards above all, but also aesthetic and eco-
nomic standards — to make such comparisons over time. 1 need an ob-

jective personal Index number” by which to measure etonomic change, But by
the logic of methodological individualism, there are no such fixed
reference points, no unchanging standards. There are no objective
standards by which I can formulate my subjective standards, nor .
can I measure economic changes over time. There are no such scien-
tific measures.

In short, modern economic theory is incapable of discovering
what this optimum production mix is, either in the case of a private
firm or in the case of a society. The concept of “optimum” necessarily
involves the use of aggregate value, including value aggregates that

12. Charles W. Baird, “The Philosophy and Ideology of Pollution Regulation,”
Cato Journal, II (Spring 1982), p. 303.

13. Ludwig Lachmann, Capital, Expectations, and the Market Process: Essays on the
Theoy of the Market Economy (Kansas City, Kansas: Sheed, Andrews & McMeel,
1977), pp. 83-85. Lachmann appeals to the epistemologically  suspect “common ex-
perience” in a desperate and ill-fated attempt to refute Prof. G. L. S. Shackle’s asser-
tion that an individual cannot make intertemporal comparisons.
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must be compared over time. But pure subjective value theory, if
pressed to its logical conclusions, cannot deal with interpersonal
value aggregates, nor is it possible for “scientific” economics to com-
pare intrapersonal subjective utility over time. Thus, the more con-
sistent economists have admitted that no one can scientifically deter-
mine the optimum quantity of anything.

This is why God’s revelation of His permanent law structure is an
imperative concept for the very existence of truly logical economics.
Without such a permanent standard, simultaneously personal and ob-
jective, economics is logically impossible. In a subjective universe
without an authoritative God who reveals Himself to man, who in
turn is made in God’s image and can therefore understand God’s reve-
lation to man, there can be no permanent objective standards that are
relevant or meaningful for human action, including economics.

Other Things Never Remain Equal

One critic of the concept of the law of diminishing returns is Julian
Simon. He argues that economists have erred in attempting to apply
the concept in the case of mineral extraction. “The concept of
diminishing returns applies to situations where one element is fixed in
quantity – say, a given copper mine — and where the type of technol-
ogy is also fixed. But neither of these factors apply to mineral extrac-
tion in the long run. New lodes are found, and new cost-cutting ex-
traction technologies are developed. Therefore, whether the cost rises
or falls in the long run depends on the extent to which advances in
technology and new lode discoveries counteract the tendency toward
increasing cost in the absence of the new developments. Historical y,
as we have seen, costs have consistently fallen rather than risen, and
there is no empirical warrant for believing that this historical trend
will reverse itself in the foreseeable future. Hence there is no ‘law’ of
diminishing returns appropriate here.”14

Simon also applies this interpretation of the law of diminishing
returns to the field of population theory. He argues that classical eco-
nomic theory followed Malthus  and held that additional people
would reduce the per capita share of fixed economic resources. “The
more people using a stock of resources, the lower the income per per-
son, if all else remains equal.~~15 But new people  coming into the

,

14. Julian Simon, The Ultimate Resource (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1980), p. 53.

15. Ibid., p. 257.
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community have the effect of changing the responses of other people,
especially their parents. Fathers start working harder, or longer
hours, or both. 16 Parents become more future-oriented in many in-
stances. They begin saving a larger proportion of their income. In
short, the hone ymoo.n  is over when Junior arrives. “More mouths to
feed” means more food to feed them in nations that are future-
oriented and whose people possess what is known as the Protestant
(or Puritan) work ethic.

These observations, however, must not be taken as refutations of
the existence of the law of diminishing returns. On the contrary,
such evidence points directly to the existence of such a law. If it is
true, as it so often appears to be, that “necessity is the mother of in- ‘
vention,” then from whence comes the perceived necessity? If addi-
tional mouths to feed call forth ever-greater exertion and creativity
to feed them, how is it that these mouths produce the desirable
stimulus? Isn’t it because there was an optimum production mix
under the old conditions that was disturbed by the new mouths? Isn’t
it because the new conditions changed the thinking of the former
honeymooners, giving them new incentives to mature and become
more responsible? Isn’t it the very pressure of the optimum produc-
tion mix which calls forth better efforts to find new combinations of
resources (new plans)  in response to new economic conditions?

The law of diminishing returns (optimum production mix) is an
aspect of the creation which can, given the proper ethical and in-
stitutional circumstances, lead to human progress. Sinful men need
to be pressured into greater self-discipline, more effective thinking,
and better strategies of innovation. One of the means of calling forth
these better efforts is scarcity. While the law of diminishing returns
would have prevailed in the garden, the direct economic incentives
to overcome scarcity in a cursed world augment this original aspect
of the creation. Thus, it is unwise to de-emphasize the importance of
this law of human action, as Simon appears to do. But the concept
should not be misused, either. It should not lead men to conclude

that the price of raw materials will necessarily rise if population
grows. The concept should not be used to justify a zero population
growth ideology.

What we should understand is that the existence of an optimum
production mix is what lures entrepreneurs, inventors, and

16. Ibid., p. 260.
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economists to seek out better (less wastefhl)  ways to accomplish their
goals in the midst of endless change. Discover this better way, and
then persuade the consumer to spend hti nwngv  on your servke or product
because you have, in fact, discovered this better way, and you, the
producer, will prosper. So will the consumers. The existence of
profits in a free market is the success indicator which reveals the bet-
ter way, meaning a more optimal mix of scarce economic resources.

Success Indicators and Relevant Information

Men are supposed to co-operate. This is an ethical requirement,
but it is also an economic imperative, if men wish to increase their
per capita output. In almost all cases, the intervention of the State
into the market reduces this co-operation, since such intervention
thwarts the voluntary transfer of accurate, self-correcting economic
information. State interference reduces the division of labor in most
cases, although it can also lead to overspecialization when it en-
courages technical developments that are, from the point of view of
the market, uneconomical. 17 To prevent both overspecialization and
underspecializat ion, producers need the continual feedback of eco-
nomic information provided by the market’s pricing system. This
means that the y need private ownership, for without this, there can
be no rational assessment of profit and loss, meaning no economic
calculation. Without private ownership, it becomes difficult or im-

17. An example of such “forced” technological innovation is the development of
capital-intensive, labor-saving equipment which has been adopted by producers
because of the artificially high cost of hiring trade union laborers. The producers
substitute expensive labor-saving equipment when the cost of labor gets too high. If
the government had not granted to the trade union the right to keep employers from
firing strikers and hiring replacements (“scabs”) during a strike, the employers
would have been able to hire laborers at a market price. The above-market price of
unionized labor encourages employers to search for labor substitutes.

The mechanization of California fruit and vegetable farming accelerated after
the “bmcero”  program, which allowed the growem  to hire Mexican aliens to work in
the fields, was made illegal in the 1960’s. It was also at this time that the United
Farm Workers, under Cesar  Chavez, began to grow signilicanrly.  Laws against “il-
legal aliens” push up labor costs by restricting the supply of legal laborers; this en-
courages overinvestment in labor-substituting equipment — overinvestment com-
pared to what economic freedom would have produced.

It is significant that Israel had no laws that discriminated against “strangers in
the land.” No laws against immigration or emigration exist in the Bible. A free
market in labor services is established by biblical law. The “city on a hill” in the Bible
has no barbed wire around it, to keep foreigners out or citizens in. It is the modern
humanist societies that erect barbed wire barriers: the West to keep out
“undesirables,” and the East to keep in “desirable .“



The Optimum Production Mix 103

possible for future-predicting entrepreneurs to collect profits that are
the residual of accurate forecasting. 18

An enslaved population is unable to make full use of the informa-
tion which is available to producers, for the source of the continual
correcting of this information must come from a bureaucratic
agency — an agency which does not offer employee incentives com-
parable to employee incentives in a free market for the collection of
accurate and economically relevant information, or incentives for affected
institutions to respond appropriately to new information. If a society
relies heavily on the output of an enslaved population, then its non-
slave members are also unable to make the most efficient use of the
available resources, for the society? information -delivey  system is made in-
creasing~ unreliable. Neither the slaves nor the taskmasters know what
scarce economic resources really should cost. Without a competitive
market, the planners are flying blind. Those who $y blind eventual~
crash.

Conclusion

The Pharaoh decided to tighten the screws on the Israelites. In
doing so, he reduced the freedom of a productive people to increase
the per capita wealth of the Egyptian nation. He imposed new costs
on them which could only reduce their productivity, either by reduc-
ing the division of labor” or by grinding them into despair, ” both of
which would ultimately waste Egyptian resources. He abandoned a
free market in goods and services. He increased the authority of his
bureaucratic State. He brought his judgment on the people of God,
merely because their representatives asked for time off to worship
God.

Because of Egypt’s heavy reliance on the slave system, neither
Pharaoh nor the nobles knew what the cost of any resource really
was. The more rigorously he enslaved them, the less reliable was the
economic knowledge available to the planners. The Pharaoh thereby
proclaimed his faith in Egypt’s theology: the sovereign y of the
Pharaoh and the bureaucratic State which was incarnate in his own
person. The result was the destruction of both the Egyptian State

18. North, Getmis, ch. 23: “The Entrepreneurial Function .“

and his person.
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COVENANTAL JUDGMENT

Then themagicians  said unto Pharaoh, This isthejnger of God: and
Pharaoh’s heart was hardened, andhe hearkened not unto them; as the
LoRDhadsaid(Ex.  8:19).

The supernatural contest between the representatives of God
and the magicians of Egypt escalated from the beginning. In the first
confrontation, Aaron cast down the rod that God had presented to
Moses. It became a serpent. The magicians matched this display of
supernatural transformation, but then Aaron’s serpent swallowed
the serpents of the Egyptians. This presumably did not help the
magicians to persuade Pharaoh that their’ magic was stronger than
the supernatural power available to these two Hebrews (Ex.
7:10-12). The second display of power involved the Nile’s water.
Aaron stretched out the rod, and the waters of Egypt turned to
blood. The magicians matched this supernatural act (Ex. 7:19-22).
In this instance, their magic seemed comparable to Aaron’s. How-
ever, this was no consolation to Pharaoh; now he had even more
bloody water than he had before the contest~  This same “victory” of
Egyptian magic was matched in the coming of the frogs (Ex. 8:5-7).
We can almost imagine Pharaoh’s consternation, how he must have
said to himself, “No, you idiots, not more frogs; fewer frogs! Show me
how powerful you are by removing these frogs.” His magicians were
determined to prove their mastery of the black arts by matching
Aaron, plaWe for plague, thereby reinforcing Go#s judgment on E~pt.
But there is no indication that they brought additional blood and
frogs to the land of Goshen, where the Hebrews lived. They simply
multiplied the burdens of Egypt. The Egyptians were worse off as a
result of the nation’s magicians. The arrogance of the magicians had
made things even less bearable.

It should be understood, however, that the first three plagues did
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affect Goshen: blood, frogs, and lice. Only with the fourth plague,
flies (or insects), did God declare that Goshen would be spared (Ex.
8:22). As slaves, the Israelites were under the covenantal  rule of the
Egyptians, both for good (the economic benefits of living in an exten-
sive empire) and evil. Like the animals who were cursed because of
man’s sin in the garden, or draftees in an army ruled by an incompe-
tent Commander-in-Chief, so are the slaves of a rebellious culture.
And in the case of the ethical condition of the Israelite slaves, their sub-
sequent behavior indicated that they were not wholly innocent victims
of a society whose first principles they should have utterly rejected. The
leeks and onions of Egypt had their appeal in Goshen, too.

That God should bring frogs to curse E~pt  as the second plague
was fitting. The frog was an important fertility deity in Egypt. The
frog-goddess Heqet at Abydos was pictured as sitting at the bier of
Osirus, a god of death and rebirth. Frog amulets were popular as
symbols of new life and new birth. “The ‘matlametlo~  a great frog
over five inches long, hides in the root of a bush as long as there is a
drought, and when rain falls, it rushes out. It comes with the rain as
the beetle with the rising of the Nile; both are symbolic of new life
and growth.”’ Just as the Nile, Egypt’s Iife-bringer,  became the
death-bringer, so did the frogs become a plague.

After the frogs came the third plague, when the dust of the
ground became lice. Again, we can almost imagine Pharaoh’s
thoughts, as he stood scratching himself: “Look, I don’t need any
more proof of your mastery of magic. If you can’t get rid of the lice,
then just sit quietly. Who needs magical powers like yours at a time
like this?” The magicians tried to match this event and failed (Ex.
8:18).  At this point, they capitulated. If they could not make the na-
tion even more miserable than it already was, if they were unable to
louse up Egypt even more, then their opponent must be God. “This
is the finger of God,” they said, using the same term which Jesus
used to describe the Spirit of God in casting out demons (Luke 11:20:
“finger of God”; Matt. 12:28:  “Spirit of God”). They recognized that
they were dealing with supernatural power which was greater than
their own, meaning a God who was more powerful than the gods of
Egypt. By telling Pharaoh that the finger of God was the source of

1. Jane E. Harrison, “Introduction” to E. A. Wallis  Budge, Osirh  (New Hyde
Park, New York: Univenity  Books, [1911] 1961), p. vii. The introduction actually
first appeared as an essay in The Spectator  (April 13, 1912), and was included in the
1961 edition.
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the power facing him, they were advising him to capitulate. We are
told that he hearkened not unto them, and that his heart was hardened.
He understood what they meant, and he refused to listen.

Comparative Wealth

Then came seven other plagues: swarms of insects (the King
James Version inserts the words “of flies” after swarms, but the
Hebrew is not specific), the death of all the cattle of Egypt,
pestilence, boils, hail, locusts, and darkness. In the final seven
plagues, the Egyptians were afflicted, while the Israelites were not.
Because of this protection, the Israelites were increasing their per
capita wealth in comparison to the Egyptians. They were growing
steadily richer — not just comparatively, but absolutely. How could
this be? If the Israelites were not actually increasing the size of their
herds, how could the plagues have increased their per capita wealth?
Because demand for cattle in the marketplace was now focused on
the only available local supply, and the Israelites possessed this local
monopoly. The market value of their cattle rose, meaning that the
exchange value of their cattle rose. Furthermore, their fields had not
been struck by the hail, so their crops had survived. The kinds of
wealth held by the Egyptians after the plagues — gold, jewels,
etc. — always drop in value relative to survival goods during a major
catastrophe. The “coin of the realm” during a famine is food, not
pieces of metal or shining stones (Gen. 47:.15-16).2. The Hebrews
possessed food, and all the demand for food would have been con-
centrated on their possessions. They had what the Egyptians needed
in order to survive. The market value of their assets increased.

The Problem of the Cattle

We face a difficult problem in explaining this economic event.
The plague on the cattle of Egypt destroyed them all (Ex. 9:6). Then
came the pestilence of the boils, which struck Egyptians, their other
animals, and even the priests (Ex. 9:11). (Fortunately for the Egypt-
ians, the magicians had by this time given up any attempts to match
God’s plagues, boil for boil.) Finally, Egypt was struck with a mighty
hail. Some of the Egyptians believed Moses this time: “He that
feared the word of the LORD among the servants of Pharaoh made

2. Gary North, The Dominion Covsnant:  Genesix  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1982), ch. 24: “The Misapplication of Intrinsic Value.”
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his servants and his cattle flee into the houses: And he that regarded
not the word of the LORD left his servants and his cattle in the field”
(Ex. 9:20-21).  The problem: Where had they purchased these new
herds of cattle?

They could either have bought or confiscated cattle from the
Hebrews, since the Hebrews had not lost their cattle in the’ plague
(Ex. 8:6).  The Hebrews had cattle after the hail, since the hail did
not strike Goshen (Ex. 9:26). It is also possible that cattle were im-
ported from Canaan. We are not told. If the Egyptians bought cattle
from the Hebrews, it meant that they were unwilling to confiscate
the Hebrews’ cattle. It would have been possible for them to have
marched in and taken cattle out of Goshen. The y did not confiscate
all the cattle, nor did they buy all the cattle, since the Hebrews still
had cattle when the hail began. Perhaps they never sought the
Hebrews’ cattle. We know that the Hebrews took large herds of cattle
with them when they left Egypt (Ex. 12:38). This indicates that the
Egyptians did not confiscate their cattle after the plague, and proba-
bly not after the hail. Conceivably, they did confiscate the cattle after
the hail, and gave back the cattle at the time of the Exodus, but the
Bible does not say that this happened.

When the hail stopped, the Israelites had all the cattle still alive
in Egypt. Did the Egyptians buy from them? It is not easy to say.
The Hebrews requested precious metals and jewels from the Egypt-
ians at the time of the Exodus, which might be interpreted as a
unique event, indicating that they had not owned any jewels before.
Did the Egyptians buy their cattle from the Hebrews without paying
in jewelry? We do not know. What we do know is that the Israelites
had crops and cattle, the key resources, immediately following the
hail. The slaves were now rich.

Of course, if the Israelites had been facing starvation, then their
position would not have risen absolutely. They would have been bet-
ter off than the Egyptians, but the y would have had to consume their
resources, lmaking it impossible for them to have profited from their
position of relatively greater wealth. But they were being protected
by God; they were not going to starve. They might have traded their
cattle and crops for the surplus gold and jewels of the Egyptians, had ,
God decided to let them remain inEgypt.  They would have collected
the valuables of the Egyptians in exchange for their surplus food.
However, God had even better plans; they would keep the food and
also collect the jewels of the Egyptians. God’s protection had already
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made them the beneficiaries of rising per capita wealth, even before
they “borrowed” from their former masters. They had monopoly
ownership of the crucial survival resources in a time of great short-
ages. They had what the Egyptians needed. Not only had their
masters lost the necessities, they would shortly have to forfeit their
luxuries, either in exchange for the Israelites’ food or in restitution
for the generations of bondage.

The Sovereign Who Failed

The Egyptians had been wiped out economically by the plagues.
They had been ruined. Their ruler, who was theoretically divine,
was stubborn and arrogant. He was the protector of Egypt, yet he
had led Egypt into an economic disaster. He was the ruler of the
Nile, and it had been turned to blood, killing the fish. Walter Brueg-
gemann’s comments on the significance of this judgment against the
Nile are to the point: “We cannot grasp the trouble fully until we
recall that the Nile River is not only a geographical referent. It is
also an expression of the imperial power of fertility. It is administra-
tion of the Nile which permits the king to generate and guarantee
life. The failure of the Nile and its life system means that the empire
does not have in itself the power of life (cf. Ezek. 29:3). It is for this
reason that the plague of the Nile is so crucial (Ex. 7:7-22). An
assault on the Nile strikes at the heart of Pharaoh’s claim to author-
ity.”3

Pharaoh was also the controller of the seasons, yet the nation’s
agricultural system had been disrupted by hail — hail in a land where
it seldom rained! He was the shepherd of the nation’s flocks, and the
cattle had been struck with sickness and then with hail. Wilson
writes, concerning the social function of the Pharaoh: “The herds-
man is primarily the pastor, the ‘feeder,’ and a first responsibility of
the state was to see that the people were fed. Thus the king of Egypt
was the god who had brought fertility to Egypt, produced the life-
giving waters, and presented the gods with the sheaf of grain which
symbolized abundant food. Indeed, an essential function of his
kingship was that of a medicine man, whose magic ensured good
crops.”4 This Pharaoh had failed in every respect to measure up to

3. Walter Brueggemann, Genesis (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1982), p, 327.
4. John A. Wilson, “Egypt;  in Henri Frankfort, et al,, The Intellectual Adventure of

Ancient Man (University of Chicago Press, [1946] 1977), pp. 79-80.
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the theological system of Egypt. God had hardened his heart,
thereby increasing his innate stubbornness, in order to display the
power of a true God. Speaking of the Pharaoh, God said: “And in
very deed for this cause I raise thee up, for to shew in- thee my
power; and that my name maybe declared throughout all the earth”
(Ex. 9:16). God would demonstrate before other kings just how sov-
ereign the Pharaoh really was.

Except possibly for a brief period under Joseph, the Egyptians
had clung to their theology of the continui~  of being  for centuries.
They had placed themselves under the sovereign power of a god,
they believed. Their prosperity was guaranteed by a divine man,
and their future life beyond the grave would be analogous to their
life on earth: under the jurisdiction of the Pharaoh. Again, citing
Wilson: “Since the central factor in this world was the divine nature
of the king, who owned and controlled everything within Egypt, the

next world would be based on the same absolute authority. Life after
death, independent of the Pharaoh, would thus be out of the ques-
tion for this early period.”s Everything in Egypt took place under the
supposed sovereignty of a king-god. What the Egyptians assented to
when the pharaohs put the Israelites in bondage was this: a king-god
on earth had lawful, sovereign power over the the representatives of
the God of the Bible. No king reigns apart from a concept of legiti-

mate rule, and the assent of the Egyptians to the decisions of their
ruler brought them into conflict with the God of the Bible.

Covenants and Representative Government

There are covenants on earth. The Egyptians were under a cove-
nant with their king. This covenant had been reaffirmed when they
sold their lands to the Pharaoh of the famine (Gen. 47:20-26). They
had entered into another covenant when that Pharaoh gave the land
of Goshen to the family of .Joseph  (Gen. 47:1-6). This covenant was
broken by a later Pharaoh, -and-the Egyptians were under his rule –
by choice, by the prior sale of their lands, and by the theology of
Egypt. His covenant was their covenant; the breaking of his cove-
nant with the family of Joseph was also the breaking of their cove-
nant with the family of Joseph. Men are~”udged in social orders in terms of
the decisions made by their legitimate covenantal  rulers.

This is an important concept. The Bible teaches the doctrine of

.5. John  A. Wilson, The Burden of E~pt: An Interpretation of Ancient E~ptian  Culture
(University of Chicago Press, [1951] 1967), p, 65.
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representative government. This refers to all government, not just civil
government. Representative government applies to churches, cor-
porations, trusts, and families. Adam, our representative before
God, sinned, and we are under a curse. This “federal headship” of
Adam was based on a concept of representative government under a
covenant. So was the “federal headship” of Pharaoh.

Pharaoh was the federal head of Egypt. Egypt’s theology recog-
nized this; he was seen as the divine-human link, the representative
of the Egyptian gods. When the judgment of God began, it struck
the Pharaoh’s house first. His magicians’ serpents were consumed by
Aaron’s. Then the escalation carried the conflict into the rivers and
fields and homes of the whole land. Goshen was protected after the
initial three plagues because God’s people resided there, and because
they were captives, not fully assenting citizens, of Egypt. Egyptians
far removed from the seat of power were afflicted with the insects,
pestilence, boils, and hail. They knew nothing of the conflict be-
tween Moses and the Pharaoh. They had never heard of Moses or
Aaron. Yet their crops were destroyed, their waters turned to blood,
their land filled with the stench of death. When they reclined on their
beds or walked through their homes, the squishing of frogs was con-
tinual. Those Egyptians who had never personally owned, controlled,
or punished a Hebrew slave were scratching lice day and night. Poor
farmers, who lived on the edge of starvation, saw their milk cows
die. What had they done to deserve this? They had believed in a
false god. Now that this god was at last being brought under judg-
ment by the true God, they became recipients of that judgment.
Their self-proclaimed god had stood in terms of his sovereign
kingdom and its prosperity to challenge God’s own representatives.
To demonstrate the true source of sovereignty, God smashed the
Pharaoh and his kingdom, including his people.

Methodological Individualism

To imagine that the judgments of God, in time and on earth, are
limited to personal, individualistic penalties, is to misread the Bible. If
anything, the reverse is true, in time and on earth. It is the collective

judgment of God, like the collective blessings of God, which is set forth in the
Bible. God does not promise that every good man will prosper eco-
nomically, or that every evil man will be brought low. What the Bible
promises is that covenantally  faithful societies will prosper in the long
run, and that covenantally rebellious ones will be crushed eventually.
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This brings up the question of methodological individualism.
The Bl%le  teaches nwthodological  covenantalism,  not methodological in-
dividualism. When we speak of “society; we have in mind an
association of men which is under the law of God, and through
which men and institutions are blessed or judged by God. A social
covenant does exist, whether explicit or implicit in human documents
or institutions. Thus, methodological covenantalism  conflicts with
the anarchism of the methodological individualist. Rothbard’s liber-
tarian view of society is not conformable to the story of God’s judg-
ment of the Egyptian masses. “We have talked at length of individual
rights; but what, it may be asked, of the ‘rights of society’? Don’t they
supersede the rights of the mere individual? The libertarian, how-
ever, is an individualist; he believes that one of the prime errors in
social theory is to treat ‘society’ as if it were an actually existing enti-
ty. ‘Society’ is sometimes treated as a superior or quasi-divine figure
with overriding ‘rights’ of its own; at other times as an existing evil
which can be blamed for all the ills of the world. The individualist
holds that only individuals exist, think, feel, choose, and act; and
that ‘society’ is not a living entity but simply a label for a set of in-
teracting individuals. Treating society as a thing that chooses and
acts, then, serves to obscure the real forces at work.”G

,Rothbard  rejects methodological holism (collectivism), which
sees the evolution of society as a force independent of human will
and human action. But methodological covenantalism is not meth-
odological holism; it does not view society as a personal entity
separate from men. It sees men as being represented by others before God
in various institutional relationships. Men suffer and prosper not
only by what they do as individuals, but also by the decisions of
those in authority over them. It teaches that there are law-governed
arrangements by which God deals with people — not impersonal nat-
ural law, or the law of karma (reincarnation), or evolutionary law,
but God-ordained law. The biblical view categorically rejects the
utilitarian view of law-presented by classical liberals, e.g., Mises and
Hayek.T

6. Murray N. Rothbard, FOT a New Liberty: l%e Libmtatian  A4angesto (rev. ed.;
New York: Collier, 1978), p. 37.

7. For a critique of Hayek, see Appendix B, ‘The Evolutionists’ Defense of the
Market,” in Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis.
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Mises us. the Covenant

Mises’  rejection of this covenantal  outlook, which he equates
with holism, is characteristically y uncompromising:

According to the doctrines of universalism, conceptual realism, holism, col-
lectivism, and some representatives of Gestaltpsychologie, society is an en-
tity living its own life, independent of and separate from the lives of the
various individuals, acting on its own behalf and aiming at its own ends
which are different from the ends sought by the individuals. Then, of
course, an antagonism between the aims of society and those of ’its members
can emerge. In order to safeguard the flowering and further development of
society it becomes necessary to master the ,selfishness  of the individuals and
to compel them to sacrifice their egoistic designs to the benefit of society. At
this point all these holistic doctrines are bound to abandon the secular
methods of human science and logical reasoning and to shift to theological
or metaphysical professions of faith. They must assume that Providence,
through-its prophets, apostles, and charismatic leaders, forces men who are
constitutionally wicked, i.e., prone to pursue their own ends, to walk in the
ways of righteousness which the Lord or VWtga”st  or history wants them to
walk.8

In other words, Mises rejects the epistemological  significance of the
fact that God conuerts  men. Sometimes, these men become representa-
tive agents before God for other men whom God places under their
jurisdiction, whether those represented approve of it or not (as in the
case of the Israelites who wanted Moses and Aaron to go away and
leave them alone). Mises  rejects this explanation of human affairs.

“This is the philosophy,” he continues, “which has characterized
from time immemorial the creeds of primitive tribes. It has been an
element in all religious teachings. Man is bound to comply with the
law issued by a superhuman power and to obey the authorities which
this power has entrusted with the enforcement of the law. The order
created by this law, human society, is consequently the work of the
Deity and not of man. If the Lord had not interfered and had not
given enlightenment to erring mankind, society would not have
come into existence. . . . The scientific theory as developed by the
social philosophy of eighteenth-century rationalism and liberalism
and by modern economics does not resort to any miraculous in-
terference of superhuman powers. . . . Society is a product of
human action, i.e., the human urge to remove uneasiness as-far as

8. Ludwig von Mises, Human Action (3rd ed.; Chicago: Regnery, 1966), p. 145.



CovenantalJudgment 113

possible. In order to explain its becoming and its evolution it is not
necessary to have recourse to a doctrine, certainly offensive to a truly
religious mind, according’ to which the original creation was so
defective that reiterated superhuman intervention is needed to pre-
vent its failure .“9 In other words, “a truly religious mind” is the mind
of an eighteenth-century Continental European deist, whose silent,
distant God is sufficiently irrelevant to human affairs to satisfy a‘
generous and broad-minded humanistic economist (assuming he is
not a follower of Ayn Rand’s atheistic “objectivism” — and few
economists are). 10

For Mises, a confirmed utilitarian, “Law and legality, the moral
code and social institutions are no longer revered as unfathomable
decrees of Heaven. They are of human origin, and the only yard-
stick that must be applied to them is that of expediency with regard
to human welfare .“l 1 His methodological individualism is grounded
in human expediency, which somehow (he cannot say how) is under-
stood by all men, or at least all reasonable men who recognize the
value of free market economics and economic growth. In short,
economists — true economists, meaning defenders of the free market
–“have repeatedly emphasized that they deal with socialism and in-
terventionism from the point of view of the generally accepted values
of Western civilization.” 12 Even a methodological individualist some-
times finds collectives — “the values of Western civilization” — episte-
mologically indispensable. Sadly, Mises never admitted what
should have been obvious, specifically, that he was dependent upon
the epistemological  holism which he officially and vociferously re-
jected. 13

The idea of representative civil government was basic to
nineteenth-century liberalism. The defenders of classical liberalism

9. Ibid., pp. 145-47.
10. Rothbard once remarked concerning the Randians: “They hate God more

than they hate the State.” For a comprehensive critique of Rand’s thought, see John
Robbins, Answer to Ayn Rand: A Critique of the Philosophy of Objectivism (Washington,
D. C.: Mt. Vernon Pub. Co., 1974), distributed by the Trinity Foundation, P. O.
Box 169, Jefferson, Maryland 21755.

11. Mises,  Human Action, p. 147.
12. Mises,  Theory and HistoV: An Interpretation of Social and Economic Evolution (New

Rochelle, New York: Arlington House, 1969), p. 33, Published originally by Yale
University Press in 1957.

13. Gary North, “Economics: From Reason to Intuition; in North (cd.), Founda-
tions of Chriitian Scholarship: Essays in the Van Til Perspective (Vallecito, California: Ross
House, 1976), pp. 87-96.
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wanted limited civil- government and a free market economy. But
there are few strict defenders of the old faith today. Mises  and Hayek
have few followers. Their intellectual heirs are either Christians or
outright anarchists. Neither group (a holistic noun) accepts the view-
point of nineteenth-century classical liberalism. 14 Christians base
their views on the Bible, and the anarchists want no civil government
— certainly not one which is supported by compulsory taxation.

The empirical or “positive economics” of the Chicago School
defends the limited-government viewpoint. These scholars do not
appeal to hypothetically universal rights of man that are based on
natural law. They explain economics strictly in terms of economic
self-interest, and they use scientific tools of ‘empirical ,“ value-free
economic analysis, especially mathematics, which implies some sort
of holism (economic aggregates). Mises  categorically rejected such
holism as a valid tool for understanding human action. Therefore,
the old classical liberalism, with its strict commitment to methodo-
logical individualism, is today a shadow of its former moral self.

Conclusion

The Pharaoh’s court magicians warned him. They told him that
he was facing God almighty. He did not accept their evaluation, or
at least he chose to challenge the God of Moses anyway. Did this
protect the families of the magicians? Did they avoid the plagues?
Did they escape the death of their firstborn? Not without the blood
on ,the doorposts. Not without an outward covenantal  sign in-
dicating that they had placed themselves under the sovereignty of

14. It is one of the ironies of recent history that the two main groups that continue
to read and quote Mises both reject his utilitarianism. The anarcho-capitalists,  led
by Rothbard, are defenders of natural law theory, and they explicitly reject
utilitarianism as a legitimate foundation of social and economic theory: Rothbard,
For a New Lib@y,  p. 16. They are anarchists, and Mises explicitly rejected anar-
chism. He even said that a military draft is sometimes legitimate: “He who in our
age opposes armaments and conscription is, perhaps unbeknown to himself, an
abettor of those aiming at the enslavement of all.” Human Action, p. 282. The
anarcho-capitalists  seldom go into print against Mises  by name, since they are self-
professed followers of Mises and Austrian economic theory, but they have abandoned
much of his epistemology (he was a self-conscious Kantian dualist, as well as a
utilitarian) and his philosophy of limited (rather than zero) civil government. The
other group that uses Mises’ economic arguments is the Christian Reconstruction
movement, whose members reject his humanism -agnosticism and his methodologi-
cal individualism. There are virtually no strict followers of Mises — Kantians,
utilitarians, non-anarchists — under 60 years of age who are still writing in the early
1980’s .
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God. They gave the king good advice, but he did not take it, and
the y did not escape.

When God brought judgment on Egypt, the seemingly innocent
Egyptians were not spared. This was because there were no innocent
Egyptians. They were all under the Pharaoh’s covenant, they all
operated in terms of his divinity, and they all felt the wrath of God,
in time and on earth. They were doomed because he was doomed.
He was their representative in a great confrontation with God,
almoit as the Philistine were represented by Goliath. The result was
the same in each instance: death for the representative, and scatter-
ing and defeat for the represented.

Covenants cannot be avoided. Man cannot serve two masters;
he serves only one (Matt. 6:24). The system of representative gov-
ernment has been with mankind since the beginning. Adam’s heirs
cannot escape the results of Adam’s choice in the garden. He served
as our representative head; his loss was our loss. The Pharaoh’s loss
was the Egyptian peasant’s loss. Men do not stand alone, as inde-
pendent, totally autonomous entities, facing a cosmos which is im-
personal. Though covenant-breaking man would like to believe its
conclusion, William Ernest Henley’s late-nineteenth-century poem,
lnvictus,  proclaimed a false doctrine of man’s autonomy. Its con-
c l u d i n g  l i n e s :

It matters not how strait the gate,
How charged with punishments the scroll,
I am the master of my fate:
I am the captain of my soul.

Henley is forgotten today, as is his poem, but the last two lines of
this stanza are part of the English language, familiar to millions who
have never heard of him. Its sentiments are basic to the twentieth
century, in which. more people have died as a result of disastrous
decisions by national leaders than in any previous century, with the
possible exception of Noah’s generation, depending upon the size of
that population.

.
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ORIGINAL OWNERSHIP

And Moses said unto him [Pharaoh], As soon as I am gone out of the
city, I will spread abroad my hands unto the LORD;  and the thunder shall
cease, neither shall there be any more hail; that thou mayest  know how
that the earth is the LORD~. But as for thee and thy seruants,  1 know that

ye will not yet fear the LORD God (Ex. 9:29-30).

This is not the first statement in Scripture concerning the owner-
ship of the earth. Melchizedek blessed Abram, who was ‘of the most
high God, possessor of heaven and earth” (Gen. 14:19b), and Abram
used the same phrase, “possessor of heaven and earth” (Gen.
14: 22b). In that instance, Abram refused to accept any gifts from the
king of Sodom, lest the king should say, “I have made Abram rich”
(Gen. 14:23b). God’s total sovereignty over the earth required
Abram to tithe, in this case to the priest Melchizedek (Gen. 14:20).
He understood that God could legitimately extract His portion from
Abram, the steward, even though Abram believed it would be wise
to forego the gifts from the king of Sodom. God was to be honored,
not Abram. God was to receive the tithe, not Abram. Yet Abram
was rich, and he took care to keep the king of Sodom from receiving
the credit. God was the source of Abram’s wealth, not a pagan
earthly king.

It was different in the case of Pharaoh. He did owe a payment to
the Israelites. He had challenged Moses and Moses’ God. He came
before God under a curse. He and his people had enslaved God’s
people, had broken their covenant with the Israelites, and had
burdened them with the requirement to make bricks without straw.
Pharaoh had changed his mind repeatedly, breaking each successive
promise to Moses concerning the Israelites. Egypt would pay restitu-
tion to the Israelites before the Exodus. It was not a question of mak-
ing the Israelites rich. Pharaoh would receive no credit in this
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regard. The restitution payment was being extracted from the Egypt-
ians by a series of external judgments. Abram refused Sodom’s pay-
ment, while God demanded Egypt’s. Egypt’s payment was no gift.

Moses’ message to Pharaoh was clear: God owns the world. He also
controls its operations. Moses reminded Pharaoh of the source of his
miseries. The land was in ruins. Egypt had been overtaken by a
series of disasters. But Moses’ point was that these had not been
“natural” disasters. They had been supernatural disasters. To prove
his point, he promised to pray to God, and God would then halt the
hail Wd thunderstorms. The proof of God’s ownership is Gods  word.
He made the world, He made man, and He is sovereign over both
man and the world. But to demonstrate His ownership before
Pharaoh, God stopped the hail.

His word was sufficient proof. He did not need to veri& His
word before Pharaoh. Nevertheless, God provided the additional
evidence. Yet Moses told Pharaoh that he would not fear God,
despite the evidence. Pharaoh’s heart was hardened. The evidence
did not matter. If he would not listen to God’s prophet, he would not
assent to the evidence of his eyes. If God’s word was insufficient,
then the absence of hail would not be sufficient. He would still not
fear God. In this sense, he resembled Satan, whom he represented.

Pharaoh never did believe the testimony of his eyes. Right up until
the moment when the waters of the Red Sea closed over him, he reii.ts-
ed to assent to the obvious. He raced into the arms of death, shouting
his defiance against God, breaking his word, and taking the Egyptian
State with him. He refised to believe God’s word, so the testimony of
his eyes meant nothing. His operating presupposition was that he, the
Pharaoh, was god. God is not the being He claims to be, nor could
such a being exist, Pharaoh presupposed. No sovereign, absolute be-
ing can lay claim to total control, and therefore original ownership of
everything, -he believed. He died for his beliefs.

God’s claim is comprehensive. He possesses absolute property
rights to every atom of the universe. He created it, and He owns it.
He, unlike man, does not operate in terms of a definition of owner-
ship which requires the right and ability of an owner to disown the
property at his discretion. 1 His ownership is original; no other being

1.. F. A. Harper writes: “The corollary of the right of ownership is the right of
disownership.  So if I cannot sell a thing, it is evident that I do not really own it.” Lib-
erty: A Path to Iti Recovety (hvington,  New York: Foundation for Economic Educa-
tion, 1949), p. 106.
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is absolutely sovereign, so therefore no other being can claim origi-
nal, uncontested rights to any aspect of the creation. No other being
owns any economic asset which he did not receive from God. There-
fore, no other being can bargain with God to buy any part of the cre-
ation. All property is held by means of a transfer of rights from God
to the new owner. It is held in terms of a covenant. Men or demons
can break their covenant with God, denying the terms of subor-
dinate ownership, but they cannot thereby achieve their goal of final
sovereignty. Whatever rights (legal immunities and protections) they
possess to buy or sell property, or even to confiscate property, are
derivative rights. Absolute - ownership is an incornmunica~le  ~ttribute of
God.

Ownership and Sovereignty

God’s statement that He owns the earth is an announcement of
His total sovereignty. It is therefore a denial of all of the claims of re-
bellious man against the plan of God. Jesus’ parable of the vineyard
owner who hired the laborers throughout the day elaborates on the
implications of God’s ownership. The land owner hires men all day
long, at an identical agreed-upon wage, and at the end of the day,
each man receives his wage, one penny. The ones who had labored
all day complained: those who came late to work received the same
wage for a shorter day’s work. They ignored the fact that they had no
guarantee when they signed on in the morning that the owner would
offer anyone employment later in the day. Neither did those who
could not find employment that morning. The complainers were ig-
noring the effects of uncertainty on contractual obligations.

The owner answers them with questions. First, hadn’t they
agreed to work for this wage (Matt. 20:13)? Second, “Is it not lawful
for me to do what I will with mine own? Is thine eye evil, because I
am good?” (20:15). Here is the doctrine of God’s absolute sover-
eignty, but conveyed by Jesus in an economic parable that could be
understood by His listeners. God has the right to do what He wants
with the whole creation. He owns the earth, just as the owner of a
field owns that field. He is sovereign over it. This is one of the key
passages in the New Zstament  which dejh.ds  the ethical and legal legitimacy of
private property. If the owner in the parable did not have the right to do
what he wanted with his own property, then the meaning of the
parable is lost. An individual’s personal, private ownership is
analogous to God’s personal, private ownership of the earth, in-



Original Ownersh@ 119

eluding the souls of men. Private ownership, not State ownership, is
the foundation of the parable. To challenge the legitimacy of Go&s
delegated sovereign~ of private ownership of the means of production h to
challenge the doctrine of the original souereignp  of God. Socialism is therefore
an innate~ demonic and evil doctrine. It is not surprising that the rise of
socialism and statism in the West was also accompanied by the rise
of philosophies hostile to the sovereignty of God. Z

Pharaohk  Assertion

Pharaoh recognized the implications of this doctrine of God’s ab-
solute ownership, and he rejected it. He refused to humble himself
before the God of the Israelites. He had no fear of this God, despite
God’s control over the forces of nature. He rejected the doctrine of
God’s sovereignty over the affairs of Egypt. He, as a legitimate god,
according to Egyptian theology, possessed at least some degree of au-
tonomous sovereignty. He was entitled to the lives and labors of
these Hebrews. Any attempt by their God to impose non-negotiable
demands on Egypt had to be resisted. To capitulate on this issue
would have implied a moral obligation on Pharaoh’s part to conform
his economic decisions to the law of God. If God owns the whole
earth, then each man is merely a steward of God’s property, and is
therefore morally obligated to administer the original owner’s prop-
erty according to His instructions. Pharaoh would have had to
acknowledge his position as a subordinate ruler under God, a prince
rather than a king. He would not do it.

As Moses had predicted, as soon as the hail and thunder ceased,
Pharaoh and his servants resumed their resistance (Ex. 9:34).

Their theology acknowledged the possibility of the appearance of
a powerful god to challenge Egypt. Any war between states in the
ancient world was believed to involve the gods of both nations. The
idea that God might own part of the world, or might legitimately

2. On the rise of revolutionary socialism and equally revolutionary nationalism
– both philosophies of State sovereignty – as religious and extensively occult
phenomena, see James Billington, Fire in the Minds of Men: Origzns  of the Reoolutzonay
Faith (New York: Basic Books, 1980). I regard this as the single most significant work
of historical scholarship to be published in the United States in the post-World War
II era. (Solzhenitsyn’s Gulag  Archipelago is the most important work overall, in terms
of its impact on the thinking of Western intellectuals, forcing them to confront the
reality of Soviet civilization. It is not, strictly speaking, a work of historical scholar-
ship, since it foregoes the historian’s paraphernalia of footnotes and extensive
documentation, although I regard the work as accurate historically. The author has
subtitled this work, “An Experiment in Literary Investigation .“)
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have some claim on the Hebrews as a form of His personal property,
could be accepted in theory by the Egyptians. What was repugnant
to them was the idea that He owned everything, “lock, stock, and
barrel ~ in the traditional English terminology. That left them no
bargaining room.

The Hebrews belonged to God, the Egyptians belonged to God,
and Egypt belonged to God. God’s assault against Egypt was not a

‘ form of competition for temporary advantage, God against Pharaoh.
His victory was not an instance of a temporarily sovereign invader
who might be overcome later, when conditions changed. The saw
euent — the withdrawal of visible judgment — was interpreted d~erent~
by Moses and Pharaoh. Pharaoh acted as though he believed that
God’s withdrawal of the plagues was a sign of His weakening, as if
cosmic. forces or the gods of Egypt had finally begun to repel this in-
vader. He grew arrogant each time a plague ended. Moses had told .
him that the removal of the hail and thunder was proof of God’s con-
tinuing sovereignty, proof that the forces of nature are not autono-
mous, but under the direct administration of God.

The Marxtits’  Dilemma

This incident points to a fundamental problem for economic
theory, namely, the establishment of a point of originating (and
therefore final) ownership. The modern socialist movement,
especially Marxism, asserts that all ownership should be collective,
and the tools of production should be lodged in the State. Marx’s
words in Part II of the Communist Manfesto (1848j do not explicitly
establish State ownership, but they deny the rights of private owner-
ship: “In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be summed
up in the single sentence: Abolition of private propert y.”q Again,
“Capital is a collective product, and only by the united action of
many members, nay, in the Iast resort, only by the united action of
all members of society, can it be set in motion. Capital is, therefore,
not a personal, it is a social power.”4  At the end of Part II, he argues
that under pure communism, class antagonisms will disappear, and
therefore the State, as an organ of repression used by the ruling class
to suppress the lower classes, will finally disappear. “When, in the

. 3. Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, “Manifesto of the Communist Party” (1848),
in Marx and En gels, Selected Works,  3 vols. (Moscow: Progress Publishers, [1969]
1977), I, p. 120.

4. Ibid., I, p, 121.
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course of development, class distinctions have disappeared, and all
production has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association
of the whole nation, the public power will lose its political character.
Political power, properly so called, is merely the organised power of
one class for oppressing another. . . . In place of the old bourgeois
society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we shall have an
association, in which the free development of each is the condition
for the free development of all.”5 The “vast association” replaces the
State. This may sound as though Marx was not really in favor of the
State as the owner of the tools of production. But how will the “vast
association of the whole nation” allocate scarce economic resources,
unless either the State or free markets order the decisions of pro-
ducers? Marx’s comment in The German Ideologv  (1845) is of little use:
“Modern universal intercourse can be controlled by individuals,
therefore, only when controlled by all .“G Murray Rothbard, an ad-
vocate of the zero-State economy, calls attention to this confusion in
Marx’s thinking: “Rejecting private property, especially capital, the
Left Socialists were then trapped in an inner contradiction: if the
State is to disappear after the Revolution (immediately for Bakunin,
gradually ‘withering’ for Marx), then how is the ‘collective’ to run its
property without becoming an enormous State itself in fact even if
not in name? This was the contradiction which neither the Marxists
nor the Bakuninists were ever able to resolve .“7

The Anarchists’ Dilemma

On the other hand, the libertarians, or anarcho-capitalists, argue
that the individual is absolutely sovereign over property. Even the set-
tlement of disputes over property rights is to be solved by private
organizations. There must be no political authority – no agency
possessing a legal monopoly of violence – to suppress private
violence. There must be only profit-seeking law courts, meaning
courts without the legal authority to issue a subpoena to compel
anyone to testify,s  plus voluntary arbitration .organizations and in-

5. Ibid., I, p. 127.
6. Karl Marx, The Gernsan Ideology (London: Lawrence & Wishart, [1845] 1965),

p. 84.
7. Murray N. Rothbard, “Left and Right: The Prospects for Liberty: L@ and

Right, I (1965), p. 8. For a discussion of this problem in Marxism and socialism, see
my book, Marx’s Religion of Revolution: The Doctn”ne of Creative Destruction (Nutley, New
Jerse,y:  Craig Press, 1968), pp. 111-17. A microfiche of this out-of-print book is
available from the Institute for Christian Economics.

8. Murray N. Rothbard, For a New Liberiy: The Libmtatian  Man$esto  (rev. ed.;
New York: Collier, 1978). p. 87.
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surance companies.g
This raises an important question: How would this mythical

libertarian society be different from Marx’s mythical association?
Neither one is supposed to be a political body, yet both seem to have
important attributes of lawful authority. Why wouldn’t private en-
forcement associations evolve into local police forces? How would
the “senior administrators” be restrained from becoming warlords?
How would For a New Liberp  avoid becoming Volume I of For a New
~rann}  should a warlord society ever be constructed on the original
legal foundation of the privatization of violence? How would “purely
defensive, profit-seeking” armies be restrained from tearing a liber-
tarian society apart in their quest for even greater short-run profits
than peaceful competition can provide? These questions have
proven to be equally. as unsolvable, even in theory, as the socialists’
problem of allocating scarce economic resources apart from either
the State or the free market.

Conclusion

Ultimate sovereignty over economic resources is possessed by
God, who delegates to men certain responsibilities over property.
Some of these rights are delegated to individuals, who co-operate
voluntarily in exchange. Other rights are delegated to the civil gov~
ernment. Associations also possess limited sovereign y: churches,
corporations, clubs, charitable associations, educational institutions,
and so forth. The law of God recognizes the legitimacy of limited sov-
ereign~ in many forms of organization, but none of them is regarded
as absolutely sovereign over all spheres of life, or even in any given
sphere. Fathers may not legally murder infants; churches may not

9. Bruno Leoni, Freedom and the Luw (Princeton: Van Nostrand, 1961). Reprinted
by Liberty Classics, Indianapolis, Indiana. Rothbard’s review of the book criticizes
it for not going far enough: While Leoni is vague and wavering on the structure
that his courts would take, he at least indicates the possibility of privately competing
judges and courts. . . . Similarly, while in some passages Leoni accepts the idea of a
governmental supreme court which he admits becomes itself a quasi-legislature, he
does call for the restoration of the ancient practice of separation of government from
the judicial fundtion.  If for no other reason, Professor Leo,ni’s  work is extremely
valuable for raising, in our State-bemused age, the possibility of a workable separa-
tion of the judicial function from the State apparatus .“ Rothbard, “On Freedom and
the Law;  New Individualist Review, I (Winter 1962), p, 38. This short-lived journal of
the 1960’s has also been reprinted in one volume by Liberty Classics. Rothbard goes
into greater detail concerning his theory of a judicial system in a society without a
civil government with the power to impose sanctions, in his book, For a Nsw Libmty,
pp. 227-34.
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embezzle funds; civil governments may not confiscate private prop-
erty without due process of law. God, however, can do anything He
wants, as the experiences of both Pharaoh and Job indicate. Godi
total control is correlative to God’s absolute ownership.

To unravel the complex intertwining of the various spheres, in
order to obtain the proper idea of the limits on the sovereignty of any
or all of them, we need to search out the terms and implications of
biblical law. Without the concrete examples of Old Testament law,
seen as morally binding throughout history, men are left without any
reliable guide to balance competing claims of all the self-proclaimed
sovereign owners, or even admittedly derivative owners, assuming
no one knows which group is sovereign in any given instance. Those
who reject the idea that biblical law governs property rights, and
who also recognize the evil of attributing absolute sovereignty either
to the civil government or the autonomous individual, have a
distressing tendency to substitute platitudes for analysis. We hear
phrases like, “We’re neither socialists nor free market capitalists .“
Fine; then what are we? Medieval guild socialists? Keynesian in-
terventionists? Social credit advocates? Henry Georgists? “Ordo”
liberals (followers of Wilhelm Ropke)? Or can we discover basic
biblical principles and case-law applications that offer us a
framework of responsible, though subordinate, ownership? Can we
discover biblical laws of stewardship? Pharaoh could not, or at least
he did not, and the Egypt of his day perished.
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TOTAL SACRIFICE, TOTAL SOVEREIGNTY

And Pharaoh called  unto Moses, and said, Go ye, s~e the L.ORD; on~

let your~ocks andyour  herds be stayed: let your little ones also go with
YOU (Ex. 10:24).

Pharaoh was a battered despot. His original inflexibility was be-
coming more pliant, at least on the surface. When Moses first came
before Pharaoh to request a time for sacrifice to God, Pharaoh abso-
lutely rejected his request (Ex. 5:2). He denied knowing the God
whom Moses spoke about. He punished the Hebrews by withdraw-
ing the State-supplied straw for their brick-making. He retained his
self-confident prohibition through four plagues: the Nile’s transfor-
mation into -blood, the frogs (after which he temporarily y capitu-
lated), the lice, and the swarms of insects.

Pharaoh then called Moses and informed him that it would be all
right if the Israelites sacrificed in the land of Egypt (Ex. 8:25). Moses
rejected the offer with the argument that lawful sacrifice involved the
sacrifice of an animal which was an abomination in the sight of the
Egyptians (Ex. 8:26). This probably meant sheep, since the profes-
sion of shepherd was an abomination to the Egyptians (Gen. 46:34).
So Pharaoh backed down some more: they could go into the
wilderness, but not too far away (lLx. 8:28). He would not permit
them to travel a fi.dl three days’ journey, as Moses requested (Ex.
8:27). Pharaoh again reversed himself and refised  to allow them to
go (Ex. 8:32). Then came three more plagues: dying cattle, the
boils, and the hail (Ex. 9).

At this point, Moses came and announced the imminence of
another plague: locusts. Pharaoh’s response to Moses and also to his
own advisors was a compromise which was, in reality, the same old
stubbornness. The New American Standard Bible’s translation is far
more clear than the King James:
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And Pharaoh’s servants said to him, “How long will this man be a snare to
US? Let  the men go, that they may serve the LORD their God. DO YOU not
realize that Egypt is destroyed?” So Moses and Aaron were brought back to
Pharaoh, and he said to them, “Go, serve the LORD your God! Who are the
ones who are going?” And Moses said, “We shall go with our young and our
old; with our sons and our daughters, with our flocks and our herds we will
go, for we must hold a feast to the LORD.” Then he said unto them, “Thus
may the LORD be with you, if ever I let you and your little ones go! Thke
heed, for evil is in your mind” (Ex. 10:7-10).

God then brought the plague of locusts upon Egypt. Pharaoh
repented, asked Moses to. remove them, and then once again for-
bade them to depart. Next, God brought thick darkness upon Egypt.
“And Pharaoh called unto Moses, and said, Go ye, serve the LORD;
only let your flocks and your herds be stayed: let your little ones also
go with you” (Ex. 10:24). ‘Moses again rejected this compromise:
“Our cattle also shall go with us; there shall not an hoof be left
behind; for thereof must we take to serve the LORD our God, until we
come thither” (Ex. 10:26). The next verse repeats the familiar theme:
“But the LORD hardened Pharaoh’s heart, and he would not let them
go.” Pharaoh then sent Moses and Aaron away permanently (Ex.
10:28).

What was in Pharaoh’s mind? A probable explanation is this:
Pharaoh wanted to tie the Hebrews to an anchor. At first, of course,
he did not want them to travel anywhere or sacrifice to any other -

God. Then he was willing to have them travel a little distance, just
out of sight of the Egyptian people (Ex. 8:28). This way, Egypt’s army
could put them under surveillance, and if they tried to escape, the
army could easily get to them in time to pull them back. A three
days’ journey would have given them too great a head start. Moses

- was unwilling to capitulate. So Pharaoh and his counselors came up
with the idea of letting only the males go to sacrifice. Again, Moses
was totally uncooperative. So Pharaoh counter-offered: “All right,
how about  this? All the people go, but not the animals. Leave your
capital here.” Unacceptable, said Moses.

Non-Negotiable Demands

What we see is a conflict between two very stubborn men.
Pharaoh appeared to be the more “reasonable.” After all, hadn’t he
retreated from his original prohibition? Hadn’t he tried his best to
work out a solution? True, it took two or three plagues each time to
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convince him to make a counter-offer to Moses, but he always
seemed to repent. But Moses — what an ideologue! He refused to
budge. He had to have it all. He kept making non-negotiable
demands. All the people had to go. All the animals had to go. They
had to go three days’ journey away from Goshen. They had to be out
of sight of the Egyptians. Moses, as God’s representative, did not
choose to work out a compromise. It was “all or nothing” with
Moses: allfor the Israelites, and, if Pharaoh remained obstinate, it was
rzothirzgfor  the Egy@ans.  Pharaoh’s advisors saw this clearly: “Egypt is
destroyed,” they reminded Pharaoh. Little did they suspect just how
destroyed Egypt would shortly become.

The Bible’s account is equally uncompromising: it was Pharaoh,
not Moses, who had his heart actively hardened by God. Yet Moses
appears to be the uncompromising representative in this battle of the
wills. Why should Moses seem so rigid to modern readers? The
modern world, with its presupposition of relativism, has a tendency
to regard compromise as an almost universal benefit. “You go along
to get along,” is an old saying in the United States Senate. 1 Speaker
of the House of Representatives Sam Rayburn made it famous. z

You compromise. You rise above your principles. You make a deal.
Moses stood with God. He asked for a few days to sacrifice to

God – a comprehensive sacr#ice  which would have involved the whole of
Israel: men, women, children, and animals. All of them would be
separated from their earthly captors. All of them would be outside
the direct sovereign control of the Egyptian State. In short, they
would be utterly under the dominion of God, and visibly so.

They did not propose to escape. When Moses asked Pharaoh to
‘let my people go,” he was not asking him to give up control of God’s
people. At least, Moses did not ask this directly. But when he came
to a self-proclaimed god, the ruler of a supposedly divine State, there
could be no question of what was implied by his request. He was
asking the Pharaoh to revoke an area of his self-proclaimed total sov-
ereignty in Egypt. He was asking the Pharaoh to announce that the
continuity of being between him and the gods of Egypt was in fact
not a divine continuity at all, that there is a God who is higher, and
who commands the sacrifices of a slave population. Moses was asking
the Pharaoh to make a symbolic commitment to God. The Pharaoh was to
admit to everyone that he held power over the Israelites by permis-

1. William Satire, Sajire’s  Political DictionaV (New York: Ballantine, 1978), p. 303.
2. Anthony Champagne, Congressman Sam Rayburn  (New Brunswick, New Jersey:

Rutgers University Press, 1984), p. 161.
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sion from the God of Israel, and that this foreign God had the au-
thority to compel Egypt to suspend all signs of its sovereignty over
Israel for several days, perhaps a week. (The phrase, “three days’
journey:  may have meant a round-trip of three days, or three days
out and three days back, although the latter seems more plausible:
Ex. 5:3.) The Pharaoh had to put the Israelites on their “good behav-
ior,” relying on their sense of justice to return to bondage. To have
done so would have meant abandoning his role as absolute sovereign.

What if he had agreed to Moses’ request? The Israelites had not
requested freedom. God had not instructed Moses to call for a per-
manent release from Egypt. God had told Moses that He intended to
lead them out of Egypt on a permanent basis (Ex. 3:8), but He did
not instruct Moses to demand their release. Moses was only to re-
quest a week or less of freedom. God promised: “And I am sure that
the king of Egypt will not let you go, no, not by a mighty hand” (Ex.
3:19), or as the New English Bible puts it, “unless he is compelled.”
Why was God so certain? Because He intended to control Pharaoh’s
very decisions: “. . . and the LORD hardened Pharaoh’s heart, so that
he would not let the children of Israel go out of the land” (Ex. 11:10).
God’s active hardening of Pharaoh’s heart was basic to His promise to
deliver Israel permanently: ‘And I will harden Pharaoh’s heart, and
multiply my signs and my wonders in the land of Egypt. But Pharaoh
shall not hearken unto you, that I may lay my hand upon Egypt, and
bring forth mine armies, and my people the children of Israel, out of
the land of Egypt by great judgments” (Ex. 7:3-4).

The Question of Sovereignty

God demands absolute commitment from all creatures.
Pharaoh, who was believed by the Egyptians to be an absolute sover-
eign, only needed to proclaim his partial sovereignty in order to
challenge God’s claim of total sovereignty. All he needed to do was to
retain a token sovereignty over Israel to make his claim valid. If the
children stayed, or the wives stayed, or the animals stayed, then the
Israelites were symbolically acknowledging the legitimate divine
sovereignty of the Egyptian State. If they would sacrifice inside
Egypt’s borders, or at least not too far into the wilderness, then God’s
claim of total sovereignty would be successfully challenged. If the
Pharaoh could extract even the tiniest token of symbolic sovereignty,
then God’s claim to the whole of the lives of all the Israelites would
be invalidated. In other words, if the Pharaoh, as a self-proclaimed
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divinity, could extract a sign of his sovereignty from another self-
proclaimed divinity, then neither of them could claim~ll sovereign~.

Pharaoh’s strategy implicitly admitted that he was not fully sov-
ereign. Full sovereignty had been his initial claim, but the plagues
had beaten him down. By now, he was willing to accept partial sover-
ez”gn~,  for that would pull the God of the Israelites down to his level,
or at least low enough to re-establish  the theology of the continuity of
being. He could acknowledge that the God of the Israelites was a
powerful God, even more powerful than the Pharaoh, at that point in
time. Both of them would then be gods, both striving to overcome the
external world, both with limitations, both willing to deal with each
other as sovereign beings possessing the same fundamental being.
This would preserve E~ptk  theology of the continui~  of being. This would
sanction the Pharaoh’s position as the highest representative in
Egypt of the gods. If Moses would compromise, as the authorized
representative of his God, then the Pharaoh could achieve a
theological victory in principle: the God of the Israelites would
thereby cede him lawful authority, in time and on earth, as a
full-fledged god, who possessed the right to demand and receive con-
cessions from Israel’s God. Had Moses capitulated, with God’s ac-
quiescence, Pharaoh would have successfully challenged God’s claim
of total sovereignty, His claim that He was the only God to whom
Israel owed total obedience, and who therefore had the right to de-
mand total sacrifice from His people, leaving no outward symbol of
original, primary sovereignty over them for Pharaoh to display.

Implicit Statism

. Pharaoh, at the end of his attempts to bargain with Moses and
Moses’ God, was hoping to extract at least token control over the terms of
Israeli sacrifice. He wanted to retain at least one sign of his sover-
eign y over their worship. If God had capitulated to Pharaoh on this
point, He would thereby have acknowledged Pharaoh’s lawful au-
thority to grant to the Israelites their right to worship. The E~pttin
State would then have become the ean!h~,  institutional source of religious rights,
since God Himself had been compelled to accede to at least one of
the terms Pharaoh had laid down. This would have made the State
the final institutional authority on the question of the nature of legiti-
mate worship. The needs of the Stati would  have become the m“teria  for exter-
nal worship. By extracting from God even the tiniest compromise,
this self-proclaimed god of a divine State would have been sanctioned
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as the final earthly authori~  concerning religion, and also the source of the
rights of religion. God would thereby have acknowledged the legiti-
macy of Egypt’s prior claim of lawful authority over the religious
affairs of the Israelites. God would thereby have acknowledged the
right of the Pharaoh to retain at least token authority, which meant
the right of the Pharaoh and his heirs to compete with God at any
time in the future for total authority. The God of the Hebrews might
eventually be compelled to give back to the State what the State had
originally claimed.

Pharaoh had rejected Moses’ initial request because he had be-
lieved that he possessed total authority. At each stage, he gave up
something, but he never was willing to give up everything. He was
willing to relinquish some of his authority temporarily, for as long as
God brought the plagues. However, should God change His mind,
or lose power, or forget the Israelites, then Pharaoh might be able to
re-establish  his claim of total sovereignty. Pharaoh viewed this con-
test as a sort of cosmological “tug of war,” in which he retained lawful
authority of at least one end of the rope. God might pull him close to
the line temporarily, but one end was rightfully his. If God would
simply acknowledge Pharaoh’s right to his end by allowing him the
right to set any of the terms of Hebrew sacrifice, then Pharaoh’s case
would not be completely destroyed. If he bided his time, the God of
the Hebrews might go away, leaving Pharaoh with the whole rope. ‘

If the State can establish a foothold – even a temporary toehold
— of autonomous sovereignty, then it has established a lawful claim
to as much sovereignty as it can gain through the imposition of raw
power. God’s claim to absolute, uncompromised sovereignty is suc-
cessfully challenged by man whenever God is forced to surrender
even token autonomous sovereignty to man. Ord y if God’s sover-
eignty is absolute can God claim to be the sole source of meaning
and power in the universe. It is fallen man’s goal to share some of
that sovereignty. It is also Satan’s goal, even if man becomes, tem-
porarily, the holder of any fraction of this original, autonomous sov-
ereignty, for if Satan can demonstrate that man has any final (or orig-
inal) sovereignty whatsoever, then God’s claim of total sovereignty
collapses, which is the very essence of Satan’s challenge to God.
Satan can collect from man whatever sovereignty man might snatch
from God, given the fact of Satan’s greater power; but he must first
place man in the same continuity of being with God. This attempt is
always futile, from Genesis to Revelation.
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No Compromise

God refused to grant Pharaoh anything. He rejected the seem-
ingly reasonable compromises offered to Him by this self-proclaimed
god, this ruler of a supposedly divine State. God hardened the
Pharaoh’s heart, so that he might not capitulate and let the Israelites
journey into the wilderness to sacrifice to God. Pharaoh is the great
historical example in Scripture of Proverbs 21:1: “The kin<s heart is
in the hand of the LORD, as the rivers of water: he turneth it whither-
soever he will .“ Yet Pharaoh was totally responsible for his acts. In
great wrath, he challenged God, and God killed the firstborn of
Egypt. Then the Egyptians expelled the Isr~elites in great fear,
allowing them not merely a week of freedom to sacrifice to God, but
permanent freedom to sacrifice to God. The Egyptians fulfilled

~ God’s promise to Moses, that the whole nation of Israel would go
_ free and claim the land of Canaan (Ex. 3:8). God gave them total

victory, yet Moses had officially requested only, at most, a week’s
freedom to sacrifice. However, this sacr@e was comprehensive: every
man, woman, child, and beast had to go three days’ journey into the
wilderness.

The Pharaoh, unwilling to acknowledge the validity of this claim
upon the whole of Israel, because it would have denied absolute sov-
ereignty on his part and on the part of the Egyptian State, resisted
unto death. He could not allow Israel a week of freedom, a week of
rest, a week in which no tokens of subservience to Egypt’s gods
would be adhered to by the Israelites. He realized that all the claims
of absolute authority on the part of Egypt would be refuted by such a
capitulation on his part. Therefore, he hardened his heart, hoping to
preserve the theology of Egypt and the autonomous sovereignty of
man. When the Israelites left triumphantly, he lashed out against
them, in a suicidal attempt to destroy them or drag them back. God
had not compromised with him; the all-or-nothing claim of God
could not be sacrificed by some token acknowledgment of lawful
Egyptian sovereignty.

Pharaoh recognized the nature of God’s total rejection of his
claims to divinity, the absolute denial of the continuity of being. God
had cut away his claim to divinity in front of his people and the kings
of the earth, just as He had promised (Ex. 9:16). Pharaoh preferred
to risk his own death, the destruction of his army, and the captivity
of Egypt, rather than submit meekly to the triumph of the Israelites.
He bet and lost. As such, Pharaoh’s experience is archetypal  for all
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the societies of Satan. They all make the same bet; they all lose. The
only exception in the Bible was the case of the Gibeonites. They
tricked the Israelites into making a covenant with them. By becom-
ing permanent slaves to the Hebrews, they thereby acknowledged
the sovereignty of God (Josh. 9).

Conclusion

The State is not absolutely sovereign. There is no divine right of
kings, irrespective of what they say or do. There was no way for
Moses to deal with the Pharaoh on Egypt’s terms without com-
promising the sovereignty of God. Moses refused to compromise.

The State is not the source of the right (duty) of religious wor-
ship; God is. The State may acknowledge the right (duty) of men to
worship God by providing a legal code or bill of rights, but the State
is not the source of this right. This right cannot be revoked
unilaterally by State officials without bringing into play the vengeance
of God. To acknowledge the permanent right (duty) of men to
sacrifice to God is to acknowledge the comprehensive and absolute
sovereignty of God — an original sovereignty, a final sovereignty, and
a primary sovereignty, which is all one fundamental sovereignty. All.
human sovereignty is secondary; it is a derivative sovereignty. It is,
above all, a completely accountable sovereign y, in terms of which
every individual will be judged, and in terms of which every institu-
tion is also judged, in time and on earth (Deut. 8; 28).
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SEPARATION AND DOMINION

But against any of the children of Israel  shall not a dog move his tongue,
against man or beast: that ye &y know how the LORD cloth put a
d#~ence between the E~ptians  and Israel (Ex. 11: 7).

God announced that there was a radical covenantal difference
between the Hebrews and the Egyptians. This difference was about
to be manifested in a sharp break historically: the Exodus. So great
was this difference, that no dog would lick its lips (literal translation:
sharpen its tongue) at the Hebrews upon their departure from
Egypt. No dog would eat any Hebrew (as dogs later ate Jezebel, the
result of God’s special curse: II Kings 9:36). The Egyptians now
respected them and their leader, Moses. “And the LORD gave the
people favour in the land of Egypt, in the sight of the Egyptians.
Moreover the man Moses was very great in the land of Egypt, in the
sight of Pharaoh’s servants, and in the sight of the people” (Ex. 11: 3),
The meaning was clear: the Hebrews would leave victorious, having
seen their enemies so thoroughly defeated, that not one of them
would raise a cry against them. No jeering crowds would force them
to “run the gauntlet,” throwing rocks or garbage at them as they
departed. The Egyptians believed in the continuity of being, and
Moses had vanquished the representative of Egypt’s gods, who him-
self was believed to be divine. Were not the Hebrews linked to that
victorious God, through Moses?

Consider the Exodus from the point of view of a citizen of Egypt
or one of the Canaanitic  nations. A slave population had successfully
challenged the dominant political order of its day. Egypt’s wealth
and power, even in decline (if Courville’s  chronology of the dynasties
is correct), were recognized throughout the ancient world. Yet Egypt
could not bring these Hebrews into submission. The ancient world
viewed a military defeat as a defeat for the gods of the vanquished

132
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city-state. What a defeat for the gods of E~pt  ! A slave population
had risen up, under the very noses of the Egyptians, and had smashed
the political order. So complete was this victory, that the invading
Hyksos (Amalekites)  swept over Egypt without encountering
military resistance. God had been so victorious over Egypt that His
people did not even bother to remain in the land as conquerors. So
contemptuous of Egypt were the Hebrews that they marched out,
leaving the spoils of war to the Amalekites,  who were being replaced
in Canaan by the Hebrews. 1 Here was a God so greaf,  that He did
not even bother to subdue the land of Egypt. And now, the Ca-
naanites knew, these people  were coming for them. Is it any wonder
that they trembled for a generation (Josh. 2:9-11)?

The division between Egypt and Israel was assured. The
Hebrews could not be tricked back into submission. Egyptians
would not be able to subdue them, as vanquished populations
sometimes do, by intermarrying, nor would the Hebrews absorb
E~ptian religion and culture by intermarrying. The religious and
linguistic separation would be maintained permanently, since God
was taking them out of Egypt and was preparing to displace the Ca-
naanites. The Canaanites knew what was in store for them (Josh.
2:9-11).  Israel took no prisoners (Josh. 6:21).  Israel, if the people re-
mained faithful to their God, would annihilate the Canaanites.

When the LORD thy God shall bring thee into the land whither thou goest to
possess it, and bath cast out many nations before thee, the Hittites and-the
Girgashites, and the Amorites, and the Canaanites, and the Perizzites, and
the Hivites, and the Jebusites, seven nations greater and mightier than
thou; And when the LORD thy God shall deliver them before thee; thou
shalt smite them, and utterly destroy them; thou shalt make no covenant
with them, nor shew mercy unto them: Neither shalt thou make marriages
with them; thy daughter thou shalt not give unto his son, nor his daughter

shalt thou take unto thy son. For they will turn away thy son from following
me, that they may serve other gods: so will the anger of the LORD be kindled
against you, and destroy thee suddenly. But thus shall ye deal with them; ye
shall destroy their altars, and break down their images, and cut down their
groves, and burn their graven images with fire. For thou art an holy people
unto the LORD thy God: the LORD thy God bath chosen thee to be a special
people unto himself, above all people that are upon the face of the

1. Imm”anuel Velikovsky, Ag~  in Chaos (Garden City, New York: Doubleday,
1952), ch. 2.
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There wasadifference between the Egyptians and Israel. That
difference was God. He had made a covenant with them. They had
been a tiny nation; now they would be victorious. They had already
been so victorious over Egypt that Egypt’s dogs recognized it; they
would not lick their chops at Israelites. Yet it had not been their
strength which had led them to freedom. “The LORD did not set his
love upon you, nor choose you, because ye were more in number
than any people; for ye were the fewest of all people: But because the
LORD loved you, and because he would keep the oath which he had
sworn unto your fathers, bath the LORD brought you out with a
mighty hand, and redeemed you out of the house .of bondmen, from
the hand of Pharaoh king of Egypt” (Deut. 7:7-8). It was God’s
choice, not theirs, to redeem them — to buy them back by destroying
their enemies. It was God’s choice when He had promised the land
of Canaan to Abraham for his seed. It was God’s choice when He
had selected Moses as their leader. It was God’s choice to harden
Pharaoh’s heart, so t~at he would not compromise and permit the
Hebrews to go and sacrifice to their God. God had done it all, and
God would continue to do it all, jf they remained faithful to His
covenant.

The covenant was a great dividing sword. It was the dividing line
between Israel and Egypt. Israel received its blessings; Egypt received
its curse. It was also the dividing line between Israel and the nations
of Canaan. It separated Egypt from Israel, and it was to serve as a
means of destruction in Canaan. God had separated Israel from
Egypt geographically; He planned to separate Israel and the tribes of
Canaan biologically: the Canaanites would all die. The Canaanites
recognized this, according to Rahab (Josh. 2:9-11).

Among the Hebrews of Moses’ day, only Joshua and Caleb rec-
ognized the commitment of God to give His people total victory, in
time and in Canaan (Num. 14). (A similar incident took place a
millennium and a half later, when the Jews and Remans had a stone
rolled across Jesus’ tomb, in order to keep His disciples from taking
His body and claiming that His prophecy concerning His resurrec-

2. It should be obvious that pacifism as a moral philosophy has no support in the
Bible. The same God who was incarnate in Jesus Christ ordered the Hebrews to an-
nihilate the Canaanites. Any discussion by God-fearing people of the legitimacy of
warfare from a biblical standpoint must begin with a consideration and moral accep-
tance of these verses.
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tion had been fulfilled; meanwhile, the disciples scattered to the
winds in self-imposed defeat. ) The Hebrews of Moses’ era did not
recognize the inevitability of their impending victory. They had not
recognized the nature of their victory over the Egyptians. They did
not understand the nature of the God who had given them freedom,
nor did they understand the nature of the ethical covenant which He
had set before them. They had to serve Him continuously. They
chose to serve other gods intermittently. They were supposed to ex-
ercise dominion continuously. They chose to exercise dominion in-
termittently. They were supposed to be victorious continuously.
They were defeated intermittently.

The Covenant and Separation

The covenant is the means by which God separates His people from
the world. It is supposed to be the means by which his people bring the
world into conformity with biblical law. He shows grace to His people
and gives them the tool of dominion, His law-order. This separation
finally results in the pmnent separation between God and His enemies,
on the day of judgment. Etmnip is marked by this coumantal  separation.

God separated His people from the surrounding cultures in the
Old Testament era. He separated Noah from the pre-flood  world.
He separated Abram from both Ur of the Chaldees and Haran. He
separated Israel from Canaan during Israel’s sojourn in Egypt. He
separated Israel from Egypt’s masses by putting them in Goshen. He
separated Israel from Egypt completely at the time of the Exodus.
All of these separations were essentially separations from pagan gods
and pagan cultures. But separations from did not imply retreat and
impotence. These separations were established by God in Israel’s
histoy  in order to give God’s people confidence concerning Israel’s
fiture. The covenantal separation j-em other nations established the
possibility and the requirement of Israel’s dominion over those nations.
Israel wiped out most of the Canaanites, and Israel was supposed to
wipe out, or drive out, all of them. G’od  hadpreparedfor His people a new
training ground, a ~pe ojparadise, a land$owing  with milk and hong (cove-
nant feast), which pointed back to the garden of Eden and forward to the new
heavens and new earth. This land had been cleared of wild beasts, ex-
cept for relatively few of them (Ex. 23:28-29), and Israel’s victory
cleared the land of most of the wild cultures.  s It was to have been a

3. Joshua 10:21 reads: “And all the people returned to the camp to Joshua at Mek-
kedah in peace: none moved his tongue against any of the children of Israel .“ Liter-
ally, this can be translated: “Not (he) sharpened (his) tongue against a man.” It .
seems to refer back to Exodus 11:7, meaning that no Israelites died in battle.
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theological, cultural, and political clean sweep. Israel was to take the
land by force, and this land was to become the base of operations in
a mighty conquest, fieled  by a population explosion and compound
economic growth, which was to have carried God’s dominion across
the face of the earth. To fulfill the terms of the dominion covenant,
God’s redeemed people must separate themselves ethically from
Satan’s unredeemed people.

The separation of God’s people from ethical rebels is a perma-
nent separation. Heaven does not eventually fuse with hell. The new
heavens and the new earth do not eventually merge into the lake of
fire. The residents of the new heavens and new earth rule eternally
(Rev. 21; 22); the residents of the lake of fire are subjected to endless
defeat (Rev. 20:14-15).  The people of God are separated from the
ethical rebels on a permanent basis after the final judgment, and this

finai separation brings with it absolute dominion. It is the final victory of
God over Satan, and it involves the permanent dominion of man
over the creation. The rebels are killed, for the y suffer the second,
permanent death (Rev. 20:14). Covenantal  separation therefore implies
covenantal  dominion.

This necessary relationship was never meant to be postponed until
the day of judgment. It is supposed to be progressively worked out, in
time and on earth.4 Gods  separation of Abram from his people, of
Abraham’s seed from the other nations, of Israel from Egypt, and of
Israel from all the religious traditions of Canaan, all required action by
His covenantidpeople,  in time and on earth, Abram left Ur and Haran, and
he circumcised lsaac. Similarly, Moses acted to challenge Pharaoh.
Israel did not stay in Egypt. Israel did not wander in the wilderness
forever. Isnwlfought  and won, in histo~,  in terms of GOSS separating covenant,
whtih h a dominwn  covenant. These mighty acts of God were designed to
convince Israel of the necessity of remaining true to the covenant. The
prophets kept returning to these historical acts of God in the life of
Israel, especially the delivery from Egypt (I Sam. 8:8; Isa. 11:16; Jer.
2:6; Hos. 13:4). So did Stephen in his sermon (Acts 7). A&n3  separation

>om  Satan and hti works is to bring them dominion over Satan and his works: in
politics, economics, military affairs, art, medicine, science, and every
other area of human action.

4. I use this phrase repeatedly in my writings. It refers to human history prior to
the second coming of Christ at the final judgment, and therefore prior to the
establishment of a sin-free world after the resurrection. It is easier to use the phrase
than continually search for substitute phrases.
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Ancient Humanism’s Separation

Basic to many of the ancient cultures was the distinction between
“the people,” the group to which a citizen belonged, and “the others,”
or “barbarians ,“ who were outside the covenantal  membership.
Egypt was no exception. Wilson comments: “In their feeling of
special election and special providence, the E~ptians  called them-
selves ‘the people’ in contrast to foreigners .“s So deeply embedded in
Greek and Roman thought was the division between peoples, that
classical legal theory recognized no common law within the city. G
“No one could become a citizen at Athens; writes Fustel de Coulanges,
“if he was a citizen in another city; for it was a religious impossibility
to be at the same time a member of two cities, as it also was to be a
member of two families. One could not have two religions at the same
time. . . . Neither at Rome nor at Athens could a foreigner be a pro-
prietor. He could not marry; or, if he married, his marriage was not
recognized, and his children were reputed illegitimate. He could not
make a contract with a citizen; at any rate, the law did not recognize
such a contract as valid. . . . The Roman law forbade him to inherit
from a citizen, and even forbade a citizen to inherit from him. They
pushed this principle so far, that if a foreigner obtained the rights of a
citizen without his son, born before this event, obtaining the same
favor, the son became a foreigner in regard to his father, and could not
inherit from him. The distinction between citizen and foreigner was
stronger than the natural tie between father and son.”T

There was also the linguistic difference. The very term “bar-
barian” has its origins in Greek grammar. The Greeks spoke Greek, ,
of course, while foreigners’ languages all sounded like “bar bar” —
incoherent, in other words. This, at least, is the standard explana-
tion of the term, and it is repeated by the influential British historian
of classical culture, H. D. F. Kitto, in the introduction to his book,
The Greeks (1951). Both Kitto and C. M. Bowra argue that “barbar-
ian” did not have a pejorative sense in Homer, but later the term
came to mean inferior status.8  Gilbert Murray, whose Five Stuges  of

5. John A. Wilson, The Burden of Egypt: An Intmp?etation  of Aruient E~ptian Culture
(University of Chicago Press, [1951] 1967), p. 112.

6. Fustel de Coulanges,  The Ancient City: A Study on the Religion, Laws, and Znstitu-
tion.r oj Gieece and Rome (Garden City, New York: Doubleday Anchor, [1864] 1955),
Bk. III, ch. XI, pp. 192-93.

7. Ibid., Bk. III, ch. XII, pp. 196-97.
8. H. D. F. Kitto, The t2eeks (Baltimore, Maryland: Penguin, [1951] 1962), pp.

8-10; C. M. Bowra, The Greek Experience (New York: Mentor, [1957] 1964), p. 26.
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Greek Religion (1925) is regarded as a classic, says that we can mark
the origin of classical Greece with the advent of the cultural dis-
tinction between the Greek and the barbarian, when the Greek his-
torian Herodotus could write that “the Hellenic race was marked off
from the barbarian, as more intelligent and more emancipated from
silly nonsense.”g  By the middle of the fifth century, B. C., the differ-
ence between Greek and barbarian, in the minds of the Greeks, was
enormous.

We see the linguistic origin of the word “barbarian” in Paul’s
comments on tongues in the church. “Therefore if I know not the
meaning of the voice, I shall be unto him that speaketh a barbarian,
and he that speaketh shall be a barbarian unto me” (1 Cor. 14:11).
Again, in Remans 1:14: “I am debtor both to the Greeks, and to the
Barbarians. . . .” Paul, however, did not distinguish between
Greeks and barbarians in terms of their innate differences, but only
in terms of linguistic differences.

The Ethical Disunity of Man

The unity of man, which was assumed and announced architec-
turally at the tower of Babel, had been shattered by God when He
confounded their language and scattered them. God’s restraint on
the creation of a one-world State brought freedom to men — freedom
to develop personally and culturally. Yet it also brought audible
distinctions between men. These distinctions are more fi.mdamental
than race, for races can mix, leaving few if any traces of their genetic”
past, but linguistic distinctions, at least in literate cultures, resist
alterations, and even when linguistic changes occur, the written
records of the past draw men’s thoughts and commitment back to a
once-distinct past. It was no accident that the perceived interna-
tional unity of the Roman Catholic Church was maintained for cen-
turies by the Latin Mass, and it was also not accidental that the
historically unprecedented disruptions within that church, which
took place from the mid-1960’s onward, were intimately related to
the successful efforts of the church’s religious liberals in abolishing
the use of the Latin Mass.

Religious humanists sometimes have attacked this kind of divi-
sion between men. Ludwig Feuerbach was one example. His book,

9. Gilbert Murray, Five Stuges of Greek Rel~ion (Garden City, New York: Double-
day Anchor, [1925] 1955), p. 38.



Separatwn  and Dominion 139

Z%e Essence of C/zristiani~  (1841), created a sensation, and converted a
whole generation of European intellectuals to atheism. Frederick
Engels, Marxism’s co-founder, remarked once that “One must him-
self have experienced the liberating effect of this book to get an idea
of it. Enth&iasm was general; we all became at once Feuerbach-
ians.~ 10 In ~“is book, Feuerbach  attacked Christianit y’s concept of
saved and lost. Such a view of man separates men from other men.
Yet man is a unified whole, a species being. In fact, Feuerbach said,
God is really nothing more than man’s own thoughts, projected into
the religious consciousness of men. “God is the human being; but he
present;  himself to the religious consciousness as a distinct being.”1  1
The Christian denies that man is God, and this is unforgivable.
Even worse, Christians say that some men will be saved by God,
and others will not be saved. “To believe, is synonymous with good-
ness; not to believe, with wickedness. Faith, narrow and prejudiced,
refers all unbelief to the moral disposition. In its view the unbeliever
is an enemy to Christ out of obduracy, out of wickedness. Hence
faith has fellowship with believers only; unbelievers it rejects. It is
well-disposed towards believers, but ill-disposed towards unbeliev-
ers. ln faith there lies a mxdignant  principle. ” 12

Marx and Engels, his most famous converts, rejected
Feuerbach’s  brand of non-divisive humanism. They saw the “illus-
ion” of God as a product of a deliberate lie: a weapon used by
capitalists to suppress the proletariat. The problem is class divisions;
the solution is class warfare, with the proletariat finally emerging
victorious over the bourgeoisie. la They called for unconditional sur-
render by the bourgeoisie; they called for all-out warfare. The y
predicted absolute victory. They saw that true victory over evil in-
~olves  triumph, in time and on earth. 14 They saw that there must be
a self-awareness on the part of the “vanguard” of history, the pro-
letariat, concerning the irreconcilable differences between them and

10. Frederick Engels, “Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German Phi-
losophy” (1888), in Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Selected Works, 3 vols. (Moscow:
Progress Publishers, [1969] 1977), III, p. 344.

11. Ludwig Feuerbach,  The Essence of Chndia+,  trans. George Eliot (New York:
Harper Torchbooks, [1841] 1957), p. 247.

12. Ibid., p. 252. Emphasis in original.
13. Marx and Engels, “Manifesto of the Communist Party” (1848), in Selected

Works, I, pp. :[25-26.
14. Gary North, Unconditional Surwnder: God!! Program for VictoT (2nd ed.; Tyler,

Texas: Geneva Divinity School Press, 1983).
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their class enemies, the bourgeoisie. is They substituted the forces of
dialectical, materialistic history for the providence of God, thereby
preserving an eschatology of utitog.  16 They saw that there must be
separation in order to achieve victory. To that extent, Marxism
adheres to a humanistic variant of a fundamental doctrine of the
Bible. It is one reason why the Marxists have been so successful in
promoting their imitation gospel in the twentieth century.

Conclusion

It was Israel’s continuing refusal to break with the theology and
culture of Egypt as such which condemned that first generation to a
life of wandering in the wilderness. It was not the covenantal separa-
tion from Egypt which resulted in Israel’s wilderness journey. God
did not bring Israel into the wilderness to die. This was the accusa-
tion of the rebels against Moses, time after time (Ex. 14:11-12; 16:3),
so they  all died in the wilderness. Their children, led by Joshua and
Caleb – those two men who had understood the nature of God and
His covenant – took possession of the land. It was Satan3 lie that
covenantal  separation from “establishment civilization” — first from
Egypt, and later from the remains of the Canaanitic  cultures –
meant historical defeat and impotence for Israel. This same lie has
been one of the most important factors in Satan’s success against the
church in the twentieth century. Whenever this lie becomes the dom-
inant opinion among God’s covenanted people, they can expect to
die in the wilderness, just as the complainers and defeatists of Moses’
day also died in the wilderness.

Christians must also recognize that the d~eat of complainers and
defeatists in one generation does not necessari~  condemn the next generation to a
similar d~eat. When men recognize the optimistic nature of God’s
separating covenant, and when they seek to work out the terms of
God’s law-order in their various spheres of influence and responsibil-
ity, they will discover the impotence of God’s enemies, even as
Joshua and 85-year-old Caleb discovered it. Their separation by God

15. “All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in the
interests of minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious, independent
movement of the immense majority, in the interests of the immense majority. The
proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot raise itself
up, without  the whole superincumbent strata of official society being sprung into the
air.” Communist Mant~esto,  in ibti., I, p. 118.

16. F. N. Lee, Communsd  Eschakdogy:  A Christian Philosophical Anasysis of the Post-
Capitalistic Vz2ws of Marx, Engels, and Lenin (Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig Press, 1974).
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implies their u.icto~  with God, in eternity but also in history. Further-
more, with respect to the enemies of God, their separation from God
leads directly to their dg%at  by God, not only throughout eternity, but
in time and on earth. Their eventual defeat by the people of God —
those who honor the terms of God’s separating covenant – in time
and on earth is an earnest (down payment) of their coming eternal
defeat. Without biblical law, men become progressive~ impotent cultural~.’7

When God separates His people from the world by means of His
separating covenant, He provides them with the means of external
victory, not simply their individualistic internal victory over per-
sonal sin. As God progressively separates His people in terms of
their conformity to His law, He thereby gives them their tool of do-
minion. The dogs of Egypt had more understanding of this fact than ~
did the fleeing slaves of Moses’ day. The dogs of Egypt had a better
understanding of the implications of God’s covenantal  partition than
the twentieth century’s hordes of self-proclaimed experts in biblical
prophecy. The dogs of Egypt may have whetted their tongues, but if
they ate anyone, it was dead Egyptians, not dead Hebrews.

17. Gary North, “Common Grace, Eschatology,  and Biblical Law: TheJoumal of
Christian Reconstruction, III (Winter 1976-77).
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CONTINUITY AND REVOLUTION

And thus shallye  eat it; with your loins girded, your shoes on your feet,
andyour  staf in your hand; andye shall eat it in haste: it is the LORD’S.

Passover. For 1 will pass  through the land of E~pt  this night, and will

smite all the firstborn in the land of E~Pt, both man and beast; and

against all the gods of E~pt I will execute judgment: I am the LORD

(Ex. 12:11-12).

A social philosophy which does not contain an explicit concept of
social change — or lack of social change — is incapable of producing
the kinds of cultural transformations that are required by the domin-
ion covenant. Without a belief in the possibility of progress, men are
left without one of the fundamental motivating factors necessary to
the building of (or maintaining of) a civilization. ]

Is progress possible? If so, then what is the characteristic nature
of social progress? Is it essentially a revolutionary process, or is it
marked by slow, organic change? In short, is is discontinuous or con-
tinuous? Or is it some mixture of the two? Here is a fundamental
issue which has divided social philosophers from the beginning. This
question was the crucial philosophical dividing line between the
revolutionaries of France in 1789 and the conservative doctrines of
Edmund Burke. 2 Modern conservatism can be dated from the
publication of Burke’s Rejections on the Revolution in France (1790). Cer-
tainly, the question of continuity vs. revolution is the heart of the
dispute between Marxism and all other non-revolutionary social
philosophies.

1. See Robert A. Nisbet, HiJtogJ of the Idea oj Progress (New York: Basic Books,
1980), especially the epilogue.

2. Russell Kirk, The Conservative Mind:fiom  Burke to Santuyana  (Chicago: Regnery,
1953), ch. 2; Nisbet, The Social Philosopher: Communi&  and Con@ in Western Thought
(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell,  1973), pp. 265-80.
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The Bible provides an answer to this most fundamental of social
questions. The key factor is ethics. Whether a society experiences
long-term progress, or catastrophic external judgments that produce
discontinuous social change, depends on the ethical condition of
those who compose the society, especially the religious and political
leaders.

The Book of Exodus provides the archetype of all discontinuous
social events, which is why the story of the Exodus initially appeals
to revolutionaries, “liberation theologians ,“ and other proponents of
humanistic confrontations between “the exploited poor” and the “ex-
ploiting rich.”s But the revelational ethical framework which the
Bible sets forth gives little support for the dreams and schemes of
social revolutionaries. To understand the biblical concept of social
change, we must understand the theoloW of the Passover.

Promise and Deliverance

God promised to pass over those households which had blood
sprinkled on the doorposts (Ex. 12:13). All other homes He would
allow the destroyer (Ex. 12:23) to enter, bringing death to the
firstborn male of both man and beast.4 This was the avenger of blood,
who was about to avenge the land of Egypt for the pollution caused
by the murder of the Hebrew males at least 80 years before.5 Any
family which did not acknowledge its need for a sacrificial substitute
would make its sacrifice with its firstborn son. There was no escape
from this sacrifice; it was only a question of which kind ofjrstborn
sacrzjice  a family would choose to offer to God: human or animal.

3. ‘The God of the Bible cares when people enslave and oppress others. At the
Exodus he acted to end economic oppression and bring freedom to slaves. . . The
Exodus was certainly the decisive event in the creation of the chosen people. We
distort the biblical interpretation of this momentous occasion unless we see that at
this pivotal point, the Lord of the universe was at work correcting oppression and <
liberating the poor.” Ronald J. Sider, Rich Christians in an Age of Hunger: A Biblical
Study (Downers Grove, Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1977), pp. 60-61.

4. This destroyer may have been an angel, possibly the angel of the Lord.
Hebrews 11:28 personifies the destroying agent: “he that destroyed,” in the King
James Version; ‘(the destroying one” in the Greek. James G. Murphy, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentay on the Book of Exodw  (Minneapolis, Minnesota: James Publica-
tions, [1868] 1976), p. 128.

5. The avenger of blood was the judge of all the inhabitants of Egypt, including
the Hebrews and the mixed multitude. He was avenging the land at last for the
murder of the Hebrew infant males, who had been drowned in the Nile (Ex. 1:22).
The first judgment had been against the Nile, turning it into blood (Ex. 7:17-21).
Now the death of the firstborn male children would cleanse the land of its pollution.
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The Egyptians chose to cling to their faith in Pharaoh’s divinity,
in the hope that this final plague would not come upon them. Not
one Egyptian family took its stand with the God of the Hebrews, “for
there was not a house where there was not one dead” (Ex. 12: 30 b).
Once again, the gods of Egypt failed them. God had executed judg-
ment upon all the gods of Egypt, including the Pharaoh, the self-
proclaimed divine-human link on earth. The Egyptians had seen the
Pharaoh fail to protect the nation; plague after plague came upon
them, yet they did not recognize the imminence and inescapability
of this judgment. Egypt had seemed immune to foreign invasion and
foreign domination; now the slaves of Egypt would alone be pro-
tected from judgment. Goshen, the home of God’s people, would
alone receive protection, but only because of the willingness of these
people to recognize judgment and take steps to avoid it.G

The Hebrews had been in Egypt for at least two centuries. They
had worked on the Pharaoh’s monuments and cities for at least two
generations. The Egyptians expected this slave population to remain
subservient on a permanent basis. So did most of the members of
that population. God’s promise to Abraham had been forgotten.
Even with Moses’ words before them, and the Passover meal re-
quired of them, they did not really expect deliverance. “And they
baked unleavened cakes of the dough which they had brought forth
out of Egypt, for it was not leavened; because they were thrust out of
Egypt, and could not tarry, neither had they prepared for themselves
any victual” (Ex. 12:39). They had prepared no food for the journe y.
Why had they made no preparations for their imminent journey?
The answer seems obvious: th~ real~  did not exjsect Go#s overnight

deliverance. The Passover ceremony pointed to just such a
deliverance, but they did not really believe it. They did what they
were instructed by Moses and Aaron (Ex. 12:50),  but no more.
Their religion was a minimal religion, as their actions demonstrated
repeatedly for the next 40 years.

6. It could be objected that God never dld offer a way of escape to the Egyptians.
There is no explicit evidence that God dld tell them of the blood on the doorposts,
but there is little doubt that Egypt’s representatives by this time were monitoring
everything the Hebrews did or said. They must have known. These people were not
ignorant of God’s  law; they had been placed under the administration of Joseph two
centuries before. Also, the confrontations between Moses and Pharaoh indicate that
Pharaoh knew exactly the crimes Egypt had committed against the Hebrews. Fi-
nally, I would argue that the free offer of the gospel must not be denied: John Mur-
ray, “The Free Offer of the Gospel ,“ in Collected Writings ofJohn  Murray, 4 vols. (Edin-
burgh: Banner of Truth Trust, 1982), IV, pp. 113-32.
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After at least two centuries in Egypt, the Hebrews had grown ac-
customed to their environment. The envy of the Hebrews against
Moses forty years earlier had kept them in bondage, for they had not
been content to be judged by Moses. They had preferred to bring
Moses low, even though this meant that their Egyptian rulers would
remain dominant over them. They had been willing to remain slaves
rather than risk standing up with the young Moses. When Moses
returned to challenge Pharaoh, their sons complained bitterly to
Moses that his troublemaking had ,brought  new burdens upon them
(Ex. 5:21). They preferred to trust the continuing tyranny of Egypt
rather than’ trust the promise of God or His servants, Moses and
Aaron. Thg put their faith in the Egyptian State rather than God. To that
extent, they agreed with the religion of their captors. As Joshua
warned their children, “Now therefore fear the LORD, and serve him
in sincerity and in truth: and put away the gods which your fathers
served on the other side of the flood, and in Egypt; and serve ye the
LORD” ~osh,  24:14).  (Notice the words, “in sincerity and in truth”;
they are important for understanding the apostle Paul’s references to
unleavened bread, discussed below. )

The familiarity of present troubles makes men hesitate to seek
risky improvements in their condition. The risks of change seem too
high, and the benefits seem too few or too far removed. Men choose
today’s horrors in preference to tomorrow’s unfamiliar problems,
even if those problems will be accompanied with the personal free-
dom to deal with them. Responsibility is too great a burden for
slaves. The slave becomes passive toward his environment, content to ac-
cept what the world brings, so long as he can avoid life’s hard deci-
sions. What keeps slaves in bondage, even when freedom is possi-
ble? It is their willingness to put up with a harsh environment, so long as it is
a familiar one which brings few opportunities for personal initiative (and there-
fore personal responsibili~). Joseph was in bondage, but he did not
evade responsibility. Such a slave usually does not remain in bond-
age permanently, for he is not mentally a slave. The willingness of
some men to bear the burdens of responsible choice eventually
makes them too valuable, or too powerful, for their masters to keep
in servitude. Fully responsible men are difficult to enslave.

The Hebrews pr~erred low-risk institutional continui~.  They preferred
a life of little or no personal responsibility. This was a great asset for
their masters, who could then devote more of their resources to

something other than the suppression of rebellion. Fewer taskmasters



146 MOSES AND PHARAOH

and guards were needed, for the prisoners were docile. Even after
their deliverance, that generation continued to complain to Moses
about the rigors and dangers of the wilderness, despite the fact that
God provided them with manna, clothing that never wore out, and
feet that did not swell or blister (Deut. 8:3-4; Neh. 9:21).

Unquestionably, institutional continuity under some conditions
is a valid goal in life. We want marital continuity when we exchange
vows with our mates. We want continuity in our legal system, so that
when we drive at the posted speed limit, for example, we are not
issued a traffic citation by a police officer who has autonomously and
arbitrarily made up new rules. At the same time, most of us want
our marriages to develop, since maturity is basic to a successful life.
And if we find that the existing speed limit is no longer adequate to
protect life and limb, then we want legal procedures for having the
speed limit changed, Therefore, institutional continui~ is to be understood
within a framework of potential change, except changes in certain areas
that are governed by God’s revealed law. And even here, God
reserves the right to make changes, or suspend external judgment.
Perhaps the best example is God’s retroactive suspension of His law
which prohibited Passover to ritually unsanctified Hebrews. Because
some members of the nation under Hezekiah  had not been ritually
purified when they ate the Passover,7 Hezekiah prayed that they be
forgiven. God healed them retroactively, thereby overlooking the
written requirements of the law (II Chr. 30:17 -20). s If we seek the
continuity of the Medes and the Persians, where the king’s word was
absolutely inviolable, then we may face potential disasters, as Darius
did when he was forced to sentence Daniel to the lions’ den (Dan.
6:14).  Life’s conditions change, and men’s survival and prosperity
depend on quick and competent reactions to changed conditions.
Static continuity – the complete predictability of a familiar and de-
pendable future – is an illegitimate goal. It is the world of the prison.
Or the grave.

7. The nature of this lack of purification is not stated.
8. The priests had begun to cleanse the temple in the first month of the first year

of his reign, which was also Passover month. Passover had to be celebrated by the
14th day, but they did not complete the cleansing of the temple until the 16th (II Chr.
29:17). It was too late to celebrate Passover normally. But the second month was le-
gitimate for travelers or people defiled by a dead body on the normal day of
Passover: Numbers 9:9-11. Hezekiah called for the Passover to be celebrated the
next month, but all of the people were still not purified.
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Structure and Change

We are here dealing with the inescapable problem of structure and
change, a variation of the traditional philosophical problem, the one
(structure, unity) and the many (change, diverse conditions). We
want predictable law and predictable environments, yet we do not
want to be strangled by our laws or our environment. In every
science, in every field of human thought, we face the problem of
structure and change, of law and flux.g

In the field of historiography, for example, scholars tend to be
divided into two camps: the revolutionists and the consensus
historians. 10 One group sees man’s history as a series of revolutions,
or at least major conflicts. Karl Marx is perhaps the most prominent
of the revolutionists (since he actually was a proponent of violent
revolution). “Revolutions are the locomotives of history,” he wrote. 11
Yet even revolutions take place within aframework ofcontz’nui~.  They
do not totally destroy the past, The conservative American
sociologist Robert Nisbet has articulated a theory of social change
which opposes both social revolutionism and social evolutionism as
valid explanations of “inevitable” historical development: “That
things should continue in time, persist, hold stable, is not to be
doubted. Given such persistence, changes, however far apart, how-
ever random, discrete, and disconnected they may be in themselves,
are nonetheless given the semblance of a continuity by the persisting
identity itself— by the persisting kinship system, social class, ~
religion, or whatever it may be. But, as a moment’s reflection tells
us, there is no continuity of change  here; only continuity in the sense
of persistence, punctuated, however, by the changes which occur

9. I used a chemistry textbook in college called Structure and Change, by Gordon S.
Christiansen and Paul Garrett (San Francisco: W. H. Freeman, 1960). The problem
is basic to every academic discipline.

10. See, for example, Conjict or Consensus m American Histoy,  edited by Allen F.
Davis and Harold D. Woodman (Boston: D. C. Heath, 1966). They write in the in-
troduction: “Has there been real conflict in American history between classes, sec-
tions, and interest groups, or has the story of the American past been primarily one
of general agreement or consensus? This theme, expressed either explicitly or im-
plicitly, may be found in virtually all major interpretations of our country’s past” (p.
vii). Cf. James P. Young (cd.), Consensus and Conzict: Readings in American Politics
(New York: Dodd, Mead, 1972).

,,

11. Karl Marx, “The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850” (1850); in Karl
Marx and Frederick Engek, Selected Works, 3 vols. (Moscow: Progress Publishers,
[1969] 1977), I, p. 277.
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from time to time.”lz Without a consensus against which revolu-
tionaries can rebel, all revolutions would become mere chaos, with-
out meaning or direction. 13

\ In contrast to the revolutionists, consensus historians are
defenders of,the idea of continuity. Wherever they look, they cannot
find “true”  revolutions: the industrial revolution really was too slow
to be called a revolution,’ as was the agricultural revolution, the
American Revolution, the French Revolution, and possibly even the
Russian Revolution. Since every revolution retains elements from
the past, it is possible to focus on the elements that remained stable,
and then conclude that these so-called revolutions, in and of them-
selves, really do not change societies very much in the long run.
“The more things change, the more things stay the same,” says a
French proverb. When is a revolution real~ a revolution?

Ethical Continuity

Pharaoh did not really grasp the revolutionary nature of the
crisis he was facing. He believed in the continuity of being between
his own nature and the power gods of Egypt. He therefore believed
in the externality of Egyptian power. These upstart Hebrews, he
knew, could be brought to heel. Their God was not really a totally
sovereign being. Their God was not really able to deliver them out of
his hand.

To a great extent, the Hebrews slaves shared his view. They also
did not believe that Moses was representing a sovereign God who
would deliver them from bondage. Not even after the plagues on

12. Robert A. Nisbet, Social Change and History: Aspects of the Western Theory of
Deoeloprnent (New York: Oxford University Press, 1969), pp. 288-89.

13. Gunther Stent, a molecular biologist, has commented on this problem with
respect to artistic revolutions. They are eventual] y self-defeating, he argues. “As ar-
tistic evolution unfolds, the artist is being freed more and more from strict canons
governing the method of working his medium of creative expression. The end result
of this evolution has been that, finally, in our time, the artist’s liberation has been
almost total. However, the artist’s accession to near-total freedom of expression now
presents very great cognitive difficulties for the appreciation of his work: The
absence ,of recognizable canons reduces his act of creation to near-randomness for
the perceiver. In other words, artistic evolution along the one-way street to freedom
embodies an element of self-limitation. The greater the freedom already attained
and hence the closer the approach to the random of any artistic style for the perci-
pient, the less possible for any successor style to seem significantly different from its
predecessor.” Stent, The Coming ojthe Golden Age: A View of the End of Progress (Garden
City, New York: Natural History Press, published for the American Museum of
Natural History, 1969), p. 98.
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Egypt had brought their Egyptian masters low did they believe that
their external conditions would change. Institutional continui~  was still
dominant in their thinking, for ontological  continui~  between God and
man was still dominant in their thinking. They trusted more in the
theocratic power of Egypt’s gods than they did in the God of Moses.
They believed that they would still remain slaves in Egypt, as their
fathers had been. And if the gods of Egypt were what the Pharaoh
claimed, then there could never be a radical break with the past.

The history of the patriarchs should have warned them against
such a view of history. The creation was itself an incomparably
radical break — a break into history, or better stated, the advent of
history out of nothing. The creation of the species, the creation of
Adam, and the creation of Eve were all radical breaks. Adam’s rebel-
lion was a break, and the signs of that break are with men still, since
the creation labors under a curse (Gen. 3:17-18; Rem. 8:19-22). The
flood in Noah’s day was a startling break with the past – a clean
sweep of unimaginable proportions. The scattering at Babel, the
calling of Abraham, the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, and
the famine of Joseph’s, day were all discontinuities in history.

On the one hand, historical continui~  is guaranteed by the transcendent
plan (decree) of God oveT histoy, unshakable in its permanence. Histor-
ical continuity is therefore ethical continuity. Men and societies are
totally responsible before God, who sustains the entire creation and
whose decree is inescapable. On the other hand, actual historical
events are sometimes sharp breaks from the historical continuities
that preceded the breaks.

What the Passover was meant to teach the Israelites was that
God judges kings and commoners in terms of His law, and that the
foundation of human freedom and human progress is ethical. Which
divinity will men worship, God or some idolatrous representation of
another god, either natural or supernatural? Which law-order will
men attempt to conform to, God’s or some idol’s? 14 The continuity
which relates covenantal faithfulness and institutional blessings
(Deut. 8:18; 28:1-14) is contrasted with the institutional discon-
tinuities produced by God’s judgment against ethical rebellion (Deut.
8:19-20; 28:15-68). The archetypal event in Israel’s history which
was to reveal the relationship between faithfulness and institutional

14. Herbert Schlossberg,  Idols for Destruction: Christian Faith and Its Confrontation
with Arnaican History (Nashville, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson Sons, 1983).
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continuity, and the relationship between ethical rebellion and in-
stitutional discontinuity, was the Passover.

.

The Passover: Deliverance and Conquest

When Moses announced to his people that the God of Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob was about to lead them out of bondage, they would
not believe it. They had lost their faith in God’s providence, which
necessarily involves a concept of cosmic personalism.  God had given
a promise to Abraham, their patriarch. That promise involved the
unfolding of history. But the promised unfolding ‘was not a garment
without wrinkles. It was inevitable, but it involved visible alterations
of historical patterns. The years spent in captivity were not nor-
mative. The years spent under the gods of Egypt were not to become
static standards for future events. God told them that He was about
to shake the very foundations of Egypt. Just as He had promised,
they were about to be led into the land of Canaan. The famine had
driven the Hebrews into Egypt in Joseph’s day; now God would lead
them out.

They had to be driven out. The Egyptians implored them to leave
on the night of the death of the firstborn, “And the Egyptians were
urgent upon the people, that they might send them out of the land in
haste; for they said, We be all dead men” (Ex. 12:33). These slaves
might otherwise have remained in Egypt; indeed, they later begged
Moses to allow them to return to Egypt (Num. 14:3). The plagues
were brought to Egypt not merely to convince the Egyptian Pharaoh
to allow the Hebrews to go and sacrifice for a week; they were not
imposed merely to convince the Egyptians to let the Hebrews leave
permanently. They were imposed as a means of making it impossible
for the Hebrews to stay right where th~ were, in a position of irresponsible
subservience to foreign gods. The plagues forced the Hebrews out of
Egypt and into the wilderness.

The Passover was designed to impress upon the Hebrews of
Moses’ day, as well as all succeeding generations of Hebrews, the
stark reality of rapid histon”cal  change in a culture which comes under the
visibie]”udgment  of God. They were to eat unleavened bread. There was
no time for the yeast to do its work: unleavened bread was the only
kind allowed. Unleavened bread is quicker to bake. Everything
about the Passover pointed to hate: the unleavened bread, the
roasted lamb which was to be completely consumed by morning,
and even the eating: “And thus shall ye eat it; with your loins girded,
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your shoes on your feet, and your stafl in your hand; and ye shall eat
it in haste: it is the. LORD’S passover”  (Ex. ” 12 :11). Everything in the
Passover pointed to God’s deliverance of His people from
bondage – literally, an overn~ht deliverance. The lamb was consumed
in one night. The people were to stand, staffs in their hand, shoes on
their feet, ready to march. Ready  to march: out of Ur, out .of Haran,
out of Sodom, out of Egypt, and into the Promised Land. God’s peo-
ple were to celebrate a feast as an army celebrates a victory, for their
feast pointed to the coming victory – over Egypt, over Canaan, and
especially over sin (Eph. 6:10-18). It was a pre-uicto~  feast, celebrated
before marching orders were officially given.

The Passover reminds all future generations of God’s people of
the miraculous discontinuip of God’J  redemption. God passed over the
houses of the Hebrews, and the destroyer passed through the houses
of His enemies, taking as a lawful sacrifice the firstborn. Then Israel
passed through the Red Sea and finally through the Jordan River.
Had they remained faithful to God, they would have passed through
the wilderness in much less than 40 years. When God ‘passes
through” a rebellious culture, judgment is at hand. The Hebrews
became instruments of His judgment in Canaan.

Marching Orders

The Passover feast was to remind them of both life and death. It
was to remind them of the need for immediate marching at the command oj
God. There was no time to waste. A shattering of Egypt’s founda-
tions was about to begin. The Israelites were being called out of
Egypt. Yet this also meant one of two things: being called into the
wi~derness  for the remainder of their lives, or being called into Canaan.
Leaving meant going. Going where? The wilderness or the Promised
Land? We can never leave without going; even our departure from
the world demands that we travel to a final destination: the new
heavens and new earth, or the lake of fire. (Heaven and hell are
“holding areas” or “embarkation points ,“ not permanent resting
places: Rev. 20:12 -14.) The Hebrews knew what leaving Egypt
meant ~ a radical  break with their immediate past, and all of its familiar
aspects — a break which would inaugurate a new era of personal re-
sponsibility. Their complaints in the wilderness demonstrated that
they preferred not to remain there, and their refusal to enter the land
of Canaan immediately indicated that they chose not to go there,
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either. 1s They preferred “Canaan at zero price .“ The y could not get
God to agree on the prick they were willing to pay. Yet God would
not permit them to return to Egypt. It was Moses’ pleading on their
behalf that kept them from departing from this world immediately –
the obvious alternative for this complaining nation (Ex. 32:9-14).

The Passover necessarily pointed to conquest. They could not
leave Egypt without marching to war. The Passover pointed to a new
l~e, and this new life requires full personal re.rponsibili~  b~ore  God. It
pointed to dominion. The land of Canaan had to be subdued if God’s
promise to Abraham was to be fulfilled. The Passover feast was to be
eaten in haste, for God was about to mobilize an army, where only
70 lineal heirs and their households had come down into Egypt two
centuries before. Egypt had served as a recruiting depot; the
wilderness came to serve as boot camp; and the army, under Joshua,
won the battle.

The Hebrews believed Moses enough to sprinkle the blood and
eat the Passover feast. That is all God required of them in order to
avoid making the costly sacrifice which the Egyptians paid. Yet the
Hebrew slaves did not believe Moses beyond that minimal commit-
ment. They did not believe they could escape through the Red Sea.
They did not believe they would find food and water in the
wilderness. They did not believe they could defeat the cities of Ca-
naan. They did not truly believe that Egypt, with all its tyranny, was
really that terrible. They believed only that God would take their
firstborn if they refused to participate, and that was sufficient. Their
children, whom they did not sacrifice to God’s wrath, became the
firstfruits in the wilderness; it was they who conquered Canaan. The
firstborn sons were preserved by the ritual conformity of their
parents – minimal covenantal faithfulness. The parents did not save
anything else. Their faith extended this far, and no farther; that was
also the limit of their blessing. God kept them alive in the wilderness
for the sake of their children. The covenant blood line was preserved
(Gen. 49:10), and the tribes were preserved. Their own skins were
preserved, but only to rot after death in the wilderness they dreaded.

15. It could be argued that the Israelites simply feared to enter Canaan, bu~ they
did not specifically chbose  not to go in. This argument is misleading. The concept of
choice necessarily involves selection among alternatives. It involves giving up one
set of conditions in exchange for another set. The Israelites chose not to exchange
the perceived safety of wandering in the wilderness for the perceived danger of con-
fronting the people of Canaan in battle. In short, they chose not to enter Canaan.
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God had called an army into battle which was not ready to fight. All
it was ready to do was to save its firstborn and then leave, under the
intense pressure of their former captors.

The Peace Treaty

The New Testament Passover is Christ (I Cor. 5:7). When Christ
celebrated the Passover, He sat down with the disciples (Luke 22:14).
They did not stand with staffs in their hands, ready to march out of
Egypt and into Canaan. They had at last arrived; they could rest in
confidence. 16 Christ’s sacrifice transferred all power to Himself
(Matt. 29:18).  Those who drink His cup and eat His bread arejudges
and ambassadors (Eph. 6:20). ‘And I appoint unto you a kingdom, as
my Father bath appointed unto me; That ye may eat and drink at-
my table in my kingdom, and sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes
of Israel” (Luke 22:29-30). The world has been conquered in principle: “I
have overcome the world” (John 16:33b).

God’s judges carry His law to the defeated kingdoms of Satan,
just as they carried His law to Israel in the years before the fall of
Jerusalem in 70 A. D.” The new Israel, the Israel of God (Gal. 6:16\,
is to be judged by the law (Rem. 2:12); but as an army which in prin-
ciple has already conquered, this new Israel must sit in judgment of
the world. The whole world is Canaan now, and Christ announced His uic-
to~ over it. As judges, in time and on earth, we are to make manifest

16. Alfred Edersheim,  the late-nineteenth-century historian, reports that even be-
fore Christ’s celebration of the Last Supper, the Hebrews had abandoned the origi-
nal Passover requirement that they remain standing. “As the guests gathered around
the Paschal table, they came no longer, as at the first celebration, with their ‘loins
girded,’ with shoes on their feet, and a staff in their hand – that is, as travelers wait-
ing to take their departure. On the contrary, they were arrayed in their best festive
garments, joyous and at rest, as became children of a king. To express this idea the
Rabbis also insisted that the Paschal Supper – or at least part of it – must be eaten in
that recumbent position with which we are familiar from the New Testament. ‘For,’
say they, ‘they use this leaning posture, as free men do, in memorial of their free-
dom.’ And, again, ‘Because it is the manner of slaves to eat standing, therefore now
they eat sitting and leaning, in order to show that they have been delivered from
bondage into freedom.’ “ Edersheim, The Tmple:  Its Mirszktries  and Services (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1975), p. 234.

17. For a grim account of the fall of Jerusalem, see the primary source document
written by Josephus,  a Hebrew zealot who defected to the invading Roman army
before defection became impossible. Wars OJ the Jews, Books V and VI, in Josephus,
Collected Works,  translated by William Whiston (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Kregel,
[1960] 1977).
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that victory by imposing the terms of the treaty of the great King. la
Armies stand, for they must be ready to march. Judges sit, ready to
dispense judgment. Christians are not warriors whose primary
assignment is to physically destroy nations that are not yet ethically
subdued; they are instead ambassadors — an army of ambassadors —
who come before a defeated population to announce the terms of
peace. But every peace treaty involves surrender; every peace treaty is
imposed by a uictox The enemy’s commander was defeated at
Calvary; it is our task to convince his subordinates to lay down their
weapons and sign the peace treaty. 19 The decisive battle was won at
Calyary;  the mopping-up operation is still going on (Rem. 16:20;
I John 3:8).

New Testament Reutiions

There has been a shift in assignments since the days of the
Passover. The Hebrews were commanded to annihilate their Ca-
naanitic enemies. God planned to make a clean sweep of the land of
Canaan. He intended the total devastation of those nations. The
Hebrews were to spare no one (Deut. 7:16-24). Dominion was to be
by means of military might initially, and then by settling the land.
While there was eventually to be evangelism, as the Book of Jonah
indicates, the Hebrews were first to establish the kingdom in Israel
on a firm basis, and then God’s promised blessings were to bring a
particular response on the part of Israel: expansion.

Since the resurrection, Christ has been planting His kingdom by
means of the sword OJ the gospel.  The word of God, we are told, is
sharper than a two-edged sword (Heb. 4:12). We possess “the sword
of the Spirit, which is the word of God” (Eph. 6:17). The prophecy of
Isaiah is progressively coming true: “He shall smite the earth with
the rod of his mouth, and with the breath of his lips shall he slay the
wicked” (Isa. 11:4). Those who bring the message of Christ are ethical
soldiers; their main task is to judge the world, subduing it by means
of the Holy Spirit, but in terms of His law. The kingdom has been
removed from genetic Israel and given to those who bring forth its
fruits (Matt. 21:43).  The fruits produced by righteous living
manifest the kingdom. It is lawful living, in time and on earth,

18. The phrase is Meredith Kline’s: Trea~ of the Great King: The Covenant Stnuture oj
Deuteronomy (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1963).

19. Gary North, Unconditional Suwenakr: GOES Program for Victoy (2nd ed.; Tyler,
Texas: Geneva Divinity School Press, 1983), pp. 64-65, 69-70, 111-13.
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which verifies a man’s claim to the kingdom (Matt. 7:16-20).
The entry into Canaan was a preliminary battle. God’s title to the

land was made manifest by the success of His people on the battle-
field. He demonstrated His sovereignty for all to see, in Egypt and in
Canaan. The victory over Satan at Calvary released an army ofjudges
which began to spread the message of salvation throughout the world.
These ambassadors rest in Christ’s victory. They know the mortal
blow has been delivered by Christ; Satan roars like a dying wild
beast – dangerous to those in his path, but nonetheless vanquished.

We no longer celebrate the Passover standing up, as if we were a
literal army about to receive marching orders. We have already
received our  marching orders; we are in fact on the march, as agents
of a victorious commander, calling out the terms of surrender as
judges. Men must sign the peace treaty now, bejore they meet the
church’s commander. We are the emissaries of a mighty comman-
ding officer, who sends us to the enemy with an offer of peace, as re-
quired by biblical law (Deut. 20:10). To refuse to surrender means
total defeat, eternal defeat.

The New Testament soldier is a judge. We are to establish a new
civilization based on God’s law. Rushdoony writes: “In brief, every
law-order is a state of war against the enemies of that order, and all
law is a form of warjare.  Every law declares that certain offenders are
enemies of the law-order and must be arrested. For limited offenses,
there are limited penalties; for capital offenses, capital punishment.
Law is a state of war; it is the organization of the powers of civil gov-
ernment to bring the enemies of the law~order to justice. The officers
of the law are properly armed; in a godly state, they should be armed
by the justice of the law as well as weapons of warfare, in order to de-
fend society against its enemies. Friends of the law will therefore
seek at all times to improve, strengthen, and confirm a godly law-
order. Enemies of the law will accordingly be in continuing warfare
against the law. . . . Men cannot seek co-existence with evil without
thereby declaring war against God.’yZo Christ’s peace treaty involves
surrender to Him, but the promise of victory, in this world, as well
as in eternity. His law will triumph, for His kingdom has been
established on the battlefield at Calvary. Z 1

20. R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973), pp. 93-94.

21. David Chilton, Paradise Restored: A Biblical Theolo~ of Dominion (Tyler, Texas:
Reconstruction Press, 1985); Roderick Campbell, Israel  and the New Covenant (Tyler,
Texas: Geneva Divinity School Press, [1954] 1982).
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Continual Warfare

Paul wrote, concerning the internal warfare of regenerate men,
“But I see another law in my members, warring against the law of
my mind, add bringing me into captivity to the law of sin which is in
my members” (Rem. 7:23). He also wrote: “For we wrestle not
against flesh and blood, but against principalities, against powers,
against the rulers of the darkness of this world, against spiritual
wickedness in high places” (Eph. 6:12). Yet we also know that Christ,
having spoiled principalities and powers, “made a shew of them
openly, triumphing over them in it” (Col. 2 :15 b). So the chief battle
is behind us. The mopping-up operation in our own hearts con-
tinues. Our weapon of personal self-dominion is the law of God. It is
a lifetime battle against sin and its effects.

There is contin~i~  in our wa~are  today – a step by step process of
conquest. First of all, it is internal ethical warfare: “Whom shall he
teach knowledge ? And whom shall he make to understand doctrine?
Them that are-weaned from the milk, and drawn from the breasts.
For precept must be upon precept, precept upon precept; line upon
line, line upon line; here a little, and there a little” (Isa. 28:9-10). Se-
cond, it is external cultural wa~are:  “But the word of the LORD was unto
them precept upon precept, precept upon precept; line upon line,
line upon line; here a little, there a little; that they might go, and fall
backward, and be broken, and snared, and taken” (Isa. 28:13).  Line
upon line, law upon law, institution by institution, nation by nation:
the whole earth is subdued to the glory of God.

The Hebrews marched out of Egypt victorious. That victory had
been won by a series of ten radically discontinuous events: blood,
frogs, lice, swarms, cattle plague, boils, locusts, hail, darkness, and
the death of Egypt’s firstborn. Then they marched across the dry
path cleared through the Red Sea. A generation later, their children,
under Joshua, marched through a path in the Jordan River, and one
by one, the cities of Canaan fell. Like the walls of Jericho, they all
(or almost all) came tumbling down. God’s miraculous delivery was
to demonstrate His control over the realm of human history. The
prophets reminded their listeners of this radical~  discontinuous history
— a history marked by the miracles of God — when they came before
them to call the people to repentance.

At the same time, the Israelites wme to re~ increasing~  on the reg-
uian”ties  of biblical law. The manna ceased when they crossed into
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Canaan (Josh. 5:12). In Hebrews 9:4 we are told that the Ark of the
Covenant contained the tables of the covenant, a pot containing
manna, and Aaron’s rod. These were manifestations of God’s deal-
ings with them, and they involved discontinuous events in Israel’s
history. But Aaron’s rod no longer has power, and the manna has
ceased. It is God’s law-order, proclaimed on the tablets of stone, and
empowered by the Spirit, which remains powerful. 22 It is the con-
tinui~  of God’s law, not the implements of God’s previous miraculous
discontinuities in history, which is the tool of dominion in New
Testament times, and was the primary tool even in Old Testament
times.

New T~tarnent  Revriions

We are not to celebrate the Passover in the way prescribed by
Moses in Exodus 12. We are not to wait for the earthly appearance of
the Messiah. He has already appeared. He has won His victory. The
chief battle is long over. We are in the land of Canaan. We have
crossed over the Jordan River. There are still cities to conquer, but
the sharp discontinuities of the past are not to become our standards
of conquest for today. It is the steady preaching of the gospel, the
subduing of sin in each man, and the continuous extension of God’s
law over human culture, which constitutes the New Testament’s pro-
gram of conquest. That is why we can sit with Christ at His commu-
nion table, knowing that we will sit with him on thrones. W are pres-
ent~ symbolical~  seated with Him on thrones of authority, even as the Hebrews
were symbolically standing with Him, ready to march. The difference is
based on the historical position of the chief military victory, the
cross. That victory is behind us, so we can take it for granted. The
battle is now spiritual and cultural: subduing our spirits and our en-
vironment to the Lord, by means of His law.

The revolution was. We no longer look for a future radical dis-
continuity which will establish our earthly dominion. The next dis-
continuity is the coming of Christ in final judgment. This takes place
after God’s rule has been manifested, but prior to the final judgment.
“Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the kingdom
to God, even the Father; when he shall have put down all rule and
all authority and power. For he must reign, till he bath put all

22. Obviously, it is not the tablets of stone which are powerful, but the laws pro-
claimed on them. It is God’s law, written in the hearts of His people (II Cor. 3:3;
Heb. 8:10), which is the proper tool of dominion, both internal and external.
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enemies under his feet. The last enemy that shall be destroyed is
death” (I Cor. 15:24-26). Yet Christ’s victory is in principle behind
us: “For he bath put all things under his feet” (I Cor. 15:27 a). Christ
has all power right now (Matt. 28:18).  The great discontinuities  of God!s
couenantal  histo~  are past: His crucifixion, resurrection, and ascension.
The arrival of His Spirit at Pentecost gave us our official papers as
His ambassadors, our commissions as His judges. There are only
two great discontinuities remaining: Satan’s final rebellion (Rev.
20: 7-8) and defeat (Rev. 20:9-10), and the final judgment (Rev.
20:12-15). (Some commentators might call these two discontinuities
the last continuity, since they take place close together. ) In between,
there are the daily struggles between the two armies, the ebb and
flow of the mopping-up operations, and the progressive extension of
God’s kingdom, in time and on earth.

It is a mistake, then, to expect what Israel was told to expect. It is
a mistake to expect the delivery of our marching orders. It is a
mistake to expect visible, direct, cataclysmic interventions of God on
earth. Miracles still occur, but not the pillar of the cloud and die
pillar of fire. God’s law is still in force, but we no longer need to have
its terms delivered to us on tablets of stone actually written by God.
There are still spiritually Canaanitic  cities to be conquered, but not
by the. blast of trumpets on our seventh day of marching around
them. We sit at the Lord’s victorious table. We no longer stand, staffs
in hand. The lamb has been consumed already. We need not offer it
again. The blood is on our doorposts. We need not sprinkle it on
them again (Heb. 9). The continui~  of God3 law, not the discon-
tinuities of God’s military victories or miracles, is our standard. 23

Unleavened and Leavened Bread

The unleavened bread which the Hebrews were commanded to
use during the Passover feast (Ex. 12:15) was a symbol of the impen-
ding discontinui~,  their deliverance from Egypt. They had to cook and
eat in haste., It was not to symbolize affliction as such, for as Eder-
sheim wrote in the late nineteenth century, “the bread of the Paschal
night was not that of affliction because it was unleavened; it was
unleavened because it had been that of affliction. For it had been

23. It is one of the major weaknesses of revivalism in general, and the twentieth-
century Pentecostal movement in particular, that Christians have relied so heavily
on miraculous manifestations of the power of God, rather than relying on the con-
tinuous power of the law of God as a tool of dominion.
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Israel’s ‘affliction: and a mark of their bondage
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and subjection to the
Egyptians, to be driven forth in such ‘haste’ as not even to have time
f~r leavening their bread. . . . The Passover, therefore, was not so
much the remembrance of Israel’s bondage as of Israel’s deliverance
from that bondage, and the bread which had originally been that of
afflict ion, because that of haste, now became, as it were, the bread of
a new state of existence. None of Egypt’s leaven was to pervade it;
nay, all the old leaven, which served as the symbol of corruption and
of death, was to be wholly banished from their homes. They were to
be ‘a new lump; as they were ‘unleavened.’ “24

They did not have time to allow the yeast of Egypt to leaven their
bread. This symbolized God’s overnight deliverance of His people
from Egypt, another reason why the lamb was to be eaten in one
night, with nothing left over (Ex. 12:10). Ha=e wa~ the greatest discontin-
uity in Israeli  hi-story. Here was the discontinuity which they were to
teach to their children (Ex. 12:26-27).

Paul, as a Pharisee, was thoroughly familiar with the meaning of
the Passover. He did not require us to eat unleavened bread, nor are
the bitter herbs required. His own teacher, Gamaliel  (Acts 22:3),
taught the meaning of the lamb, bitter herbs, and unleavened bread,
and his words have become authoritative in Jewish law: “Whoever
does not explain three things in the Passover has not fulfilled the
duty incumbent on him. These three things are: the Passover lamb,
the unleavened bread, and the bitter herbs. The Passover lamb means
that God passed over the blood-sprinkled place on the houses of our -

fathers in Egypt; the unleavened bread means that our fathers were
delivered out of Egypt (in haste); and the bitter ha-bs mean that the
Egyptians made bitter the lives of our fathers in Egypt.”25  Christians
no longer eat bitter herbs, because Christ has delivered us from sin;
the bitterness of Egypt is no longer to be part of our worship. It is the
Lamb that was slain, not the deliverance from Egypt, which is our
central celebration as Christians. 144 are on the ofinsive  now, canying
redeemed Canaan? leaven back into E~pt  (Isa. 19).

Leaven

The progress of Christ’s kingdom is to be like the leavening of
bread. “Another parable spake he unto them; The kingdom of
heaven is like unto leaven, which a woman took, and hid in three

24. Edersheim, The Tm@e, pp. 249-50.
25. Gamaliel,  cited by Edersheim, ibid., p. 237.
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measures of meal, till the whole was leavened” (Matt. 13:33). It must
be understood from the first that leaven is not as such a symbol of sin.
Yes, the leaven of Egypt was evil. The corrupting effects of Egyptian
culture and Egyptian religion no doubt burdened the Israe~ites.
They were to purge away all their leaven in the week before the Ex-
odus (12 :15). This meant that none of Egypt’s leaven was to be car-
ried into Canaan with them, to serve as the source of corruption in
the promised land. It was E~pt’s leaven which was perverse, but no-t
leaven as such. The Hebrew term for leaven in Exodus 12:15, “put
away leaven out of your houses,” and in Exodus 12 :19a,  “Seven days
shall there be no leaven found in your houses,” is transliterated se’oz
It was leavened dough, and a bit of it was retained in an unbaked
form so that it could be used to “start” the next batch of dough.
Leavened bread, the finished product, was also forbidden: none of
the actual products of Egypt’s leaven would go into Canaan. Neither
the “starter” nor the finished product would leave Egypt with the
Hebrews. Egypt’s leaven stood for sin, but there can also be holy
leaven. In fact, there must be holy leaven. Modern expositors who
follow a dispensational-premillennial outline fail to recognize this
distinction,2G  but the ancient Hebrews understood it quite well.

How do we know this? Because leavened bread was offered as the
firstfruits of the Lord, meaning that leavened bread was 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 baken with leaven; they are the firstfruits unto the LORD” (Lev.
23:17). Leaven is the best bread man has to offer, the bread he eats
with pleasure. It is man’s best grain offering to God. Leaven, in
short, is a symbol of growth,  maturation, continui~,  and jwo@ri@  But
such leaven must be the leaven of the promised land, the leaven of redeemed
Canaan. It must not be the leaven of Egypt.

It is important to understand the general peace offerings made
by individual Israelites, as well as the nationally observed ritual of
the firstfruits. The peace offerings of unleavened bread were also ac-
companied with unleavened cakes mingled with oil, and unleavened
wafers anointed with oil (Lev. 7:12). The priests and offerer ate the
peace-offering, which was a unique feature of the peace-offering. In
this sense, concluded Andrew Jukes, this offering shows communion:

26. The standard view is that of the Scofteld  R~erence  Bible (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1909): “Leaven, as a symbolic or typical substance, is always men-
tioned in the O.T. in an evil sense. . .” Note 4, p, 1016: Matthew 13:33.
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God, priest, and offerer.Z7  Christ was our offering, yet He was the
offerer; He was also the High Priest and God. 28 He was the firstfi-uits
(I Cor. 15:23),  from which the peace-offering had to be made.

Leavened dough could not be burned on the altar (Lev. 2:11). It
had to be brought already baked, ready for eating. Leavened bread
was offered as ajnished  work, the fully-risen product of the “starter.”
It was not to be burned on God’s altar, not because it was “corrupted”
or “sin-laden,” but because it was a finished loaf. 29 Burning it would
have ruined it. It was not the “corrupted” nature of leaven that kept
it off Gods fiery altar, for honey  was also prohibited (Lev. 2:11).
There was nothing corrupt about honey. Honey, like leavened
bread, is a finished product, the product of labor, capital, and time.

Pentecost

It is extremely important to note that this compulsory offering of
the firstfruits, which included the leavened bread offering, came on
the day of Pentecost. The Greek word, “pentekostos  r means fifty.
The firstfruits offering was made on the fiftieth day after the sabbath
day of the Passover week, the feast of unleavened bread (Lev.
23:15-16), or forty-nine days after the wave offering. On the day after
the sabbath which fell during the Passover week, the priests brought
a sheaf of grain offering and waved it before God. Then, forty-nine
days of maturation later, came the baked bread of the day of
Pentecost. At Passover, the people were required to use unleavened
bread, the symbol of religious, cultural, and historical discontinuity.
At Pentecost, they were required to offer leavened Bread, the symbol
of continuity and completion. At the Passover, Israel found its
release from bondage. At Pentecost, they experienced full blessings.

27. Andrew Jukes, The Law of the Offerings (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Kregel,
1968), pp. 115-21. The book was first published in the late nineteenth century.

28. Ibid., pp. 118-19.
29. I rarely disagree with the published conclusions of R. J. Rushdoony, but I

think his assessment of the meaning of leaven is incorrect, He writes: “Leaven is
taken by some as a symbol or type of sin; it is rather a symbol of corruptibility. . . .
Man’s obedience to the law is a leavened offering, clearly corruptible, yet when
faithful and obedient to God’s authority and order; a ‘sacrifice’ well-pleasing in His
sight and assured of His reward .“ Institutes of Biblical Law, p. 83. I am arguing that
leaven symbolizes neither sin nor corruptibility; leaven is a .ynbol of the continui~  of
ahelopment, meaning maturation overtime. All of men’s offerings are corruptible; focus-
ing on leaven as a uniquely corruptible offering misses the point. Leaven as a sym-
bol of continuity fits Rushdoony’s postmillennial eschatology far better than leaven
as a symbol of corruptibility.
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Cassuto  believes that the law was given to the Israelites seven
weeks after the Exodus. Exodus 19:1 reads: “In the third month [new
moon], when the children of Israel were gone forth out of the land of
Egypt, the same day came they into the wilderness of Sinai.” Cassuto
comments: “The mention of the third new moon is not uninten-
tional. Since the Exodus from Egypt, the last two weeks of Nissan
and four weeks of Iyyar had passed, and we are now in the seventh
week. Since seven was considered the number of perfection, seven
days constituted, according to the customary conception of the an-
cient East, a given unit of time, while seven weeks formed a still
higher unit; and just as after six days of labour the seventh day
brought rest and the enjoyment of the results of that labour, so after
six weeks of the travails of journeying, the seventh week brought a
sense of exaltation and of drawing nearer to the word Divine.
Although the Torah does not state the exact day on which the Reve-
lation on Mount Sinai occurred, and only the later tradition con-
nects the Festival of Weeks with the commemorative of the giving of
the Torah, yet it is obvious that this tradition corresponds to what, if
not expressly stated in Scripture, is at least alluded to therein by in-
ference.”3°

The firstfruits offering the day following the sabbath of Passover
week was marked by the wave offering of the sheaf of grain — the un-
baked offering (Lev. 23:10-11). At Pentecost, or the Feast of Weeks,
forty-nine days later, the wave offering was a pair of leavened loaves
(Lev. 23:17).  In the interim, the grain had been harvested, ground
into flour, allowed to rise by means of yeast, and baked as a com-
pleted offering to God. This symbolism of discontinuity, followed by
continuity, should be clear enough.

New Testament Symbolism

The same parallelism is present in the New Testament events:
the Passover meal of Christ and the disciples, followed by His death
and resurrection.3 1 Then, forty-nine days after Christ’s resurrection,

30. U. Cassuto, A CommentaV  on the Book of Exodus, translated by Israel Abrahams
(Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, The Hebrew University, [1951] 1974), p. 224.

31. There are some difficult problems associated with the dating of Christ’s
Passover meal with the disciples. The most convincing presentation ~ Hoehner’s:
they met on Thursday night, Nissan 14, which was the Pharisees’ practice. The
Passover lamb was slain betwen 3-5 P.M. that afternoon by the Pharisees and
Galileans.  The Judean dating, used by the Sadducees, was different. They slew the
lamb that year on Friday afternoon, since they dated Nissan 14 from Thursday
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came the day of Pentecost. The break with the old covenant was
established by Christ’s death and resurrection, when He in-
augurated a new era. He gave the Holy Spirit to His disciples on the
day of resurrection (John 20:22). The manifestations of power of the
Holy Spirit came seven weeks later, at Pentecost (Acts 2). The
church, Christ’s body (I Cor. 12:12-27), was established as a visible
unity at Pentecost. “For we being many are one bread, and one
body: for we are all partakers of that one bread” (I Cor. 10:17). Yet
Christ equated His own body with bread (I Cor. 11:24). The New
Testament parallels with Passover and Pentecost in the Old Testa-
ment should be obvious. The coming of God?  Spirit at Pentecost was Go#s
presentation of the new~ leavened loaf of the church – a presentation to the
Son (Dan. 7:13-14). The day of Pentecost in the New Testament was
God’s presentation of the ri~en bread of the church, which paralleled the
risen Lord J&us (an event which took place forty-nine days earlier),
who is called “Christ the firstfruits”  by Paul (I Cor. 15:23). Leaven is
a product of resurrection: Christ’s, the church’s, and the day of judg-
ment’s. The great discontinuity at CaluaV  has produced a new continuity: the
civilization of the kingdom of God.

Paul speaks of the leavened and unleavened bread. “Your glory-
ing is not good. Know ye not that a little leaven leaveneth  the whole
lump? Purge out therefore the old leaven, that ye may be a new
lump, as ye are unleavened. For even Christ our Passover is
sacrificed for us. Therefore, let us keep the feast, not with old leaven,
neither with the leaven of malice and wickedness; but with the
unleavened [bread] of sincerity and truth” (I Cor. 5:6-8). Paul was
contrasting the old leaven (evil) with unleavened (a new ethical be-
ginning). (The King James translators added the word “bread.”) He
was speaking of Christ our Passover. In the Passover feast,
unleavened bread was eaten, in order to purge away the leaven of
Egypt, the leaven of sin. Christ, like the unleavened bread of the

evening. This explains why Jesus and the disciples ate their Passover meal the night
before Jesus was crucified, and why the Jews did not enter the Praetorium when
they took Jesus to Pilate, “lest they should be defiled; but that they might eat the
Passover” (John 18: 28b). This confrontation between Jesus and His accusers took
place on Nissan 15, as reckoned by the Pharisees, and on Nissan 14, as reckoned by
the Sadducees. Jesus died at about 3 in the afternoon, at precisely the time that the
Judeans were slaying their Passover lamb, 24 hours after the Pharisees and
Galileans  had slain theirs. See Harold W. Hoehner, Chronological Aspscts  of the Lye of
Christ (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan, 1977), ch. 4, especially the chart on p.
89. Jesus died on Friday (sixthday) and arose on Sunday (firstday) morning.
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Passover, represented a dticontinuous  break with normal historical
development, a break with the maturation of the principle of evil.
This is what unleavened bread always symbolized: a new beginning, a
break with the evil maturation pn”nciple  (leaven) of the past. This is what
Josh~;a  meant when he told the Israelites to serve God in sincerity
and truth (Josh. 24: 14). Evil leaven does not mature into a holy loafi
it must be purged out. It must be replaced. Replaced with what? A
new, holy leaven.

Christ was quite specific about this. “How is it that ye do not un-
derstand that I spake it not to you concerning bread, that ye should
beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees? Then
understood they how that he bade them not beware of the leaven of
bread, but of the doctrine of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees”
(Matt. 16:11-12). The Zeavening  process of unsound doctrine leads to evil
acts; it is the maturation process of evilyeast.  It must be purged out from
the beginning. Purge out the old leaven. This purging is ethical, in-
tellectual, and theological. It means becoming a new creation (II
Cor. 5:17). It means being born again, or horn from above (John-
3:3-8). God replaces the old unethical leaven with a new, ho~ leaven.

John Calvin recognized the ethical focus of Paul’s words regard-
ing leaven and unleavened. “Now, in the solemnity of this sacred
feast we must abstain from leaven, as God commanded the fathers to
abstain. But from what leaven? As the outward passover was to
them a figure of the true passove~  so its appendages were figures of
the reality which we at this day possess. If, therefore, we would wish
to feed on Christ’s flesh and blood, let us bring to this feast sinceri~
and truth. Let these be our loaves of unleavened bread. Away with all
malice and wickedness, for it is unlawful to mix up leaven with the
@ssover. In fine, he declares that we shall be members of Christ only
when we shall have renounced malice and deceit .“SZ Calvin did not
say that we must eat unleavened bread at the communion table. He
said only that we must not bring malice and deceit in our hearts
when we come to the Lord’s Supper. It is Go&people who must be set
apart as unleavened — free from the religious leaven of rebellion against
God and His law. This is the symbolism of discontinuity. It is the
symbolism of Christ the Passover. But Christ is also the firstfruits,
both unleavened (waving the sheaf) and leavened (waving the

32. John Calvin, CommentaT  on the Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the Corinthians,
translated by John Pringle,  Vol. 1, which appears as Vol. XX of Calvin i Commmtanis
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1979), p. 189.
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loaves). The dz.kontinui~fiom  sin is supposed to lead to the continui~ of
dominion – ethical, ecclesiastical, social, political, and cultural.

The Process of Maturation

Leaven is not a symbol of sin. Leaven is a symbol of rising up, the
process of maturation. But there must first be a discontinuous act of im-
planting the original leaven. Adam, yielding to Satan’s temptation,
brought forth the leaven of evil, and implanted it into man’s history.
Christ, the second Adam, removes the old Adamic leaven, implants
His new leaven, and creates a maturing kingdom which steadi~ replaces
S’atan3  older leauen.  Immediately following the unleavened bread is the
beginning of the new leavening process, the rising uP. Israel was
brought up out of Egypt (Ex. 17:3). On the third day, Christ rose from
the dead. On the day of Christ’s resurrection, many saints rose from
the dead (Matt. 27 :52-53).  On the day of Pentecost, the Holy Spirit
presented the risen (leavened) bread offering, the church. The dticon-
tinuous  event of redemption is supposed  to be followed by the ethical leavening
process, a rising up in victop  in time and on earth. Christ does not simply
remove the old leaven. He is not content with unleavened bread, the
symbol of deliverance. Christ produces the new leavened bread, the leaven-
ing process of victory. It is not enough to escape from Egypt; Canaan
must be conquered. It is not enough to remain in a spiritually
unleavened condition, the condition of “not being leavened with
evil .“ We must become fully leavened as God’s individual saints and
also as His gathered church. Where this leaven is absent, there is no lzfe, no
growth, and no dominion.

No Leaven on the Old Testament Altar

Neither leaven (yeast) nor the products of leaven (leavened
loaves) could be placed on God’s fiery altar during the Old Testa-
ment era (Lev. 2:11). We are not told specifically why not. We also
are not told why honey was also prohibited. There are two possible
explanations that seem to make sense of the prohibition.

1. Full Development

Leavened loaves and honey are finished, ful~ developed products.
They are fully matured. No further development is possible. They
are both the products of time. Neither is hastily produced. The ys ym-
bolize  the end of the maturation process, the fruits of thorough labor.

What was offered on God’s altar in the Old Testament economy
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was that which had not had time to mature fully. The animals were
yearling lambs (Num. 28:3, 9), young bulls (Num.  28:11), a young
goat, or kid (Num.  28:15), and young pigeons (Lev. 1:14;  5:7). The
day of atonement required young animals (Num.  29:1-5). These
animals had not yet begun their work. The red heifer, which was
used to make the ashes for the water of purification, had to be
unblemished, three years old, and never yoked (Num.  19:2). The
sacrifices required an animal cut down in its prime, with its productive
life ahead of it. This animal forfeited both the joys and labors of the
bulk of its adult life. Unquestionably, this ~mbolism pointed to Jesus
Christ, the lamb of God slain in the midst of His primz. In time and on
earth, He. forfeited a life of dominion. He forfeited the joy of eating
the fruits of His labor. He forfeited the leavened loaves and the
honey. He forfeited the blessings of long life, despite His perfect
keeping of the law of God. He forfeited all this, so that His people
might receive these blessings. They are to exercise dominion, in time
and on earth. They are to labor. They are to eat the firstfruits, sym-
bolized by Pentecost. They are also to eat the honey and the baked
leaven loaves.s3  They are to serve, in short, as Gods leaven, “incor-
rupting” Satan’s former kingdoms, causing the kingdom of God to
rise up. They are given what Christ forfeited: vtiibk dominion, in time
and on earth. God does not burn up the leaven before its time, be-
fore it has matured, before it is fit for communion’s joyful eating. A
leavened offering, like honey, is not burned on God’s altar.

But what about Satan? Isn’t Satan eventually burned? Aren’t
Satan’s followers burned, as salted offerings? Haven’t they been
given time? This points to the removal of the devil’s ability to con-
tinue to develop. He will be cut down in the midst of his rebellion

33. I know of no church which celebrates he communion meal with honey, yet
many of them use leavened bread. This is inconsistent. The use of leaven points to
the use of honey. The completed work of Christ’s sacrifice is behind us historically.
The completed offering of Christ at Calvary points both to the use of leaven (the
formerly prohibited completed baked bread) and honey (the formerly prohibited
completed sweetener). Honey ought to be substituted for the bitter herbs. The
church has not been consistent with its symbolism; bitter herbs were never incor-
porated into the Christian Passover, yet honey has not replaced the Old Covenant’s
required herbs — an obvious lack of consistency. Passover was to be .kuted. What was
bitter is now sweet. The contrast has not been made visible symbolically.
Deliverance has not been consistently symbolized. The taste of victory implied in
honey’s sweetness has not been a feature of the church’s sacraments. When the
church’s eschatology  changes to a more optimistic view of the role of the church in
history, and its victory over creation is made progressively clearer, churches will
then adopt the use of honey in the communion service.
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against God’s church (Rev. 20: 9). The uay essence of leaven, its ability to
spread through the dough, will be removedfrom  Satan. He will be like un-
leavened dough, fit only for burning, cut down in God’s final discon-
tinuous event, just as Pharaoh was cut down. The “leaven of Egypt”
will be purged out, finally, at the end of time. It will be leaven which
can no longer do its work. It is’ finally made useless, like savorless
salt, fit only for being ground underfoot (Matt. 5:13). Satan’s leaven
is purged at the end of time when the leaven of God’s finished loaf
has fully matured. Christ’s leaven will have done its work. The fire of the
last day bakes this bread, for it is ready for the oven, but Satan’s par-
tial leaven is left on the altar forever, never fit for consumption,
never fit for God’s blessed communion feast. Satan’s cultural leaven
never fully rises, in time and on earth, since his leaven eventually is
replaced by God’s leaven.

2. Living Sacrifices

There may have been an additional reason for prohibiting leaven
from---Gos’s  altar. The leaven, until baked, was a living thing. No liv-
ing thing was ever sacrificed on the altar. Animals were killed at the
door of the tabernacle (Lev. 1:3). Then they were brought to the altar
for burning. In the case of Satan and his followers, they will be
placed in the lake of fire only after they have been slain (Rev. 20:14).
This burning is referred to as the second death. No living being was
to be burned on the altar, according to Old Testament law.

The one legitimate exception in history was Jesus Christ. As a
perfect creation, a perfect human who had fulfilled the terms of the
law, Christ was allowed to become a living sacrifice. God accepted
this living sacrifice as a substitute. No othm living being was suitable. All
other beings are subject to death. Christ was not, yet He gave up His
life for His friends (John 15:13). The sacrificial animals were cut
down in the prime of life, but they all faced death eventually. Jesus
Christ was cut down in the prime of life wheh,  in terms of His per-
fect fulfilling of the law, He had not been faced with death.

Christ was a leavened offering– an ethical~ fully developed offer-
ing — on the symbolic altar, the cross. Christ was a living sacrifice,
too. In neither case was He violating the laws of the offering. He was
instead fulfilling them. The leaven offering (unbaked leavened
loaves) and the final baked leavened loaves were not to be burned,
but Christ, as a living man, and as afil~ developed peglect  humm.i~, did
die on God’s altar. Christ, being perfect, was God’s own leavened, liv-
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ing sacrt@e to God’s own holiness.
Christ was also a honey offering, thereby completing the sym-

bolism. He is said to be the word of God (John 1:1), and the word of
God is equated with honey (Ezk. 3:1-3; Rev. 10:9-10).  “How sweet
are thy words unto my taste! Yea, sweeter than honey to my mouth”
(Ps. 119:103).  The completeness of God’s word, the completeness of
Christ’s work, and the completeness of honey as a sweetener come
together in Christ’s complete sacrifice on Calvary. His perfect honey
was acceptable to God as a legitimate offering in this one instance in
man’s history. These three offerings, which had previously not been
allowed on God’s altar — leaven, living animals, and honey — com-
~eted  and ended the Old Testament sacrifices. Only Christ, and not
man’s leavened imitations, or nature’s (honey), was ethically fit for
God’s altar. His perfect offering was the culmination of the sacrificial
system, as the Book of Hebrews teaches. It was His ethica~ per~ection
which was always the goal of the sacrificial system; the law’s prohibi-
tion against the use of leaven and honey was there to keep imperfect
men from claiming the perfection that only Christ legitimately can
and did claim.

Christians are told to offer themselves as living sacrifices (Rem.
12:1). The sacrificial system is now straightforwardly ethical. The old
sacrifices of rams and goats are over; Christ has replaced them, once
and for all, as the true living sacrifice, the only living sacrifice
suitable for God’s altar. His last words were, “It is finished (John
19:30). It was the end of the Old Covenant, the end of the sacrificial
system, and the end of Christ’s work, in time and on earth, in
fulfilling the terms of the law. He would no longer appear before
men, angels, or God as a man under the curse; the final discontinu-
ity had come to Him as a suffering servant. There could be no rermining
potential ethical development for mankind, ax a creature. Christ had~~lled  all
of mankin#s  ethical potential, in time and on earth. Ethically perfect hu-
manity had been fully realized, in time and on earth. Christ was, in
this sense, a leauened  ojlering,  for He was fully matured, ready for
eating, the ultimate development of humanity. Christ, and Christ
alone, could become a suitable liuing sacrifice, a living blood offering,
as well as a legitimate leavened offering. None of Egypt’s leaven was in
Him.

What Christ is, man is told to become: not a member of the
Trinity, but a perfect man. This is why the church is called His body
(I Cor. 12:12-27).  This is why it is called bread: “For we being many
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are one bread and one body: for we are all partakers of that one
bread” (I Cor. 10:17). The princ@e of maturation has a goal:jidl  develop-
ment. Christ, the head of the church, has already attained this goal.
The discontinuity y is behind us. The lamb has been sacrificed. The
fully developed, fully leavened bread, without a trace of Satan’s
leaven, has conquered our satanic foe, and has served as redeemed
mankind’s peace offering, and also as our thank offering. Christ was
both unleavened (free from Satan’s leaven) and leavened (fully devel-
oped perfect humanity); He was both our discontinuity (the definitive
break from the sin principle) and our continuity (the full development
of human perfection).

The Kingdom as Leaven

The kingdom of God is like leaven. Christianity is the yeast, and
it has a leavening effect on pagan, satanic cultures around it. It per-
meates the whole of culture, causing it to rise. The bread which is
produced by this leaven is the prefwed  bread. In ancient times –
indeed, right up until the advent of late-nineteenth-century indus-
trialism and modern agricultural methods — leavened bread was
considered the staff of life, the symbol of God’s sustaining hand.
‘Give us tlhis day our daily bread,” Christians have prayed for cen-
turies, and they have eaten leavened bread at their tables. So did the
ancient Hebrews. The kingdom of God is the force that produces the
fine quality bread which all men seek. The symbolism should be ob-
vious: Christianity makes llfe a ]oy for god~ men. It provides men with the
very best.

Leaven takes time to produce its product. It takes time for the
leaven-laden dough to rise. Leaven is a Vmboi  of histora”cal  continuip,  just
as unleavmed  bread was Israel% symbol of historical discontinuip.  Men can
wait for the yeast to do its work. God gives man time for the working
of His spiritual leaven. Men may not understand exactly how the
leaven works – how. the spiritual power of God’s kingdom spreads
throughout their culture and makes it rise — but they can see and
taste its effects. If we really push the analogy (pound it, even), we
can point to the fact that dough is pounded down several times by
the baker before the final baking, almost as God, through the agents
of Satan in the world, pounds His kingdom in history. Nevertheless,
the yeast does its marvelous work, just so long as thejires  of the oven are
not lit premature~.  If the full heat of the oven is applied to the dough
before the yeast has done its work, both the yeast and the dough
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perish in the flames. God waits to apply the final heat (II Pet.
3:9-10). First, His yeast – His church – must do its work, in time and
on earth. The kingdom of God (which includes the institutional
church, but is broader than the institutional church) must rise, hav-
ing “uncorrupted” the satanic dough of the kingdom of Satan with the
gospel of life, including the life-giving reconstruction of all the in-
stitutions of culture.

What a marvelous description of God’s kingdom! Christians
work inside the cultural material available in any given culture,
seeking to refine it, permeate it, and make it into something fine.
They know they will be successful, just as yeast is eventually suc-
cessful in the dough, if it is given sufficient time to do its work. This
is what God implicitly promises us in the analogy of the leaven:
enough tinu to accomplish our individual and collective assignments. He tells
us-that His kingdom will produce the desirable bread of life. It will
take time. It may take several poundings, as God, through the
hostility of the world, kneads the yeast-filled dough of men’s cul-
tures.94 But the end result is guaranteed. God does not intend to
burn His bread to a useless crisp by prematurely placing it in the
oven, He is a better baker than that.

The Symbolism of Communion

Christians should not eat unleavened bread exclusive~ at their
celebrations of the Lord’s Supper. They should eat large chunks of
leavened bread, delighting in the flavor and its ability to fill them.
This is what God says His kingdom is like. The leavened bread is a ym-
bol of GocZs  patience with us, a symbol of His restraint. As Peter ,wrote,
concerning the fiery judgment to come at the last judgment, God is
not slack concerning his promise, “but is longsuffering to us-ward,
not willing that any should perish, but that all should come to repen-
tance” (11- Peter 3 :9b). He delays the application of fire to the earth
(II Peter 3:10).  As Christians celebrating the Lord’s Supper, we look
toward the future, toward the effects of our labors, in time and on
earth. We are God’s yeast, inevitably permeating the whole loaf, un-
til the risen dough is ready for the final fire. God does not intend to throw
the dough into the jire premature@ He does not intend to burn up the
work of His hands. He allows us to make our peace offering. Christ

34. I am using the analogy of pounding the dough to apply to historical cir-
. cumstances. It is a suggestive analogy, not necessarily an inescapable implication of

the biblical text.
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was the firstfruits offering (I Cor. 15:20), yet so are we, every man in
his own order (I Cor. 15:23).

It could be argued that we should eat both unleavened and
leavened bread at the communion table. The symbol of discontinu-
ity may still be ritually legitimate: the decisive break with sin at the
cross, when the lamb was slain. But a communion table with only
unleavened bread conflicts with the symbolism of Christ’s church
(His body), which has the task of building His kingdom. “This is my
body,” He said (Matt. 26:26). But if the church is His body (I Cor.
12:12-14), then how can this body remain flat (unleavened) in history,
if it is to replace Satan’s evil leaven? Churches must strive to make
the symbolism of the Lord’s Supper clear to Christ’s people, and
unleavened flat bread, if eaten without leavened bread, conveys the
symbolism of historical and cultural impotence. 35 To use both
unleavened and leavened bread, unless the congregation has

.,

sophisticated instructors and members with a taste for biblical
theology and biblical symbolism, is to risk confusion. If we eat one
type of bread only, let it be leavened bread.

(“Unleavened wine,” meaning grape juice, never had a place in
the symbolism of the Old Testament offerings. Contrary to the opin-
ion of some commentators, wine is fermented. Jesus’ metaphor of the
wine and wineskins makes this clear: new wine breaks old wineskins
[Matt.  9:17]. To break wineskins, it has to be fermenting. There is
no ritual significance for grape juice in the New Testament. It is not
a symbol of discontinuity, as unleavened bread is. It is not a biblical
symbol at all. Grape juice may, however, be the symbol for the
church which is most preferred by Satan, symbolizing the historical
impotence of the church — a new wine w’hich breaks nothing because
it is not wine at all. )

Let us eat sitting down. Let us eat no bitter herbs. Instead, let u~
spread our leavened bread with hong. The basis of our victory is past; let
us look forward with confidence. VictoV is sweet. Let Satan’s troops
eat bitter herbs, not Christ’s troops. The church has never eaten bit-

35. It is true that Jesus ate unleavened bread at the Last Supper. It is also true that
He had not yet suffered and died, thereby fulfilling the ethical demands of the Old
Testament’s sacrificial system, and thereby also abolishing it for all time. He had
also not yet risen from the dead. The day He rose from the dead, the historical and
cultural impotence of ancient Israel was at last definitively broken, even as new wine
breaks old wineskins. Pentecost pointed to this definitive break with the old cove-
nant’s defensive mentality and rituals.
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ter herbs at the Lord’s Supper. 36 Some Christians still insist on
unleavened bread exclusively. Those who argue that the communion
feast should be celebrated with unleavened bread point to I Corin-
thians 5, which I cited earlier, where Paul writes:

Your glorying is not good. Know ye not that a little leaven leaveneth the
whole lump? Purge out therefore the old leaven, that ye may be a new
lump, as ye are unleavened. For even Christ our passover is sacrificed for
us. Therefore let us keep the feast, not with old leaven, neither with the
leaven of malice and wickedness; but with the unleavened bread of sincerity
and truth (I Cot-. 5:6-8).

Several comments are in order. First, Paul was dealing with sin
in. the Corinthian church. When he speaks of purging out the old
leaven, he is referring to a specific individual, a man who was prac-
ticing incest (I Cor. 5:1-5). Second, the word “bread was added by
the translators of the King James Version. It is not in Paul’s text.
Third, he tells us to celebrate the Lord’s Table with the unleaven  of
sincerity and truth — a definitive, discontinuous break from Satan’s
insincerity and lies. This “unleaven”  is the starting point of ethical
and cultural maturation. It is the “old leaven” that is forbidden. This
is the same imagery which was basic to the Passover. It was the old
leaven of Egypt that was forbidden. Israel had to make a symbolic
break with the religion and culture of Egypt before leaving Egypt for
the land of Canaan. Unleavened bread in this instance symbolized the dis-
continuity with sin that GOCLS  deliverance represents. (I have already refer-
red Calvin’s comments on this passage. He did not use the passage
to advocate the use of unleavened bread during communion. He
used it to drive home the ethical implications of the communion
feast.) The fourth comment is simply that Paul also refers to Christ
as the firstfruits, and this involved a leavened offering. Paul held to
both images. Thus, to insist on unleavened bread as alone sym-
bolically valid for the communion table is to claim too much. To the
extent that churches want the communion celebration to point for-
ward to victory, leavened bread is far more preferable.

36. Why were the Israelites required to eat bitter herbs? To remind them of the
horrors of cultural bondage to a foreign, anti-God power. The threat of another
period of bondage was always before them. But from the day of Christ’s resurrec-
tion, the old geographical and cultural wineskins were broken. The church is on the
offensive internationally, for the ethical requirements of God have been met, in time
and on earth. Dtjnitive ethical vkto~ h behind us, once and for all.
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The Final Revolution

There will be another great discontinuity y, in time and on earth.
It will come on the heels of long years of continuity. This next
revolution of prophetic significance is Satan’s final attempt to throw
off godly rule (Rev. 20: 3). It will be grounded in a continuity of despair.
Satan’s despairing forces will vainly attempt to throw off the con-
tinuity of godly rule. It will be a perverse image of the Exodus. The
Hebrews had experienced generations of ungodly servitude to the
gods of Egypt, through the representative of the gods, the Pharaoh.
They were pushed into rebellion after generations of despair.
Neither they nor their Egyptian masters had expected this revolt to
be successful. Satan’s rebellion will come in much the same way, ex-
cept that it will be an actiue rebellion perverse~  directed against the visible
muru~estation.s  of the benejits  ofgod~ rule. Unlike the Hebrew rebellion, it
will be cut short in rapid order (Rev. 20:9).

The forces of Satan will acknowledge as binding the terms of the
peace treaty, but they will secretly resist them. They will organize
their forces for. the final rebellion. Their sins will be that much
greater, for they will heap coals upon their heads by rebelling in the
face of the visible blessings of God (Pr. 25:21-22; Rem. 12:20). It is
our responsibility, as agents of the victorious commander, to
dispense justice, thereby calling forth the external blessings that will
condemn the rebels to their well-deserved punishment. The steady
extension of godly rule will have its long-term effects, in time and on
earth, and these effects will have implications throughout eternity:
training for dominion by the saints, and training for dt$eat by the rebels.

We should not expect a great discontinuity in training for either
camp. We should not expect endless external defeat for the spiritual
army of a victorious commander, Jesus Christ, only to have victory
handed over on a silver platter to troops that have proven themselves
totally incompetent for thousands of years. We should also not ex-
pect to see endless victories for Satan, only to have victory snatched
away from his troops in the final moments of the ancient contest.
Our victory is past: Calvary. Their defeat is past: Calvary. lli~toy is
a progressive working out of the implications of that crucial discontinui~.  We
should not expect to see the progressive historical defeat of the im-
plicit victors, members of Christ’s church, nor should we expect to

see the pro~essive  historical victory of the implicit losers. sT What we

37. Gary North, “Common Grace, Eschatology,  and Biblical Law; The Journal oj
Christian Reconstruction, III (Winter 1976-77).
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should expect to see is the Satanists’ equivalent of the Exodus: a
desperate rebellion by a people who had experienced generations of
rule by their enemies.  sB

Let the Satanists celebrate their communion standing up, staffs
in hand. Those staffs were broken at Calvary. We are seated on the
thrones of judgment in history, and we shall dispense continual
justice, making their final revolt all the less justified, all the more
culpable, and all the more unsuccessful. The continui~  of the word of
God will bring external cultural victo~, step by step. ‘But the word of the
LORD was unto them precept upon precept, precept upon precept;
line upon line, line upon line; here a little, and there a little; that
they might go, and fall backward, and be broken, and snared, and
taken” (Isa. 28: 13). The enemies of God cannot survive the steady
onslaught of God’s people, as the latter progressively fulfill the terms
of the dominion covenant .39

Conclusion

The Passouer points to a radical break-with evil. The leaven of the
world — sin, death, and corruption — is not to be the ethical founda-
tion of God’s kingdom. Unleavened bread symbolized this radical
ethical discontinuity with Egypt and Egypt’s gods and culture. Bitter
herbs symbolized the grim reality of life under the dominion of Satan
and his representatives. God called the Israelites to obey His law.
Obedience to God’s law was to become the foundation of a new civi-
lization, At the feast of Pentecost, they were to celebrate the founding
of this new civilization, and they were to use leavened bread in this
ritual.

To accomplish the liberation of Israel from the bondage of sin,
represented by Egyptian civilization, God destroyed Egypt. The
avenger of blood gained vengeance for the blood-stained land on
Passover night. A radical historical discontinui~ was the event which
drove the Israelites out of bondage and toward the land of Canaan.
This, in turn, was designed to bring the continuip  of the nwturation
process. Ethical conformity to God over time produces this continui~ of
growth, both personally and culturally.

The ethical discontinui~ of sin brings the hzdorical  dkcontinui~ of
God’s judgment. Adam learned this lesson when God expelled him

38. Gary North, Unconditional Sumndq  pp. 200-1.
39. Ibid., ch. 8.
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from the garden; the people of Noah’s day learned it; and so did
Pharaoh, though only in his last minutes in a watery grave. God cuts
off the leaven of sin in history, so that the leaven of righteousness can
develop and become the dominant cultural force.

The biblical concept of social change is therefore grounded in the
doctrines of creation, ethical rebellion, redemption, dominion, and
final judgment. In short, the Bible teaches a doctrine of linear time.
We are both pushed and pulled through time, and not by impersonal
forces, but by a personal God. God’s declared and inescapable future
draws us through present history, but always by way of the past.
What has gone before has its influence over us, but so also does all
that is yet to come. The link between past and future is responsible
decision-making, primarily by God and secondarily by men.

The Exodus was a discontinuous event, yet the covenantal  life of
Israel was to be renewed annually by a continuing series of Passover
meals down through the ages. The great discontinuous event (for it
is essentially one event) of the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ
took place once and only once, yet the Communion meals that an-
nounce His definitive triumph over death and evil are to be con-
tinually celebrated by His people through the ages. In short, a
definitive and completed past event – a discontinuity – is to be cele-
brated continuously through history, for it points to a dejinitivejnal
event in the future: the final judgment. This next great discontinuity
becomes the foundation of the great future continuity: the New
Heavens and New Earth (Rev. 21, 22).

History is therefore equally influenced both by discontinuities
and continuities, the “one great event” and the “many little events .“
History is simultaneously one and many. In this sense, history
reflects the being of God, which is simultaneously one and many.
But above allj historical change is personal: God proposes, God
disposes, and men are fully responsible (Rem. 9:10-24).

In a world of cosmic personalism,  the “great men” theory of
history is valid. Great men do produce historical discontinuities that
are crucial. But they make these changes within a framework of
historical continuity. They become crucial as pivotal characters pre-
cisely because there is a broad historical milieu which is ready to be
pivoted. The “great man” is nothing without the “little men,” past
and present, who have participated in the development of the
historical setting that at last makes a radical break with the past.

The law of God is one important aspect of historical continuity.
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It is man’s tool of dominion, and the measure by which man is either
blessed or judged. It speaks to men in all eras because man is still
made in God’s image in all eras. Thus, it true, as the French proverb
says, that “the more things change, the more they stay the same .“ It
is also true that as things stay the same — man’s creaturehood,  God’s
law– the more things are able to change.

The radical discontinuity in a person’s individual life is ethkal:  from
death unto life, from the old creature to the new creature, from con-
demnation to blessing, from rebellion to obedience, from covenant:

breaking to covenant-keeping. Without this discontinuity, every
man stands condemned by the original discontinuity of Adam’s
ethical rebellion. Adam inaugurated a continuity of death by his act
of rebellion. The continui~  of spiritual &ath will otherwise prevail in
each person’s life apart from the discontinuity of regeneration.

The discontinuity of regeneration has been the same discontinui-
ty which has prevailed from the day of Adam’s sin. It has created a
rival continuity: the continuity of Zzfe. This continuity has many in-
stitutional forms, but the chief one is the church. The basis of this
regenerational discontinuity has always been the grace of God,
which in turn is made possible by the greatest of all discontinuities:
the incarnation, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ.

As this regenerational discontinuity takes place in more and
more lives, the continuity of growth in the kingdom of God is re-
vealed. In short, a series of radical ethical discontinuities in in-
dividual lives produces Christian cultural and ciuilizationai  continuity.
Biblical revival is therefore radically different from revivalism. Re- “
vivalism promotes an emotional personal break from an existing so-
cial order, but not the transformation of that order. Biblical revival is
a comprehensive, all-encompassing, civilization-transforming re-
vival. AO It comes by means of a series of rapid multiple ethical dis-
continuities —penonal  ethical discontinuities — that combine to create
an historic cizsihkational  discontinuity. Biblical revival lays the foun-
dation of Christian civilization’s continuity.41 It lays the foundation,
in short, of the visible manifestation of the dominion covenant.

40. Gary North, “The Pressing Need for Revival; Christian  Reconstnsctwn, VIII
(Nov,/Dec. 1984).

41. Gary North, “Comprehensive Redemption: A Theology of Social Action,”
The Journal of Chrsstian  Reconstruction, VIII (Summer 1981).
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UNCONDITIONAL SURRENDER

And Pharaoh rose upin the night, he, andall  his servants, andall  the
E~ptians;  and there was a great c~ in E~pt; for there was not a house
where there was not one dead. And he called for Moses and Aaron by
night, andsaid, Rise up, andgetyouforthfrom  among mypeople,  both
yeandthe  children oflsrael;  andgo, serve the Lore, asyehaue  said.
Also take your~ocks  andyour herds, as ye have said, and be gone; and
bless me also (Ex. 12:30-32).

The Pharaoh and his people had been subjected to the final
humiliation, they believed. They had suffered plague after plague,
and their priests had been impotent to combat them. The Pharaoh
himself, the great god of Egypt, had now lost his son, heir to divinity.
The gods of Egypt had been decisively defeated by the God of Moses
and Aaron. Surely their defeat was total. The Israelites had won.

The Israelites then took their belongings, packed them up, and
made ready to depart. They collected the tribute of the Egyptians,
who pressed them to leave. The tribute money was paid; restitution
was made. The slaves were now officially free men. They had been
returned to bondage under God, the basis of human freedom.

This capitulation on the part of Pharaoh was not to last long. His
defeat was not yet total. He still had his life, his army, his chariots,
and his authority. Egypt still had sovereignty over the land; possibly
Egypt still maintained considerable sovereignty in Canaan,
although Courville’s  dating of the Exodus, coupled with his recon-
struction of the dynasties,’ indicates that the Pharaoh of the Exodus
was much weaker than the Pharaoh of the late Twelfth Dynasty who
had first enslaved the Hebrews. Pharaoh was once again about to re-
verse himself and seek a victory over the departing slaves, and this
proved to be the final humiliation for him, and also for Egypt, which
was defeated by the invading Hyksos (Amalekites)  and subjugated
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for at least a century, and possibly four – about twice the duration of
Israel’s stay in Egypt.

Pharaoh knew precisely what his surrender implied. The gods of
Egypt had been decisively defeated. Pharaoh had been driven to
capitulate completely to the demands of Moses and Moses’ God.
This God had demanded that Pharaoh allow the whole nation of
Israel to journey three days in order to sacrifice to Him. Now God
had been able to extract His demands from Pharaoh. Pharaoh was
implicitly admitting that the Egyptian theology was a myth, that
there is no continuity of being between man and God, that there is a
God so great and so powerful that He can extract His every demand
from mighty Egypt, the center of the earth. Here was a God unlike
any ever encountered by Pharaoh or his predecessors.

Pharaoh also understood what Egypt’s sin against the Hebrews
had been. They had enslaved Israel, breaking their treaty with Israel
and Israel’s God. They had treated Israel as a concubine, a slave
wife. They had stolen Israel’s dowry, the land of Goshen. There was
restitution to pay. Pharaoh, however, did not want to pay all that he
owed. He wanted one last admission on the part of the Hebrews that
he was not really guilty. He wanted Moses to bless him.

How could this man have hoped for one moment that the God of
Israel might bless him? How could he have imagined that God
would regard him as anything but a lawless rebel? Was Pharaoh at
last asking for mercy? Was he at last humbling himself before the
God of the Israelites? Was his request for a blessing a sign of his
repentance? The answer is unconditionally m to all these questions.
What was Pharaoh really asking for? He was asking for Go#s seal of
approval on his actions as a monarch, the master of Egypt. He was
asking for God’s sanction as a /awfil former master of Israel. He was
trying to justify his tyranny and his continual lying. He was trying to
cover himself with the protecting law of God, but without humbling
himself before that law. He was trying to get God to acknowledge
publicly that Pharaoh’s acts of charity – which were in fact tribute
payments extracted by God’s awesome power – entitled him to God’s
protection.

The Year of Release

The law of God respecting Hebrew slaves placed specific re-
quirements on the Hebrew masters. Pharaoh must have understood
the basic principle of lawful slave ownership. “And if thy brother, an
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Hebrew man, or an Hebrew woman, be sold unto thee, and serve
thee six years; then in the seventh year thou shalt let him go free
from thee. And when thou sendest him out free from thee, thou shalt
not let him go away empty. Thou shalt furnish him liberally out of
thy flock, and out of thy floor, and out of thy winepress: of that
wherewith the LORD thy God bath blessed thee thou shalt give unto
him” (Deut. 15:12-14).  It is revealing that the justification of this law
was the bondage they had experienced in Egypt: “And thou shalt
remember that thou wast a bondman in the land of Egypt, and the
LORD thy God redeemed thee: therefore I command thee this thing
today” (Deut. 15:15).

Pharaoh wanted to be recognized as a lawful master, for he was
giving liberally of Egypt’s wealth. Was he not treating the Hebrews
honestly, as a brother might treat them? In fact, it was God’s respon-
sibility to bless him, for he was adhering to the law: “It shall not
seem hard unto thee, when thou sendest him away free from thee:
for he bath been worth a double hired servant to thee, in serving thee
six years: and the LORD thy God shall bless thee in all that thou
doest” (Deut. 15:18). The blessing, Pharaoh insisted. Where is the
blessing?

Pharaoh the slavemaster, Pharaoh the kidnapper, Pharaoh the
treaty-breaker, Pharaoh the slave-wife-divorcer,  and Pharaoh the
divine ruler was once again demanding to be recognized as a sover-
eign. He was arguing that he and his predecessors had possessed the
right to violate all of the laws concerning lawful servitude, enslaving
the Israelites unlawfully, just as surely as Potiphar threw Joseph into
prison unlawfully. He had conducted himself lawfully, he implied,
and now his payment to the Israelites testified, he wanted God to ad-
mit, to his position as a covenant-keeper. Facing a victorious slave
population and their victorious God, Pharaoh wanted to be justified
by works: his liberality in giving the Hebrews their seventh-year
payment. This was not tribute. This was not restitution. This was
not the restoration of the stolen dowry. This was simply lawful pay-
ment for lawful slaveowning, which had been conducted by a well-
meaning brother in the faith. He wanted all the promised benefits of
the law, the blessing in “all that thou doest ,“ in return for this final
payment to Israel. If he could get God’s blessing, his payment would
wipe the slate clean. God would be testifying to the legitimacy of
Egypt’s past rule over His people.

Pharaoh was not offering unconditional surrender to God. Once
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again, he was bargaining with God. This time, he used the law of
God to try to justify his actions. Instead of flatly denying the right of
Israel to sacrifice to God, or denying Israel the right to take along
wives, or children, or cattle, he was now denying the legitimacy of
any judicial case that God might bring against him as a rebellious,
law-denying sovereign. He was asking God to sanction all of his past
transgressions, including his unwillingness to grant the Hebrews the
right to worship their God. But if these earlier transgressions were
not really illegitimate, then God would have to sanction Pharaoh’s
original argument, namely, that he had been a lawful sovereign dur-
ing the period of the subjugation. In fact, he was asking for God’s
sanction on the whole era of enslavement. He wanted his blessing;
he was paying for it “fair and square.” God owed him this blessing.

God did not grant him a blessing. What Pharaoh was paying was
restitution, and he was paying it under extreme duress. He would
gain no blessing from God; he would have no stamp of approval on
his actions as a self-proclaimed divine monarch. He was not going to
be able to buy his way out of judgment. He still had not recognized
the nature of the God he was dealing with.

God warned Moses as they were leaving Egypt: ‘For Pharaoh
will say of the children of Israel, They are entangled in the land, the
wilderness bath shut them in. And I will harden Pharaoh’s heart,
that he shall follow after them; and I will be honoured upon
Pharaoh, and upon all his host; that the Egyptians may know that I
am the LORD. And they did so. And it was told the king of Egypt that
the people fled: and the heart of Pharaoh and of his servants was
turned against the people, and the y said, Why have we done this,
that we have let Israel go from serving us?” (Ex. 14:3 -5).1 It is clear
that Pharaoh covenantall  y represented his subordinates well. The
Egyptians were not innocent victims of a misguided leader who did
not represent them ethically and spiritually. They advised him to
pursue the fleeing Hebrews. They had not learned, and they had not
humbled themselves before God for their generations of sinful deal-
ing with the Israelites. They had not yet received God’s final verdict
on the assertion of Egypt’s continuity-of-being theology. They had

1. The phrase, “entangled in the land,” “1s expressive of the labyrinth concept
which dominated Egyptian and ancient pagan thought. The Hebrews’ wandering in
the wilderness did become an entanglement – an ethical entanglement, rather than
a physical entanglement. On the labyrinth, see Appendix C: “The Labyrinth and
the Garden .“
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not yet surrendered unconditionally.

Dominion and Surrender: Unconditional but Progressive

God requires unconditional surrender from mankind. He does
not offer terms of permanent peace on anything other than full, un-
conditional surrender. 2 God’s dealings with the Egyptians and the
Canaanites were about to demonstrate, for all the world to see, just
how uncorlditional  His terms of surrender are. Egypt faced at least a
century of submission to foreign rulers, and most of the cities of Ca-
naan faced absolute annihilation. The Canaanites understood this
when Israel crossed the Red Sea, as Rahab told the spies (Josh.
2:9-11).  Men must submit themselves to God as their lawful, ab-
solute master, or else they perish. The terms of surrender are stated
in His covenant of law: ethical perfections However, since no one
except Jesus Christ is perfect before God, a sacrifice has been
prepared, so that those relying on it might be justified by God and
adopted back into God’s family (Rem. 8:29-30; Eph. 1:4-5). The
passage of His people out of bondage and through the Red Sea was
symbolic of the salvation offered by God to His people. The failure
of the Egyptians to prevent their escape testified to Canaan and to all
the nations of the futility of challenging God by challenging God’s
people.

Dominion comes through adherence to the terms of GOES  couenant  of peace.
Pharaoh attempted to achieve dominion over Israel by defying God
and denying the terms of unconditional surrender. He tried to buy

2. Gary North, Uncondttiona[ Surrender: God’s Progarn for VictoT  (2nd ed.; Tyler,
Texas: Geneva Divinity School Press, 1983).

3. It is misleading to redefine the Bible’s definition of ethical perfection to mean
simply spiritual maturity. Maturity implies ethical progress through time, and prog-
ress implies movement toward a fixed ethical standard. This standard is perfection.
The perfection of the Bible is dg$nitive  as well as progressive. It is important to consider
usage when we read that Noah was perfect (Gen, 6:9), or most notably of all, that
Job was perfect and upright (Job. 1:1). The Bible does not teach perfectionism –that
men can attain ethical perfection in time and on earth. But it does teach that Jesus
Christ did attain ethical perfection in time and on earth. Christ’s perfect conformity
to the law of God, in time and on earth, is the foundation of the regenerate person’s
dg’initive  sand$cation, as well as his progressive sanctification. On this point, see North,
Unconditional Surrende~ pp. 43-47. Any discussion of perfection as either exclusively
definitive or exclusively progressive is incomplete. On the heresy of perfectionism,
see B. B. Wafield,  Pa$ectionism,  either the abridged one-volume version published
by Presbyterian and Reformed (1954) or the two-volume set published originally by
Oxford University Press in 1931, and reprinted in 1981 by Baker Book House, Grand
Rapids, Michigan.
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God’s acceptance by offering tribute money to the Hebrews, but also
by implying that this was nothing more than a lawful payment,
voluntarily given to lawfully enslaved brothers. Pharaoh wanted
God’s blessing on Egypt’s statist order, for he still believed that He
was the divine-human link. Not so, God declared. There would be
no blessing on the terms laid down by Pharaoh. Pharaoh once again
failed to gain any sort of compromise from God. The God of Israel
was implacable except to those who acknowledged His lawful au-
thority as a true slave-master. When Israel later refused to
acknowledge this from time to time, God gave them into the hands
of other slave-masters, like the archetypal  slave-masters of Egypt.
Pharaoh could not obtain what Israel, God’s own people, could
never obtain: an admission from God of the legitimacy of partial sur-
render to His authority.

God’s requirement of unconditional surrender is ethical. ‘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). “Thou shalt be perfect with the
LORD thy God” (Deut. 18:13). “Be ye therefore perfect, even as your
Father which is in heaven is perfect” (Matt. 5:48). The standard of
perfection is the standard met by Jesus Christ and imputed to His
people by grace (Rem. 5:13-19). There can be no compromise here:
perfection means definitive pefection.  b

What about progressive peg$ection,  or the process of spiritual
maturation? God, by His grace, honors this process. The terms of
the covenant are unquestionably conditiona~:  if men do this, then God
will give that. He honors the terms of His covenant, not because men
have performed innately righteous acts perfectly, but because Jesus
Christ did, and by seeking to imitate Christ, and Christ’s perfect hu-
manity (but not His divinity), men become the recipients of God’s
blessings, in time and on earth. Covenant-keeping men cannot com-
mand God’s blessings in the way that a magician thinks he can com-
mand blessings from occult forces, namely, on the basis of some pre-
cisely performed ritual. God is not bound by some autonomous
cosmic order to respond automatically to the requests of men, in-
cluding covenant-keeping men. Whatever men receive from God is
by God’s grace, since fallen men cannot claim to be in absolute and
unconditional subordination to God, that is, totally righteous. But

4. See footnote #3.
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God’s moral universe is orderly (common grace), so there are
cause-and-effect relationships between righteousness (covenant-
keeping) and prosperity. This orderliness is no less a matter of grace
than God’s imputation of Christ’s perfect righteousness to His peo-
ple. It is a world-ordering grace.

Terms of Surrender

God instructed Israel to destroy utterly the Canaanites (Deut.
7:16-24). It was failure on Israel’s part that resulted in the failure of
their mission (Jud. 1:21-36). They did not utterly destroy the cities of
Canaan. Why was this total destruction required by God? Because
God was establishing a new base of operations for Israel, one which
was to have been unpolluted by foreign gods. Once established in
the land, however, the Israelites were not to demand the uncondi-
tional and immediate surrender of every pagan nation. They were to
offer terms of peace, which might involve perpetual servitude, to na-
tions far away from Canaan (Deut. 20:10-15). Furthermore, Israel
was not supposed to have a standing army, meaning a king who
multiplies horses, which are too easily used in offensive military
operations (Deut. 17:16). Conquest was by means of God’s word, as
Jonah the prophet was instructed to deliver to Nineveh. The “clean
sweep” in Canaan was unique in Israel’s history, and even here, the
terms of God’s unconditional surrender were not successfully im-
posed, for these terms required totally faithful servants. The imposi-
tion of the terms of unconditional surrender by God’s people
demanded unconditional faithfulness on their part. They failed.

Christ, however, was unconditionally faithful to God, and there-
fore He was able to impose these terms on Satan at the cross. The ex-
tension of His terms of surrender is what the New Testament era is all about.
The steady encroaching on Satan’s fallen kingdom is what the
preaching of the gospel and the establishment of Christian institutions, gov-
erned by God’s law, are intended to accomplish. God’s terms are still
unconditional; men must surrender totally to God, either before
they die (or, in the case of the final generation, before Christ comes
in judgment), or else after they die (or after Christ comes in judg-
ment). Eventually, all mankind will surrender unconditionally.
‘Wherefore God also bath highly exalted him, and given him a name ‘
which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee
should bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things
under the earth; and that every tongue should confess that Jesus
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Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father” (Phil. 2:9-11).  In time
and on earth, however, not every knee will bow, and among those
who formally bow themselves before Christ, not every heart will
bow. The principle of unconditional surrender is nonetheless valid
even before the final judgment. It will not be conswnrnate~  extended
in history by fallen men, but as the followers of Christ progressively
conform themselves to Christ’s image, to a greater and greater ex-
tent, the preaching of the gospel and the construction of institutions
based on the full application of biblical law will extend Christ’s
kingdom: progressive unconditional surrender, the working out in
history of the dej%itiz.se unconditional surrender of Jesus Christ to
God the Father.

Pharaoh? Negotiations

It is part of Satan’s imitation kingdom that he, too, requires un-
conditional surrender. He wants men to bow to him and worship
him, which is what he demanded of Jesus in the wilderness (Matt.
4:9). Pharaoh seemed to compromise with Moses, but at no stage
was he asking for anything less than unconditional surrender from
God, for Pharaoh asked God to sanction the idea that Pharaoh had
some trace of divinity in him, that he represented true divinity in the
continuity of being between God and man. God refused to com-
promise, for anything less than total sovereignty on His part is a
denial of who He is and what He is. Satan wants “just a speck” of
sovereignty, so that he can successfully deny that God is who God
says that He is. This is not unconditional surrender to God, for it re-
quires that God deny Himself. In effect, it would be the uncondi-
tional surrender of God to Satan, for by having testified falsely con-
cerning both Satan and Himself, God would thereby have sinned
against Satan. He would have borne false witness concerning the
nature of divinity and false witness against His maligned (not malig-
nant) neighbor. False testimony concerning the nature of God is a
capital offense. This challenge to the validity of God’s self-testimony
was the very heart of Satan’s temptation of Adam and Eve: an asser-
tion that God had testified falsely concerning God, man, and
reality. 5

After Pharaoh finally allowed the Hebrews to depart in total

5. Gary North, ‘Witnesses and Judges,” Biblical Economics Tea@  VI (Aug. /Sept.
1983). I intend to reprint this as Appendix E of The Dominion Covenant: Genesir when it
goes into its second edition.
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triumph, without maintaining a shred of original sovereign y for
himself or the Egyptian State, he raced after the Hebrews in a rage.
Why had he let them go? Didn’t they know who he was? Didn’t they
know what Egypt was? Didn’t they know that he represented man’s
divinity in this world? He would show them. He would bring them
low. Every Hebrew knee would bow to him, for they had not allowed
him even a trace of sovereignty. They had wanted him to surrender
unconditionally to their God (and therefore to them, given the
Egyptian theology of the continuity of being), although God allowed
him to keep his kingdom. But it was the principle of the thing that
concerned him. If they were going to demand unconditional sur-
render by him to their God in principle, then he was going to de-
mand visible unconditional surrender from them once again. He
was going to drag them back. They would not go free. They ‘would
not sacrifice to any God who would not acknowledge at least a
degree of independent sovereignty to Pharaoh and his State. It
would be a fight to the finish. It turned out to be just exactly that.

Pagan kingdoms implicitly want unconditional surrender from
their enemies. Lawless men want the same. As men grow more arro-
gant, as they attempt to divorce themselves from the concept of
lawful dominion under the restraints of God’s law, they adopt
policies of unconditional surrender, in time and on earth. They
launch sneak attacks, in violation of Deuteronomy 20:10-15, as the
Japanese did against the Russians in 1904 and as they did against the
United States in December of 1941. Pagan governments demand un-
conditional surrender, as the Allies demanded from Germany, Italy,
and Japan in the Second World War. G In short, they want “a fight to
the finish,” just as Pharaoh wanted when he pursued the Israelites
into the Red Sea. They seek to be free of the restraints of God’s law
in order to impose a law-order which violates God’s law.

Conclusion

Unconditional surrender is an inescapable concept: the question is, “Sur-
render to whom?” Will it be surrender to God, progressively through
time, until the final day of judgment, when surrender will be ab-
solute and  unconditional? Or will it be surrender to Satan’s
kingdom, in time and on earth, through Satan’s radical breaks in the

6. Ann Armstrong, Unconditional Surrend~ (Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers Uni-
versity Press, 1961).
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continuities of history, the wars and conquests of his earthly
kingdoms, all of which are at war with God’s kingdom and His law?
Satan wants a final break with history in history, a radical break with
the sovereignty of God. He wants tfie abolition of history, for history
testifies to his failure, in time,  at the cross. He wants the uncondi-
tional  surrender of time to revolutionary chaos or static timelessness,
where the progressive, linear extension of God’s kingdom will be
overcome. Satan imitates God by demanding total, immediate, tem-
poral surrender.

The argument favoring discontinuous breaks in history was valid
when the static kingdoms of the ancient world faced the discontinu-
ity represented by Israel. But now the church is bringing God’s
peace treaty to the nations. There are minor discontinuities, as na-
tions  rise and fall, but the next biblically significant discontinuity y is
Satan’s final rebellion and Christ’s return in judgment. At that point,
unconditional surrender will be required. The kingdom will be
delivered, in completed form, to the Father (I Cor. 15:24).  The
history of fallen, rebellious man will end. Until that time, it is the
continuity of Go#s progressive dominwn,  through the preaching of the
gospel and the construction of institutions imposing God’s law,
which is the critm”on  of htitorical  change. It is the steady extension of
Christ’s kingdom, not the desperate discontinuities of Satan’s
kingdoms, with their treaties of immediute  unconditional surrender,
which is the basis of historical change.

There will be one final, all-out attempt by Satan to avoid total
surrender. Then will come the return of Christ  in full power and
judgment. It will be the death knell of Satan’s kingdom, in time, on
earth, and in eternity (Rev. 20). All satanic imitations of this great
discontinuity of God’s final judgment will wind up as Pharaoh’s at-
tempted discontinuity yin covenantal  history wound up: buried in the
depths of the sea. Satant  theology is the religion of revolution, and it cannot
survive the steady, implacable onslaught of Go#s theology of progressive domin-
ion. It is not the minor discontinuities  of history that serve as our
criteria of victory, but the steadiness of the word of God: “But the
word of the LORD was unto them precept upon precept, precept
upon precept; line upon line,  line upon line;  here a little, and there a
little; that they might go, and fall backward, and be broken, and
snared, and taken” (lsa. 28:13).  God used discontinuities in history
to smash the kingdoms of the ancient world: “I will overturn, over-
turn, overturn it: and it shall be no more, until he come whose right
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it is; and I will give  it to him” (Ezk.  21:27). Give what? The diadem
of power (Ezk.  21:26). God still overturns Satan’s kingdoms, but by
the steady expansion of the gospel age, the progressive dominion of
God’s law and God’s people, in time  and on earth. It is our task to
lay the groundwork for a new kingdom, built on the foundation of
God’s law - which is to govern every human institution –by God’s
grace, which is applied to the heart of every Christian (Heb. 8:7-13).
Christianity does not preach a religion of social revolution, but a
religion of ethical regeneration, restitution, and repentance.

While Christianity preaches the tactics of social  continuity dur-
ing its “minority religion” phase — go the extra mile with your enemy,
turn the other cheek — it nevertheless is a religion  of social  transfor-
mation. The Christian revolution takes place in the hearts and
minds  of men — the place where all revolutions begin. The op-
ponents of Christianity recognize that Christianity is indeed a
religion of total transformation. To them, the ethical discontinuity
between the Old Adam’ and the New Adam represents a revolu-
tionary doctrine. It threatens them with the destruction of their anti-
Christian civilization.

The Roman emperors launched a series of bloody, though inter-
mittent, persecutions against the early church because they recog-
nized the all-or-nothing nature of the confrontation. It was either
Christ or Caesar.  The Roman State was quite  willing  to tolerate any
religion which  acknowledged the divinity (or genius) of the emperor.
Christians refused. They paid  a heavy price. But Rome paid a
heavier price  in the long run. So did Egypt.



14

THE RULE OF LAW

Andwhen astranger shall sy”ourn with thee, andwill  keep thepassover
to the LOlm, let allhismales  becircurncised,  and then let him come near
and keep it,” and he shall be as one that is born in the land..  for no uncir-
cumcised person shall eat thereof One law shall be to him that is
homeborn,  and unto the stranger that sojourneth  among you (Ex.
12:48-49).

The Passover was closed to outsiders who had not been circum-
cised. A man’s slave, if he had been purchased with money and
subsequently circumcised, had the obligation of participating in the
Passover rites (Ex. 12:44). He had a place in the family and was
under the sovereignty of God, through his master. The mark of
subordination was in his flesh. In contrast, the foreigner and hired
servant were excluded from the Passover, since they had not visibly
(physiologically) humbled themselves before God, and were there-
fore not part of the covenant: “There shall no stranger eat thereofi
But every man’s servant that is bought for money, when thou hast
circumcised him, then shall he eat thereof. A foreigner and an hired
servant shall not eat thereof” (12 :43 b-45). No foreigner could eat
leavened bread anywhere in Israel during Passover week (12 :19).
Any stranger who wished to participate in the Passover could do so,
if he and all the males of his household were circumcised (12:48).
This indicated his subordination to God and His dominion in the name
of God over his own household. A circumcised stranger was to be
treated as one born in the land, although it is unclear how he could
ever have owned land permanently because of the redistribution
back to the original family owners which was required at the Jubilee
year (Lev. 25:10).

The rites of circumcision and Passover were simple enough.
Biblical law in Israel was public. In fact, it had to be read in its en-
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tiret y every seventh year in front of the assembled nation:

And Moses wrote this law, and delivered it unto the priests the sons of Levi,
which bare the ark of the covenant of the LORD, and unto all the elders of
Israel. And Moses commanded them, saying, At the end of every seven
years, in the solemnity of the year of release, in the feast of tabernacles,
When all l[srael  is come to appear before the LORD thy God in the place
which he shall choose, thou shalt read this law before all Israel in their hear-
ing. Gather the people together, men, and women, and children, and thy
stranger that is within thy gates, that they may hear, and that they may
learn, and fear the LORD your God, and observe to do all the words of this
law: And that their children, which have not known any thing, may hear,
and learn to fear the LORD your God, as long as ye live in the land whither
ye go over Jordan to possess it (Deut. 31:9-13).

The Grod of the Old Testament is the God of the New Testament.
He is the Creator. As such, He owns the whole world. He com-
mands respect from all men, and the terms of His  law are binding on
all men. The stranger within Israel’s gates, no less than the priests,
had to honor the law. There was no mystery about the law. While
some things are known only to God (Deut. 29:29), these secret mat-
ters are as closed to the priests as to the stranger. Public law was in
principle open to every resident in the land of Israel. The law had to
be an open book for everyone to understand and observe, including
the children of strangers (Deut. 31:13). The Hebrews were not to
make a mistake concerning the universality of God’s rule. He is not
confined to one city, one nation, or one people. His rule is universal.
So is His law, revealed to men in the Bible, which is the judicial
manifestation of His  sovereign rule.

Access to Citizenship

God’s law for Israel did not permit every circumcised stranger to
become a full citizen  immediately upon being circumcised. There
were exceptions. Certain nations had been especially evil in their
treatment of lsrael,  indicating a cultural perverseness that might
take several generations to overcome in the lives of family members.
The strong bond of the family covenant was acknowledged. It had
taken the death of Israel’s Exodus generation to cleanse their families
of the cultural legacy of Egypt; such a legacy remained a potential
threat to Israel from newly circumcised pagans. Thus, it took three
generations for circumcised Egyptians and Edomites  (the heirs of
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Esau)  to become fill citizens (Deut.  23:7-8). Second, it took ten
generations for Ammonites and Moabites:

An Ammonite or Moabite shall not enter into the congregation of the
LORD; even to their tenth generation shall they not enter into the congrega-
tion of the LORD for ever. Because they met you not with bread and with
water in the way, when ye came forth out of Egypt; and because they hired
against thee Balaam the son of Beor of Pethor of Mesopotamia, to curse
thee (Deut. 23:3 -4).1

The language here is incomplete. We need  other passages to help
us understand. Does it say that they could become citizens  in the
tenth generation or does it say that they are banned forever? Was
“forever” understood to mean a nearly permanent ban against them
— to the tenth generation — or was it in fact permanent?

We read in Nehemiah 13: “On that day they read in the book of
Moses in the audience of the people; and therein was found written,
that the Ammonite and the Moabite should not come into the con-
gregation of God for ever; because they met not the children of Israel
with bread and with water, but hired  Balaam  against them, that he
should curse them: howbeit our God turned the curse into a
blessing” (VV. 1-2). I believe that this use of “forever” was figurative; it
meant ten generations. We are given an analogous prohibition in the
case of bastardy. Bastards were also prevented from entering the
congregation of the Lord to the tenth generation (Deut. 23:2). The
most conspicuous example of the enforcement of this restriction is
seen in the adultery of Judah and Tamar (Gen. 38), which produced
Pharez and Zarah. They were bastards in terms of God’s law. David
was the tenth in the line of those born of Pharez. Z He became king.

The Case of Ruth

Despite this prohibition against Moabites, Ruth became a
respected member of the covenant, though not a full citizen; she was
a woman of humilit y and faithfulness. She even became the great-
grandmother of David and an ancestor of Jesus Christ (Matt. 1:5).
The grace of God is our standard; full ethical conformity to God’s

1. James Jordan points out that the sin of Sodom was inhospitableness (Gen.
18:1-8;  19:1-11). This was also the sin of Moab and Ammon, who came out of Sodom
through their grandfather Lot (Gen.  19:20-38;  Zeph. 2:8-9).

2. The generations were: Pharez,  Hezron, Ram, Amminidab, Nahshon,
Salmon, Boaz, Obed, Jesse, and David (Ruth 4:18-22).
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covenant, through faith in God’s grace (Hab. 2:4), overcomes the
general restrictions against the greatest sinners. Ruth’s covenant was
secured in a three-fold manner: through her marriage to her first hus-
band, a Hebrew; through her faithfulness to her mother-in-law,
Naomi; and through her marriage to her second husband, Boaz. She
was in subjection to him, as she had been in subjection to the other
two. Her children were counted as Israelites, although not as
members of the congregation, because of Poaz’s position as an heir of
Pharez.s  But her great grandson – the third generation – became the
king; therefore, any general prohibition on her heirs from serving as
judges to the tenth generation was overcome by her marriage to Boaz.

It might be argued that Ruth is not an adequate example, since
as a woman, she could never have exercised political or judicial
office. Possibly; but the ban would have applied to her male heirs.
Furthermore, it is instructive that this was-a marriage between a
politically restricted Moabite and an equally restricted heir of a
bastard. It was part of the most important covenantal line in Israel
— indeed, the most important in al] history. It produced David, and
it eventually produced Jesus (Matt. 1; Luke 3). Therefore, the
crucial issue is ethics, not genetics. The covenant is fundamentally
ethical; those under the ban were under it because of the transgres-
sions of their forebears. But this ban could be overcome thr~ugh
righteousness over time. Time is a means of testing covenantalfaith fulness
and external performance across generations.

Neither genetics nor time was ever determinative in the covenant
structure. The covenantal grafting in of the gentiles through faith in
Christ alienated the Pharisees who failed to understand this fun-
damental principle of the covenant (Rem. 11). The administrative
period of ethical testing – even ten generations – had its limits. “For-
ever” thus was figurati~e  in the case of citizenship for Moabites and
Ammonites.

Covenantal Citizenship

The concept of citizenship in the Old Testament was unques-
tionably covenantal. This is because God had established the nation

3. A member of the congregation could serve as a judge or elder. It is fitting that
the restoration of this family, through God’s grace, came with David, the most
powerful ruler in Israel’s history. This tends to support the idea that being, cut off
from the congregation did not mean religious excommunication – prohibiting par-
ticipation in the rituals of Israel — but rather separation from rulership, meaning
separation from dominion through service in the civil government.
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by His sovereign act of grace, and had placed all the Israelites under
the rule of His covenantal  law-order. Covenants are always restrictive;
they exclude even as they include. The civil covenant is ~so restric-
tive. Rushdoony comments on Israel’s civil covenant: “God as the
source of law established the covenant as the principle of citizenship,
Only those within the covenant are citizens. The c&enant  is restri_c-
tive in terms of God’s law; it is also restrictive in terms of a bar
against membership, which appears specifically y, naming certain
kinds of groups of persons. This aspect of the law is usually over-
looked, becau-se  it is embarrassing to modern man. It needs there-
fore especial attention. In Deuteronomy 23:1-2, eunuchs are barred
from citizenship; bastards are banned through the tenth generation.
Ammonites and Moabites were banned th;ough the tenth genera-
tion, or they are totally excluded, depending on the reading of the
text. Edomites and Egyptians were eligible for citizenship ‘in their
third generation’; the implication is that they are eligible after three
generations of faith, after demonstrating for three generations that
they believed in the covenant God and abided by His law. The
throne being the ark in the tabernacle, and the tabernacle being also
the central place of atonement, membership in the nation-civil and
in the nation-ecclesiastical were one and the same.”

There is therefore a covenantal relationship between the kind of
god a society believes in and the kind of citizenship which the society
creates. The foundation of both the theological covenant and citizen-
ship isfaith.  “Citizenship rested on faith. Apostasy was treason. The
believing alien had some kind of access to the sanctuary (II Chron.
6:32-33), at least for prayer, but this act did not give him citizenship.
The alien[s]  – Egyptian, Babylonian, Ethiopian, Philistine, Phoeni-
cian, and any others — could be citizens of the true or heavenly Zion,
the city of God (Ps. 87), but the local Zion, Israel, was not to admit
the banned groups except on God’s terms. . . . Thus, it would ap-
pear from the evidence of the law that ,jirst, a restrictive membership
or citizenship was a part of the practice of Israel by law. . . . Second,
the predominant fact in Israel was one law for all, irrespective of
faith or national origin, that is, the absolute requirement of justice
for all without respect of persons.”4 Non-citizens were protected by
God’s law. This meant protection from citizens who might use their

~ possession of citizenship as a means of exploiting strangers. It there-

4. R. J. Rushdoony, The Instituta of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973), pp. 99, 100.
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fore meant protectionfiom  oppression by the civil government.
The legal protections (“rights”) granted by biblical law to non-

citizens were so comprehensive that it is difficult in retrospect to
specie exactly what privileges citizens enjoyed that non-citizens did
not. One possibility: not being members of any tribe, the non-
citizens could not have served as judges. Foreigners were not
automatically prohibited from serving in Israel’s army, for David’s
officer, Uriah, was a Hittite, or at least his family background was
Hittite (II Sam. 11:6). No privileges of citizenship are spelled out in
the Old Testament that are explicitly restricted to Israelites,
although there must have been such privileges, since Deuteronomy
23:3-8 provides a list of those nations whose members are prohibited
from joining the “assembly” (civil, not ecclesiastical). A circumcised
stranger could, however, participate in the Passover (Ex. 12:48). So
it is not a simple matter to determine just what protections were not
available to strangers.

D$iring  Applications

There were a few cases where the law was applied differently be-
tween strangers and Israelites. Two of these dealt with slavery. First,
a stranger could become a debt slave as a result of some economic
crisis. It was not legal for a Hebrew to make interest-bearing loans to
a fellow Hebrew who was in need of a charitable loan. “Thou shalt
not lend upon usury to thy brother; usury of money, usury of vic-
tuals, 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” (Deut. 23:19-20a). It must be understood that this
prohibition was against interest-bearing loans to the needy poor, not
against loans for business endeavors in which the lender shared some
of the risk: “If thou lend money to any of my people that is poor by
thee, thou shalt not be to him as an usurer, neither shalt thou lay
upon him usury” (Ex. 22:25). Strangers, however, were regarded as
slaves to foreign gods, and therefore as slaves to sin. The Hebrew was
allowed to charge them interest. The Hebrew also owed his tithes
and offerings to God, including God’s portion of any interest
payments received, so the stranger in this way paid at least a portion
of what he owed to God. Second, heathens could be purchased as per-
manent slaves (Lev.  25:44-46), or taken as captives in war (Num. 31:9;
Deut. 21:10-14). The Gibeonites, by tricking the Israelites, became
permanent servants to Israel (Josh. 9). A Hebrew bondservant went
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free in the jubilee year (Lev. 25:39-41). The stranger did not go free;
he and his children remained in the Hebrew family as permanent
capital assets (Lev. 25:45-46).

Third, strangers could worship foreign gods in the privacy of
their households (though not publicly), but it was a capital offense
for a Hebrew to do so (Deut. 13; 17:2-7). Apostasy –breaking the
theological covenant – was a capital offense, but being unconverted
wasn’t. Fourth, strangers could legally eat the meat of beasts that died
naturally; Hebrews couldn’t (Deut. 14:21).

What could the purposes of the exceptions have been in the case
of slavery? James Jordan’s analysis is illuminating: “Why does the
law differ in regard to the unbelievers? Is this mere@ to symbolize the
difference between a covenant people and those outside it? Not so.
As the earlier chapters of this monograph demonstrated, the psy-
chology of the unregenerated man is radically different from that of
the regenerate man at the most basic level. The unbeliever is by
nature an anti-dominion man, and thus lazy and unproductive. He
is suicidal as well, and a rebel against all authority. He is a
murderer. The Bible is realistic about this, and makes slavery a pro-
vision for the unbeliever, both for his own protection and wellbeing,
and for the protection of society. Additionally, the enslavement of the
heathen is, as has been noted before, an excellent means of
evangelization and acculturation. There is to be one law and one
standard for the believer and unbeliever (Lev. 24:22); the differences
in application of this one law are due to the differing psychological
situations of the believer and the unbeliever.”s

God requires one legal standard, for all men are held accoun-
table to Him. His law specifies d@wnces in application, and these
differences must be respected. Nevertheless, the law did not give the
Hebrew rulers the right to multiply exceptions to a straightforward
application of the law. Debt and slavery were the main exceptions
with respect to strangers in the land, plus the privileges and duties of
citizenship, most notably (and possibly only) serving as a judge.

No Respect for Persons

Again and again in the books of the law, the warning and
reminder is given by God concerning the rule of law for strangers: “I
am the LORD your God, which brought you forth out of the land of

5. James Jordan, Slavery in Biblical Perspective (Masteds  Thesis, Westminster
Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, 1980), pp. 95-96.
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Egypt, to give you the land of Canaan, and to be your God” (Lev.
25:38). He redeemed (bought back) Israel from oppression; there-
fore, Israel is not to become an oppressor. “Thou shalt neither vex a
stranger, nor oppress him: for ye were strangers in the land of Egypt”
(Ex. 22:21; cf. 23:9; Lev. 19:33;  and Deut. 10:19). The prophets also
repeated this warning against oppressing strangers (Jer. 7:6-7; Zech.
7:10; Mal. 3:5).’5

The rule of law is established unmistakably: “Ye shall not respect
persons in judgment; but ye shall hear the small as well as the great;
ye shall not be afraid of the face of man; for the judgment is God’s:
and the cause that is too hard for you, bring it unto me, and I will
hear it” (Deut. 1:17). This was Moses’ recapitulation of his decision
to create a hierarchy of judges over Israel (Ex. 18). The judges must
not respect persons, for they act as God’s agents. God does not
respect persons: “For the LORD your God is God of gods, and Lord of
lords, a great God, a mighty, and a terrible [God], which regardeth
not persons, nor taketh reward. He cloth execute the judgment of the
fatherless and widow, and loveth the stranger, in giving him food
and raiment. Love ye therefore the stranger: for ye were strangers in
the land of Egypt” (Deut. 10:17-19).  This is the biblical doctrine of~”udiciat
love: we are required to render honest judgment, and to bring the rule of law over
all men, including the strangex The very next verse tells us why we must
love all men in this way: “Thou shalt fear the LORD thy God; him
shalt thou serve, and to him shalt thou cleave, and swear by his
name” (Deut. 10:20). Those who love God, who cleave to His
name, T and who swear (give a binding oath) by His name, are to
love His law and apply it without prejudice of persons.

6. One of the continuing themes in the writings of “liberation theologians” is the
evil of oppression. They always equate oppression with economic oppression, and
economic oppression with free market capitalism. What is important to consider
here is the implicitly statist nature of oppression: Israel was oppressed in Egypt pre-
cisely because the Egyptians did not honor God’s law. Hebrews are to honor God’s
law and enforce it throughout the land. The State is to be restrained by biblical law.
This makes it very difficult for anyone to gain oppressive powers over others; poten-
tial oppressors cannot gain the co-operation of public officials in applying the State’s
monopoly of violence against certain economic groups or organizations. When the
civil government refuses to enforce God’s law on all people, the result is oppression.
The whole of the law must be enforced in ord~ to avoid oppression. The liberation theologians
are universally unwilling to recommend that the civif government enforce the whole
of Old Testament law. Thus, they are advocates of oppressing institutions.

7. The Hebrew word translated here as “cleave”– dawbak–  means “to join to” or
“cling to,” the same word used in Genesis 2:24: “cleave unto his wife .“ It refers to a
covenant.
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The uniuersali~  of God? law implies the universal re.sporz.sibilip  of all
men to obey His law. Both principles are based on the idea of the total
sovereignty of God. By establishing a unified law code for all residents
of Israel, God thereby announced His kingdom. No or,e was ex-
empt. It was not a person’s participation in family rites, as in Greece
and Rome, which opened the courts of law to him — courts to which
strangers could therefore not appeal with hope of receiving justice.
The principle of justice for all is based on the principle of God’s@nal

judgment on all. This was seen first within the geographical confines of
Israel, and all nations were to stand in awe of the legal system built
on the principle of justice for all (Deut. 4:5-8). The biblical principle
is clear: one God, one law-orde~  Deny the universality of a single law-
order, and you thereby deny a universal God. This is precisely what
ancient paganism denied.

Pagan Citizenship

One God, one law-order: here is a principle that stood in stark
contrast to the law structures of the ancient world. The pagan
kingdoms of the ancient world made it exceedingly difficult for
foreigners to gain citizenship, for this meant the right to participate
in the religious rites of the city. Religious exclusion meant Political exclu-
sion. It also meant exclusion from courts of law. It meant, ulti-
mately, exclusion from J’ustice. Polytheistic societies recognized the
biblical principle in its reverse form: many gods, many law-orders. They
understood that they could have no legal standing in another city’s
courts, for the same reason that foreigners could possess no legal
standing in theirs: they worshipped different gods.

Let us consider the “democratic” city-states of the classical world,
since they represent the “best case” of ancient pagan politics. Fustel
de Coulanges’ book, The Ancient Ci~ (1864), remains the classic in the
field. He wrote about the link between classical (Greek and Roman)
religion and politics. Religion and politics were inseparably linked.
Because classical religion was essentially initiatory and mystery-
oriented, politics was equally based on secrecy and participation in
closed rites. Unlike the closed rite of the Passover, however, classical
religion and politics were closed rites based on blood lines, meaning
family lines. “As law was a part of religion, it participated in’ the
mysterious character of all this religion of the cities. The legal for-
mulas, like those of religion, were kept secret. They were concealed
from the stranger, and even from the plebeian. This was not because
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the patricians had calculated that they should possess a great power
in the exclusive knowledge of the law, but because the law, by its
origin and nature, long appeared to be a mystery, to -which one could
be initiated only after having first been initiated into the national
worship and the domestic worship.”8

This meant that residence in a city was not the same as citizen-
ship. This is a universal distinction: residency vs. citizenship. But it
is possible fo’r residents to receive the protection of civil law. This
wa-s the case in Israel, the only example in the ancient world of a
political order which granted comprehensive legal protection for
religious aliens. Not so in classical civilization: “To live in a city did
not make one subject to its laws and place him under their protec-
tion; one had to be a citizen. The law did not exist for the slave; no
more did it exist for the stranger. . . . These provisions of ancient
law were perfectly logical. Law was not born of the idea of justice,
but of religion, and was not conceived as going beyond it. In order
that there should be a legal relation between two men, it was neces-
sary that there should already exist a religious relation; that is to say,
that they should worship at the same hearth and have the same
sacrifices. When this religious  community did not exist, it did not
seem that there could be any legal relation. Now, neither the
stranger nor the slave had any part in the religion of the city. A
foreigner and a citizen might live side by side during long years,
without one’s thinking of the possibility of a legal relation being
established between them. Law was nothing more than one phase of
religion. Where there was no common religion, there was no com-
mon law.”g  In short, many gods, many law-orders.

Fustel had a tendency to exaggerate the impact of family religion
in later Greek culture, although its influence never died out. There
were important modifications in Greek political religion, especially
in Athens, from the sixth century before Christ until the conquest of
Greece by Macedonia, late in the fourth century, B.C. Early in the
sixth century, Solon revised the laws of Athens and began to en-
courage immigration.’0 Foreign craftsmen were promised citizen-

8. Numa Denis Fustel  de Coulanges,  The Ancient CiO: A Study on the Religion,
Laws, and Institutions of Greece and Rome (Garden Cit y, New York: Doubleday Anchor,
[1864] 1955), Bk. III, ch. XI, p. 192.

9. Ibid., pp. 192-93.
10. H. D. F. Kitto, The Greeks (Baltimore, Maryland: Penguin, [1951] 1962), p.

100.
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ship if they came to dwell permanently in Athens. Alfred Zimmern
saw this as an important innovation in ancient Greece, for “the states
of the Greek world had not been trained by generations of competi-
tion to regard the foreigner as a unit of labour. They were in their
nature select and exclusive corporations, rigidly subdivided into
lesser and still selecter  circles; and there was no place in them for
outsiders. Solon’s policy, therefore, marks the beginning of a far-
-reaching change of attitude. Henceforward newcomers are no longer
to be despised, as in the old days, as ‘cityless vagrants without
hearth-fire or lands; but welcomed as useful comrades and helpers
in the work of the community. In other words, Athens was now will-
ing to accept new blood on its merits, quite apart from questions of
religion and nationality.” 11 Better put, Athens found ways to enroll
skilled foreign craftsmen onto the lists of the civic religion.

Nevertheless, Athens was unique, and even this uniqueness had
limits. In the law of 451-450 B. C., Pericles, who is regarded as the con-
summate Athenian democrat by modern scholars, had a law passed
which limited citizenship for outsiders to those whose parents were
both Athenians, thereby closing citizenship to outsiders, including
the sons of Athenian men with foreign-born mothers. 12 Glotz’s  state-
ment is representative of the Greek city-states: “Within each city
aliens had only very limited rights, even if their position were
established not only by law but also by a treaty, and even if they
were permanently domiciled in it as metics. These principles per-
sisted to the end; but their severity was tempered, in international
and public law alike, without, however, infringing on the sover-
eignty of the State .“13 Foreigners could become citizens, but the
practice was always rare. Women, slaves, freedmen, and foreigners
were not given the rights of citizenship. Greek political religion ex-
cluded them.

Dominion, Law, and Citizenship

Why the difference in access to citizenship between Israel and
classical civilization? It was the difference between metaphysical and
ethical religion, between ritual religion and judicial religion, be-

11. Alfred E. Zimmern, The Greek Commonwealth: Politics and Economics in F@h-
Centwy Athens (Oxford: At the Clarenden  Press, 1915), p. 136,

12. G. Glotz, The Greek Ci~ and it~ Institutions (New York: Barnes& Noble, [1929]
1969), p. 270.

13. Ibtd., p. 263.
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tween power religion and dominion religion. The difference is found
in the differing conceptions of man that were proclaimed by the two
religions. The biblical view of mankind is simultaneously universal
and particular (both one and many). There is unity: all men are
made in God’s image, and all men (apart from grace) are ethical
rebels, disinherited by their Father in heaven. There is also diwn.i~:
some men have been regenerated and put under a new household cove-
nant,  the household of faith, God’s household. In contrast to pagan
religion, the meaningful differentiation is not between those born in
one geographical area versus those born in another. The differenti-
ation is between birth in Adam’s flesh versus moral rebirth by God’s
spirit. It is the “old birth” versus the “new birth” which ultimately
divides men.

There is, on the one hand, a divisive aspect in biblical religion, as
in every religion. It is the division between saved and lost, between
covenant-keepers and covenant-breakers. In short, this division is
ethical, not geographical. The new creation is equally ethical, not
the product of civic rituals of chaos, or the family religion of
placating clead ancestors. On the other hand, there is also a universal
aspect of biblical religion, which in turn creates a universality of
biblical civic order. The link between all men, saved and lost, is the
fact that all men are made in God’s image, and all men have been
assigned the dominion covenant (Gen. 1:26-28). This, in turn, im-
plies the uniuemali~  of Godt law, for God’s law is the primary tool of
dominion. Since all men are in rebellion against God, all men need
the restraint which biblical law offers. Biblical law provides social
and political order. Thus, the covenantal  law structure of Israel is
morally binding on all men. This law-order is essentially ethical. All
men are to live righteously and exercise dominion; therefore, all
men deserve the protection of biblical civil law.

Aliens in Israel were to see the beneficial effects of the law and
report back to their own nations concerning the rule of righteousness
in Israel — righteousness which was not confined to citizens only.
Therefore, biblical civil law was and still is to be a means of
evangelism.

Behold, I have taught you statutes and judgments, even as the LORD my
God commanded me, that ye should do so in the land whither ye go to
possess it. Iieep  therefore and do them; for this is your wisdom and your
understanding in the sight of the nations, which shall hear all these statutes,
and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and understanding people. For
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what nation is there so great, who bath God so nigh unto them, as the LORD

our God is in all things that we czdl upon him for? And what nation is there
so great, that bath statutes and judgments so righteous as all this law, which
I set before you this day? (Deut. 4:5-8).

The Medieval Ci~: Couenantal

Max Weber, the German historian-sociologist, devoted con-
siderable space to a study of the differences between the oriental city
and the medieval city, especially the city in Northern Europe. He ac-
cepted Fustel’s analysis of the clan-based ancient city. The primary
difference between the two cities was the basis of citizenship: clan vs.
oath. The personal covenantal  oath of the individual was the basis of
access to citizenship in the medieval city. Jews were excluded from
citizenship, not because they were members of an outside clan, but
because they could not swear allegiance to Christianity’s God. “The
medieval city, after all, was still a cultic association. The city church,
the city saint, participation of the burgher in the Lord’s Supper, the
official celebrations of the church holy days — all these are obvious
features of the medieval city. But the sib [brotherhood – G.N. ] had
been deprived of all ritual significance by Christianity, for by its very
nature the Christian congregation was a religious association of in-
dividual believers, not a ritual association of clans.” 14

The city became the focal point of the advent of industrialism,
free trade, and the accumulation of financial resources. The Western
city was instrumental in the coming of capitalism, meaning rational
production and distribution which is monitored by means of rational
(monetary) calculation methods. The city was originally a Christian
institution, a corporation based on a common oath and common
law-order. It was, in short, a couenantal  association based on a shared
faith.  This corporate faith was not clan-based but oath-based.

The Foundation of Social Order

The foundation of all social order is God. It is not the State. It is
not the will of the majority. It is not the king. It is not any human in-

14. Max Weber, Economy and Sociep:  An Outlwe  of Intmpretive Sociolo~, edited  by
Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich (New York: Bedminster  Press, 1968), p. 1247.
This is the English-language version of Weber’s never completed and posthumously
published Wirtschaft  und Gesellschaj,  4th edition (1956). He died in 1920. This section
on the city also appears in Weber, The Ci~, translated and edited by Don Martindale
and Gertrude Neuwirth  (New York: Free Press, 1958), pp. 102-3.
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stitution. Biblical law provides us with the only reliable long-term
program for the establishment of true social order.

God created the universe, created man, and made man in His
image. He assigned to man the tasks of dominion. Man therefore
was endowed by God with the ability to interpret and classify the
creation. Adam named the animals of the garden (Gen. 2:20). After
man’s rebellion, God gave men verbal instructions, and in our day,
we possess written instructions in His word. Man, in short, has ac-
cess to an integrating principle which links God, man, human institu-
tions, and the creation within one ethical order. Understand: this
order is ethical; it is not ontological.  We are not unified with God’s be-
ing, nor is God an aspect of the creation. But we can achieve ethical
union with God through Jesus Christ, who is both God and a perfect
man, two :natures in union but without mixture in one Person. The
link between God and man, between time and eternity, is Jesus
Christ, and only Jesus Christ.

Biblical Law, Biblical Ord~

We can say with confidence that the enforcement of biblical law Pro-
uides mm with the social order he requires for ej3cient dominion. This
efficiency is present precisely because it is in harmony with the moral
law. In other words, formal rationalism and substantive rationalism
are in harmony under the terms of biblical law. We can attain eco-
nomic eficiency at the same time that we attain valid ethical ends. We
find in God’s law the link between the letter  of the law  (formal ra-
tionalism) and the spirit of the law (substantive rationalism). We know
that the common good of mankind is promoted by biblical law, not
because we claim the ability to make interpersonal comparisons of
subjective utility, 15 and not because we believe that the “general will”
of man is expressed by majority vote, 16 but because we have faith in
the reliability of God’s law to integrate each man with other men and
with man’s environment. The law is designed to fit the creation, in-
cluding man’s institutions. The law did not evolve, nor did man
evolve. We can have confidence in biblical law, not because it has
been useful up until now in promoting the dominion of evolving man,
but because it is established by God as the tool of dominion and the

15. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1982), ch. 4.

16. Robert A. Nisbet, Tradition and Revolt: Historical and Sociological Essays (New
York: Random House, 1968), ch. 1: “Rousseau and the Political Community,=
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foundation of social peace.
This perspective relieves us of the philosophical contradictions of

the humanistic concept of natural rights or human rights. It shifts
sovereignty back to God and away from man, whether individual
man or collective mankind. Natural rights theory, like its philosophi-
cal corollary, natural law theory, cannot give us s#cz@s  that are sup-
posedly agreed upon by all rational investigators (see below: “Natu-
ral Law Theory vs. Biblical Law”).

T. Robert Ingram has given us a cogent summary of the problem
of natural rights theory. “The Texas Right to Life Committee has a
bill to put before the State Legislature in an attempt to control
unlimited abortions. But this bill seeks to control the unlawful killing
of unborn children on the grounds that the state exists to protect
their right to life. The abortionists say they are protecting the
privacy of the mother and her right to kill her unborn infant if she
wants to. Whose rights prevail? There is no solution in this unlawful
principle of society and government rooted in the rights of persons.
There is a simple and immediately effective solution in the common
law. In the language of the church centuries ago it was simply
declared, ‘It is unlawful to kill a man, or that which will become a
man.’ Abortions are punished because they are wrong. Individual
rights have nothing to do with it. The law declares in statute form
what is wrong and to be punished — without respect of individuals .“ 17
We do not need to make assumptions about the comparative rights
of mother vs. child. We do not need to attempt to make interpersonal
comparisons of subjective utility, mother vs. child. We simply have
to acknowledge the grim reality of all abortions, namely, that in
every abortion, at least half the patients die. The mother may die,
but the infant virtually always dies. It is murder, and it must be put
to a stop, irrespective of hypothetical human rights, irrespective of
the respective subjective utilities involved, murderous mother vs.
unborn child.

Go#s Judgrrumt of Collectives

What the humanist always neglects to consider is the. response of
God to continuing public moral evil which is not suppressed by gov-
ernments, including the civil government. God brings visible judg-

17. T. Robert Ingram, “The Common Law and the Common Good ~ TheJournal
of Chrirtian  Recomtructz’on,  II (Winter 1975-76), p. 38.
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ment on evil societies (Deut. 28:15-68). The refusal to recognize this
fact was (and is) a major weakness in all versions of eighteenth-
century and nineteenth-century classical liberalism. The liberals
look only at what men do to other men, ignoring what evil men do in
association with other evil men. Hayek writes concerning “victimless
crimes”: “Since for a case to come before a judge a dispute must have
arisen, and since judges are not normally concerned with relations of
command and obedience, only such actions of individuals as affect
other persons, or, as they are traditionally described, actions towards
other persons . . . will give rise to the formulation of legal rules. . . .”-
At the moment we want merely to point out that actions which are
clearly not of this kind, such as what a person does alone within his
four walls, or even the voluntary collaboration of several persons, in
a manner which clearly cannot affect or harm others, can never
become the subject of rules of conduct that will concern a judge.”la
Examples of “victimless crimes” are such “capitalist acts between
consenting adults” as the sale and use of hard drugs, prostitution,
homosexuality, and so forth.

Such acts are assumed by classical liberals and modern liber-
tarians to be harmless to other people; they are matters “which clearly
cannot affect or harm others.” Hayek is honest enough to put in this
qualifying sentence: “At least where it is not believed that the whole
group may be punished by a supernatural power for the sins of in-
dividuals, there can arise no such rules from the limitation of conduct
towards others, and therefore from the settlement of disputes .“ 19 The
heart of the matter is here: there is a supernatural God who promises
the destruction of societies that permit immoral, though voluntary,
acts between consenting adults. If these acts are public, or if they are
contracted in a public manner (soliciting, in other words), then they
should be punishable by law.

The Bible says that strangers are under the law in a biblical com-
monwealth. The fact that they are strangers in no way exempts them
from the requirements of the law. They area part of the social order,
so they must abide by the legal foundation of that order, biblical law.
The strangers have to conform to God’s law. Christians have unfor-
tunately adopted variations of Greek and Roman concepts of natural
law and natural rights in order to convince the humanists, pagans,

18. Hayek,  Law, Legislation and Lib&A 3 vols.,  Ru.kn and Order (University of
Chicago Press, 1973), vol. 1, p. 101.

19. Idem.
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and other ‘strangers within the gates” of the advantages and moral
necessity of accepting biblical laws.zo  They long ago adopted the lan-
guage of “right reason” and “human rights” to defend the common
law, which was heavily influenced by biblical law. In adopting in-
compatible judicial doctrines, Christians relinquished their claim to
the only law-order which is universally valid and universally binding:
biblical law.

God’s law-order cannot be successfully defended intellectually in
~erms of natural law, because no system can be defended successfully
in terms of natural law. The strangers within the gates have the work
of the law written on their hearts, but they actively and wilfully  sup-
press this testimony (see below: “Natural Law Theory vs. Biblical
Law”). They need the protection of biblical law, which has been re-
vealed to us in God’s word. God’s people also need the protection of
biblical law, to protect them from the evil deeds of others. Every man
needs biblical law; and every man had better acknowledge his need
for a substitutionary sacrifice because of his own transgression of at
least some of the requirements of biblical law.

Self-Government

When biblical law is enforced without respect to persons, society
is given the legal structure which favors economic development and
external blessings. Men are told of their moral and legal respon-
sibilities before God. Seif-government under  Go#s law is the prima~ form
of government in every sphere of life: civil government, family govern-
ment, church government, economic government. There is to be a
means of settling disputes: an appeals  court  which enforces biblical law
without respect of persons. There is an appeals court in the church
(Matt. 18:15-20;  I Cor. 6:1-10)  and the civil government (Ex.
18:13-26).  No earth@  government can possib~  aford  to police  evuy aspect of
human action. No human court possesses sufficient economic
resources to do so. Any court which would attempt this seeks to im-
pose a top-down bureaucracy which is antithetical to personal initia-
tive, personal responsibility, and economic development. Such a
concept of government is the pyramid view, where the State is god,
an omniscient directing agent staffed by automatons who simply
carry out orders to the letter. The pyramid socie~ is self-defeating; it is

20. Gary North, “The Intellectual Schizophrenia of the New Christian Right:
Chri~tians’~ and Civilization, No. 1 (1982). This is a publication of the Geneva Divinity
School, in Tyler, Texas.
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parasitic, uncreative, and stifling. It destroys self-government.
The biblical form of government is a system of muh@e

sovereignties (“authorities” we read in Remans 13:1), with multiple
hierarchies (the appeals court structures), and with none universally
sovereign over all other human institutions. This is a system of
decentralized government, competing institutional sovereignties,
and limited civil government. It is a system of government which re-
jects absolute human sovereignty. It recognizes the implicit total de-
pravity of man – the definitive depravity of man apart from God’s
common or special grace — and therefore the explicit total depravity of
any absolutely sovereign human institution — assuming that any in-
stitution could ever be free of God’s restraints, which is not possible.

The basic and absolutely indispensable form of social discipline is
the preaching of the whole counsel of God. The church must do this, the
civil government must proclaim biblical civil law, and the fathers in
all the families should proclaim it. It is se~-government und~ biblical law
which is the primary means of attaining social ordex  This does not deny the
need for appeals courts, but it places such courts in their proper
perspective. The individual has the greatest responsibility for con-
forming to God’s law, since the individual must give an account of
his actions, thoughts, and words on the day of judgment (Matt.
12:36; Rem. 14: 12). God polices everything and judges everything.
He provides perfect justice and perfect punishment. There is no
escape. Since the punishment is individual (Luke 12:47-48), and the
rewards are individual (I Cor. 3:11-15), the primary agent of earthly
law enforcement is the individual. No one else has comparable
knowledge of his own actions. No other earthly authority has com-
parable incentives to conform a man’s actions to the standards
presented in God’s law. The incentive system described by God in His
word makes it plain that the most important agency ofgovernment  is the in-
dividual.

For the individual to exercise self-government as required by
biblical law, he must be, aware of the terms of the law. He must un-
derstand what his responsibilities are before God. This is why every
human institution ought to proclaim biblical law as it applies to that
particular institution. Men should be openly confronted with
biblical law, from morning to night to morning, in every sphere of
life, for each man is responsible to God, and in some cases to his
fellow men, from morning to night to morning, in every sphere of
life. There is no neutral zone which is free from the requirements of God’s law,
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no area of lawlessness. There can be conformity to the law of God or re-
bellion against biblical law, but there can never be sheer lawlessness.
The Bible speaks of ‘lawless” men, but it really means rebels against
biblical law.

* Multiple Hierarchies

The Protestants’ most important contribution to the social theory
of the West was their refinement of the Christian and medieval view ,
of multiple sovereignties and therefore multiple hierarchies. z I No
man is an island. No man is solely responsible to any single institu-
tion, either. There is no divine right of kings, who owe allegiance
only to God. There is no divine right of citizens, who owe allegiance
only to God. There is no divine right of the free market. There is no
divine iight of any earth~ institution. Each is under God; none is com-
pletely independent of all ‘the others. This legal pluralism is one of
the sources of Western liberty. But note: Western legal pluralism was
not a self-conscious pluralism of law-orders (“polylegalism,  ” which is
implicitly polytheistic), but a pluralism of human institutional
sovereignties under a single law-order, God’s law. The absolute sov-
ereignty of any human institution is denied by such a doctrine. It
was canon law which broke decisively with any doctrine of the
unitary State. As Rushdoony has noted:

To understand the implications of canon law, it is necessary to realize that
ancient society was unitary, and it had a single, visible, human sovereignty.
It was totalitarian in practice and in faith. A visible “divine” authority gov-
erned the whole of life and admitted the existence of no independent order.
For the ancient state, the uncontrolled was the enemy, and the controlled
was the subject. Neither man nor any of his activities and institutions pos-
sessed any free, uncontrolled, or independent domain wherein the state had
no jurisdiction. The sovereignty of the state meant that man was the crea-
ture of the state and entirely its subject.

But Biblical faith asserted instead the sovereignty of God and the

21. On the mukiplicity  of legal jurisdictions in medieval legal theory after 1150,
see Harold J. Berman, Law and Revolution: The Formation of the V+stan Legal Tmdition
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983), Pt. II. Berman
writes: “Perhaps the most distinctive characteristic of the Western legal tradition is
the coexistence and competition within the same community of diverse jurisdictions
and diverse legal  systems. It is this plurality of jurisdictions and legal systems that
makes the supremacy of law both necessary and possible. Legal pluralism originated
in the differentiation of the ecclesiastical polity from secular polities. The church
declared its freedom from secular control, its exclusive jurisdiction in some matters,
and its concurrent jurisdiction in other matters” (p. 10). .
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ultimacy  of His decree and law, so that man, the state, and every institution
were under God and His law. Instead of the sovereign state providing the
overall shelter for all things, the sovereign God is that over-lord, and all of
man’s institutions are directly under God and His word. Instead of a
mediatorial  state, Christ is man’s mediator. The Bible provides a legal man-
date for the institutions, and the state is made the ministry of justice, and
the church the ministry of the word and the sacraments. The family is
under God’s law, as is agriculture, commerce, science, education, and all
things else. Neither the church, nor the state, nor any other institution has
a legitimate overall power of control. But the state in antiquity, and again
today, has played the overall role of God, the sovereign over every realm
and with basic and ultimate power over every realm. The state can permit
or grant to its children or creatures certain privileges, but it cannot tolerate
their denial of its sovereign authority. For the church therefore to issue
canons placing Christians under the canons of Christ, under the laws of
God, was a denial of the sovereignty of the state and of its canons. It was a
shattering of the concept of the totalitarian unitary state .22

Harold Berman’s brilliant and comprehensive history of
medieval law has concluded much the same concerning the role of
canon law, although he does not discuss the theological foundations
and implications in the same detail as Rushdoony  does. He sees
clearly the importance of legal pluralism in the development of
Western liberty. “The pluralism of Western law, which has both
reflected and reinforced the pluralism of Western political and eco-
nomic life, has been, or once was, a source of development, or
growth – legal growth as well as political and economic growth. It
also has been, or once was, a source of freedom. A serf might run to
the town court for protection against his master. A vassal might run
to the king’s court for protection against his lord. A cleric might run
to the ecclesiastical court for protection against the king.”23

Let us consider an example of the legal operation of the principle
of multiple sovereignties. A person is found to be an adulterer. This
obviously has implications forfami~ government. The authority struc-
ture of the family has been broken by the guilty individual. There
are lawful ways of handling this problem, at the discretion of the in-
jured party (Matt. 1:19). At the same time, adultery is a matter of
church government. The church can bring discipline to the guilty party,

22. R. J. Rushdoony,  The  Foundations of Social Order: Studies in the Creeds and Coun-
cils of the Ear~ Church (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1969] 1978), pp. 132-33.

23. Law  and Revolution, p. 10.
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by excommunication if necessary. But the civil goverrmumt  is also in-
volved. A civil contract h-as been broken. The civil government,
upon complaint of the injured partner, or on the complaint of
citizens who discovered the crime, must step in and bring justiqe
(Lev. 20:10).  The penalty for adultery is death. There are legal ques-
tions that must be dealt with, questions of evidence. Any decision by
any of the governmental units will also have economic implications: the
dowry, the custody of the children (if the State fails to execute the
guilty party), and so forth. 24 Each of these sovereign agencies has
limited but legitimate sovereignty. None is absolutely sovereign.

Moral Norms and Market Order

What I am describing is a decentralized social order Even in the
largest city, each man is to be under the rule of some local agencies of
governments (plural). This brings to the forefront each man’s per-
sonal responsibility before God. The law of God is able to provide
the norms of righteousness in every sphere of life, since it provides
the proper view of man, the responsible creature. . We are not
describing an autonomous social order, one in which there are no
norms other than personal self-interest. Even the free market, which
does function well in terms of personal self-interest among market
participants, requires a moral foundation. Hayek has admitted this,
but no economist has defended more eloquently the necessi~ of moral
norms — norms beyond mere market profitability — than Wilhelm
Ropke. This is why he is such an important economist.

The market system is based neither on violence nor on charity,
Ropke argued, but it is never morally neutral. Without the bedrock
of morality — essentially Christian morality — the free market cannot
be sustained. Most remarkably, this economist even understood that
the market is based on a creed. “It is certainly true that the com-
petitive market system – the ‘business economy’ – keeps itself at an
equal distance from both the ethically negative system of violence or
ruse and the ethically positive one of altruism and charity. It reduces
both to the common level of a mild standard of commercial good
behaviour,  but it would be a great mistake to think that that would
make the market system an ethically neutral sphere. On the con-
trary, it is a highly sensitive artefact of occidental civilization, with

24. Gary North, Unconditional Surrender: Go#s Program for VictoV (2ncl eel.; Tyler,
Texas: Geneva Divinity School Press, 1983), pp. 170-71.



The Rule of Law 209

all the latter’s ingredients of Christian and pre-Christian morality
and its secularized forms; and it should not be forgotten that the
‘economic man’ of the classics was really an English gentleman of the
eighteenth or nineteenth century, whose n,ormal  code was fixed by
the church and by tradition. In fact, the n-iarket  economy is an eco-
nomic system which cannot exist without a minimum” of mutual
trust, confidence in the stability of the legal-institutional framework
of the economic process (including money), contractual loyalty,
honesty, fair play, professional honour, and that pride which con-
siders it beneath one to cheat, bribe, or misuse the authority of the
state for one’s own egoistic purposes. Above all, there must be a
‘creed’ in the most general sense of the term, a belief in a definite
scale of ultimate values giving sense and purpose to the ordinary do-
ings of all participating in the economic process, and, finally, at least
a provisional understanding of the meaning and working of this eco-
nomic process.”25

The free market economy needs a creed– what Rushdoony has
called the foundation of social order — in order to be maintained by
any society. If that creed is not based on an ethical code which is in
conformity to the one presented by the Bible, the free market social
order cannot survive. God removes the prosperity of that culture by
removing the moral jiwndation  of the market, namely, men’sj$aith in the
legitimacy of the market process – a process which is sanctioned by
orthodox Christian doctrine. Ropke warns: “Thus the market econ-
omy is living on certain psycho-moral reserves, which are taken for
granted when everything is going well, and only reveal their
supreme importance when they are giving out.”2G That these “capital
reserves” of morality are running out in the late twentieth century is
increasingly obvious, and it was obvious to Ropke when he wrote
this book in the early 1940’s.

Ropke makes another important point concerning the moral
order undergirding the market. There is no doubt that the division
of labor is basic to the market order, a point driven home graphically
by Adam Smith in his deservedly famous story of the pin-makers
with which he begins Wealth of Nations.  But the division of labor is a
fragile and therefore potentially dangerous feature of modern soci-
ety. Each of us is dependent on one another’s productivity. “We saw

25. Wilhelm Ropke, International Economic Disintegration (London: Hodge, [1942]
1950), pp. 68-69.

26. Ibid., p. 69.
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that an intensive economic intercourse, which involves a wide
scale of division oflabour  and a high degree of mutual dependence of
individuals, is possible only under a number of conditions, which all
fall under the head of ‘socio-political’ integration. It is this latter
which, in the last resort, sets the limits to the extent and degree of
economic integration. There must be a framework of institutions
and of a strong legal order, and behind them, there must be a gener-
ally observed and undisputed code of moral norms and principles of
behaviour. In this way, it is possible to have a society in which all its
members may feel sheltered in an atmosphere of mutual confidence,
security, and continuity. Only in this way is it possible to reduce and
make bearable the enormous risks involved in a high degree of de-
pendence, which is inevitably connected with the division of Iabour.
Every page of economic history proclaims the truth of this state-
ment, which is, indeed, the ultimate principle explaining the rise
and decay, the expansion and contraction of economic organization.”z’
If this economic division of labor collapses, which is possible in a
program of price and wage controls — which Ropke  called repressed
in flation28  — the very survival of modern, industrialized populations
is threatened.

Ropke saw what was coming: statism Political centralization
destroys the market. It destroys the whole concept of responsible
personal self-government. “The wider the span of proletarianisation,
the wilder become the cravings of the uprooted to be guaranteed
social services and economic security by the state, the more do the
few remaining in possession of a sense of responsibility despair, all
the more stringently is the greater part of the national income claimed
for and directed by the state; the more oppressive becomes the
burden of taxation, a burden heavy enough already and one made
all the worse through war, revolution, and public spending, and
which will of course have to be extracted predominantly from the
pockets of the middle classes. . . . There is no reason to foresee that
this process is likely to stop, since this apparatus of insurance and
social services is nothing other than a thirst-creating substitute for
the anchor of property and can never lead to the real satisfaction of
the needs of the unhappy victims of proletarianisation. The total
burden will become ever more oppressive, the burden of taxation

27. Ibid.> p. 72.
28. Ropke,  Economus  of the Free Swie~ (Chicago: Regnery,  1963), p. 104.
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ever harder and more embittering, the apparatus ever more un-
wieldy, and the social bureaucracy ever more numerous. Any bits
coming to the individual out of the national botch-pot will become
ever more subject to formulae, tickets, reporting on and off,
income-tax forms, etc.; the hair-spring of a sense of responsibility
cum self-respect which keeps the whole thing going will become ever
weaker, the whole economic process will function more and more
clumsily, its defects will increase and become ever more tiresome; all
in all enough to increase the individual’s sense of insecurity and also
to put up his demands. The only possible end to all this would seem
to be complete catastrophe for nation and society, nor need we go
back for examples to the latter period of the Roman Empire.”zg  He
wrote this in the late 1940’s, before the process of bureaucratization
had fully accelerated, It was the same process Max Weber had seen
at the beginning of the twentieth century, except that Weber did not
even have-the hope of economic collapse as a possible way to escape
what he called “the bureaucratic cage.”

The Pyramid Society

By centralizing power, the modern State is recreating the pyramid
society, the top-down system of total control — or attempted total
control — that destroys the fabric of societ y. The caretaker State steadily
replaces the biblical concept of the night-watchman State.  The most im-
portant form of government, responsible self-government under
God, is steadily eroded by a new concept of government, the mes-
sianic State. Social order also erodes. As the French Catholic social
philosopher, Lamennais, wrote in the early nineteenth century,
“Centralization induces apoplexy at the center and anemia at the ex-
tremities.”~o Nobody has ever put it more graphically than this.

The biblical social order is utter~ hostile to the pyramid socie@ The
biblical social order is characterized by the following features. Fir~t,
it is made up of multiple institutional arrangements, each with its
own legitimate, limited, and derivative sovereignty under God’s
universal law. Second, each institution possesses a hierarchical chain
of command, but these chains of command are essentially appeals
courts — “bottom-up” institutions — with the primary duty of responsi-

,
29. Ropke, Civitas  Humana: A Humane Order of SocieQ (London: Hodge, 1948), pp.

141-42.
30. Cited by Robert A. Nisbet, The Sociological Tradition (New York: Basic Books,

1966), p. 115.
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ble action placed on people occupying the lower rungs of authority.
Third, no single institution has absolute and final authority in any in-
stance; appeal can be made to other sovereign agents of godly judg-
ment. Since no society can attain perfection, there will be instances
of injustice, but the social goal is harmony under biblical law, in
terms of an orthodox creed. God will judge all men perfectly. The
State need not seek perfect justice, nor should citizens be taxed at the
astronomical rates necessary to sustain the quest for perfect justice.  sl

Hayek has made a point which must be taken seriously by those
who seek to explain the relationship between Christianity and the
advent of free enterprise capitalism in the West. “There is probably
no single factor which has contributed more to the prosperity of the
West than the relative certainty of the law which has prevailed
here.”sz  Sowell’s  comments are especially graphic: “Someone who is
going to work for many years to have his own home wants some fairly
rigid assurance that the house will in fact belong to him — that he
cannot be dispossessed by someone who is physically stronger, better
armed, or more ruthless, or who is deemed more ‘worthy’ b y political
authorities. Rigid assurances are needed that changing fashions,
mores, and power relationships will not suddenly deprive him of his
property, his children, or his life.”gs Hayek quite properly denies the
validity of the quest for perfect certainty, since “complete certainty of
the law is an ideal which we must try to approach but which we can
never perfectly attain .“34 His anti-perfectionism regarding the rule of
law is also in accord with the anti-perfectionism of Christian social
thought in the West. 35 Christianity brought with it a conception of
social order which made possible the economic development of the
West.

Biblical Law and Capitalism

There is no doubt that formal legal #redictabili&  was a major factor
in the rise of capitalism. By ‘capitalism,” I mean a system of private

31. Macklin  Fleming, The Price of Pafect Jwtice  (New York: Basic Books, 1974).
For an analysis of Fleming’s critique of the modern criminal justice system, see my
review of the book in The Journal of Chriktian  Reconstruction, II (Winter 1975-76).

32. Hayek, The Constitution of Libeny (University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 208.
33. Thomas Sowell,  Knowledge and Decisions (New York: Basic Books, 1980), p. 32.
34. Hayek, Constitution of LibemA p. 208.
35. Benjamin B. Wartield,  Perjectiontim  (Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed,

1958). This is an abridged version of Warlield’s  two-volume study, published by Ox-
ford University Press in 1931, and reprinted by Baker Book House in 1981.
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ownership, which involves the freedom of contract, freely fluctuating
prices, and a money economy. I am not speaking of traditional
political capitalism, such as the tax-farming capitalism of ancient
Rome, or the court-oriented capitalism of Spain in the sixteenth cen-
tury. This is the distinction used by Max Weber to delineate modern
from ancient capitalism.

Weber made a very important observation concerning the rela-
tionship between Protestantism and market-oriented capitalism. He
sharply distinguished market capitalism from “political capitalism,”
in which producers sell primarily to the State rather than to a com-
petitive market. “The closest connection between ethical religion and
rational economic development — particularly capitalism — was
effected by all the forms of ascetic Protestantism and sectarianism in
both Western and Eastern Europe, viz., Zwinglians,  Calvinists,
Baptists, Mennonites, Quakers, Methodists, and Pietists (both of
the Reformed and, to a lesser degree, Lutheran varieties). . . . In-
deed, generally speaking, the inclination to join an ethical, rational,
congregational religion becomes more strongly marked the farther
away one gets from those strata which have been the carriers of the
type of capitalism which is primarily political in orientation. Since
the time of Hammurabi  political capitalism has existed wherever
there has been tax farming, the profitable provisions of the state’s
political needs, war, piracy, large-scale usury, and colonization. The
tendency toward affiliation with an ethical, rational, congregational
religion is more apt to be found the closer one gets to those strata
which have been the carriers of the modern rational enterprise, i.e.,
strata with middle-class economic characteristics. . . . “36

The idea of the congregational unit, where men worship God as
equals before the law, where God is not a respecter of persons, where
the law is read and understood by all members of the group, and
where each man receives his calling to labor before God in a holy oc-
cupation, produces a mentality favoring @rsonal  responsibility and @o-
ductwn for a universal market. Men’s universal understanding of the
civil law reduces the arbitrary decisions of the authorities, and this in
turn reduces a major area of uncertainty. This reduction in bureaucratic
arbitran”ntis  reduces production costs. Fewer economic resources need to
be set aside for bribes or court defense costs.

#

36. Weber,  Economy @ Society, pp. 479-80; The Sociology of Religion, translated by
Ephraim Fischoff  (Boston: Beacon Press, 1963), pp. 93-94.
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Yet it is not simply the universality of the legal system which is
important. Specific aspects of the legal system, such as the honoring
of private contracts, the respect for private property, the non-
discriminatory nature of the tax system, and the restriction of the
civil government to the preservation of order, primarily by preserv-
ing public peace and preventing private fraud and coercion, have
made it possible for capitalism to flourish. All of these aspects are
basic to biblical law. Four such principles of biblical law come to
mind. First, the concept of the covenant between God and man under-
gird the right of private contract. Second, the commandment against
theJ is basic to the extension of the rights of private property. Third,
the tithe, as a fixed percentage of a man’s income, preserves the non-
discriminatory nature of taxation. Fourth, the enforcement of honest
weights and measures is indicative of the Bible’s view of the civil govern-
ment as essentially a restraining institution, not a positive, initiating
force in economic development, and certainly not a coercive agency
of wealth redistribution.

Hayek’s summary of the principles of a liberal economic order
reveals how closely nineteenth-century liberalism resembled the
view of civil government held by the Protestant congregational
churches in the United States, Holland, and Britain in the eight-
eenth century. 37 In short, nineteenth-centwy  liberalism is the humanists’
uersion  of awork  out your salvation with fear and trembling. * When human-
ism’s evangelists and social theorists finally persuaded men (espec-
ially leaders) to cease fearing God and trembling in His presence,
the classical liberal economic order was doomed. Rather than killing
God, classical liberalism killed itself. 38

37. Hayek writes elsewhere (in language as convoluted as Weber’s): “The exten-
sion of an order of peace beyond the small purpose-oriented organization became
thus possible by the extension ofpurpose-independent (’formal’) rules ofjust conduct
to the relations with other men who did not pursue the same concrete ends or hold
the same values except those abstract rules – rules which did not impose obligations
for particular actions (which always presuppose a concrete end) but consisted solely
in prohibitions from infringing the protected domain of each which these rules
enable us to determine. Liberalism is therefore inseparable from the institution of
private property which is the name we usually give to the material part of this pro-
tected individual domain .“ Hayek, “The Principles of a Liberal Social Order” (1966),
in Hayek, Studies in Philosophy, Politics and Economics (University of Chicago Press,
1967), p. 165.

38. Gary North, Dominion Covenant: Genesis, Appendix A: “From Cosmic Pur-
poselessness to Humanistic Sovereignty.”
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Whose Law Is Sovereign?

A few modern secular scholars still give lip-service to classical
liberalism’s idea of the rule of law. The advocates of classical
liberalism in the nineteenth century, most notably the English econ-
omist and social theorist, John Stuart Mill,sg and the constitutional
scholar, A. V. Dicey,q” believed in the idea of the rule of law. The
problem which faced these legal theorists – a problem which they
never overcame — was the problem of the cm.tent  of the law. They fre-
quently accepted the validity of formal rationalism, which meant that
they wanted to establish formal “rules of the game” for all par-
ticipants in society to observe. They wanted legal  predictabilip. On the
other hand, they could not agree on the substantive principles of law,
meaning the ethical rules and regulations that ought to be imposed
on all members of society. They saw the formal rationalism of law as
the “universal, ” but substantive rationalism — ethics, in other words
— resisted treatment by any universally agreed-upon human logic,
since the existence of such a universal logic is perhaps the most out-
rageous myth of human’ autonomy. It has not existed since the Fall of
man. The myth of intellectual or moral neutrality has finally died in
the final third of the twentieth century, but it enjoyed a long life and
a lingering terminal illness.

Max Weber, writing of substantive rationality or value-
rationality, concluded: “There is an infinite number of possible value
scales for this type of rationality, of which the socialist and com-
munist standards constitute only one group. The latter, although by
no means unambiguous in themselves, always involve elements of
social justice and equality. Others are criteria of status distinctions,
or of the capacity for power, especially of the war capacity, of a
political unit; all these and many others are of potential ‘substantive’
significance .“41 What is important is that no system of purely formal
philosophical inquiry can determine which of these substantive or
ethical systems is valid or universal. More than this, Weber con-

39. Mill, On Liber~ (1859).
40. A. V. Dicey, An Znt?oduction  to the Study of the Law of the Constitution (8th ed.; In-

dianapolis, Indiana: Liberty Classics, [1915] 1982). Cf. Richard Cosgrove, The Ruls
of Law: Albmt Van Dicey, Victorian Jurist (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1980).

41. Economy &? Society, p. 86. A slightly diiTerent  translation appears in Weber, The
Theory of Social and Economic Organization, translated by Talcott Parsons (New York:
The Free Press, 1947), pp. 185-86.
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eluded: formal rationality (legal predictability) will always be in ten-
sion with substantive rationality (ethics). Humanist ethics are
always pluralistic. There is no uni~ing  set of ethical principles
which will unify mankind’s ethical vision; therefore, formal ra-
tionalism can never escape a dialectical tension with substantive ra-
tionalism.

Humanist scholars have singled out the operations of the free
market as an example of this supposedly inescapable perpetual ten-
sion. The market is essentially a huge auction. Producers of goods
and services sell to those who bid highest in terms of the monetary
unit, irrespective of moral criteria, Weber said. Weber, as a liberal
social democrat during his most productive years (1904-20), was
willing to admit that formal rationality and substantive rationality
did fit together quite well from the latter decades of the nineteenth
century. “The reasons lie in the nature of the incentives which are set
into motion by the type of economically oriented social action which
alone is adequate to money calculations. But it nevertheless holds
true under all circumstances that formal rationality itself does not
tell us anything about real want satisfaction unless it is combined
with an analysis of the distribution of income .“4Z

This supposed tension between efficiency and ethics has made
the free market, both in terms of practice and theory, vulnerable to
ethical criticism, and the critics have been both the socialists and the
conservative traditionalists, sometimes joining together in their lam-
basting of the market.4s Why this two-sided ethical criticism of eco-

42. Economy &+ Socie@, p. 109; Social & Economic Organisation, p. 212.
43. Gertrude Himmelfarb,  The Idea of Poverp: England in the Ear~ Industrial Age

(New York: Knopf, 1984), ch. 8: “The Tory Opposition: Paternalism and
Humanitarianism”; Robert A. Nisbet, The Sociological Tradition (New York: Basic
Books, 1966), pp. 25-28. The best example of this is Engels’ use of the famous Sadler
Committee’s (1832) criticisms of industrialism’s abuses against children: Condition of
the Working Class in England in 1844 (1845). The Sadler Committee was headed by
Michael Thomas Sadler, a Tory. On Sadler and the “high Tories,” see Robert Blake,
The Conservative Partyfrom  Peel to Churchill (New York: St. Martin’s, 1970), pp. 21-25.
See also E. P. Thompson, The Making of the English Wwking  G!Ms (New York: Vin-
tage, 1963), pp. 342-43. It was the conservatives under Bismarck in Germany who
brought in the first compulsory social welfare programs in the form of insurance
schemes for workers, inaugurated in the early 1870’s and expanded for almost two
decades thereafter: accident insurance funded by employers (1871), sickness in-
surance (1883), old age insurance (1888): J. H. Clapham,  Economic Developmat  OJ
France and Cewnarc~  1815-1914 (Cambridge: At the University Press, 1966), pp.

336-37. This, however, was done as part of an overall anti-socialist program-, ‘a
means of defusing worker unrest. This anti-socialist program failed to achieve its
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nomic freedom? Tyrrell’s  answer is incisive: both the socialist and
the reactionary conservative share a hatred for the present. “Today’s so-
cialist is not greatly different, in truth, from the reactionary. The lat-
ter idealizes a past that never was. The former idealizes a future that
never will be. Both have an unscotchable  and irrational yearning to
escape the present or to destroy it.”qq Equally incisive is Clarence
Carson’s observation that European conservatives and socialists
share a common view of the State, that of a substitute Jather.  The
American tradition was originally very different. Not only did the
Founding Fathers separate church from State at the Federal level,
they also separated parenthood from State.qs

‘(Ethical )’ Critiques of the Market

The standard – indeed, nearly inevitable – criticism of the free
market which is made by socialist and reactionary critics is that
while the free market provides us with inexpensive goods and ser-
vices, it nonetheless caters to those who have money to spend. Origi-
nally, socialists claimed that socialist economic planning is more
efficient than decentralized, individualistic market planning. From
Marx to the Fabians in Britain, this was their belief. As late as 1949,
a British promoter of socialist planning could write of the British ex-
periment in nationalization of industry: “Here at last a practical test
of two vast and so far unproven assumptions is taking place. The
first is that a planned socialist system is economically more efficient
than a private-enterprise system; the second is that within demo-
cratic socialist planning the individual can be given broader social
justice, greater security, and more complete freedom than under
capitalism.”4G By the 1970’s, the proponents of democratic socialism
had abandoned the first assumption as erroneous, or at the very
least, still unproven. The socialist economies had all failed the test of
efficiency in the post-War world. Socialist scholars have grudgingly

short-run objectives; the Social Democratic Part y continued to grow. In 1890, when
Bismarck proposed the desperation policy of abrogating the constitution, shrinking
the franchise, and driving the Social Democrats out of existence, the new emperor,
William II, threw Bismarck out of office: Geoffrey Barraclough,  The Orsgim V
Modern Germany (New York: Capricorn, [1946] 1963), pp. 426-27.

44. R. Emmett Tyrrell,  Jr., The Liberal Crack-Up (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1984), p. 211.

45. Clarence B. Carson, The World in the Grip of an Idea (New Rochelle,  New
York: Arlington House, 1979), p. 289.

46. Francis Williams, Socialist Britazn (New York: Viking, 1949), p. 5.
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admitted over the years, free market economic incentives have led to
a great outpouring of production, but, they say, this is not enough,
They still assert that capitalism necessarily fails the second test, that
of social justice. We have to see who gets the wealth. We have to see
who is getting rich. We have to see if the needs of the people are be-
ing met. Ethics, not efficiency, must be our standard.

This humanistic appeal to ethics is illegitimate. The secular hu-
manist logically cannot appeal to any universal ethical principle in
order to criticize any economic outcome of market competition, pre-
cisely because there is no universal~ agreed-upon humanistic ethical system,
and also because by the standards of rationalism, we cannot legitimate~
make interpersonal comparisons of subjective utili~.  We cannot legit imately,
scientifically add up columns of costs and benefits for whole popula-
tions.47 We cannot subtract the “psychological quantity” (if such a
thing existed) lost by one person as the result of some market event
from the “psychological addition” gained by another person. I cannot
estimate just how much I have gained in an exchange, and then
compare it with just how much one of my competitors forfeited by
not bidding higher than I bid. Therefore, the attempt of the human-
ists, whether free market defenders, or economic interventionists, or
communists, to make scientifically y valid statements concerning the
success or failure of any economic system to “deliver the goods” for
the benefit of mankind, is an attempt which must inevitably fail as a
scientific endeavor. 48 On the basis  of scient$c economics, no possible com-
parison of subjective utilities can be made, one citizen to anothez

Any supposedly “scientific” evaluation between two rival eco-
nomic systems is totally deceptive. The evaluator must make several
assumptions beforehand about what criteria should be used for
evaluating success or failure. Such assumptions are scientifically il-
legitimate. Why? First, there is no universal set of such standards.
Second, if one person disagrees with the proposed standards, science
or reason has no way to evaluate which criteria are correct. Third,
even if we all agreed about these criteria, we could not be sure our
assumptions are correct. Fourth, even if we could agree, and then
also discover the truth of our agreed-upon standards, we lack the
ability to evaluate the success or failure of any program or system,
because we cannot tally up costs and benefits, disadvantages and ad-

47. Lionel Robbins, An Essay on the Nature and Ss@jicance ojEconomic  Science (2nd
ed.; New York: St. Martins, [1935]), p. 140.

48. Cf. North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, h. 4.
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vantages, losers and winners. Economists cannot make valid
scientific interpersonal comparisons of subjective utility. This may
not sound like a very important observation, but the problem of in-
terpersonal comparisons of subjective utility has undermined the
epistemology of every so-called science of economics or social
welfare policy. To defend socialistic or free market programs of taxa-
tion, coercive wealth redistribution, free trade, or any other eco-
nomic policy, economists must first scrap the whole structure of
modern scientific economics, and then appeal to intuition or
metaphysics as the basis of their proposed reforms .49

Humanistic Formal Law: A Vain Hope

The quest for a system of neutral formal law which also produces
universally agreed-upon ethical benefits, and which does not limit
the freedom of any of society’s members, is a demonic quest. This is
why the free market economists and legal theorists can never come
to any agreement conce~ning  the extent to which civil governments
ought to interfere or refrain from interfering with the operations of
the free market. They cannot agree upon the universally valid, or at
least universally beneficial, formal legal rules. They certainly have
not devised a theory of civil government which preserves the formal
freedom of men to change their laws peacefully, yet which simulta-
neously guarantees full legal predictability to all market par- ‘
ticipants. ‘This is one reason why nineteenth-century liberalism,
which was democratic, decentralist, and free market-oriented,
became twentieth-century liberalism, which is bureaucratic, cen-
tralist, and interventionist in economic policy. Nineteenth-century
liberals wanted to defend political democracy as a means of preserv-
ing peaceful transfers of political powe~  yet they also wanted to preserve
legal predictabili~  for market transactions. As the philosophy of Western
social philosophers (and then voters) shifted toward man-directing,
bureaucracy-managing evolution, and away from man-responding,
market-governed evolution,50 the formal rules of political democracy
allowed the advent of market-disrupting changes in the “economic

49. Gary North, “Economics: From Reason to Intuition,” in North (cd.), Founda-
tions of Chn”stian Scholarship: Essays in the Vbn Til Perspectzue  (Vallecito,  California: Ross
House, 1976). For a similar conclusion by radical economists, see Mark A. Lutz and
Kenneth Lux, The Challenge of Humanistic Economics (Menlo Park, California:
Benjamin/Cummings, 1979), pp. 67-69, 97-101.

50. Gary North, “From Cosmic Purposelessness to Humanistic Sovereignty: Ap-
pendix A in The Dominion C’ouenant: Genesis.
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rules of the game .“ The fon-nd rules of political democraq ouercame  the for-
mal rules of legal predictabili~  and equality before the luw.

Legal Predictability and Judicial Sovereignty

What are some of the basic judicial aspects of a legal order which
respects the rule of law? Joseph Raz lists eight convenient guide-
lines:

1, All laws should be prospective, open, and clear. One cannot be guided
by a retroactive law that does not exist at the time of action.

2. Laws should be relatively stable.
3. The making of particular laws should be guided by open, stable,

clear, and general rules.
4. The independence of the judiciary should be guaranteed.
5. The principles of justice must be observed – open and fair hearings,

absence of bias.
6. The courts should have review powers over the implementation of

the other principles.
7. The courts should be easily accessible.
8. The discretion of crime-preventing agencies should not be allowed to

pervert the law.5 1

The emphasis is on legal predictability. However, Raz is overly
confident in the courts as protectors of human freedom through the
rule of law. What is to prevent the courts from exercising the same
sorts of arbitrary rule that are characteristic of legislatures and ex-
ecutives? By establishing the civil court system as finally sovereign, a
defender of the rule of law violates the biblical principle of multiple
sovereignties. He lodges absolute final sovereign y in a human in-
stitution. Freedom can never survive long under such an absolutist
system. We have already seen in the United States the creation of
what lawyer Carrel Kilgore has called judicial tyranny, 52 and what
Harvard law professor Raoul Berger has called government by judi-
ciary. 53 As Berger concludes: “Let it not be said of us as Gibbon said
of Rome: ‘The image of a free constitution was preserved with decent

51. Joseph Raz, ‘The Rule of Law and Its Virtue,” in Robert L. Cunningham
(cd.), Liber~  and the R.&# Law (College Station, Texas: Texas A&M University
Press, 1979), pp. 7-11.

52. Carrel D. Kilgore, Judicial Tyanny  (Nashville, Tennessee: Nelson, 1977).
53. Raoul Berger, Government By JudiciaV:  The Tm@wmation of the Fourteenth

Anwndmed (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1977).
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reverence. The Roman senate afipeared  to possess the sovereign au-
thority, and devolved on the emperors all the executive powers of
government.’ Here no Senate devolved the policymaking powers on
the Court; they are self-conferred only because the American people
are unaware that there is a yawning gulf between judicial professions
and practice.”54

To preserve freedom, there must be constitutional provisions
that reduce this grant of sovereignty to the courts. One such reduc-
tion specified in the U.S. Constitution is the ability of Congress to
limit the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. Congress can determine
what sort of cases can be appealed to the Court: “In all Cases
affecting Ambassadors, other public” Ministers and Consuls, and
those in which a State shall be Party, the supreme Court shall have
original jurisdiction. In all the other Cases before mentioned, the
supreme Court shall have appellate Jurisdiction, both as to Law and
Fact, with such Exceptions, and under such Regulations as the Con-
gress shall make” (Art. III, Sec. 2). Congress has the authority to
limit the Court’s jurisdiction – the “exceptions .“s5 This has been an
exceptional power in U.S. constitutional history, however, and only
occasionally used. 56

Another important limitation is the jury system. A jury has the
ability to decide both the law and the facts in any case. A “not guilty”
decision of a jury is irrevocable under the common law rule against

54. Ibid., Pp. 417-18.
55. The Court declared in The Frances Wright (1882): “[W]hile  the appellate power

of this court under the Constitution extends to all cases within the judicial power of
the United States, actual jurisdiction under the power is confined within such limits
as Congress sees fit to prescribe. . . What those powers shall be, and to what
extent they shall be exercised, are,. and always have been, proper subjects of
legislative control. Authority to limit the jurisdiction necessarily carries with it au-
thority to limit the use of the jurisdiction. Not only may whole classes of cases be
kept out of the jurisdiction altogether, but particular classes of questions maybe sub-
jected to reexamination and review, while others are not.” Cited in Congressional
Research Semite, The Constitution of the United Stutes of Amm”ca:  Ana@is and Int~preta-
tion,  Annotations of Cases Decided by the Supreme Court of the United States to
June 29, 1972 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1973), pp.
752n-753n. Cf. H. Hart, “The Power of the Congress to Limit the Jurisdiction of
the Federal Courts: An Exercise in Dialectic: Harvard Law Review, vol. 66 (1953),
pp. 1362ff.

56. One example is Ex Parte McCardle (1869), where Congress removed the
Court’s jurisdiction over habeus corpu.r during Reconstmction.  See Alfred H. Kelley
and W infred A. Harbison, The Anwrican Constitution: Zti Ori~”ns  and Developtrwnt (rev.
ed.; New York: Norton, 1955), pp. 479-80.
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double jeopardy. 57 The idea of the sovereign authority of the jury
dates from the jury’s earliest appearance. During the Middle Ages
the English jury replaced a system that included trials by battle or
ordeal, by which the judgment of Heaven was thought to be
manifest. The jury system put the responsibility of judgment squarely
upon the representatives of the community. Its sovereignty was em-
phasized by the familiar characterization of the jury as a
‘barrier . . . between the liberties of the people, and the prerogative
of the crown’ [Blackstom’s  Commentaries, V, p. 349]. Its almost plenary
authority was evident in its familiar power to determine the law as
well as the facts. When nineteenth-century judges began giving in-
structions on the law, formally limiting the jury’s function to resolv-
ing disputed facts, juries nevertheless continued to exercise control
over the law in certain cases by their acknowledged power to return
a general verdict of guilt or innocence or without stated reasons.”5g

Double jeopardy can and should be seen as an outgrowth of
Christian legal procedure .59 It represents an important barrier
against the messianic expansion of central power. Local juries can
always refuse to convict, which is what happened in the years prior
to the American Revolution, especially in cases involving smuggling
(violations of the British Empire’s import restrictions in the
colonies).  GO This created major enforcement problems for the British
bureaucracy. From the very founding of the United States, trial by
jury was one of the legal pillars of the republic .61 That the Supreme
Court in 1970 unilaterally decided that a six-man jury is adequate,
thereby reversing 600 years of common law tradition, was no acci-
dent.GZ It was one more assertion of judicial sovereignty.

57. On double jeopardy, see Martin K. Friedlander, Double Jeopardy (Oxford:
Clarendon  Press, 1969); Jay A. Sigler, DoubhJeopardy: The Developrnmt of a Legal  and
Social Poliqy (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1969).

58. Dallin H. Oaks and Marvin S. Hill, Carthage Conspiracy: The Trzid of the Accused
Assassins ofJoseph Smith (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1979), p. 211. Cf. Mark
De Wolfe Howe, “Juries as Judges of Criminal Law; Haruard  Law Review, vol. 52
(1939), pp. 582ff.; Harry Kalven and Hans Zeisel,  TheAnwri2anJsy  (New York: Lit-
tle, Brown, 1966), pp. 227-36, 286-97.

59. Greg L. Bahnsen, “Double Jeopardy: A Case Study in the Influence of Chris-
tian Legislation: The Jourmd cf Chr&ian  Re.onstmction,  II (Winter 1975-76).

60. Charles M. Andrews, The Colonial Period in Amm”can History, 4 vols. England?
Commercial and Colonzizl Poli~, vol. 4 (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University
Press, [1938] 1964), pp. 224-26.

61. Berger, Government By Judicr@  pp. 399-400.
62. Ibrii., ch. 22. The case was Williams v. Florida (1970).
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A related restriction on judicial sovereignty is the pardoning
power. The U.S. Constitution grants this power to the President
with respect to all Federal crimes, except Impeachment (Art. II,
Sec. 2). State constitutions very often grant this pardoning power to
the governor. Like jury nullification, this power is only exercised on
a case-by-case basis; the decisions do not become binding as
precedents.

The biblical principle of multiple human sovereignties points to
the necessity of creating checks and balances to all branches of civil
government, including the judiciary. There should be no unitary  in-
stitutional final court of earthly appeal for every conceivable kind of
judicial dispute. For some sorts of cases, yes, by agreement among
the other branches, but not for every type of case. Plural
sovereignties in civil government are basic to the preservation of lib-
erty. There must be no Pharaoh in Israel.

Law: Man’s Discovery or Man’s Creation?

The courts have become the law-makers of final appeal. They in-
terpret the law, apply the law, define the law, and overturn the deci-
sions of legislatures and executives. They have become sovereign in
the West. They even make new laws retroactively. Legal scholar
Gordon Tullock remarks that this writing of new law by the courts is
“a bizarre characteristic of Anglo-Saxon law. . . . “63 He goes on to
state: “In general, laws should have only future effect, and in-
dividuals should not be punished for actions not contrary to the law
at the time the actions occurred. The retroactive effect in our law
comes from a fact that the judges in mythology were attempting
rather to find out what the law actually was than to create new law;,
hence, when the Supreme Court ruled as to what the law was, this
did not create a new rule – it simply made manifest what had
already been true. I think this myth is not much longer believed.
Unfortunately, the consequence of it – that is, retroactive effect of
court decisions — is still with US.”64

TU1 1O C1C does not discuss the origin of this ‘myth” of @dge-
discovered law. The roots of this idea are Christian. Anglo-Saxon
common law was originally based indirectly on Old Testament law.

63. Gordon Tullock,  “Courts as Legislatures, “ in Cunningham (cd.), Lib@y and
the Rule oj Law, p. 132.

64. Ibid., p. 134.
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Canon law mixed Roman law and Old Testament law extensively.Gs
The language of the Old Testament, including Mosaic law, was used
to support all the institutions of Christendom. From the very early
stages of Anglo-Saxon law, there was a concept of a “higher law,” a
concept which governed the writing of the U.S. Constitution. 66
Judges and legislators were supposed to search the Bible, and then
search the principles of “right reason,“ in order to find what God re-
quires from the civil government. Rulers were not to make law; they
were to discover God-made law — an eternally existing revealed law.
This law was believed to be revealed in the Bible and also in the
hearts of all men. Rulers were then to apply this law to specific cir-
cumstances. But this law was not to be applied retroactively, in the
sense of punishing people who had never heard of such law. All men
were to know the principles of the law because of their access to in-
struction in biblical law from priests and magistrates, and also from
their own internal reflection based on “right reason.”

Hayek’s account of the origin o’f “judge-discovered law” indicates
that the concept was originally Christian. It was a medieval idea,
especially dominant in England. He states quite openly that “it
might also be said that it was because England retained more of the
common medieval ideal of the supremacy of law, which was
destroyed elsewhere by the rise of ab~olutisrn, that she was able to
initiate the modern growth of liberty.”GT

This medieval view, which was profoundly important as background for
modern developments, though completely accepted perhaps only during
the early Middle Ages, was that “the state cannot itself create or make law,
and of course as little abolish or violate law, because this would mean to
abolish justice itself, it would be absurd, a sin, a rebellion against God who
alone creates law.” For centuries it was recognized doctrine that kings or
any other human authority could only declare or find the existing law, or
modify abuses that had crept in, and not create law. Only gradually, during
the later Middle Ages, did the conception of deliberate creation of new
law – legislation as we know it –come to be accepted. In England, Parlia-
ment thus developed from what had been mainly a law-finding body to a
law-creating one. 68

65. Berman, Law and Revolution, p. 204.
66. Edwin S. Corwin, The ‘Hig&-r Law* Background of Anwriian Constitutional Law

(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1955).
67. Hayek, Constitution of Libdy, p. 163.
68. Idem.
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He might also have added that it was the American colonists’
hostility to the assertion of unlimited Parliamentary sovereignty in
making laws which was a major factor in the coming of the
American Revolution.cg They believed, especially after 1770, that
the common law of England could make void certain acts of Parlia-
ment, a doctrine taken directly from the writings of the early
seventeenth-century English jurist Sir Edward Coke [COOK], who
had greater influence on this point in the thinking of colonial lawyers
before the Revolution than the Commentaries of Blackstone, who was
a defender of Parliamentary sovereignty. 70 The American ideal of
the doctrine of judicial supremacy and constitutionalism  was not in-
vented by Chief Justice John Marshall.71

Hayek traces the origin of Western legal liberty to the struggles
between Parliament and Crown in the Puritan revolution or British
Civil War, and subsequently in the Glorious Revolution of 1688.72

There was a concerted effort to secure the independence of judges.
The debates from 1641 to 1660 focused on the prevention of arbitrary
actions by the civil government. Hayek even notes the influence of
Puritan Samuel Rutherford’s defense of the rule of biblical law:
“Throughout, the governing idea was that the law should be king or,
as one of the polemical tracts of the period expressed it, Lex, Rex. “73

This faith in biblical law, and subsequently the faith in independ-
ent natural law and right reason, began to wane as a result of ra-
tionalism and secularism, especially after Darwin, for Darwin
destroyed men’s faith in nature, including morality “naturally” in
harmony with the forces of nature. 74 Because there is no longer a
doctrine of fixed and infallible revealed law to govern the courts, and
no longer any faith in a universal “higher law,” the courts have

69. Bernard Bailyn,  The Ideological Origins of the American Revolution (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Belknap  Press of Harvard University Press, 1967), ch. 5; Edmund
S. Morgan and Helen S. Morgan, The Stamp Act Cn”sis Prologue to Resolution (rev.
ed.; New York: Collier, 1963); R. J. Rushdoony, This Independent Republic: Studies in
the Nature and Meaning of Anwrican Hzstory  (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1964]
1978), ch. 4: “Sovereignty.”

70. Randolph G. Adams, Po[itical  Ideas of the Ammican Revolution: Britannic-
Am”can Contributions to the problem  of Imperial organization, 1765-1775 (2nd ed.; New
York: Barnes & Noble, [1939] 1958), p. 141.

71. Ibid., p. 142.
72. Constitution, p. 169.
73. Idem.
74. R. J. Rushdoony, The Biblical Philosophy of HtrtoV (Nut.ley, New Jersey:

Presbyterian & Reformed, 1969), p. 7.
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become autonomous law-givers. “Unfortunately,” writes Tullock,
“although legislatures realized a long time ago that they were writing
new law, the courts have only very, very gradually come to the
realization that the y are doing the same thing. Further, when they
did realize sometime in the nineteenth century, that they were
writing new law, they continued making their decisions retroactive.
It is only in the past ten years that the U.S. Supreme Court has
begun to act as if it realized it was making retroactive decisions. Up
to that time, the Court had always acted as if any decision was the
discovery of a preexisting law rather than the formulation of new
law, although surely judges were aware of the hypocrisy of this posi-
tion for a least a hundred years.”75

Democracy vs. Bureaucracy

Thus, with the abandonment of faith in revealed law that is open
to both judge and jury, citizen and legislature, humanistic civil law
has become perverse. Judges instruct juries to decide only in terms
of the facts, not the validity of the law, when in fact the juries unques-
tionably have the authority and the power to interpret and apply
both. Legislatures write new legislation, but they cannot easily
preserve their own sovereignty; bureaucracies “interpret” these laws
and are nearly autonomous in applying the laws in whatever way
they want, in the name of the legislatures. Elitist law dominates. No
layman is supposkd to be able to understand the law. He must
become subservient to the experts. Democracy, which is supposedly
the process of widening the franchise and widening the base of sover-
eignty, becomes progressively bureaucratic and elitist. Increasingly,
elitist rule is governed by the principle of secrecy, or to reverse Presi-
dent Wilson’s dictum, of “closed covenants secretly arrived at.”

Weber has described the process well: “Every bureaucracy seeks
to increase the superiority of the professionally informed by keeping
their knowledge and intentions secret. Bureaucratic administration
always tends to be an administration of ‘secret sessions’: in so far as it
can, it hides knowledge and action from criticism. . . . Political par-
ties do not proceed differently, in spite of all the ostensible publicity
of all Catholic congresses and party conventions. With the increas- ‘
ing bureaucratization of party organizations, this secrecy will prevail

75. Tidloek,  “Courts as Legislatures,“in Cunningham (cd.), Liberty and the Rule oj
Law, p. 135.
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even more.”7G The triumph of secret societies and secret accom-
modations in twentieth-century politics, both domestic and interna-
tional,77 is a product of the West’s waning faith in God’s revealed,
open, and universally binding law.

We have come full circle. We are back to the pagan concept of
true citizenship, based on membership in a clan which possesses
secret knowledge. The pagan clan of antiquit y was a bloodline clan,
mitigated only by adoption. Citizens possessed the secret knowledge
of the sacred rites — including political rites — through initiation into
ritual mysteries. There are only formal differences between the two
forms of pagan initiation, ancient and modern. Today, access to
membership in the clan is also based on a kind of initiation, namely,
the possession of specialized academic degrees or a certificate
granted to those who have passed specialized examinations.78 All of
this has been accomplished in the name of the new religion, democ-
racy, the apotheosis of mankind, but it has led to a new servitude, a
new bondage, and to governing by arbitrary rules rather than
universal law. The rhetoric of democracy — the sovereignty of th~
people – has led directly to its antithesis, the sovereignty of elites
over the people in the name of the people. Weber writes:

We must expressly recall at this point that the political concept of democ-
racy, deduced from the ‘equal rights’ of the governed, includes these
postulates: (1) prevention of the development of a closed status group of
officials in the interest of a universal accessibility of office, and (2)
minimization of the authority of officialdom in the interest of expanding the
sphere of influence of ‘public opinion’ as far as practicable. Hence,

wherever possible, political democracy strives to shorten the term of office
by election and recall and by not binding the candidate to a special expert-
ness. Thereby democracy inevitably comes into conflict with the bureau-
cratic tendencies which, by its fight against notable rule, democracy has
produced. The generally loose term ‘democratization’ cannot be used here,
in so far as it is understood to mean the minimization of the civil servants’
ruling power in favor of the greatest possible ‘direct rule of the demos, which
in practice means the respective party leaders of the demos. The most
decisive thing here — indeed it is rather exclusively so — is the leveling of the

76. Max Weber, ‘Bureaucracy,” in H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (eds. ), From
Mox Weber: Essqys in Sociology (New York: Oxford University Press, 1946), p. 233.
The same passage appears in Economy & Socie& p. 992.

77. Carroll Quigley, Tragedy and Hope: A Histoty of the World in OUT Time (New
York: Macmillan, 1966).

78. Weber, “Bureaucracy,” pp. 240-44; Economy &? Socie@  pp. 998-1001.
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governed in opposition to the ruling and bureaucratically articulated group,
which in its turn may occupy a quite autocratic position, both in fact and in
form.79

Tullock wants something better. He wants a return to the “good
old days” of simple, predictable laws. He knows that he is unlikely to
get his wish. “A switch to a system in which the bulk of the law is a
code and there is a central body which produces detailed glosses
upon it, the whole thing being relatively short and compact, would
reduce immense amounts of legal human capital to worthlessness.
Thus, the lawyers have the combination of very strong feeling with
which they have been indoctrinated, even stronger material grounds
for wanting their present position to remain stable, and practically a
monopoly of all decision-making posts in our present system. Under
the circumstances, I doubt very much if my arguments here will
have any political effect.”a” He blames the economic self-interest of
the judicial elite for our plight, but the problem is far deeper. Our
problem is the abandonment of Christianity and biblical law.

Hayek’s Dilemma: “Social Justice”

F. A. Hayek,  whose intellectual roots are in late-nineteenth-
century liberalism, has produced a series of books dealing with for-
mal law and market freedom. His most famous and influential book,
The Road to li’~dom (1944), argued that economic intervention by the
civil government would eventually destroy the institutions of
political democracy, for the bureaucracies created by socialism
would eventually concentrate decision-making powers in the hands
of the central economic planners. Central economic planning, he
argued, would have to result in central planning for everything,
since all aspects of human life involve economic choices.

In his later book, The Con~titution of Libtiy  (1960), Hayek argued
for the rule of law. He proposed a system of law which would be
universally understood, where the “rules of the game” would be
known by all participants in advance, thereby reducing the ar-
bitrariness and unpredictability of the bureaucrats. But he could not
guarantee market predictability by means of universally applicable
law, as his critics immediately reminded him. Civil law can be

79. Ibtii., p. 226; Economy t? Sociep, p. 985.
80. Tulloclc, in Cunningham (cd.), Liberp and the Rule of Law, p. 144.
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changed. The law system may be unfair from the very beginning,
discriminating against those who become economically successful.

Hayek has devoted the remainder of his distinguished career to
the problem of legal order. How can we insulate the institutions of
political democracy from those elements in society that are opposed
to formal liberty, formal rationalism, economic inequality, and legal
predictability? How can we preserve a working relationship between
formal rationalism and substantive rationalism? He has n&er  come
up with a generally acceptable answer — acceptable to free market
defenders, let alone to envy-dominated socialists and Communist
revolutionaries. We therefore need to examine his thinking in detail,
for if he cannot successfully defend the humanistic ideal of the rule of
law, then we should have much greater confidence in a defense of the
Christian ideal of the rule of biblical law.

Hayek does not equate liberalism with formal legalism as such.
He says that liberalism also requires specific content to formal ra-
tionality, namely, constitutional~  limited civil government. ~ 1 Coercion by
the civil government must be restricted by constitutional and statute
law. Only this will permit the establishment of what he caUs the
“spontaneous order,” or (less felicitously but more revealingly) the
“self-generating order” or “self-organizing structures .“s2 He writes:
“But if liberalism presupposes the enforcement of rules of just con-
duct and expects a desirable spontaneous order to form itself only if
appropriate rules ofjust conduct are in fact observed, it also wants to
restrict the coercive powers of government to the enforcement of such
rules of just conduct, including at least one prescribing a positive
duty, namely, the rule requiring citizens to contribute according to
uniform principles not only to the cost of enforcing those rules but
also to the costs of the non-coercive service functions of government
which we sha~ presently consider.”ss

Hayek introduces the concept of ‘non-coercive service functions
of government .“ At this point, he makes at least formal peace with the
welfare Statq and therefore with its system of tax-financed social
security. He goes on: ‘Liberalism is therefore the same as the de-
mand for the rule of law in the classical sense of the term according

81. Hayek, Law, Legislation and Liberp, III, The Political Order of a Free People (Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1979).

82. Ibzd., p xii.
83. F. A. Hayek, “The Principles of a Liberal Social Order” (1966); reprinted in

Hayek, Studies in Philosophy, Politics and Economics (University of Chicago Press,
1967), p. 165.
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to which the coercive functions of government are strictly limited to
the enforcement of uniform rules of law, meaning uniform rules of
just conduct towards one’s fellows .“S4 But what if these “uniform
rules” discriminate against a particular economic group? The
graduated income tax is one example. There are thousands of
others, since virtually all of the modern welfare State’s legislation is
economically discriminatory.

The Preservation of Social Order: Market or State?

Hayek is caught in a dilemma. He wants a social order which ac-
tually preserves order. He wants a society which is rational, both for-
mally and substantively. On the one hand, he wants legal predic-
tability  y (formal rationalism). He wants ejuali~ before the law. The pro-
blem is, market competition produces economic winners and losers.
“From the fact that people are very different it follows that, if we
treat them equally, the result must be inequality in their actual posi-
tion, and that the only way to place them in an equal position would
be to treat them differently. Equality before the law and material
equality are therefore not only different but are in conflict with each
other; and we can achieve either the one or the other, but not both at
the same time. The equality before the law which freedom requires
leads to material inequality.”85  The loserJ can and do use democratic
politics to redistribute the winnings in the name Ofsocialjustice.  He then ob-
serves, with considerable historical justification, “More than by
anything else the market order has been distorted by efforts to pro-
tect groups from a decline from their former position; and when gov-
ernment interference is demanded in the name of ‘social justice’ this
now means, more often than not, the demand for the protection of
the existing relative position of some group. ‘Social justice’ has thus
become little more than a demand for the protection of vested in-
terests and the creation of new privilege. . . . “86

On the other hand, he also wants the civil government to provide
a safety net, so that the social order of capitalism can be insulated
against revolutionary shocks. He thinks civil government can reduce
social disorder by violating his earlier principle of “unequal results
from equality before the law.” He wants a minimum we~are State: “The
reasonable solution of these problems in a free society would seem to

84. studies,  p. 165.
85. Hayek, Constitution of Liberi~ p. 87,
86. Hayek, Studies,  p. 173.
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be that, while the state provides only a uniform minimum for all who
are unable to maintain themselves and endeavors to reduce cyclical
unemployment as much as possible by an appropriate monetary
policy, any further provision required for the maintenance of the ac-
customed standard should be left to competitive and voluntary
efforts .“87 Which of Hayek’s two irreconcilable arguments are we to
believe?

Hayek is stuck. Volume two of Law, Le+thtion and Lib&y is titled,
The Mirage of Social Justice. He proclaims the idea of one law for all
men. He proclaims the benefits of general rules that are written
without any attention to the specific individual results of such
rules. aa As a defender of methodological individualism, he attacks
the very concept of social justice. Such a concept presupposes a
hierarchy of collective ends. But we cannot as “scientific economists”
speak of the ‘value to society” of any economic good or service. 89 We
can only speak of a service’s value to individually acting men or to an
organization. Society is not an organization; it is a spontaneous
order. Civil government is an organization; society is not. “And,
though the order of society will be affected by actions of government,
so long as it remains a spontaneous order, the particular results of
the social process cannot be just or unjust .“90 Thus, it is illegitimate
to speak of social justice. Such a concept is anthropomorphic and im-
mature. gl Society cannot act for a single purpose.  gz To whom can we
appeal if we believe that the outcome of spontaneous and therefore
unplanned market forces is somehow unjust? There is no answer. gs
The concept of social justice has meaning only in a command soci-
ety. g4 The term itself has become an implement of demagoguery.  gs

Having said all this, he nevertheless calls for a State-imposed
redistribution of wealth in the name of preseming social order. Yet
he opposes socialism and democratic economic interventionism
because such coercion is destructive of morality.gG  And then, as if to

87. Hayek, Constitution,  p. 302.
88. The Mirage of Social Justice, ch. 7: “General Welfare and Particular Purposes.”
89. Ibid., p. 75.
90. Zbzd., p. 32.
91. Ibid., pp. 62-63.
92. Ibtii., p. 64.
93. Ibid., p. 69.
94. Idem.
95. Ibid., p. 97.
96. 7%e Political Order of a Free Peopk,  pp. 170-71.
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confuse everyone
solute morality.

Moral Relativtim

MOSES AND PHARAOH

(including himself), he denies any belief in ab-

He rejects the idea of transcendent law, whether “natural” or
“personal> for he is a defender of autonomous man and autonomous
spontaneous social evolution. “The evolutionary approach to law
(and all other social institutions) which is here defended has thus as
little to do with the rationalist theories of natural law as with legal
positivism. It rejects both the interpretation of law as the construct of
a super-natural force and its interpretation as the deliberate con-
struct of any human mind.”gT There is no overarching morality
which governs society. “There can, therefore, be no absolute system
of morals independent of the kind of social order in which a person
lives. . . . “98 He even goes so far as to argue that if a Westerner dis-
covers a dying, elderly Eskimo who has been put into the snow to die
by his people, according to Eskimo customs, he should leave him in
the snow to die. It would be “morally wrong” to do otherwise, unless
the outsider is personally willing to support him in non-Eskimo soci-
et y forever.gg

Hayek’s moral relativism cannot sustain a vision of society with-
out adopting pure anarchism, yet he cannot seem to bring himself to
adopt anarchism, the logical outcome of full-blown methodological
individualism. He still wants the civil government to provide every-
one — presumably even that aged Eskimo — with a safety net. “There
is no reason why in a free society government should not assure to all
protection against severe deprivation in the form of an assured
minimum income, or a floor below which nobody need descend .“
Why does he say this? Because he wants to defend collective se~-
interest! Because he wants to defend morality! “To enter into such an
insurance against extreme misfortune may well be in the interest of
all; or it may be felt to be a clear moral duty of all to assist, within
the organized community, those who cannot help themselves.” We
are back to two previously forbidden justifications of social justice:
collective self-interest and moral duty. “So long as such a uniform
minimum income is provided outside the market to all those who,

97. The Mirage of Social Justice, p. 60.
98. Ibid., p. 27.
99. Idem,
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for any reason, are unable to earn in the market an adequate
maintenance, this need not lead to a restriction of freedom, or
conflict with the Rule of Law.” ’00 Question: How is the ciuil government
going to extract the economic resources needed to provide this safep  net without
int~ering  with the spontaneous order of the anarchistic free market order?

A Se~-Contradictor System

He is trapped in a logical and moral dilemma. The State must
use coercion to obtain the “safety net” money. But such taxation is in-
nately immoral, according to Hayek, the anarchist. It also threatens
the existence of the spontaneous order.

The predominant view today appears to be that we should avail ourselves in
the main of the ordering forces of the market, indeed must in a great
measure do so, but should ‘correct’ its results where they are flagrantly un-
just. [This, in fact, is precisely what Hayek himself has argued in the
passages I have just cited – G. N. ] Yet so long as the earnings of particular
individuals or groups are not determined by the decision of some agency,
no particular distribution of incomes can be meaningfully described as
more just than another. If we want to make it substantively just, we can do
so only by replacing the whole spontaneous order by an organization in
which the share of each is fixed by some central authority. In other words,
‘corrections’ of the distribution brought about in a spontaneous process by
particular acts of interference can never be just in the sense of satisfying a
rule equally applicable to all. Every single act of this kind will give rise to
demands by others to be treated on the same principle; and these demands
can be satisfied only if all incomes are thus allocated. I*1

Here is Hayek, the all-or-nothing anarchist, holding forth bravely
and decisively against Hayek, the defender of safety-net social
justice. He refuses to give an inch to the demands of the special-
interest groups who would destroy the free market, intervention by
intervention, tax by tax, safety net by safety net. But in not giving
an inch here, he cannot logically give an inch anywhere else. Yet he
does. So his methodological walls come tumbling down, brick by
brick, inch by inch.

The extent to which Hayek’s thinking is not just muddled, but
self-contradictory, testifies to the innate antinomies of humanist
social thought. He has a great mind. He has had sixty years to

100. Ibid., p. 87.
101. Ibid., p. 142.
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develop his ideas. He has been incomparably diligent in mastering
the scholarly literature relating to these questions. And he has
brought forth a heavily footnoted, self-defeating trilogy, the capstone
of his life’s work. The third volume is devoted to a classic piece of
what he has called “constructivist” rationalism: an historically
untested restructuring of the legislative, judicial and executive branches
of civil government, complete with a “model constitution” (chapter
17). Here is “Benthamism”  at its utopian worst – the same Ben-
thamism which Hayek has battled against throughout his long
career. ’02 In the second volume, he proclaims forthrightly: “. . . we
can always only tinker with parts of a given whole but never entirely

“ ~’ 103 In the third, he proposes a total redesigning  Of everyredesign It.
nation’s entire institutional system of civil government.

Who Decides?

We are back to the age-old problem: The rule of which. law-order?
The rule of how much civil government? Hayek, in seeking for formal
rules of civil government — rules that will be applied to all citizens,
irrespective of social or economic position — finds that the humanistic
logic of free market economics cannot be reconciled fully with the
humanistic logic of social and political stability. We are back to
Weber’s dichotomy between formal rationalism and substantive ra-
tionalism. The ethics of society supposedly demands that the civil
government intervene in exactly the way that Hayek says is most
dangerous to freedom, namely, to preserve the economic position of a specj$c
special-interest group. How can this protection be denied to all other
special-interest groups that possess sufficient political power to
rewrite the legislation? This is Hayek’s problem, and he devoted the
second half of his illustrious academic career to a study of how to in-
sulate a liberal Pee market society from the @ects  of the liberal democratic
political order Human logic did not give him his answer. There are
too many logics, too many ethical views, and no way to make in-
terpersonal comparisons of subjective utility.

Twentieth-century liberal democracy has eroded market free-
dom. Hayek’s eloquent defense of freedom in terms of evolutionary
law and evolutionary morality has not retarded this erosion; if
anything, it has accelerated it. As J. R. Lucas has commented con-

102. Ibid., pp. 19-20.
103. Ibid., p. 25.
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cerning Hayek’s defense, “he comes perilously close to a position of
moral indifferentism and makes a great virtue of the market’s un-
concern with moral merit. But this is, I shall argue, to expose free in-
stitutions quite gratuitously to the moral censure of moral men. The
reason why the West has become increasingly critical of its economic
arrangements is not that it has failed to deliver the goods — on the
contrary, it has been spectacularly successful in doing that — but that
the theory  of them has failed to accord with our moral sentiments
about society and has sometimes affronted our sense of justice .“104

Natural Law Theory vs. Biblical Law

In the history of Christian social theory, there has been continu-.
ing confusion concerning the relationship between biblical ‘law and
Greek and Roman natural law theory. Before drawing this chapter
to a close, we need to review what the Bible says about law. Chris-
tian social theory has been compromised again and again in the past
because of errors in thinking about revealed law and the various
aspects of this revelation.

The biblical doctrine of the universality of God’s law is not the
same as the concept of natural law, a theory developed especially by
Greek and Roman philosophers, which passed into Western history
through the writings of medieval church scholars. 1°5 Natural law is
based on the idea of man’s universal reason. The minds of men sup-
posedly have in common the powers of reasoning, thereby implying
the existence of a universal human mind, and the logic of this
universal mind could, if respected, bring all men everywhere to
acknowledge identical fundamental principles of law.

Aristotle’s analytic distinction between particular laws and
general laws is an excellent example of natural law philosophy. It
rests on a concept of human uni~,  implying shared viewpoints. “Now
there are two kinds of laws, particular and general. By particular
laws I mean those established by each people in reference to them-

selves, which again are divided into written and unwritten; by
general laws I mean those based upon nature. In fact, there is a
general idea of just and unjust in accordance with nature, as all men
in manner divine, even if there is neither communication nor agree-

104. J. R. Lucas, “Liberty, Morality, and Justice,” in Cunningham (cd.), Libe@
and the Rule oj Law, p. 150.

105. Archie P. Jones, “Natural Law and Christian Resistance to Tyranny,” Chrtj-
tianity and Civilization, 2 (1983).
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ment between them .“ 10G Such a conception of natural law rests on
the assumption of a universal human logic, the universal applicabil-
ity y in history of that logic, and the universal recognition of this logic
and its universal applicability y by all reasonable men. It assumes, in
short, the neutrality of human thought.

The Myth of Neutrali~

The Bible explicitly denies any such neutrality. Men are divided
into saved and lost, keepers of God’s covenant and breakers of God’s
covenant. There is no agreement between the two positions. There
is such a thing as the work of the law of God which is written in
every human heart — not the law itself, which is a special gift of God
to His people (Heb. 8:8-11),  but the work of the law (R’om. 2:14-15).
Nevertheless, this law serves only to condemn men, for they will not
abide by its provisions: “For there is no respect of persons with God.
For as many as have sinned without law shall also perish without
law: and as many as have sinned in the law shall be judged by the
law” (Rem. 2:11-12). Human reason, unaided by God’s revelation –
untwisted by God’s grace — cannot be expected to devise a universal
law code based on any presumed universal human logic. What
mankind’s universal reason can be expected to do is to rebel against
God and His law. Ethical rebels are not logically faithful to God.

Biblical law had to be read to everyo~e  in Israel at least once
every seven years (Deut. 31:10-13). God presumed that men would
not understand His law unless they heard it (Deut. 31:13). Every
resident of the land had to listen to this law. If the whole of biblical
law had”been  ingrained into the consciences of all men from the be-
ginning of time, or if the terms of the law, including the law’s explicit
penalties, were always available to all men through the exercise of
man’s universal reason, then the law would not have required the
priests to read the Mosaic law before the congregation of Israel every
seventh year.

In our day, why should Christians who have biblical law written
in their heart (Heb.  8:9-11) still have to listen to the public teaching
of this law? Because the implantation of biblical law at the time of a
person’s regeneration is dgirzitiue,  not progressive, and certainly not
jnal. Biblical law is implanted in the believer, but the old sin nature

106. Aristotle, Rhetoric, I, 1373b; from The Ad of Rhetork, trans. John Henry
Freese (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1926).
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still wars against the law (Rem. 7). Thus, Christians also as sinners
tend to hold back the truths of the law in unrighteousness (Rem.
1:18).  Nevertheless, the definitive implanting of biblical law in the
hearts of the regenerate – a definitive event leading progressively
through study and application to our final understanding of the law
— is different from the work of the law which is in the heart of the
unbeliever. What the unbeliever has in his heart is definitive rebellion,
in Adam. As he progressively works out the implications of his faith,
he loses sight of the work of the law. He works out progressively what
is definitively inherited by him, namely, ethical rebellion.

The popularity of natural law concepts has been very great
throughout the history of the church. By importing Greek and
Roman concepts of natural law into church law, medieval
theologians unknowingly mixed together two rival systems of
thought. The Greek and Roman concept of natural law rested on the
presupposition of man’s autonomy. It rested on the presupposition of
neutrality in human thought. The Bible recognizes the common
heritage of the image of God in man, but it sees this image as twisted
and perverse in rebellious man. Thus, the universality of men’s
perception of certain aspects of biblical law is a uniuersali~  of condem-
nation. The Bible requires that we build the kingdom of God in terms
of a different universality, the universality of the binding nature of
biblical law. It is the whole of God’s law which is binding on individual
men and corporate associations, not simply this or that dimly
perceived, and improperly interpreted, aspect of God’s law.

The Work of the Law

Remans 2:14-15 reads: “For when the Gentiles, which have not
the law of God, do by nature the things contained in the law, these,
having not the law, are a law unto themselves: which shew the work
of the law written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing
witness, and their thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing
one another.” John Murray’s extensive commentary on these verses
is important in understanding what they do not mean, as well as
what they do mean. Murray writes:

“By nature” is contrasted with what is derived from external sources and
refers to that which is engraven on our natural constitution. What is done
‘by nature” is done by native instinct or propension, by spontaneous im-
pulse as distinguished from what is induced by forces extraneous to our-
selves. The things done by nature are said to be “the things of the law.” It is
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to be observed that the apostle does not say that they do or fulfil the law and
he must have intentionally refrained from such an expression. “The things
of the law” must mean certain things which the law prescribes and refer to
those things practiced by pagans which are stipulated in the law, such as the
pursuit of lawful vocations, the procreation of offspring, filial and natural
affection, the care of the poor and sick, and numerous other natural virtues
which are required by the law. In doing these things “by nature” they “are
the law unto themselves .“ This expression should not be understood in the
sense of popular current use when we say that a man is a law to himself. It
means almost the opposite, that they themselves, by reason of what is im-
planted in their nature, confront themselves with the law of God. They
themselves reveal the law of God to themselves — their persons is the
medium of revelation. . . . Hence with respect to those without specifically
revealed law three thing-s are true: ( 1 ) the law of God confronts them and
registers itself in their consciousness by reason of what they natively and
constitutionally are; (2) they do things which this law prescribes; (3) this do-
ing is not by extraneous constraint but by natural impulse. 107

It is not a different law which confronts them in their heart, Mur-
ray says; it is not a rival law to the law delivered to God’s people
through Moses. At the same time, ‘Paul does not say that the law is
written upon their hearts. He refrains from this form of statement
apparently for the same reason as in verse 14 he had said that the
Gentiles ‘do the things of the law’ and not that they did or fulfilled the
law. Such expressions as ‘fulfilling the law’ and ‘the law written upon
the heart’ are reserved for a state of heart and mind and will far
beyond that predicated of unbelieving Gentiles.” 10B So the work of
the law, or the things of the law, written in their hearts, is comprehen-
sive enough to condtmm  them, but it is not the transforming rework-
ing of the heart which the Bible refers to as regeneration.

There is no dominion apart from the categories of biblical law.
All men are called to subdue the earth, and even rebellious men are
sufficiently restrained by their own nature, in time and on earth, so
that they might exercise dominion. God promised to drive the Ca-
naanites out of the land slowly, so that the land might not revert to
wilderness (Ex. 23:28-29). Better unregenerate man in control of
Canaan than the wild beasts, God said. The unregenerate are given

107. John Murray, The Epistle to the Remans, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, 1964), I, pp. 73-74. A later edition in one volume replaced the two-
volume edition.
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a restraining knowledge of the law, so that they might exercise do-
minion. When we find a culture which is in almost total rebellion
against the work of the law, we find almost total impotence. The
African tribe, the Ik, serve as an example of almost total rebellion
against God’s law: envious, vicious, unwilling to nurture children
after age three, a tribe of thieves, the Ik face extinction. They have
almost lost the ability to exercise sufficient dominion to keep them-
selves alive. 109 Men cannot build societies by means of “natural” law.

Perhaps the clearest statement of the progressive separation of
the righteous from the unrighteous over time was made by a ‘
character in C. S. Lewis’ magnificent novel, That Hideom Strength,
The character, Prof. Dimble, describes the effects of the develop-
ment over time of both the Christian and non-Christian views. As
time goes on, they become more and more self-consistent, and there-
fore less and less compatible. “If you dip into any college, or school,
or parish, or family — anything you like — at a given point in its
history, you always find that there was a time before that point when
there was more elbow room, and contrasts weren’t quite as sharp;
and that there’s going to be a time after that point when there is even
less room ‘for indecision, and choices are even more momentous.
Good is always getting better, and bad is always getting worse: the
possibilities of even apparent neutrality are always diminishing. The
whole thing is sorting itself out all the time, coming to a point, get-
ting sharper and harder. ~~ 110 The farther in time we get from the

garden of Eden, or from Noah’s flood, or from the crucifixion, the
less that rebellious men will acknowledge or adhere to the testimony
of the work of the law written on their hearts. To appeal to natural
law is to lean on a weak reed.

The Collapse of Natural Law Theoy

In the latter decades of the twentieth century, the West has ex-
perienced the long-term effects of a revolution which was begun in
the Enlightenment, and which became institutionally inescapable
with the outbreak of World War I. A crisis of confidence has ap-
peared in the West which has undermined the West’s confidence in
its own legal institutions. Harold Berman’s account of this erosion is
masterful:

109. Colin  Tumbull,  The Mountain Pee@  (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1973).
110. C. S. Lewis, That Hideous Strength: A Modern FaiV- Tale for Grown-Ups (New

York: Macmillan, [1946] 1965), p. 283.
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That the Western legal tradition, like Western civilization as a whole, is
undergoing in the twentieth century a crisis greater than it has ever known
before is not something that can be proved scientifically. It is something that
is known, ultimately, by intuition. I can only testify, so to speak, that I
sense that we are in the midst of an unprecedented crisis of legal values and
of legal thought, in which our entire legal tradition is being
challenged — not only the so-called liberal concepts of the past few hundred
years, but the very structure of Western legality, which dates from the
eleventh and twelfth centuries.

The crisis is being generated both from within Western experience and
from without. From within, social and economic and political transforma-
tions of unprecedented magnitude have put a tremendous strain upon
traditional legal institutions, legal values, and legal concepts in virtually all
countries of the West. Yet in the past there have been periods of revolu-
tionary upheavil which have also threatened to destroy basic elements of
the Western legal tradition, and that tradition has nevertheless survived.
What is new today is the challenge to the legal tradition as a whole, and not
merely to particular elements or aspects of it; and this is manifested above
all in the confrontation with non-Western civilizations and non-Western
philosophies. In the past, Western man has confidently carried his law with
him throughout the world. The world today, however, “is suspicious – more
suspicious than ever before — of Western “legalism .“ Eastern and Southern
Man offer other alternatives. The West itself has come to doubt the univer-
sal validity of its traditional vision of law, especially its validity for non-
Western cultures. Law that used to seem “natural> seems only “Western.”
And many are saying that it is obsolete even for the West.111

The acids of the West’s own humanism and relativism have eroded
the foundations of Western legality, which has been one of the chief
pillars of Western civilization. If all cultures are equally valid, then
their legal traditions are also equally valid as aspects of these com-
peting cultures. Therefore, Hayek recommends that we refuse to
save that dying elderly Eskimo who has been left to perish in the
snow by his peers. Is it any wonder, then, that Hayek’s  eloquent plea
for a nineteenth-century version of the rule of law has failed to gain
the commitment of scholars and social philosophers in the twentieth?
His own twentieth-century relativism (implicit in nineteenth-
century relativism) has eroded his economic and legal prescriptions.
Is it any wonder that his logical defense of the free market economy,
which rests on the legal foundation of plural legal sovereignties,
limited civil government, and equality before the law, has lost its ap-

111. Berman, Law and Revolution, pp. 33-34.
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peal in this age of democratic centralism?
Men seek a sovereignty greater than themselves, a sovereignty

which can ~warantee meaning to their  lives and success in their
many ventures. If God is not the source of law, and law is not
universally valid because it is revealed, biblical law, then only a
hypothetical. universal power State remains to give man the sover-
eignty he seeks. If this also fails, then nothing remains to assure
mankind that his works have meaning in time and on earth. Then
the escapist religion leaves mankind with its only hope: mystical self-
transcendance  and flight from mundane reality.

The failure of natural law doctrine was assured when men at last
ceased to equate natural law with biblical law. When natural law
was at last recognized as “natural” rather than revealed, autonomous
rather than created, then it gained its universality only to the extent
that mankind is seen as a true universal. But with the rise of
relativism as an epistemological  principle, the hoped-for unit y of
man collapsed. Now only power remains, not natural law. Now only
the rise of a new source of unity, the world State, can guarantee
man’s legal order the unity it requires to maintain its claim to “natur-
alness .“ Natural law thereby ceases being natural. A universal law
can only be imposed by the power State. To summarize: natural law
theory abandoned reliance on the revealed law of the God of the
Bible in order to assert its autonomy and universality, only to lose
both its autonomy and naturalness (self-attesting universal validity)
to the new sovereignty of the power State.

The PrimaV of Faith

Because different men and different nations are always in various
stages of active rebellion against God — the active restraining of the
truth of God which testifies to them in their own natures — we cannot
hope to gain agreement about universal principles of law. It is not
reason which opens the precepts of the law to rebellious men. They
already have such precepts. Their consciences testify to them of the
truth, but they restrain the truth, holding it back in unrighteousness
(Rem. 1:18).”2  To believe that reason will reveal to men the univer-
sal principles of God’s dominion covenant (which is also His treaty of
unconditional surrender), is to believe that reason is untainted by the Fall
of man. But reason has been as twisted by that ethical rebellion as

112. On this active suppression of the truth, see John Murray, Remans, I, pp,
36-37.
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surely as any other aspect of man’s personality. To believe in natural
law is to believe in natural reason; to believe in natural reason, or
“reason rightly understood,” is to believe in the prz”ntu~  of the
intellect. 113 The Bible does not teach the primacy of the intellect; it
teaches the @“macy offaith.

When men say that “the Bible is not in contradiction to scientific
truth,” they generally mean that the Bible is not in opposition to the
discoveries of the autonomous human intellect. This statement is ab-
solutely false, if such a conclusion is intended. The Bible is absolutely
opposed to such universally proclaimed “scientific truths” as evolution
of one species into another through natural selection, or the eternal-
it y of matter-energy, or the doctrine of uniformitarian change. What
a consistent Christian must maintain is this: “The Bible is the foun-
dation for human reason, and no conclusion of the human mind
which is in opposition to revealed truth in the Bible is scientifically
valid .“ The truths of science, if they are to be accepted, must be in
conformity to biblical revelation. There are not two truths — “natural
science” and biblical revelation — but rather one truth: science in con-

fomni~ to biblical revelation. And what is true of natural science – the
man-interpreted regularities of the observed universe — must also be
true of man’s speculation in other areas of life.

We dare not say that “natural law” and biblical revelation are the
same because the truths of human jurisprudence are “naturally” in
conformity to biblical revelation. We must say, on the contrary, that
the truths of human jurisprudence, insofar as they are true, are true
in spite of man’s twisted, rebellious, ‘natural” reason. This is why the
Bible required that Israel assemble once every seven years to listen
to the reading of the law of God.

Conclusion

The doctrine of the rule of law is distinctly biblical in origin. A
law-order which is universally binding on all men is an idea which
had its origins in biblical religion. The same God who judges all men

113. The rationalist apologetic niethodology of “old Princeton” Semina~  is repre-
sentative of this error. Benjamin B. Warfield wrote of “irrational faith, that is, a faith
without grounds in right reason.” Warfield, “Introduction to Francis R. Beattie’s
Apologetics m (1903); reprinted in John E. Meeter (cd.), Selected Shorter Writings of Bsn-
jamin B. Watjie.ld-IZ  (Nutley, New Jersey: Presbyterian& Reformed, 1973), p. 98.
He implicitly contrasted such a faith with Christianity, which apparently is a faith
which ti grounded in “right reason.” The problem, of course, is that nobody agrees
about the content or standards of “right reason .“
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also puts all men under the terms of biblical law. The God who made
Adam also made all men responsible to Him through Adam. Thus,
when the Hebrews placed foreign residents under both the restraints
of biblical law and the benefits of biblical law, they made a fun-
damental break with paganism. Natural law theory, which was later
paganism’s attempt to appropriate the universalist of biblical law,
was adopted by the West through the influence of church canon law
and other remnants of Hebrew law.

Some fundamental aspects of the rule of law are these:

1. A common set of moral requirements
2. Public proclamation of the law
3. Universal application of these standards
4. Equality before the law (no respecting of persons)

In short, the law is to be predictable and universal. Civil law as it
applies to citizens in their daily activities is to be sufficiently simple
so that the vast majority of men can understand its general principles
and its specific applications (case laws). This is not to deny that
specialized applications of biblical law principles are never going to
be complex. But those who work in specialized areas of society are to
be aware of these specialized applications. It may be that a “jury of
one’s peers,= or at least a portion of the jury’s membership, should be
composed of people selected randomly from a group of specialists in
the particular sphere or calling of the litigants. The crucial issue is
legal predictabili~,  not the technicalities of the law. In short, men are
to have reasonable expectations concerning the decisions of judges
and juries in specific legal conflicts. Most important, men must have
conzdence  in the integn”~ of the law itselJ  and not just the institutional
agencies of law enforcement, for without confidence in the law itself,
men will not believe that their day-by-day adherence to the law is
related directly to external benefits, both individual and social. They
will lose the major incentive of self-govewwnt  under law.

Without the rule of law, capitalism could never have developed.
It developed in the West precisely because Christianity was the
religion of the West. As Christianity’s influence has waned, especially
in the last hundred years, capitalism has been challenged by increas-
ingly hostile socialist critics. Formul  legal  predictabili~,  the bedrock of a
free market social order, has been abandoned by the intellectuals
and the voters. The predictable “rules of the game” that govern
capitalism are no longer respected by expansionist civil governments



244 MOSES AND PHARAOH

that are propelled by the politics of envy.
J. R. Lucas has commented on the relationship between atheism

and State-worship: “In an age in which many people find it hard to
believe in God, there is a strong tendency to worship the state – or
society — as a God-substitute and to refer all our demands and duties
to it alone, and then the demand for distributive justice will manifest
totalitarian tendencies. The mistake lies in thinking too much of the
state, not in seeking justice in our dealings with our fellow man.”11A As
men’s faith in God and His revealed word has declined along the
greased skids of human autonomy – from Roman law to canon law, to
scholastic natural law, to Deism’s natural law, and then to the positive
law of the State – the State has become increasingly dominant.

The pluralism of the law is the great threat to Western society.
What was plural in the Western legal tradition was not the law-
order itself, but rather the legal order — the institutions and spheres of
application of a universal law-ordez It was not the law-order which was
plural, but the enforcement mechanisms in the various social and in-
st itutional spheres. What is today destroying the Western legal tradi-
tion is the pluralism of religious humanism — a pluralism of law-ordas.
This points to a pluralism of gods, or rather the absence of any one
God as Creator and Guarantor of a single law-order. Men now seek
to create a new unified law-order which will testify to a new god.
This new god is the same old god of the satanic temptation: the
power State, the highest and most powerful representative of the
sovereign god of humanism, collective mankind.

The rise of arbitrary government, with its punitive legislation
against economic profits, now threatens the West with a return to
pagan barbarism. This was the lesson of the Hebrews in Egypt. It
has also become the lesson of twentieth-century administrative law,
administered by bureaucracies. We must take seriously the warning
of Harold Berman regarding the collapse of faith in Western legality.

The crisis of the Western legal tradition is not merely a crisis in legal
philosophy but also a crisis in law itself. Legal philosophers have always
debated, and presumably always will debate, whether law is founded in rea-
son and morality or whether it is only the will of the political ruler. It is not
necessary to resolve that debate in order to conclude that as a matter of
historical fact the legal systems of all the nations that are heirs to the

114. Lucas, “Liberty, Morality, and Justice,“in Cunningham (cd.), Libaty and the
Rule of Law, p. 148.
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Western legal tradition have been rooted in certain beliefs or postulates:
that is, the legal  systems themselves have presupposed the validity of those
beliefs. Today those beliefs or postulates – such as the structural integrity of
the law, its ongoingness, its religious roots, its transcendent qualities – are
rapidly disappearing, not only from the minds of philosophers, not only
from the minds of lawmakers, judges, lawyers, law teachers, and other
members of the legal profession, but from the consciousness of the vast ma-
jority of citizens, the people as a whole; and more than that, they are disap-
pearing from the law itself. The law is becoming more fragmented, more
subjective, geared more to expediency and less to morality, concerned more

with immediate consequences and less with consistency and continuity.
Thus the historical soil of the Western legal tradition is being washed away
in the twentieth century, and the tradition itself is threatened with collapse.

The breakdown of the Western legal tradition springs only in part from
the socialist revolutions that were inaugurated in Russia in October 1917
and that have gradually spread throughout the West (and throughout other
parts of the world as well), albeit often in relatively mild forms. It springs
only in part from massive state intervention in the economy of the nation
(the welfare state), and only in part from the massive bureaucratization of
social and economic life through huge centralized corporate entities (the
corporate state). It springs much more from the crisis of” Western civiliza-
tion itself, commencing in 1914 with the outbreak of World War 1. This was
more than an economic and technological, revolution, more even than a
political revolution. If it had not been, Western society would be able to
adapt its legal institutions to meet the new demands placed upon them, as it
has done in revolutionary situations in the past. Western society would be
able to accommodate socialism — of whatever variety — within its legal tradi-
tion. But the disintegration of the very foundations of that tradition cannot
be accommodated; and the greatest challenge to those foundations is the
massive loss of confidence in the West itself, as a civilization, a community,
and in the legal tradition which for nine centuries has helped to sustain
it.1]5

The age-old debate among legal scholars which he mentions –
whether reason and morality are the source of law, or the ruler — is
answered by the Bible. God is the Ruler and therefore the source of
both reason and morality. Both morality and the law-order are har-
monious and self-reinforcing, because they are both created by God
and under God. Because men as philosophers, moralists, and politi-
cal rulers are in the image of God, their thoughts and acts reflect the

115. Berman, Law and Revolution, pp. 39-40.
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God who made them. They may deviate from His thoughts and
laws, for they are in various degrees ethical rebels, but man’s law-
order can never wholly escape God’s ultimate standards. God is ab-
solutely sovereign; reason, morality, and kings are only derivatively
sovereign,

We must also respond to the crisis of Western law with the
answers that Berman is unwilling to call for: the restoration of Chris-
tianity as the foundation of Western religion, the restoration of this
religion as the foundation of morality and reason, and the establish-
ment of biblical law — and not the restoration of natural law theory —
as the foundation of social order. Nothing else will revive the West. A
true religious revival — a comprehensive revival which restructures every
human institution in terms of biblical law – alone can establish the
West’s foundations of long-term social and legal order. A true revival
alone can re-establish  the long-term institutional foundations of the
free market economy.
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THE FIRSTBORN OFFERING

The LORD spake  unto Moses, saying, Sanctzfi  unto me all the firstborn,
whatsoev~ openeth  the womb among the children of Israel, both of man
and of beast: it is mine (Ex. 13:1-2).

God owns all things (Ps. 24:1). Nevertheless, He set apart ritually
the firstborn males of Israel. It was a symbol to the people of Israel of
the sovereignty of God. Each family had to regard the precious first-
born as God’s property. “For all of the firstborn of the children of Israel
are mine, both man and beast: on the day that I smote every firstborn
in the land of Egypt I sanctified them for myself” (Num. 8:17). God set
them apart — sanctified them — as His special pmsession.

The symbolism of the firstborn is important in the Bible. Adam
was God’s created firstborn son (Luke 3:38), and Adam was created
to serve God as God’s assistant in charge of the earth. Adam’s rebel-
lion called forth God’s grace in sending Jesus Christ, the second
Adam (I Cor. 15:45). Jesus Christ was more than a created firstborn
Son; He was the only begotten Son of God, the second Person of the
Trinity (John 1:14, 18; Acts 13:33). This only begotten Son was set
aside by God as a living, literal sacrifice to God — the second sacrtj’ice
that forever removed the first sacrifices (Heb. 10:9) – so that God’s
people might not taste the second death (Rev. 20:14-15).

The sacrifices of the Old Testament looked forward to Christ’s
final sacrifice. The owner of the pregnant beast could not profit from
the potential productivity of the first male offspring. “All the firstling
males that come of thy herd and of thy flock thou shalt sanctify unto
the LORD thy God: thou shalt do no work with the firstling of thy
bullock, nor shear the firstling of thy sheep” (Deut.  15:19).  The animal
belonged to God. To use a modern phrase, “God took His cut (percen-,
tage) off the top.” He received an immediate payment; the owner had
to wait until the birth of the second male to reap his profit.

247
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“The firstborn of thy sons shalt thou give unto me. Likewise shalt
thou do with thine oxen, and with thy sheep: seven days it shall be
with his dam; on the eighth day thou shalt give it me” (Ex.
22 :29b-30). The firstborn male animal was separated from its
mother and was eventually sacrificed in Jerusalem; the newborn son
was circumcised (Lev. 12:3). In the case of all sons, circumcision was
required, but the eighth day was significant. It marked the sign of
God’s wrath on all male flesh, the result of Adam’s rebellion. It
pointed to man’s rebellion against God on the seventh day, God’s day
of rest, and testified to the need of restoration — a new week in which
man might reconstruct a fallen order, under God. When man struck
out on his own, as a self-professed autonomous being, inaugurating
“man’s week,” God cut him off from the garden and from the tree of
life. We are not specifically told in the Bible that Adam rebelled on ,
the seventh day of creation, but it seems likely. That day was to have
been a day of communion with God, a day which established Adam’s
covenantal  commitment and religious perspective.

There is an apparent problem with the thesis of a seventh-day re-
bellion. Israel’s bloody sacrifice of circumcision was performed on
the eighth day. Also, the separation of firstborn male animals from
their mothers in preparation for their slaughter (or their redemption)
took place on the eighth day. The sorrow of the mothers on the
eighth day seems to parallel the sorrow of women in childbirx  (Gen.
3:16).  (Female mammals suffer similar travails when giving birth,
though the Bible does not record a specific curse on them by God. )
Problem: If the judgment on Eve came on the seventh day because
of her sin on that day, why was the eighth day the day of sorrow for
mothers in Israel? Don’t the eighth-day sacrifices point to an
eighth-day rebellion — the day after the first sabbath? I deal with this
problem below (“Christ, the Firstfruits”).

The Economic Cost of Sacrifice

In the case of sacrificial animals (ox, sheep, goat), redemption
was forbidden (Num. 18:17),  so the loss of the firstborn male animal
was irrevocable. It was a total loss for both its mother and the
human owner. It symbolized the total extent of God’s wrath against
sin. The animal was forever lost; so was the time it had taken to
breed the mother and care for her during her pregnancy. By sacrific-
ing the firstborn male animals, the Israelites were admitting that
they and all that they possessed were under the threat of judgment,
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and that only by conforming to the terms of God’s covenant could
they escape God’s total cutting off of man and his works. Man’s
covenantal  rebellion brings, apart from God’s grace, permanent
destruction. Egypt learned this on the night of the Passover meal.

Even an animal which was not allowed on God’s altar had to die
or obtain a substitute. “And every firstling  of an ass thou shalt
redeem with a lamb; and if thou wilt not redeem it, then thou shalt
break his neck: and all the firstborn of man among thy children shalt
thou redeem” (Ex. 13:13; cf. Num. 18:15-17).  Just because a
profitable donkey could not be sacrificed on the alt&-, the Israelites
were not entitled to make use of it free of charge, as if it were not the
Lord’s. Either it died away from the altar or a lamb died before the
altar. If the lamb was perceived by its owner to be of greater value,
then he was allowed to execute the donkey. He could not reap the in-
come available from a firstborn male without sacrificing something
of comparable value. He did have some discretion, however. If
donkeys were in high demand, and sheep were in relatively low de-
mand, or vice versa, he had his choice. The Bible does not teach a
doctrine of fixed or intrinsic market value. It does not teach that a
donkey’s market price is always equal to a lamb’s during the first
week of its life. The possibility of wide variations in market prices
between the two firstborn animals was always present. The owner
made his choice. The animals were symbolically equivalent, but not
equal in market value.

It should be obvious, however, that permanent large price discrepan-
cies would have been unlikely, If one or the other firstborn animal was
highly valued, men would have begun to slay the other, which would
have reduced the supply of the less valuable species. An increased
supply of lambs in relation to donkeys, because men were choosing
to break the necks of donkeys, would have tended to increase the
price of donkeys relative to lambs. Owners would then have had an
economic incentive to spare some donkeys and slay more lambs.
Each species had a built-in economic protection from excessive
losses.

The priests received the burnt offerings. Since they lived in
Jerusalem, the animals set aside (removed from their dams) had to
be brought to Jerusalem (Deut. 12:6). This indicates that on the
eighth day the sacrificial animal was not immediately sacrificed by
the father in the household, but set apart — sanctz]ed,  in other
words — for God. Then, when the family journeyed to Jerusalem for
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the Passover or other visits, the animal, or its substitute, or its pay-
ment was taken. In the meantime, it could not be used for profit
(Deut. 15:19). The formal or symbolic separation from the mother
took place on the eighth day; to keep it alive, it would have been nec-
essary to let it continue to nurse. This was the case in the dedication of
Samuel by Hannah (I Sam. 1:11, 22-23). Perhaps the family devised
some mechanical means to feed the newborn animals during the wait-
ing period between the separation and the sacrifice or the redemption.

The firstborn male in each family had to be redeemed by means
of a payment to the priests. The family had to pay five shekels
(Num. 18:16). This was done one month after the birth of the child.
The same payment could be made to save the life of an unclean beast
(Num. 18:15). Possibly only the donkey had to be redeemed by
means of a lamb; other unclean animals were purchased with money
from death, although it may have been that all animals were
redeemed with lambs. 1 The firstborn of cows, sheep, and goats had
to die (Num.  18:17).

The language of the firstborn indicates that the firstborn son of
every Hebrew family had to be dedicated to God for service. God
made the following arrangement: “Take the Levites instead of all the
firstborn among the children of Israel, and the cattle of the Levites
instead of their cattle; and the Levites shall be mine: I am the A
LORD” (Num.  3:45). Families then made payment to the Aaronical
priesthood instead of dedicating their own firstborn sons (Num.
3:48, 51). At the time of the segregation of the Levitical  priesthood,
each family with a firstborn son made this initial payment (Num.
3:46-47). From that time on, the payment for firstborn sons went to
Aaron’s house.

Egypt had chosen not to substitute the blood offering required by
God to serve as a substitute payment. The firstborn sons of Egypt
died. There is no escape from this required sacrifice. This is the only
foundation of human history after the rebellion of Adam. God shows
mercy to the sons of Adam for the sake of Christ’s sacrifice as God’s
firstborn, the high priest, the one set apart by God to become the
firstborn offering.

1. James Jordan suggests that all unclean beasts were “redeemedn by lambs, while
humans were redeemed with silver. He cites I Peter 1:18-19: “Forasmuch  as ye know
that ye were not redeemed with corruptible things, as silver and gold, from your
vain conversation received by tradition from your fathers; but with the precious
blood of Christ, as of a lamb without blemish and without spot.”
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Christ, the Firstfruits

Jesus rose from the dead on the day after the Passover sabbath. It
was the first day of the week (Luke 24:1).  This day was also the day
of the firstfiwits  offering, the day the lamb of the firstfruits was to be
sacrificed (Lev. 23:12). Paul refers to “Christ the firstfruits”  (I Cor.
15:23). I argued in the first edition of The Dominion Covenant:  Genesis
that this firstfruits offering was made on the eighth day (the day after
the seventh day), and it covered the sin of Adam, who probably
rebelled on the eighth day after God began His work of creation,
meaning the day after the sabbath. 2 I have been persuaded by James
Jordan that this explanation needs modification. Adam probably
rebelled on the first full day of life, the sabbath. God covered him
with the skins of animals on that day, which meant that blood was
shed.

What about the shedding of blood of the Hebrew male in circum-
cision on the eighth day (Lev. 12:3), and the separation of the
firstborn male from its mother on the eighth day (Ex. 22:30)? Why
was this required on the eighth day, if the symbolic ethical covering
(animal skins) had been provided by God in the garden on the
seventh day, assuming that Jordan is correct concerning Adam’s
seventh-day rebellion? Jordan argues that the eighth-day rites
pointed to the need for a new creation, a coming ethical transformation
which would inaugurate a new kingdom and a new dominion.
Adam’s sin had polluted the sabbath. It had polluted the first day of
man’s week, a day which is supposed to prepare us for six days of
service in the kingdom. This was the day on which he was to have
received his marching orders in preparation for his work week. What
mankind needed after Adam’s rebellion was a new day, a cleansed
day, for a new beginning.

‘Christ the firstfruits”  was resurrected on the eighth day (the day
following the sabbath) to inaugurate the new week of redeemed humuni~,
beginning with a new day of rest. This was the long-expected
culmination of the rites of circumcision and firstborn sacrifice, the
necessary substitute payment for the sin of Adam, but timed so as to
point to a new creation. Christ’s resurrection proved that His
sacrifice on the cross was sufficient to atone for men’s sins, so the Old
Testament’s annual sacrifices, the circumcisions, and the firstborn

2. Gary North, The Dominwn Covenant: Genesis (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1982), pp. 69-72.
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sacrifices are no longer necessary (Heb.  7:26-28).
The Book of Nehemiah explicitly links together the firstfruits  of

the ground, the trees, the dough, the wine, and the firstborn of sons
and animals (Neh. 10:35-37). Chn”st can be seen as both thejrstjhd.s  and

fzrstbom  o~.ings.  He is the iirstborn  and only begotten Son of God. His
resurrection proves that firstborn sons no longer need to die, that
firstborn animals no longer need to be sacrificed, and that firstborn
sons no longer need to be circumcised the eighth day. “For in Jesus
Christ neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor uncircumcision;
but faith which worketh by love” (Gal. 5:6). Christ’s victory on the
eighth day has overcome the need for sacrifices on the eighth day.

Christ’s sacrifice transfers capital back to man. No longer are men
required to sacrifice the firstborn animals of their flocks. No longer
must the y journey to Jerusalem to present their sacrificial animals. No
longer are the “mothers in Israel” saddened on the eighth day by the
loss of their firstborn males (animals) or the marring of their sons’
flesh. No longer are fathers required to pay five shekels upon the
birth of the first son. Fami&  capital  is thmeby increased by Christ ? sacriice.
Men paid token prices to a holy God in Old Testament times, only
because God honored the incomparably costly future sacrifice of His
Son. Now, even those token payments have been abrogated.
Redeemed men keep their lives and their capital, for God’s Son lost
both His life and His capital at the cross. Not even a cloak to cover
His nakedness was held back by Christ (Matt. 27:35). It cost Christ
every earthly possession, including His modesty. His people are the
immediate beneficiaries, for the y retain a greater portion of their
capital than they did before the cross. Our dominion tasks are made
less onerous, and our celebrations become that much more splendid,
as a result of this New Testament transfer of capital back to His peo-
ple. The resurrection lightened the financial burdens of His people,
forever. The restraints imposed on the outworking of the dominion
covenant in the Old Testament have been removed with the coming
of the Holy Spirit and the establishment of a new covenant. A
righteous culture is now possible. Like the child/slave who matures
into an adult (Gal. 4), we no longer suffer the dominical restraints of
the ceremonial aspects of the law.

Conclusion

Chrisl?s  death and resurrection in principle erased our guilt and
our obligation to offer blood sacrifices. It healed the rebellious hearts
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of God’s adopted sons, allowing them to participate in redeemed
man’s week, which begins with man% rest because Christ’s sacrifice is
now behind us chronologically. Thus the Lord’s day has been moved

.
to the eighth day, so that the first day of man’s week is, a.s it was in the
garden, a day of rest. Redeemed men announce their dependence on
God by beginning their work week with rest, a statement of their
complete dependence on God’s grace and blessings — a ritual decla-
ration of their having abandoned autonomous man’s week, which
allows no cost-free rest for man. Christians announce their reliance
on the work of the second Adam, Jesus Christ, thereby renouncing
their reliance on their own efforts, as sons of the first Adam. God
restores their capital to them by reducing their former obligation to
pay in blood ‘on the eighth day. We rest now, and we have increased
wealth to show for it. Let the fathers rejoice, and let all mothers re-
joice, too. The blood no longer flows in the new covenant Israel.
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THE PSYCHOLOGY OF SLAVERY

Is not this the word that we did tell thee in E~pt, saying, Let us alone,
that we may serve the E~ptians? For it had been better for us to serve the
Egyptians, than that we should die in the wilderness (Ex. 14:12).

The day of the Lord had come to Israel, the long-awaited day of
release from bondage. God had manifested His power in a series of
mighty acts, culminating in the death of the firstborn of Egypt. If
ever there was going to be a day of release, this was it. Remaining in
bondage for “a better day to flee, a more opportune moment to
escape” would have been preposterous. Pharaoh’s will to resist their
departure had been temporarily overcome. The Egyptians had en-
couraged their rapid departure. God had opened the way of escape
to them, and the Egyptians had literally pushed them out of the
land, paying them to depart.

All the same, neither Pharaoh nor the Israelites had escaped
from their basic outlooks. Pharaoh had temporarily capitulated to
the demands of Moses. The Israelites had temporarily taken heart at
God’s mighty acts, and they had even dared to demand restitution
(spoils) from their Egyptian captors. But Pharaoh was a self-
proclaimed divine monarch, theoretically sovereign over all Egypt,
and the Hebrews had been his slaves. The Hebrews were convinced
that their position as servants in the land was permanent. They had
been slaves in body, and their responses to Moses, tire> after time,
were the responses of people who were also slaves in their souls.
Pharaoh soon became convinced that he had made a mistake in
allowing them to leave (Ex. 14:5), and the Hebrews soon became
convinced that they had made a mistake in listening to Moses and
leaving. The Hebrews could not forget the earthly power of their
former master; they seemed unable to acknowledge the awesome
power of their new master, Jehovah. Their cry went up to Moses:

254



The Psychology of Slauiny 255

better to have served as earthly slaves in Egypt than to bear the visi-
ble risks and burdens of freedom under God. Neither the Hebrews
nor Pharaoh wanted to admit that God does not call His people to be
perpetual slaves in body, and that they are never to become slaves of
men in spirit. Neither Pharaoh nor the Hebrews could admit that
‘where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty” (II Cor. 3: 17 b),

The Bible contrasts two sorts of servitude: slavery to the earthly
life and its sinful perspectives, on the one hand, and slavery to God,
whose “yoke  is easy” and whose %urden is light” (Matt. 11:30), on the
other. Slaves unto life or slaves unto death: men cannot escape from sub-
ordination. The lure of Satan is to convince men that they can achieve
freedom from all subordination by asserting their own autonomy
and sovereignty — in short, to be as God. The result is temporal
ethical subordination to Satan, and eternal judgmental subordina-
tion to God. When God’s hand is lowered in judgment on a civiliza-
tion, ethical subordination to Satan also means destruction, in time
and on earth.

God recognized the weakness of these newly freed slaves. When
it came time for them to depart from Egypt, He led them east to the
Red Sea. Had they gone in a northeast direction, they would have
had to pass through the land of the Philistine, although geographic-
ally speaking, it would have been a shorter route into Canaan. But
God recognized their weakness; they were not ready for a direct
military confrontation (Ex. 13:17-18). They might have returned to
Egypt had they been challenged from the front. They were being
driven from the rear, at first by the Egyptians who implored them to
depart, and then by the attacking army of Pharaoh.

This pressure from the rear was accompanied by God’s pillar of
fire and cloud in front of them (Ex. 13:21-22). They looked forward
toward the manifestation of God which preceded them, despite the
fact that their major motivation was rearward. If they were to ~ee,
they had to march forward, and they became used to following God’s
theophany, the fire and the cloud. Psychologically, they were still
slaves of Egypt, always tempted to look backward at their former
home and former masters, but because they had been ejected, they
were forced to pay attention to the leadership of God. Ps ychologic-
ally speaking, they were marching out of Egypt more than they were
marching toward Canaan. But the discipline of marching was basic to their
training, a means of transforming their vision and motivation.
(Marching is a universally recognized means of training military
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recruits. ) The King James Version says that they went up ‘bar-
nessed”  out of the land of Egypt, but a better translation is provided
by the Berkeley Version: “In martial order the Israelites went up out
of the land of Egypt” (Ex. 13 :18b). Cassuto translates it: ‘;in orderly
array.” i James Jordan comments: “When Israel marched out of
Egypt, she marched five in a rank. The term translated ‘battle array’
in Exodus 13:18 actually means ‘five in a rank’ (cf. also Josh. 1:14;
4:12; Jud. 7:11; Num. 32 :17).”2  God was treating them as recruits are
treated in basic training: marching them in an orderly fashion,
under the leadership of a drill instructor. They were to learn the art
of war through the discipline of enforced marching, visible leader-
ship, and a carefully staged “obstacle course .“ That obstacle course
was the Red Sea. Later, their obstacle course was the wilderness.

Three Types of Slavery

Earthly slavery, as manifested clearly in the history of the Ex-
odus, involves at least three factors: slavery to ~ooj, slavery to the
past, and slavery to the present. The Hebrews cursed Moses, for he
had served them as a deliverer. He had enabled them to cast off the
chains of bondage. They looked to the uncertain y that lay before
them (the Red Sea) and the chariots behind them, and they wailed.
They had lost what they regarded as external security in Egypt, a
welfare State existence, and they resented Moses’ leadership. They
had no confidence in God and God’s promised future. Looking
resolutely over their shoulders, they stumbled at the very border of
freedom, the Red Sea. Fearing death ‘in freedom, this generation
died in the wilderness. Better to serve in Egypt than die in the
desert, they proclaimed. God then proved to all but Caleb and
Joshua, who never believed in this slave slogan, that it was much
better to die in the wilderness than to serve in Egypt. Best of all, God
showed the next generation, was the conquest of Canaan. But the
Israelites of Moses’ day could not see that far into the future; they
saw only the past and the present — a present bounded, they be-
lieved, by Pharaoh’s army and the Red Sea. What they saw as the
end of their lives was in fact only an obstacle course.

Slaues  to food. Once they had been delivered from their Egyptian
enemies, they were determined to keep their heads riveted to the

1. U. Cassuto, A CommentuV on the Book of Exodus, trans. Israel Abrahams (Jeru-
salem: Magnes Press, Hebrew University, [1951] 1974), pp. 156-57.

2. James Jordan, The Geneva Papers, No. 25 (Feb. 1984), [p. 3].
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rear anyway. They were stiffnecked  indeed. No longer able to hear
the rumble of Egyptian chariots, they were deafened by the rumbling of
their stomachs. Better to have died in Egypt, they complained, “when
we did eat bread to the full,”  than to die in the wilderness (Ex. 16:3).
They had short memories about their former condition. So the Lord
gave them manna. ‘Not good enough,” came the cries. “We  need
meat. In Egypt, we had garlic and onions and leeks and melons.
Mere manna, even if accompanied by liberty,  can hardly compare.”
So God gave them meat for a month – so much, He promised them,
that it would come out of their nostrils, and they would loathe it
(Num. 11:4-6, 18-21).

Their problem was not protein deficiency. Their problem was a
theological deficiency. Their god was their belly (Phil. 3:19). Their
stiff  necks did not permit them to look up to the heavens and rejoice
in the source of their manna.

The fact that man needs food in order to live indicates that he is a
creature. Ascetic fasting, designed to “free” the individual from his
“dependence” on food, is simply  one more example of man’s blasphe-
mous move to transcend his creaturehood. s Food and drink,  in
Scripture, from Eden to the New Jerusalem, signify man’s depend-
ence on God, the Source of all life. Thus, the mere fact that Israel
needed food, and that they asked Moses and God for it, was not sin-
ful in itself, and might otherwise have been an act of faith. What is
clear, however, is that they did not see food as a gift of God, and its
lack as a token of God’s displeasure; rather, they saw food as a thing
in itself. Their affections were placed preeminently on the creature,
not the Creator. Satisfaction of physical hunger was more important
to them than the obtaining of spiritual and eternal life from the life-
giver. Repeatedly God withheld food from them. Repeatedly they
did not ask for food in faith. Repeatedly they complained against
God and Moses, and expressed a preference for Egypt. They never
got the message.

3. Several examples of mystics who live virtually without food are offered in
Paramhansa  Yogananda’s popular book, The Autobiography of a Yogi (Los Angeles:
Self-Realization Fellowship, [1946] 1971). The most impressive is the case of Roman
Catholic mystic and stigmatic  Therese Neumann of Konnersreuth: pp. 367-75.
Yogananda  cites other books about her: Therese Neumann: A S@nutist of Our Day and
Further Chronicles of Therese  Neuron, by Friederich  Ritter von Lama, and A. P.
Schimberg’s  The StoU of Tbrese Neumann, all published by the Bruce Publishing Co.
of Milwaukee, Wisconsin; cf. Johannes  Steiner, Therese Neumunn (Staten Island,
New York: Alba House).
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Manna was a special kind of food. It was provided for them
supernaturally. It was scheduled to appear predictably. It was also
exceedingly plain — the kind of food which is provided to an army in the

jieid. In World War II, the all-to-familiar canned C-rations became
the objects of scorn and jokes, just so long as they were delivered on
time. The U.S. Army was the best-fed army in history up to that
time, but the boring food, especially the canned food that was the
common fare when men were in the battlefield, was resented by the
troops, unless a crisis occurred which cut them off from new sup-
plies.4 Israel resented manna, for the lsraelhes  did not see them-
selves as an army on a battlefield. Their memories of special occa-
sional meals in Egypt chased away their memories of bondage. They
had developed ‘a taste for slavery, literally.

Slaves to the Past. How could they have forgotten the grinding
bondage of their former state? Could they learn nothing from
history? In a word, no. Historiography is an intellectual reconstruc-
tion which man attempts, and he hopes that his reconstruction
resembles the actual events of the past. But being an intellectual re-
construction, it is dependent upon a philosophical foundation for ac-
curate interpretation. The events of history teach nothing to those
who are blind to God’s sovereignty over these events. Or more ac-
curately, their interpretation teaches something that is inaccurate. 5

The Israelites told Moses that death in Egypt would have been
preferable to the responsibilities of godly liberty. The pain of dying
would have been over by now, they complained. Wouldn’t the graves
of Egypt have been preferable (Ex. 14:11)?  They faced the responsibili-
ties of life, and they grumbled. They were blinded by a false vision of
the past. They preferred to live in terms of historical fantasy rather
than face the realities of life. They preferred to remember their bond-
age in Egypt as a golden age by comparison, thereby trading the op-
portunities of the present for the imaginary comforts of the past. Is it
any wonder that God imposed upon them the ritual observance of the
Passover? Mouthing words that they did not really understand, the
fathers of that generation transmitted a true vision of the past to their
children. The mandatory bitter herbs were educational.

4. The U.S. soldier was also the most heavily laden foot soldier in history: 84
pounds of equipment. William Manchester, The G1OT and the Dream (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1974), p. 281.

5. C. Gregg Singer, The Problem of Historical Interpretation,” in Gary North
(cd.), Foundations of Christian Schokarsh@:  Essays in the Km Til Perspective (Vallecito,
California: Ross House Books, 1976), ch. 4.
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Naoes to the Present. The laws of the Old Testament recognized the
existence of psychological slavery. Restrictions were placed on the
administration of that institution. The case laws of the Old Testa-
ment begin with the laws of slavery (Ex. 21). Slavery was never in-
tended to be normative for the people of God. Debtors who sold
themselves into slavery went free in the seventh (sabbatical) year
(Deut. 15:2).  Criminals who went into slavery to pay off the restitu-
tion payment owed to the victim could be kept in slavery until the
debt was finally paid,s but criminal acts were not considered nor-
mative for Israel. It took a special vow, marked by a hole punched in
the slave’s ear, to place a man in voluntary lifetime slavery (Ex.
21:5-6).  The biblical injunction regarding slavery is seen in Paul’s
assertion that a godly man should accept an offer of freedom from his
master (I Cor. 7: 21-2!’2).  The exercise of god~  dominion under God is
made more effective by widespread personal freedom.

There is little doubt that the affairs of this life are burdensome. If
getting out of life’s burdens were the essence of human life, then
death would be preferable to life. Paul recognized this fact even
more clearly than the murmuring Hebrews did. Yet he made it clear
that the present responsibilities of godly service were more impor-
tant than his desire to depart from the body to be with Christ (Phil.
1:22-26). As a free man, Paul saw the burdens of the present as an
opportunity. He was to serve God as an instrument for the extension
of God’s kingdom. He did not think it proper to escape prematurely
from this earthly service in order to enjoy heaven’s rest.

Slaves to the Future

The Bible tells us that we are to be slaves to thefuttire.  Life, despite
its petty burdens, is a resource. Free men are not chained to life;
they are users of it. Servants of a sovereign God are to be free men,
and free men use life as a means of attaining long-run uicto~, both per-
sonally and covenantally,  in the final day, and also in time and on
earth. Life is like a high-powered rifle which is painful to fire because
of the recoil. ln the hands of God’s servant, life has a specific pur-
pose. It is an instrument of victory. However painful it may be to
fire, the godly man knows that it is much more painful for those on
the “receiving end.” Better to suffer the pain of a recoiling rifle than

6. Jame~  Jordan, Slavery in Biblical Perspective (Master’s Thesis, Westminster
Theological Seminary, 1980), p. 80
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its projectile. Our task is to aim the weapon and pull the trigger. God
will heal our bruised shoulders just as surely as he will guide the
bullets to their predestined targets.

To the victors go the spoils. The Hebrews of Moses’ bay should
have learned this on the night of the Exodus. Joshua and Caleb
learned this lesson well. Their contemporaries were overtaken in the
wilderness by death, the event they had feared most, for their fear of
the present had blinded their vision  of the spoils  of Canaan which lay
ahead.

It is this future-orientation that marks the free man’s perspective.
He makes decisions in terms of the future, has confidence in the
future, and can happily sacrifice present income for increased in-
come in the future. As a responsible agent in God’s kingdom, the
redeemed man is motivated more by future successes than by pres-
ent enjoyments. The uncertainties of life are less of a threat to him
than the certainties of the welfare State and slavery. To remain in
bondage to Satan, whose destruction in the future is sure, is to re-
main earth-bound, and ultimately present-bound psychologically. A
future-oriented man or culture is operating in terms of a perspective
which is innately biblical, for it is Satan’s goal to squander his assets
in the present, given  his inevitable defeat in the future. It is Satan
who revels in the present, dreaming of his triumphs in the past. He
shudders at his prospects for the future.

Joseph’s bondage was external, not mental. The same was true of
the three young Hebrews in the court of Nebuchadnezzar. Daniel
was a captive, but he continued to wind up in positions of authority.
Again and again, external bondage became a training ground for extanal  uic-
toy, precisely because the bondage was merely external rather than
psychological. Psychological bondage, a reflection of spiritual bond-
age to sin, is a more powerful form of bondage than physical bo”ndage.

Conclusion

The Hebrews of Moses’ day had become slaves psychologically
because they had become slaves to sin and slaves to a false religion,
the escapist religion. Having abandoned hope in the future, they
clung mentally to the past. They hoped continually to return to the .
bondage of the past in order to escape the burdens of the present.
Joshua and Caleb also resented the burdens of the present, but their
focus was the promised victory in Canaan. Their chief burden in the
present was the past-orientation of their fellow Hebrews. They had
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to wait for God to leave that generation in the dust of the wilderness
before they could begin to organize the victory of the kture. They

had learned the lesson of the Red Sea. They had no desire  to hear
God’s words again,  the words He had spoken to Moses: “And the
LORD said unto Moses, Wherefore criest  thou unto me? Speak unto
the chilch-en of Israel, that they go forward” (Ex. 14:15). But their
contemporaries never learned that lesson, even after the army of their
former masters had perished in the waters. As psychological slaves, ‘
they resisted unto the end God’s call for them to go forward. The best
they could manage was wandering around in a 40-year circle.

We need to recognize the extraordinary power of the psychology
of slavery. For at least 80 years, the Hebrews in Egypt had been in
physical bondage. When Moses returned from the wilderness, they
did not want his deliverance. They did not want God’s deliverance.
They much preferred life in Egyptian slavery, despite its hardships.
Their commitment to sin and slavery was to last an additional 40
years after the Exodus. So powerful is the psychology of slavery,
which is a manifestation of the escapist religion, that it took 120
years, at the very least, to stamp it out in Israel. They were bondser-
vants to a false religion — escapist religion — and also bondservants to
sin, bondservants to the Egyptians, and bondservants to fear. They
had adopted certain aspects of Egyptian religion and culture – the
longing for leeks and onions and golden calves7 – and their separa-
tion from these false gods was not purged out by the first Passover or
the 39 that followed. The leaven of Egypt was still with them until
the day that all but two of them died in the wilderness.

There is an alliance between power religion and escapist
religion. The psychology  of tyranny is the other side of the ethically re-
bellious coin of the p.sycholo~ of ~lavq, just as sadism is the other side
of masochism. Bullies need victims. The power religionists and the
escapist religionists  need each other.

7. Michael Waker, Exodus and Revolution (New York: Basic Books, 1985), pp.
56-57.
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THE METAPHOR OF GROWTH: ETHICS

Thou shalt brz”ng  them in, and plant them in the mountain of thine  in-
heritance, in the place, O LORD, which thou hast made for thee to dwell
in, in the Sanctua~,  O LORD , which thy hands have established (Ex.

15:17).

The sociologist-historian Robert Nisbet has written: “There has
never been a time in Western thought when the image  of social

change has not been predominant y biological in nature .“ ~ Even his
use of the English-language phrase, “in nature,” is revealing of the
influence of the metaphor; he means, as we all do, “in form” or “in
essence,” or “fundamentally,” but we all frequently substitute the
phrase “in nature.” The power of the metaphor of nature is very
great, intellectually and linguistically.

There is no doubt that the Bible uses the language of biological
process in order to communicate certain truths concerning the affairs
of mankind. Such terms as “planting,“ “grass; and “seed” are fairly
common. The Bible  unquestionably describes the processes of social
change in the language of biological growth and decay. Never-
theless, the Bible does not teach that mankind is a reflection of
nature, or that the affairs of man are reflections of nature’s processes.
The reverse is the case. Man is the archetype of nature, not the other
way around. It is nature’s processes which are analogous to man%.

Man’s mortality does appear to be analogous to the processes of a
cursed earth, of growth and decay, and his certain aspects of man’s in-
stitutions also resemble living and dying biological organisms. But

1. Robert A. Nisbet, Prgudices: A Philosophical Dictionav (Cambridge, Massachus-
sets: Harvard University Press, 1982), p. 274.
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the essence of man is not his mortality; the essence of man is his posi-
tion as God’s agent of dominion over creation, a creature made in
God’s image. Man’s rebellion led to the curse of nature, for nature is
subordinate to man. Nature is afflicted with the process of growth
and decay as a result of man’s ethical rebellion. Both man and
nature were cursed by God in response to this ethical rebellion.
Therefore, what we ought to conclude is that man’s mortali~ is
analogous to the processes of nature, not because nature is nor-
mative, but because man is.

Social Sanctification

The Bible affirms the existence of social change which advances
ideally from spiritual immuturip  to spiritual muturity.  This process is in-
escapably ethical. The Bible sets forth ethical standards in the law of
God, and the extent to which people approach these standards in
their daily activities determines their moral progress. Spiritual ma-
turity is imputed to man at the time of regeneration,  z but working
out one’s salvation with fear and trembling (Phil. 2: 12 b), in time and
on earth, is the basis of a man’s progressive sanctification. 3 Pro-
gressive sanctification cannot lead to perfection on this side of the
grave.

What is true for the individual is also true for a society.
Adherence to biblical law brings beneficial developments throughout
the society’s institutions; conversely, departure from adherence to
the law brings God’s historic judgment and social contraction. The
external blessings are removed by God. Thus, it is not a case of
social “birth, growth, senility, death, and decay,” but rather grace

2. The Collected Writings of John ktuwa~ 4 vols. (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth,
1977), II, ch. 21: “Definitive Sanctification.” Speaking of the antithesis between
moral regeneration and moral bondage, Murray writes: “There is no possibility of
toning down the antithesis; it appears all along the line of the varying aspects from
which life and action are to be viewed. In respect of every criterion by which moral
and spiritual life is to be assessed, there is absolute differentiation. This means that
there is a decisive and definitive breach with the power and service of sin in the case
of every one who has come under the control of the provisions of grace” (p. 280). In
short, progressive sanctification in the life of an individual begins with dgbsitiue
sanctification.

3. Gary North, Unconditional Surrender: G%d’s  Program for Victo~  (2nd ed.; Tyler,
Texas: Geneva Divinity School Press, 1983), pp. 43-47. See also John Murray, Col-
lected Writings, II, ch. 23: “Progressive Sanctification .“
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(external blessings), covenantal faithfulness,
response to faithfulness, temptation, and then,
is successful, covenantal  rebellion, followed
(Deut. 8 and 28).

added blessings in
if Satan’s temptation
by God’s judgment

Thus, there can be no greater contrast between true religion and
false religion as it applies to social theory than the distinction be-
tween the metaphor of biological growth and the metaphor of
spiritual growth from immaturity to maturity. What takes place in
man’s social institutions is a reflection of the society’s adherence or
rejection of the terms of the covenant — a covenant which is expressly
ethical and ]“udicial.  This is one of the most important underlying
theses of this commentary and those volumes that are scheduled to
follow.

Nevertheless, we do find that the language of agriculture is used
by the biblical writers to describe spiritual and institutional develop-
ment. Paul wrote to the Corinthian church: “I have planted, and
Apollos  watered; but God gave the increase” (I Cor. 3:6). We need to
understand the differences between the Bible’s use of such biological
language and the seemingly similar use of such terms by pagan
social theorists.

Planting

“Thou shalt bring them in, and plant them in the mountain of
thine inheritance, in the place, O LORD, which thou hast made for
thee to dwell in, in the Sanctuary, O LORD, which thy hands have
established” (Ex. 15:17). The translators of the King James Version ,
capitalized “Sanctuary,” which seems to imply that Moses was speak-
ing of the .Temple.  Psalm 78:53-54 provides evidence that ‘sanc-
tuary” should not be capitalized, since it refers in this case to the land
of Israel itself  “And he led them on safely, so that they feared not: but
the sea overwhelmed, their enemies. And he brought them to the
border of his sanctuary, even to this mountain, which his right hand
had purchased.” The Berkeley version translates verse 54: “He
brought them to His holy domain, to the mountain which His right
hand had gained.” The passage refers, then, to a special land in which
God’s people would dwell with Him. God intended to plant His peo-
ple in this land.

The metaphor of planting is a familiar one in the Bible. It is
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related to the metaphor of growth which was understood by ancient
pagan cultures. While the Hebrew metaphor was similar in lan-
guage to those pagan metaphors of agricultural prosperity, there
were important differences in usage. These differences stemmed
from the differing conceptions of the creation.

The Hebrews believed that God created the universe out of
nothing. God’s sovereignty in the fiat act of creation therefore
guarantees His total sovereignty over the affairs of history. The doc-
trine of creation out of nothing implies the doctrine of God’s provi-
dence. History is linear — creation, Fall, redemption (incarnation,
crucifixion, resurrection), partial restoration, final judgment, total
restoration — and it is totally personal. The Fall of man was seen as
being ethical, an act of man’s will in defiance of God. This Fall was
not understood as a product of some flaw in nature, for nature had
been created good. The Fall of man resulted in the judgment by God
of both man and his environment, but the cause was man’s ethical
rebellion. Ethical restoration, which involves personal repentance
and adherence to God’s covenant, was promised by God. The origi-
nal peace of nature will return (Isa. 11:6-9). Restoration therefore
meant to the Hebrews the eventual victory of God in time and on
earth. The New Testament’s vision is the same (Rem. 8:18-23).

Pagan cosmologies did not share this view of creation. God was
not se& as the Creator who brought the creation out of nothing.
Matter, whether in the form of raw chaos, or water, or a cosmic egg,
was seen as co-eternal with “god.” This god’s victory over chaos at
the time of “creation” (the emergence of “ordered being”) — the “origi-
nal time”4 — was viewed as a continuous process. God cannot guar-
antee the outcome of the struggle between order and chaos. He can-
not guarantee the outcome because he himself is finite. Historical
change is neither linear nor absolutely personal; it is inherently

4, The subject of pagan man’s concept of “original time? the time of the creation,
is treated in most of the books by Mircea Eliade, but especially in Cosmos and HistoU:
7%e Myth of the Eternal Return (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1959), and in The
Sarred and the ProJane: The Nature of Religion (New York: Harper Torchbooks, [1957]
1961), ch. 2: “Sacred Time and Myths.” Pagan men in primitive cultures have long
believed that they can participate in this original time through special rituals,
especially chaos festivals. It is significant that neither Judaism nor Christianity cele-
brates the creation ritually, nor does it appear in their religious calendars. The crea-
tion is understood as exclusively the work of God.
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vclical.  The Fall of man was not primarily ethical, but metaphysical.
A flaw in nature was involved. Man is now imprisoned in the bond-
age of time. Covenant-breaking man’s goal is therefore self-
transcen&nce through the overcoming of time — its abolition, generally
through ritual chaos. Out of chaos came time, structure, and order;
out of the progressive bondage of order will come a new chaos,
which will then renew law-burdened order. s The two are eternal
equals in many pagan cosmologies.

This dialectical tension between chaos and order is reflected in the natu-
ral processes of growth and decay. Eternal repetition swallows up
historical development and historical meaning. The seasons of
nature therefore become normative, both culturally and religiously.
The importance of fertility rituals to ancient paganism was based on
a particular view of the origin of being. It was a view not shared by
the Hebrews.

Grass and Seed

In contrast to the normative processes of nature, which pagan
cosmologies proclaimed, stood the Hebrew metaphor grass. David
used grass to illustrate the universal extension of God’s kingdom:
u . . . they of the city shall flourish like grass of the earth” (Ps.
72 :16b). Yet in other passages, the wicked are compared to another
aspect of grass, something to be cut down (Ps. 37:2, 28). Mais
transitoriness, in contrast to God’s eternal word, is compared to
withering grass (Isa. 40:6-8; cf. I Pet. 1:24-25). The uses of the
metaphor of grass are ethical in intent.

Another metaphor of growth can be found in the Hebrews’
metaphor of the seed. The generations of man are described as seed
(Gen. 9:9; 13:16, etc.). Both cultural progress and cultural decline,
being functions of man’s ethical response to God’s law rather than
the products of forces in nature, are also characterized by the
metaphor of growth and decay. The language of agriculture is used
to describe both cultural destruction (Jer. 7:20; 8:13; Ezk.  17:1-10)  and
cultural restoration (Ezk. 17:23-24; Jer. 17:7-8). Cultural destruction

5. In addition to Eliade’s books that deal with this theme, see Roger Caiflois, Man
and the Sacred (New York: Free Press, 1959). On man’s attempt to achieve self-
transcendence through the abolition of “normal” or “profane” time, see Gary North,
None Dare Call It Wi.khmafl (New Rochelle,  New York: Arlington House, 1976), ch.
9.



The Metaphor of Growth: Ethics 267

and cultural restoration are God’s responses to the ethical decisions
of whole nations or populations.

The New Testament uses the metaphor of the seed in several
passages. The parable of the sower focuses on the effects of the
various environments on four seeds that are scattered (Matt. 13:3-8).
Another parable using the sower focuses on two different kinds of
seeds that are planted by two rival sowers in the same field, the
parable of the wheat and tares (Matt. 13:24-30). Obviously, these
agricultural metaphors are only metaphors. They are used in vary-
ing ways to drive home spiritual points. They point to time’s role in
the process of maturation.

Paul used the metaphor of domestic agriculture to make his case
for the restoration and victory of the kingdom of God. He used the
metaphor of the wild olive branch which is grafted into the root. His
goal was to describe the relationship historically between the Jews
and the gentiles. The redrafting in of the elect Jews at the end of the
era of the gentiles is seen by Paul as the foundation of external recon-
struction and victory — the basis of Paul’s eschatological  optimism
(Rem. 11:17-27).  His usage of the metaphor makes it plain that the
whole  process is unnatural. God, as the plant domesticator, does not
graft the domesticated branch into the wild root, which is the tradi-
tional agricultural practice. He grafts the wild olive branch (gentiles)
into the original root (covenant Israel).  G Not the process of growth
and decay, but the calculated, purposefid  intervention of the active tree
grafter, is Paul’s point. Natural or even traditional practices are not
normative. God’s sovereignty is. normutiue.

Classical Culture and Cycles

The possibility of external progress was set before the Hebrew
nation very early. This promise involved the possibility of long-term
economic development as the product of long-term covenantalfaith  fulness to
God3 laws. Pagan cultures, including the Greeks and the Remans,
took the cyclical processes of nature as normative, and never were
able to develop a progressive philosophy of time. T They were unable

6. John Murray, The Epzktk to the Rornans (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1965), II, pp. 84-90.

7. Ludwig Edelstein argues in his posthumously published book, The Idea of Pro-
gress in Ckzssical Antiquity (Baltimore, Maryland: John Hopkins Press, 1967), that the
Greeks and Romans did not all believe in cyclical time, and that some of the promi-
nent philosophers did believe that some linear progress is possible indefinitely. His
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to believe in the possibility of long-term, cumulative social and eco-
nomic progress. s To believe in such a possibility y, they would have
had to abandon their commitment to the twin doctrines of cycles and
impersonal fate.g

In the debate over whether classical civilization was or was not
committed to the ultimate pessimism of cycles, this much should be
understood: the historians have not been able to produce evidence of
a confident commitment to the idea of irzescapahb  progress, or a doc-
trine of ultimate victory by man over nature. Nisbet’s book, Histoy
of the Idea of Progress, presents worthy examples of fragments from
classical authors that proclaimed sow  progress by man over the
ages, and the possibility of continuing progress — if not for mankind
in general, then at least for the beneficiaries of classical culture. 10
But to maintain that the classical world did not adopt almost com-
pletely the idea of historical cycles makes it very difficult to explain
the Renaissance’s rejection of linear history. Nisbet himself has writ-
ten: “From Augustine down to the modern world, with the exception

evidence is weak, however. He has to admit that Plato and Aristotle held to a cyclical
view of time, and that rampant skepticism throughout later Greek culture militated
against a widespread belief in progress. There is no question that neither the Greeks
nor the Remans had any concept of time that is exclusively linear — beginning,
meaningful time, and final judgment — or that is necessarily progressive, meaning
beneficial to mankind, in the long run. Greek and Roman society maintained the
annual chaos festivals until the very end, which Edelstein fails to mention. This
points to the cultural and religious commitment of classical civilization to a cyclical
view of time. On the cyclical views of Greek science, see Stanley Jaki, The Road of
Science and the Ways to God (University of Chicago Press, 1978), ch. 2.

8. I am here taking exception with Robert Nisbet’s excellent book, History  of the
Idea ojProgress (New York: Basic Books, 1980), ch. 1. He follows Edelstein, W. K. C.
Guthrie, M. 1. Findlay, and his own teacher, Frederick Teggert, in arguing that
there were philosophers in Greece and Rome who held out the possibility of
cumulative increases in men’s knowledge, technological improvements, and even
moral improvement over time. He rejects the thesis that classical thought was domi-
nated by a notion of cyclical time, as argued by John Baillie, F. M. Corn ford, W. R.
Inge, R. G. Collingwood,  and J. B. Bury, Nisbet’s intellectual enemy in this debate.
He sees the myth of Prometheus, the god who gave mankind fire, as the archetypal
example of human advancement: pp. 17-18.

9. On the collapse of the ancient world’s philosophical base, which led to the col-
lapse of classical civilization, see Charles Norris Cochrane, Christiani~  and Classical
Culture: A Stuo$ in Thought and Action jiom Augustus to Augustine (New York: Oxford
University Press, [1944] 1957).

10. Cochrane points to the Roman poet Vergil as one who believed Rome might
break out of the familiar cycle of growth and decay, to become eternal Rome. The
Empire’s universality might lead to a permanence that other empires had failed to
achieve. Ibid., pp. 68-73.
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of the Renaissance, when cyclical conceptions of history crowded out
the linear scheme inherent in the idea of progress, these ideas have
been powerful in impact, adhered to by some of the greatest minds
in Western history.” 11 But the Renaissance was a self-conscious
revival of pagan antiquity. How was it, then, that Renaissance
scholars so completely misinterpreted the conception of non-cyclical
history which Nisbet  thinks was held by Greek and Roman thinkers?
It is easier to believe – and much easier to demonstrate through the
primary source documents of classical culture – that Renaissance
scholars knew their religious forefathers well.

What no one has yet produced is any evidence that classical cul-
ture possessed any concept of dominion, in time and on earth, com-
parable to that held by the Old Testament authors and New Testa-
ment writers. The idea that an exclusive group of people was under
the special care of an omnipotent God, and that this God had
covenanted with them, guaranteeing comprehensive victory, on
earth and in heaven, to His people, simply was absent in classical
authors. They had no such view of God’s sovereignty. Furthermore,
according to Cochrane, “for classical idealism, the very possibility of
growth is restricted to individuals; communal or social development
in the sense envisaged by modern liberalism is completely beyond its
horizon.”lz The end was faith in the superman, the divine Caesar, an
idea with its roots in Greek thought, 13 as the figure who could bring
permanence to Rome, the long-sought Pax Romana. At best, Rome
might not capitulate “to the Great God W%.irl,  the terror of the
‘political’ mind.”14 Only luck, in its war with inexorable fate and in-
evitable chance, had made possible the advent of Caesar Augustus. 1s

Thus, the Hebrews and Christians held to a concept of develop-
ment which was uniq”ue in the ancient world. They believed that
progress is inevitable if and when men conform themselves covenan-
tally to the God of the Bible.

11. Nisbet, Prg”udices, pp. 239-40.
12. Cochrane, p. 103. Cochrane  writes of Livy: “It is hardly necessary to com-

ment upon the intense conservatism implied in such a view of human life. It betrays
an utter lack of faith in the goodness of any possible ‘world to come’ and invites men
to conform to established models. . One result of this is to engender a fear and
hatred of social change, regardless of its character and potentiality; and, with Livy,
this manifests itself in a disposition to condemn as pernicious every tendency to in-
novation.” Ibid., p. 104.

13. Ibid., pp. 110-11.
14. Ibid., p. 103. See especially Cochrane’s analysis of the crisis of the third cen-

tury, A. D.: ch. 4.
15. Ibid., p. 160.
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The Concept of Economic Growth

Redeemed man’s hope is in continual internal and external prog-
ress, including economic growth (Deut. 8:6-9). The promise is ulti-
mate external victory (Isa. 66: 22). Even the normal processes of
nature will be overcome by the healing power of God’s grace, as
hostile animals will find peace with each other (Isa. 65:25). The kind
of progress which the Bible denies is the progress hoped for by the
drunkard, a concept of progress which is autonomous: “Come ye, say
they, I will fetch wine, and we will fill ourselves with strong drink; and
tomorrow shall be as this day, and much more abundant” (Isa. 56:12):
This kind of progress cannot be sustained. God judges it.

Economic growth is always under severe restraints. Compound
growth rates of 5% per annum cannot continue for centuries. 16 But
it is valid  to expect continual blessings in response to continued
faithfulness to God’s laws. Economic growth is not an autonomous
process that can be engineered into a ~ociety. It is the product of a
world-and-life view that can be adopted by a society.

But there is an additional problem for humanist economics. The
Christian economist believes ~hat  the mind of God is comprehensive
and normative. God can make plans and evaluate econom-ic growth,
and man, who is made in God’s image, can also make plans and
evaluate aggregate growth, though not perfectly. 17 The blessings of
God that appear in the form of increased numbers of cattle or other
assets are meaningful because of the plan of God. He imputes value
to certain material objects, and therefore when individuals increase
their holdings of them, they are indeed better off than before.

The sub~ectivist economist has no consistent way to be sure that
economic growth is a blessing. Some economists, such as E. J.
Mishan, positively reject the idea that economic growth is beneficial.
But the problem is deeper than simply evalu@ing the costs and
benefits of growth. Is the metaphor of growth even applicable to the
economy, given the presuppositions of subjectivism?

Ludwig Lachmann recommends that economists abandon the
whole concept. He does speak of “economic progress:  which he

16. Gary North, ‘The Theology of the Exponential Curve;  The Freeman (May
1970); reprinted in An Introduction to Chrirtian  Economics (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973), ch. 8.

17. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1982), pp. 59-65.
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defines as “an increase in real income per head.”la  Yet even this is il-
legitimate. How can we divide “heads” into “real income,” since we
cannot even define “real income” without resorting to aggregates, in-
dex numbers, and similar” anti-subjectivist  concepts. But even if sub-
jectivist economists could define such concepts, Lachmann’s warn-
ing should make them hesitate. No model of a uniformly expanding
or growing economy is valid. “This model embodies the notion of
‘growth:  of progress at a known and expected rate. Its significance for
the real world, however, is doubtful. Already the metaphor ‘growth’
is singularly inappropriate to the real world, as it suggests a process
during which the harmony of proportions remains undisturbed.”lg
But how can we be sure that there is harmony? he asks. Sometimes
capital is malinvested —just before a depression, for example. Some
capital is reduced in value by economic change; other capital assets
appreciate. How can we “tally up” these changes in the value of
capital? Only if there is harmony — a fitting together of personal
plans into a coherent whole – can we use the metaphor of growth.
But the radical subjectivist  does not believe in any such harmonious
aggregate. Economic aggregates are mythical in a world of consis-
tent subjectivism. We cannot make interpersonal comparisons of
subjective utility, or interpersonal comparisons of subjective plans,
given the tenets of subjective economics. There is no plan of God in
~eir system to provide the necessary unity and coherence. Thus, the
metaphor of growth is misleading, Lachmann says. Growth of a tree
or plant is orderly. It is governed by a genetic code. An economy has
no similar regulative principle, the subjectivist has to say (if he is
consistent).

The Christian can legitimately use the metaphor of growth, pre-
cisely because he believes in the sovereignty of God. Whle his ex-
planation of the origins of growth should be based on ethics rather
than the mind of man or some other creaturely  source, he can use
this universal metaphor to make sense of the world. “More is better,”
t~ it is the produc~  of righteousness, and t~ it does not become a snare
and a delusion.

Long-term economic growth is normative. The cyclical pattern
of growth and decay, progress and regress, being hostile to the idea
of the ethical covenant between God and man, is not the standard

18. Ludwig Lachmann, Capital and Its Structure (Kansas City, Kansas: Sheed An-
drews and McMeel, [1956] 1977), p. 17.

19. ‘I&m.
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for a godly culture. The possibility of economic, social, military, and
agricultural collapse always faces a covenantally  faithful people — a
warning of what will inevitably happen should they rebel against the
terms of God’s covenant (Deut. 28:15-68). Nevertheless, the cyclical
pattern of prosperity and depression, which denies the possibility of
perpetual expansion, is normative only for covenantally  rebellious
cultures. God nowhere says that all societies will conform historically
to the cyclical pattern. Couenantal  dominion is expansionist.

Economic growth is the inescapable product of the extension of
God’s kingdom. That the Protestant Reformation, and especially
Puritan Calvinism, produced historically unprecedented economic
growth, is not a random correlation. ZO Because nature is under the
curse, and therefore limited, such compound growth cannot be an
eternal process. Such expansion therefore points to an end of time, the
end of the limits of our curse-induced scarcity. Such growth therefore
points to a comingjudgmznt, a cessation of the processes of the cursed
earth. Paganism’s attempt to substitute endless cycles of growth and
decay is an ancient ploy to blind men to the reality of final judgment.
The modern version of this ancient philosophy is the “zero growth”
philosophy. z 1 By abandoning the pagan use of the metaphor of
growth – a metaphor which of necessity includes decay – and replac-
ing it with a biblical version which relates ethical conformity to God’s
law with external dominion and expansion, godly men remind
ungodly men of the coming judgment. Growth will end when time
does; growth clearly cannot go on forever.

20. on this point, see Max Weber’s classic study, The Protestant Ethtc and lhe S@it
of Capitalism (New York: Scribners, [1904-05] 1958). For a defense of Weber against
those who have criticized his thesis, see Gary North, “The ‘Protestant Ethic’
Hypothesis,” The Journal of L’hriitian Reconstruction, III (Summer 1976). For documen-
tation concerning the applicability of Weber’s hypothesis in Arherican colonial
Puritanism, see my three essays on Puritan economic thought and practice in New
England, 1630-1720, in The Journal of Christian Reconstruction, vol. V, no. 2; vol. VI,
nos. 1, 2.

21. The most widely read example of this zero-growth philosophy is Meadows, et
al., The Limits to Growth (New York: Universe Books, 1972). The book is subtitled: A
Report for the Club of Rome on the Predicament of Mankind. It was a kind of
“media event” in the early 19 70’s. It is seldom quoted in the 1980’s. Another example
of this sort of analysis is Entropy: A New Wbdd View, by Jeremy Rifkin and Ted
Howard (New York: Bantam New Age Book, 1980). The most forceful defense of
zero economic growth is E. J. Mishan’s book, The Economic Growth Debate: An Assess-
m-mt (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1977).
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Conclusion

God will plant his people in the mountain of His inheritance,
which will be the whole earth. This is the ultimate use of the
metaphor of growth in the Bible. The individual blades of grass will
wither and die, but the grass itself — the fields of grass — will spread.
The  earth will become the promised garden. “The wilderness and
the solitary place shall be glad for them; and the desert shall rejoice,
and blossom as the rose” (Isa. 35:1). ‘For as the earth bringeth forth
her bud, and as the garden causeth the things that are sown in it to
spring forth; so the LORD God will cause righteousness and praise to
spring forth before all the nations” (Isa. 61:11).
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MANNA, PREDICTABILITY, AND DOMINION

Then said the LORD unto Moses, Behold, I will rain breadj-om heaven
foryou;  and the people shall go out and gather a certain rate every da~
that I may prove them, whether th~ will walk in my law, or no. And it
shall conw to pass, that on the sixth day they shall prepare that which thg
bring in; and it shall be twice as much as thgv gather dai~ (Ex. 16:4-5).

As former slaves in Egypt, the Hebrews had become accustomed
to certain features of slave life. First, they had been assigned regular
tasks  by their masters. For the most part, these tasks had involved
minimal creativity. The imperial bureaucracy had not been geared
to local autonomy and individual responsibility of its slaves. The bu-
reaucratic structure had to be predictable, from top to bottom.
Deviations from the central plan had to be minimized. Second, they
had been supplied with tools and raw materials. This had increased
their productivity, since it had increased the division of labor.
Capital investments had come from the State. Only as a form of
punishment did the Pharaoh of Moses’ day impose the requirement
that they produce bricks without straw (Ex. 5:18). This reduced the
division of labor within the slave community, which thereby in-
creased the efforts of the slave population to produce the same quan-
tity of bricks. Their productivity was therefore dependent on the
continuing support of a bureaucratic State.

Third, they had been supplied withjood.  This food had been sup-
plied to them on a re~lar, predictable basis. Some of this food they
produced on their own. They owned cattle (Ex. 9:4), sheep (Ex.
12: 3), and crops. We presume that they grew crops, since the hail
and fire consumed crops in Egypt, but not in Goshen, where the
Hebrews resided (Ex. 9:25-26). Despite their own food supplies,
they were nonetheless dependent, as all Egyptians were, on the
State, for the State owned all the land, except that owned by the

274
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priests (Gen. 47:20-22). Furthermore, the predictable waters of the
Nile, which were controlled by the State through irrigation projects
and canals, made possible agricultural production in Egypt. 1 We can
surmise that whenever the slaves were engaged on building projects
located away from Goshen, the taskmasters must have maintained
discipline by controlling access to food supplies. Controlling men’s
access to food is a traditional means of control in slave societies.

In short, the Hebrews experienced the static world of slavey  It was
a society that did not systematically reward individual initiative and
creativity. It was a society dominated by the decisions of senior
officials. The Hebrew slave society was dependent on the representa-
tives of foreign gods. A man’s calling was established by the State.
Egypt was governed by the annual cycle of the Nile, which in turn
was understood to be under the control of a divine monarch, whose
daily ritual observances determined even the rising of the sun. It was
a culture which had no doctrine of progress, which built huge public
works projects, and which concentrated its attention on death.

God had called them out of this. static world. Their response was
predictable for slaves: longing for the past. They lodged their bitter
complaints against God, although indirectly (Ex. 16:8).  Moses took
the brunt of the criticism. They resented the inhospitable world of
the wilderness. Their familiar surroundings were gone. The
wilderness was a sparse land. No taskmasters supplied them with in-
structions, tools, raw materials, and food. Constant wandering
denied them access to a fixed piece of land. Their new environment
was filled with risks. New skills were needed to survive; self-reliance
and self-confidence had to be built up over time. Again and again,
the Hebrews complained that God had brought them out of slavery
in order to kill them (Ex. 14:11; 16:3; 17:3). They had no self-conjdence
because they had no con@ience  in the God who had delivered them.

This slave population was not equipped psychologically to
assume the heavy responsibilities of godly reconstruction. They lack-
ed two primary requirements of successful reconstruction: 1 ) oP-
timism concerning the future; and 2) a concept of revealed, reliable
law. To subdue the earth, they needed a doctrine of law under God’s
sovereign authority, and the world under God’s law. Law is a tool of
social reconstruction which involves a progressive reduction in soci-

1. Karl Wittfogel, Oriental Despotism: A Comparative Stuaj ~ Total  Powm (New
Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1957), discusses several ancient civiliza-
tions that were tyrannies based on the centralized control of water by the State.
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ety’s reliance upon miracles. Simultaneously, the more predictable
fruits of adherence to biblical law elevates to normality the benefits
of the miraculous, such as abundance, health, long life, and the
absence of disasters. Adherence to the law requires an increase of
maturity on the part of those laboring to rebuild, yet it is itself the
source of this spiritual maturity. Since the existence of a revealed
law-order and the visible external results of the imposition of this
law-order have to be understood as a sign of God’s presence and ulti-
mate sovereignty, man’s need for miraculous intervention — “signs”
— is reduced. As slaves, the Hebrews clung to the signs of God’s
presence, requiring endless miracles by God to protect them. Even
with the pillar of fire by night and the cloud by day, they were not
satisfied. They kept crying, in effect, What has God done for us
lately?”

Manna vs. the Slave Psychology

Manna was necessary to break this psychology of slavery. It filled
the bellies of the first generation, but for the younger generation, the
manna served as a means of transforming their minds. First, they
received their dai~  bread. It was simple, tasty, and predictable to the
point of monotony. Second, its appearance in the midst of a
wilderness involved a dai~ miracle — a phenomenon not normally
available to nomads. Their new taskmaster, God, supplied their
needs as a display of His  sovereignty over them. Furthermore, a
weekly miracle was added: a double portion on the sixth day, and
nothing on the seventh. The manna, which would rot if kept over-
night on the other five days, was preserved for the sabbath mezd (Ex.
16:17-26).  The Hebrews could not store up large portions of manna,
since it wottld  rot within 24 hours. They had to rely totally on God,
even as they had been forced to rely on Egypt’s bureaucracy, Egypt’s
irrigation, and Egypt’s gods.

Modern “critical” biblical scholarship is intensely hostile to such a
view of manna. It is the element of the miraculous that appalls
modern scholars. The y want the regularities of biblical law, but
without God, and certainly without God’s alteration of the familiar
regularities of nature. A typical statement from the world of secular
scholarship is found in F. S. Bodenheimer’s 1947 article on manna:
“In Exodus 16 and Numbers 11 we find reports of manna in the
desert. Some believe that this manna was similar to bread and that it
was furnished in quantities large enough to feed a whole people.
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Others regard it as a natural phenomenon which contributed to the
diet of the Israelites in the desert. Only the latter view permits
analysis and discussion. Since biblical history often is confirmed by
archeology, why not confirm the reports of manna by existing natu-
ral phenomena?”l  He concludes that the manna was really excre-
tions of two species of insects, one found in the mountains and the
other in the lowlands. Predictably, when the biblical account pro-
vides information that conflicts with his naturalistic explanation, he
concludes that the biblical account is “a late and mistaken interpola-
tion .“s He prefers to “prove” modern naturalism by rewriting the
Bible. He apparently wants us to believe that these insects were in-
stinctive sabbatarians: excreting double portions on the day before
the sabbath, and refraining from eating or excreting on the sabbath.

For forty years the manna came, and the younger generation
could not have failed to appreciate its implications. They began to
become confident in the lawful administration of Israel’s sovereign
monarch. The covenantal  relationship between them and their new
king– psychologically a new king, in their experience – was re-
affirmed each morning. A totally supernatural, yet totally regular
event reconfirmed the covenant daily. The daily provision of the
manna taught the younger generation that God is faithfil. At the
same time, the prohibition against gathering it on the seventh day,
and the double portion on the sixth, taught them that God is ho@ A
special day of rest was set apart for the people of Israel, even as God
had set them apart from Egypt in a display of His sovereign grace.
Violations of the prohibition against gathering food on the sabbath
were viewed by God as symbolic violations of His law in general:
“And the LORD said unto Moses, How long refuse ye to keep my
commandments and my laws?” (Ex. 16:28).

The confidence of the younger generation in the whole of the law
was built upon the observed regularities of the provision and admin-
istration of this seemingly innocuous substance. These were supernat-
ural regulan”ties  that were not available to other wanderers in the
wilderness. They needed faith in God’s ability to overcome the nor-
mal regularities of wilderness ecology — an ecology which could not
sustain two to three million wanderers — as well as faith in the

2, F. S. Bodenheimer, ‘The Manna of Sinai,” The Biblical Archaeologist, X (Feb.
1947); reprinted in G. Ernest Wright and David Noel Freedman (eds. ), The Biblical
Archaeologist Reader (Garden City, New York: Doubleday Anchor, 1961), p. 76.

3. Ibid., p. 79.
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predictability of His providence. Manna provided a daily and
weekly testimony to God’s sovereign power: providential re~kwity
within a framework of ecological abnormali~.  The curse of the ground
was overcome daily, which pointed to the Author of that curse, and
the power He possesses to deliver His people ethically and economi-
cally from the effects of that curse. A God who can be relied upon to
overcome the laws of biology and ecology on a daily basis can also be
relied upon to honor His covenantal  promises to provide external
blessings for those who honor His law-order.

A remnant of the wilderness experience of manna was provided
by God in the land of Israel by guaranteeing a triple harvest in the
year preceding that sabbatical year which preceded the jubilee year
(Lev. 25:21).  There is no subsequent reference to the occurrence of
this miraculous triple crop, probably because the Hebrews in the
pre-exilic  period did not honor the sabbath year principle, which is
why God sent them into exile (II Chron. 36:20-21). After their
return to Israel they did honor the sabbatical year, according to a
non-canonical source (I Maccabees 6:49),  but there is no mention of
the jubilee year or to its triple harvest. It seems likely that the
manna experience was the background for Christ’s multiplying of
the loaves in “a desert place” (Matt. 14:15-20),  which was part of a
ministry which He announced in terms of the jubilee year (Luke
4:18-19).

Biblical Law and Conquest

This younger generation was being prepared to conquer Ca-
naan. They had to learn two things about biblical law. First, biblical
law is jwrsonai. Second, it is regular enough to be predictable. They
also learned that self-discipline and faithfulness are necessary for
survival, since violations of the sabbath requirements had brought
criticism from God (Ex. 16:28). They learned of the continui~  of
biblical law over time (four decades) and over geography (wandering).
God’s provision of the manna created a psychology of god~ dominion.
Humble before God, and totally dependent upon His care, they
could become totally confident in the face of human enemies. They
expected to find a tight relationship between God’s commands and
God’s blessings. They learned humility before God and confidence
before the creation. “And he humbled thee, and suffered thee to
hunger, and fed thee with manna, which thou knewest not, neither
did thy fathers know; that he might make thee know that man cloth
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not live by bread only, but by every word that proceedeth out of the
mouth of the LORD cloth man live” (Deut.  8:3).

The manna became a symbol of God’s covenant with Israel.
“And Moses said unto Aaron, Take a pot, and put an omer full of
manna therein, and lay it up before the LO R D, to be kept for your
generations. As the LORD commanded Moses, so Aaron laid it up
before the Testimony, to be kept” (Ex.’ 16:33-34).  The New Testa-
ment informs us that the Ark of the Covenant contained the two
tables of the law, Aaron’s rod, and the golden pot that held the man-
na (Heb. 9:4). The manna came for forty years, until  the people
crossed over the Jordan into Canaan. They kept the Passover that
day, and they ate of the old corn of the land. “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 !Ganaan that year” (Josh. 5:12!). A new
generation crossed over Jordan. On the day they crossed over, God
‘rolled away the reproach of Egypt” from fie nation (Josh. 5:9).
They began the process of taking possession of their heritage. They
no longer needed the daily bread of manna. Hard fighting, hard
work, and hard-headed commitment to biblical law were to replace
the manna. Their faith in the welfare State regulari~ of static E~pt had at
last been abolished; the true we~are civilization of advancing dominion could
now begin. The regularity of law replaced the regularity of daily
miracles. Responsibility under God’s predictable law replaced the
predictability of manna, just as predictable manna had replaced the
predictability of Egyptian slavery.

Slavery is a reproach to God’s people. They are to exercise do-
minion under God, not be dominated by servants of foreign gods.
But to escape slavery, men must switch allegiances. Thty must make a covenant
with the God offreedom. That first generation made their covenant, but
they barely believed in its God or its terms. They were still mental
slaves. They still clung to the supposed benefits of the bureaucratic
welfare State. They still hesitated to exercise dominion. God pulled
them out of Egypt’s welfare State, but He did not pull the welfare
State mentality out of them. The forty years of wandering slowly
pulled the next generation away” from the mental chains that bound
their fathers.

There was welJare  in the wilderness, but no we~are State. No bureau-
cracy supplied their daily bread. God was visibly the source of their
welfare. This welfare, they learned, was predictable. They could
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rely on it, which meant that they could rely on Him. They did not
need to trust in some bureaucracy for their existence. They could
rest in God. And because they could rest in God, visibly, one day
each week, the y learned that they could rest in God on the battlefield
and in the work place. Each family gathered its own manna daily
(Ex. 16:16). There was precisely enough for every individual, since
God, not man, was the central planner (Ex. 16:18). Once they began
to rely on God’s mercy as the source of their prosperity, and on bibli-
cal law, which was their tool of dominion, they could abandon “the
religion of their fathers, the religion of bureaucratic welfarism. Each man
could then attend to his own flairs in confidence, even as each man
had gathered up his own manna. Each man knew that he was under
the direct sovereignty of God, and that his own economic prosperity
was not metaphysically dependent on the State and the State’s bu-
reaucratic planning. Their fathers had never fully grasped this prin-
ciple, and their fathers had perished in the wilderness.

They would no longer long for Egypt. The sons would not be
burdened by memories of a welfare State existence – unreliable
memories — where they supposedly had eaten “bread to the full” (Ex.
16:3).  The children would no longer pine away for the food of bond-
age, “the cucumbers, and the melons, and the leeks, and the onions,
and the garlick” (Num.  11:5). Instead, they chose the bread of dili-
gence, the fruits of victory.

Conclusion

If there has been any universal religion in the second half of the
twentieth century, it has been the religion of the bureaucratic welfare
State. Not since the days of Egypt, said Max Weber in the first dec-
ade of the twentieth century, have we seen a bureaucracy like the
ones we are constructing, nation by nation.4 And, he might have
pointed out half a century later, not since the days of E~pt  have we
seen tax burdens like those which are universal today. In fact,
neither the system of universal bureaucracy nor the system of confis-
catory taxation in E~pt came anywhere near the systems the
modern statist priests have imposed on their populations — popula-
tions that groan under the burdens, but who cry for more benefits,
higher tax burdens on the rich, more coercive wealth redistribution,

4. ‘Max Weber on Bureaucratization in 1909,” Appendix I in J. P. Meyer, Max
Weber  and Geman Politics: A Stuaj in Political Sociology (London: Faber & Faber, [1943]
1956).
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and more government programs to protect them. And if God should
manifest His grace, and deliver them from bondage, we could expect
the older generation to murmur against God, and tell their children
about the safety in bondage and the onions of Egypt. After all, we
even have Christian apologists for the present welfare State who cry
out for more State programs, more redistribution, and the univer-
salization of the welfare State system, all in the name of Jesus. 5

When the State-educated slaves come before their people to extol the
benefits of the bureaucratic slave system, we can expect the slaves

and their State-promoting “trusties” — the twentieth century’s Chris-
tian version of the black overseers of nineteenth-century American
Negro slavery – to complain against any Moses who calls them out
of bondage and into responsible freedom.

5. Ronald J. Sider, Ruh Chndians in an Age of Hunger: A Biblical Study (Downers
Grove, Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1977). This book had gone into its sixth printing
by 1979, after only two years on the market. Its influence was very great in educated
American evangelical circles. Sider writes for the neo-evangelical-community,  but
he is widely accepted in conservative Presbyterian circles, especially on seminary
campuses. It makes me wonder about the possibility of writing a best-seller called
Guilt Made Easy for Evangelical. For a critique of Sider’s thesis, see David Chilton,
Productive Christians in An Age oj Guilt-Manipulators (3rd ed.; Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1985).
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IMPERFECT JUSTICE

Moreouer  thou shalt provide out of all the people  able men, such as fear
God, men of truth, hating  covetousness; and place  such ouer them, to be
rulers of thousands, and rulers of hundreds, rulers ofjifties, and rulem of
tens: And let them judge the people at all seasons: and it shall be, that
euey great matter thg shall  bn”ng unto thee, but eue~ small matter they
shall~”udge:  so shall  it be easier for thyse~  and they shall  bear the burden
with thee (Ex. 18:21-22).

The Bible is not a perfectionist document. While it lays down a
standard of human perfection (Gen. 17:1; I Ki. 8:61; Matt. 5:48) – a
standard met only by Jesus Christ (Matt. 3:17; Rom 3:23; II Cor.
5:21) – it nonetheless acknowledges in its very law code that the ad-
ministration of even a perfect law system designed by God must be
understood as fallible, limited, and tainted with sin. As this passage
amply demonstrates, the Bible is hostile to the humanists’ quest for
perfect justice on earth.

Under Moses’ direct rule, God’s revelation was instantly
available in any given case. Yet there was insufficient time available
for Moses to hear every case of legal dispute in the land. Perfect
justice was limited by time and space. Men had to come to Moses’
tent and stand in (presumably) long lines (Ex. 18:14). The quest for
perfect earthly justice from God through His servant Moses was
eating up countless man-hours. Not only was Moses’ time limited,
but so was the time of those who stood in lines.

Jethro  warned Moses that the people, as well as Moses himself,
were wearing away (v. 18). He recommended the creation of a
judicial hierarchy, thereby taking advantage of the principle of the
division of labor. Moses could reserve time to hear the cases that
were too difficult for his subordinates — “every great matter” (v,
22) – and in doing so, would redeem his allotted time more wisely by

282
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exercising leadership in areas of Hebrew life other than the court-
room. Furthermore, this system would permit more rapid  resolu-
tions of disputes. Justice was to be dispensed continually – “at all
seasons” — and speedily.

God gave no explicit revelation to Moses concerning the establish-
ment of a court of appeals. It was an ad hoc decision based on informed
common sense. Jethro,  who was a priest of Midian (v. 1), must have
been familiar with the problems of dispensing divine justice. He could
see how large the nation of Israel was. Acknowledging the validity of
the principle of scarcity — in this case, the scarcity of time —Jethro came
to an obvious conclusion. This conclusion involved the acceptance of
man’s limitations. Even in this historically unique circumstance of
men’s access to perfect justice, it was preferable in the vast majority of
cases to obtain speedy human justice rather than delayed divine
justice. Human justice was at least available to everyone, while
Moses’ judgments were allocated by means of lining up. No one could
be sure that his case would even be considered.

The scarcity of time demanded a judicial division of labor. The
division of labor allows men to overcome many of the restrictions
imposed by scarcity in every area of life. In this case, the judge’s
office was broken down into many offices, with specialists at each
level (one in every ten judges) who could take appeals.

The criteria for admission into the position of judge were moral
rather than technical or educational. Uncovetous men (bribe-
resistent), fearful of God, with reputations of truthfulness, were the
preferred judges (v. 21). Ability was also important, but moral
qualities were emphasized,

Consider the available judges. They had grown up as slaves. The
whole generation, except for Joshua and Caleb, possessed slave
mentalities. Nevertheless, their rule was preferable in most cases to
a system which offered perfect justice in individual cases, but which
had to ration the number of cases. Conclusion: regular and predictable
justice provided by responsible amateurs is better than perfect justice
provided on a sporadic or “first in line” basis. The burden of dispens-
ing justice had to be shared (v, 22). This was required in order to
permit the people to endure, going their way in peace (v. 23),

The Right of Appeal

The right of appeal was limited to “great matters,” Cases involv-
ing fundamental principle, and those that would be likely to have
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important repercussions throughout the society, were the ones that
were to be sent up the juclicial  chain  of appeals. In order to limit  the
number of cases being sent to Moses for a final decision, the judges
at each level must have had the right to refuse to reconsider the ver-
dict of a lower court. If the judge did not believe that the decision of
the lower court was in error, and if the higher court decided that the
case was of relatively little importance as a precedent for society at
large, the case was settled. Access to Moses’ supreme court was
restricted to great cases, and this required screening by the lower
courts. Jethro understood that the limitations on Moses’ time were
paralyzing the justice system. Obviously, if every case considered by
the lower courts eventually wound up in front of Moses, the hier-
archy of courts would have provided no respite for Moses. The
screening feature of the court system was fundamental to its success.
This meant that the majority of litigants had to content themselves ‘
with something less than perfect justice.

Jethro understood that endless litigation th;eatens  the survival of the
system ojjustice. Losers in a case clearly have an incentive to appeal, if
the possibility of overturning the decision of the lower court judge
offers hope. So there has to be restraint on the part of higher court
judges to refrain from constant overturning of lower court decisions.
Furthermore, a society composed of people who always are going to
court against each other will suffer from clogged courts and delayed
justice. A societ y, in short, which is not governed by se~-restrainedpeo-
ple, and which does not provide other means of settling disputes
besides the civil government — church courts, arbitration panels,
mediation boards, industry-wide courts, and so forth — will find itself
paralyzed.

Macklin Fleming is a justice of the California Court of Appeal.
His book, The Price of Pafect Justice (1974), documents the increasing
paralysis of the legal system in the United States. It is this quest for
earthly perfection that has been the legal system’s undoing. “The fuel
that powers the modern legal engine is the ideal of perfectibility —
the concept that with the expenditure of sufficient time, patience,
energy, and money it is possible eventually to achieve perfect justice
in all legal process. For the past twenty years this ideal has domi-
nated legal thought, and the ideal has been widely translated into
legal action. Yet a look at almost any specific area of the judicial
process will disclose that the noble ideal has consistently spawned
results that can only be described as pandemoniac. For example, in
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criminal prosecutions we find as long as five months spent in the
selection of a jury; the same murder charge tried five different times;
the same issues of search and seizure reviewed over and over again,
conceivably as many as twenty-six different times; prosecutions
pending a decade or more; accusations routinely sidestepped by an
accused who makes the legal machinery the target instead of his own
conduct .“l

Where have modern secular humanistic courts failed? Fleming
cites Lord Macaulay’s  rule: the government that attempts more than
it ought ends up doing less that it should. Human law has its limits.
Human courts have their limits. “The law cannot be both infinitely
just and infinitely merciful; nor can it achieve both perfect form and
perfect substance. These limitations were well understood in the
past. But today’s dominant legal theorists, impatient with selective
goals, with limited objectives, and with human fallibility, have em-
barked on a quest for perfection in all aspects of the social order,
and, in particular, perfection in legal procedure .“2

The requirements of legal perfection, Fleming says, involve the
following hypothetical conditions: totally impartial and competent
tribunals, unlimited time for the defense, total factuality, total
familiarity with the law, the abolition of procedural error, and the
denial of the use of disreputable informants, despite the fact, as he
notes, that “the strongest protection against organized thievery lies
in the fact that thieves sell each other out.”q Costless justice theory
has adopted the slogan, “Better to free a hundred guilty men than to
convict a single innocent man.” But what about the costs to future
victims of the hundred guilty men? The legal perfectionists refuse to
count the costs of their hypothetical universe.4

The goal of correct procedure as the only goal worth attaining is
steadily eroding both the concept of moral justice and the crucially
important deterrent, a speedy punishment. Everything is to be
sacrificed on the altar of technical precision. “In this way the ideal of
justice is transformed into an ideal of correct procedure.”s  But the
ideal is impossible to achieve perfectly, and by sacrificing all other
goals, the cost has become astronomical. The incredible complexity

1. Mackhn Fleming, The Price qfPt@ectJu.rtue (New York: Basic Books, 1974), p. 3.
2. Ibid., p. 4.
3. Ibid., p. 5.
4. Ibid., p. 6.
5. Ibid., p. 9.
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of perfect procedures has led to a revival of judge-made law —judicial
arbitrariness — since judges have been able to pick and choose from
the morass of conflicting decisions. Almost total legislative power
has therefore been transferred to the courts. And, as Fleming
argues, the courts are not efficient in creating law. They have no
staffs, little time, too many cases, and too theoretical a knowledge of
the law. “Partisans are quick to furnish whatever literature will pro-
mote their cause, and a cottage industry has grown up in the prepar-
ation of the sociological brief. . . . “G

The whole system procrastinates: judges, defense lawyers, pro-
secutors, appeals courts, even the stenographic corps. 7 Speedy
justice is no longer a reality. Prisoners appeal constantly to federal
courts on the basis of habeus corpus: illegal detention because of an un-
constitutional act on the part of someone, anyone. In 1940, 89
prisoners convicted in state courts made such an appeal. In 1970, the
figure was 12,000.s  Thus, concludes Fleming: “The consequence of
this expansion of federal power over state criminal procedure
through the creation of fiat prohibitions and rigidly ritualistic rules
has been to elevate formalism to constitutional right, to complicate
every significant phase of criminal procedure to the point where in
some instances the system of criminal la,w has difficulty functioning
and in others it turns loose persons who are patently guilty.”g

Salvation by Law

The quest for perfect justice leads inevitably to arbitrary
jurisprudence and public  lawlessness. Joseph in Pharaoh’s jail, Daniel in
the lions’ den, and Jesus on the cross all testify to the imperfections
in human courts of law. Nevertheless, godly men can live with im-
perfect justice, just as they live with imperfections in all other
spheres of human life, because they know that perfect justice does ex-
ist and will be made manifest on the day of judgment. Life is too
short to demand perfect justice on earth; better by far to have speedy
justice handed down by godly amateurs than the clogged courts of
messianic humanism. We need not wring our han-ds in despair
because men’s courts, in time and on earth, fail to meet the stand-
ards of perfection which will reign supreme in God’s court. We are

6. Ibid., p. 120.
7. Ibid., p. 71.
8. Ibid., p. 27.
9. Ibid., p. 97. Cf. Raymond Posner, The Fderal Courts ( C a m b r i d g e ,

Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1985).
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not saved either by the perfect spirit of the law or the perfect letter of
the law. We are surely not saved by imperfect imitations of the spirit
and letter of the law. We are not saved by law.

Salvation by law is an ancient heresy, and it leads to the triumph
of statist theology. Christianity is in total opposition to this doctrine.
As Rushdoony writes: “The reality of man apart from Christ is guilt
and masochism. And guilt and masochism involve an unshakable
inner slavery which governs the total life of the non-Christian. The
politics of the anti-Christian will thus inescapably be the politics of
guilt.  In the politics of guilt, man is perpetually drained in his social
energy and cultural activity by his over-riding sense of guilt and his
masochistic activity. He will progressively demand of the state a
redemptive role. What he cannot do personally, i.e., to save himself,
he demands that the state do for him, so that the state, as man
enlarged, becomes the human savior of man. The politics of guilt,
therefore, is not directed, as the Christian politics of liberty, to the
creation of godly justice and order, but to the creation of a redeem-
ing order, a saving state.”lo Christian jurisprudence cannot adopt a
doctrine of the saving State and remain orthodox. The adoption of
just such a concept of the State in’ the twentieth century testifies to
the extent to which the modern world has abandoned Christian or-
thodoxy.

Jamming the System

One of the most important aspects of any legal order is the will-
ingness of the citizens of a society to exercise self-restraint. This
means that men must emphasize self-government, as well as gain ac-
cess to court systems that serve as alternatives to civil government.
This was a basic feature of the Western legal tradition after the mid-
twelfth century, although since World War 1, the rise of socialistic
administrative States has begun to undermine this tradition. 11

Self-government is not a zero-price resource. The emphasis in
the Bible on training up children in the details of biblical law must
be understood as a requirement of citizens to provide “social
overhead capital” — respect for law and therefore self-restraint — for
civilization. Another aspect of the public’s respect for civil law is the

10. R. J. Rushdoony, Politics of Guilt and Pi~ (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press,
[1970] 1978), p. 9.

11. Harold J. Berman, Law and Revolution: The Formation of the Western Legal Trodi-
tion (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983), Pt. II.



288 MOSES AND PHARAOH

self-restraint of government officials in not burdening the society
with a massive, incomprehensible structure of administrative law.
When civil law reaches into every aspect of the daily lives of men,
the State loses a very important subsio from the public, namely,
men’s willingness to submit voluntarily to the civil law. Any legal
structure is vulnerable to the foot-dragging of the public. If men
refuse to submit to regulations that cannot be enforced, one by one,
by the legal system, then that system will be destroyed. Court-
jamming will paralyze it. This is a familiar phenomenon in the
United States in the final decades of the twentieth century.

It is possible to bring down any legal system simply by taking ad-
vantage of every legal avenue of delay. Any administrative system
has procedural rules; by following these rules so closely that action
on the part of the authorities becomes hopelessly bogged down in red
tape (procedural details), the protestors can paralyze the system.
Too many laws can produce lawlessness. The courts can no longer
enforce their will on the citizens. At the same time, administrative
agencies can destroy individual citizens, knowing that citizens must
wait too long to receive justice in the courts. The result is a combina-
tion of anarchy and tyranny — the antinomian legacy.

Bukovskyh  P?OteJtJ

This possibility of bureaucratic paralysis is characteristic of all
administrative systems, even a centralized tyranny such as the
Soviet Union. A classic example is the case of the Soviet dissident of
the 1960’s and early 1970’s, Vladimir Bukovsky. Bukovsky spent well
over a decade in the Soviet gulag concentration camp system. He
was arrested and sentenced in spite of specific civil rights protections
provided by the Soviet Constitution – a document which has never
been respected by the Soviet bureaucracy. But once in prison, he
learned to make life miserable for the director of his camp. He
learned that written complaints had to be responded to officially
within a month. This administrative rule governing the camps was
for “Western consumption: but it was nevertheless a rule. Any camp
administrator who failed to honor it risked the possibility of punish-
ment, should a superior (or ambitious subordinate) decide to
pressure him for any reason. In short, any failure to “do it by the
book” could be used against him later on.

Bukovsky became an assembly-line producer of official protests.
By the end of his career as a ‘zek,” he had taught hundreds of other
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inmates to follow his lead. By following certain procedures that were
specified by the complaint system, ‘Bukovsk>s  protesting army
began to disrupt the whole Soviet bureaucracy. His camp clogged
the entire system with protests – hundreds of them per day. He
estimates that eventually the number of formal complaints exceeded
75,000. To achieve such a phenomenal output, the protectors had to
adopt the division of labor. Bukovsky describes the process: “At the
height of our war, each of us wrote from ten to thirty complaints a
day. Composing thirty complaints in one day is not easy, so we
usually divided up the subjects among ourselves and each man wrote
on his own subject before handing it around for copying by all the
others. If there are five men in a cell and each man takes six subjects,
each of them has the chance to write thirty complaints while compos-
ing only six himself.”~z The complaints were addressed to prominent ,
individuals and organizations: the deputies of the Supreme Soviet,
the regional directors, astronauts, actors, generals, admirals, the
secretaries of the Central Committee, shepherds, sportsmen, and so
forth. “In the Soviet Union, all well-known individuals are state
functionaries .“ 13

Each complaint had to be responded to. The camp ad-
ministrators grew frantic. They threatened punishments, and often
imposed them, but it did no good; the ocean of protests grew. Bukov-
sky’s description is incomparable:

The next thing that happens is that the prison office, inundated with
complaints, is unable to dispatch them within the three-day deadline. For
overrunning the deadline they are bound to be reprimanded and to lose any
bonuses they might have won. When our war was at its hottest the prison
governor summoned every last employee to help out at the office with this
work– librarians, bookkeepers, censors, political instructors, security
officers. And it went even further. All the students at the next-door
Ministry of the Interior training college were pressed into helping out as
well.

All answers to and dispatches of complaints have to be registered in a
special book, and strict attention has to be paid to observing the correct
deadlines. Since complaints follow a complex route and have to be
registered every step of the way, they spawn dossiers and records of their
own. In the end they all land in one of two places: the local prosecutor’s

12. Vladimir Bukovsky, To Build a Cutle: My Life As a Dissident (New York: Vik-
ing, 1979), p. 37.

13. Zdan.
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office or the local department of the Interior Ministry, These offices can’t
keep up with the flood either and also break their deadlines, for which they
too are reprimanded and lose their bonuses. The bureaucratic machine is
thus obliged to work at full stretch, and you transfer the paper avalanche
from one office to another, sowing panic in the ranks of the enemy. Bureau-
crats are bureaucrats, always at loggerheads with one another, and often
enough your complaints become weapons in internecine wars between bu-
reaucrat and bureaucrat, department and department. This goes on for
months and months, until, at last, the most powerful factor of all in Soviet
life enters the fray – statistics. 14

As the 75,000 complaints became part of the statistical record,
the statistical record of the prison camp and the regional camps was
spoiled. All bureaucrats suffered. There went the prizes, pennants,
and other benefits. “The workers start seething with discontent,
there is panic in the regional Party headquarters, and a senior com-
mission of inquiry is dispatched to the prison.” 15 The commission
then discovered a mass of shortcomings with the work of the prison’s
administration, although the commission would seldom aid specific
prisoners. The prisoners knew this in advance. But the flood of pro-
tests continued for two years. “The entire bureaucratic system of the
Soviet Union found itself drawn into this war. There was virtually
no government department or institution, no region or republic,
from which we weren’t getting answers. Eventually we had even
drawn the criminal cons into our game, and the complaints disease
began to spread throughout the prison – in which there were twelve
hundred men altogether. I think that if the business had continued a
little longer and involved everyone in the prison, the Soviet bureau-
cratic machine would have simply ground to a halt: all Soviet in-
stitutions would have had to stop work and busy themselves with
writing replies to us.”l  G

Finally, in 1977, they capitulated to several specific demands of the
prisoners to improve the conditions of the camps. The governor of the
prison was removed and pensioned off. 17 Their ability to inilict death-
producing punishments did them little good, once the prisoners learned
of the Achilles’ heel of the bureaucracy: paperwork. The leaders of the
Soviet Union could bear it no longer: they deported Bukovsky,

14, Ibid, pp. 37-38.
15. Ibid., pp. 38-39.
16. Ibid., p. 40.
17. Idem.
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Subsequently, according to one Soviet defector, the Soviets have
had to scrap the Constitution once again (unofficially, of course) in
the area of protection of free speech. 1s Dissidents are again subjected
to long-term incarceration in psychiatric hospitals, as they were be-
fore Bukovsky and other dissidents organized their protesting techni-
ques, both insisde and outside the Gulag. Ig What this probably
means is that international public opinion no longer is focused on
the dissidents. As Bukovsky notes, “they wrote a Constitution with a
plethora of rights and freedoms that they simply couldn’t afford to
grant, rightly supposing that nobody  would be reckless enough to in-
sist on them being observed.”zo  Nevertheless,  when internal
dissidents and external observers have put the pressure of formal
paperwork on the ruling elite, they have sometimes capitulated.

Centralization and the Declining Respect for Law

Economist Milton Friedman has suggested that the respect for
law that prevails in capitalist societies is closely related to the
absence of comprehensive, detailed administrative regulations. The
British experience of the nineteenth century provides Friedman with
a case study of the public’s response to civil law.

In the early nineteenth century, British citizens were notorious
law-breakers. They were a nation of smugglers, ready to offer
bribes, ready to take advantage of every inefficiency in the law-
enforcement system. Very little could be accomplished through legal
channels. Friedman says that one of the reasons why Jeremy Ben-
tham and the Utilitarians were hostile to civil government and
adopted laissez-faire doctrines in the early nineteenth century was
because they recognized that civil government was completely
inefficient. “The government was corrupt and inefficient. It was
clearly oppressive. It was something that had to be gotten out of the
way as a first step to reform. The fundamental philosophy of the
Utilitarians, or any philosophy that puts its emphasis on some kind
of a sum of utilities, however loose may be the expression, does not
lead to laisser-faire  in principle. It leads to whatever kind of organiza-

18, He appeared on the Cable News Network in February, 1984.
19. On the ,use of mental hospitals as substitute prisons, see Zhores Medvedev

and Roy Medvedev,  A Question of Madness: Re/sression by Psychiaty  in the Soviet Union
(New York: Random House, 1971); Sidney Bloch  and Peter Reddaway, Psychiatric
Tmor:  How Soviet P~chiatry Is Used to Su#ress Dissent (New York: Basic Books, 1977),

20. Bukovsky, p. 239.
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tion of economic activity is thought to produce results which are re-
garded as good in the sense of adding to the sum total of utilities. I
think the major reason why the Utilitarians tended to be in favor of
laisser-faire  was the obvious fact that government was incompetent to
perform any of the tasks they wanted to see performed.”zl (Fried-
man’s assertion that Utilitarianism was not philosophically attached
to the free market social order is borne out by the fact that many
British Utilitarians in the late nineteenth century were ready to ad-
vocate government regulation in order to produce “the greatest good
for the greatest number” – a reversal of the conclusions of the early
Utilitarians, but not a reversal of their pragmatic philosophy.)zz

Friedman then goes onto make some extremely important obser-
vations concerning what he calls the capital stock ofpeople%  willingness to
obey the law.  First, there must be an increase in people’s respect for
civil law through a reduction of the number of burdensome regula-
t ions. Second, there is an increase in the number of such laws, since
politicians and bureaucrats begin to take advantage of the citizens’
willingness to co-operate with the State. This, in turn, reduces the
ability of the State planners to achieve their publicly announced
goals. There are therefore limits to centralizatwn.

Whatever the reason for its appeal, the adoption of hisser-faire had some
important consequences. Once laissn-faire was adopted, the economic in-
centive for corruption was largely removed. After all, if governmental
officials had no favors to grant, there was no need to bribe them. And if
there was nothing to be gained from government, it could hardly be a
source of corruption. Moreover, the laws that were left were for the most
part – and again, I am oversimplifying and exaggerating – laws that were
widely accepted as proper and desirable; laws against theft, robbery,
murder, etc. This is in sharp contrast to a situation in which the legislative
structure designates as crimes what people individually do not regard as
crimes or makes it illegal for people to do what seems to them the sensible
thing. The latter situation tends to reduce respect for the law. One of the
unintended and indirect effects of faisser-faire was thus to establish a climate
in Britain of a much greater degree of obedience and respect for the law
than had existed earlier. Probably there were other forces at work in this

21. Milton Friedman, “Is a Free Society Stable?” New Indivtiualist Review, II
(Summer 1962); reprinted in one volume by the Liberty Press, Indianapolis, In-
diana, 1981, p. 245.

22. Ellen Frankel  Paul, Moral  Revolution and Economic Science: The Demise oj
Latisez-Faire  in Nineteenth-Czntu~ British Politual Philosophy (Westport, Connecticut:
Greenwood Press, 1979).
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development, but I believe that the establishment of Zaisser-jaire laid the
groundwork for a reform in the civil service in the latter part of the
century — the establishment of a civil service chosen on the basis of ex-
aminations and merit of professional competence. You could get that kind
of development because the incentives to seek such places for purposes of
exerting “improper” influence were greatly reduced when government had
few favors to confer.

In these ways, the development of lai.sser-faire  laid the groundwork for a
widespread respect for the law, on the one hand, and a relatively incorrupt,
honest, and efficient civil service on the other, both of which are essential
preconditions for the operation of a collectivism society. In order for a collec-
tivism  society to operate, the people must obey the laws and there must be a
civil service that can and will carry out the laws. The success of capitalism
established these preconditions for a movement in the direction of much
greater state inte&ention.

The process I have described obviously runs both ways. A movement in
the direction of a collectivism society involves increased governmental in-
tervention into the daily lives of people and the conversion into crimes of
actions that are regarded by the ordinary person as entirely proper. These
tend in turn to undermine respect for the law and to give incentives to cor-
rupt state officials. There can, I think, be little doubt that this process has
begun in Britain and has gone a substantial distance. Although respect for
the law may still be greater than it is here [the United States], most
observers would agree that respect for the law in Britain has gone down
decidedly in the course of the last twenty or thirty years, certainly since the
war [World War II], as a result of the kind of laws people have been asked to
obey. . . .

The erosion of the capital stock of willingness to obey the law reduces
the capacity of a society to run a centralized state, to move away from free-
dom. This effect on law obedience is thus one that is reversible and runs in
both directions. . . .

This seems to me an important point. Once the government embarks
on intervention into and regulation of private activities, this establishes an
indentive for large numbers of individuals to use their ingenuity to find
ways to get around the government regulations. One result is that there ap-
pears to be a lot more regulation than there really is. Another is that the
time and energy of government officials is increasingly taken up with the
need to plug the holes in the regulations that the citizens are finding, creat-
ing, and exploiting. From this point of view, Parkinson’s law about the
growth of bureaucracy without a corresponding growth of output maybe a
favorable feature for the maintenance of a free society. An efficient govern-
mental organization and not an inefficient one is almost surely the greater
threat to a free society. One of the virtues of a free society is precisely that
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the market tends to be a more efficient organizing principle than centralized
direction. Centralized direction in this w-ay is alw-ays  having to fight some-
thing of a losing battle. 23

Conclusion

What we can and should strive for is to conform our human law
codes to the explicit requirements of the Ten Commandments and
the case-law applications of biblical law. The answer to our legal ‘
crisis is not to be found in the hypothetical perfection of formal law,
nor can it be found in the hypothetical perfection of substantive
(ethical) justice. Judges will make errors, but these errors can be
minimized by placing them within the framework of biblical law. Be-
fore God gave the nation of Israel a comprehensive system of law,
Jethro gave Israel a comprehensive system of decentralized courts.
By admitting the impossibility of the goal for earthly perfect justice,
Moses made possible the reign of imperfectly applied revealed
law – perfect in principle, but inevitably flawed in application. The
messianic goal of a perfect law-order, in time and on earth, was
denied to Moses and his successors.

One of the most obvious failures of the modern administrative
civil government system is its quest for perfect justice and perfect
control over the details of economic life. The implicit assertion of
omniscience on the part of the central planners is economically fatal.
The result of such an assertion is an increase of regulations, in-
creased confusion among both rulers and ruled, and a growing
disrespect for civil law. The productivity y of the West cannot be main-
tained in the face of such an exponential build-up of central power. It
is only because the laws are not consistent, nor universally enforced
or obeyed, that the modern messianic State has survived. The price
of perfect human justice is too high to be achieved by the efforts of
men.

23. Friedman, pp. 245-47.



CONCLUSION

When Moses and the Israelites looked behind them from the east-
ern shore of the Red Sea and saw the army of Egypt overwhelmed by
the water, they saw the judgment of God on the power religion and
its institutional manifestation, the power State. They had been in-
volved in an historic confrontation analogous to the original confron-
tation between Satan and God. They had been given visible evi-
dence of the inescapable outcome of this confrontation between these
two rival religions: in heaven, in the garden, at the cross, and at the
final judgment. The power religion does not have the power to de-
feat a holy God and His holy people, whenever they conform them-
selves to the terms of His covenant. Seeking power, the power relig-
ionists lose it — in time, on earth, and in eternity.

Nevertheless, the victory of God’s people, while assured, is not vis-
ibly manifested in every confrontation. Herbert Schlossberg is cor-
rect: “The Bible can be interpreted as a string of God’s triumphs dis-
guised as disasters.”l As he says, ‘We need a theological interpretation
of disaster, one that recognizes that God acts in such events as captivi-
ties, defeats, and crucifixions .“2 It often seems as though the power
religionists — the seekers of gnostic salvation, the elite central plan-
ners — have all power. They don’t. ‘Never ask the enlightened ones
about their track record, which is a’series of disguised disasters. . . . “s
Most of Christianity’s victories have been disguised in the past, and
so have most of Satan’s disasters.

The Hebrews’ experience in Egypt testified to a truth s~mmarized
by Schlossberg:  “When loyah y to God disappears, there is no longer
a barrier to an omnicompetent state.”4  But the self-professed

1. Herbert Schlossberg, Idols for Destruction: Chtistian Faith and Zts Confrontation with
American SocisO (Nashville, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson, 1983), p. 304.

2. Idem.
3. Ibid., p. 195.
4. Ibid,, p. 229.
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omnicompetent State isn’t omnicompetent; it is progressively in-
competent, as Egypt’s experience reveals. Such a State is simply the
chief institutional manifestation of covenant-breaking man’s attempt
to imitate, and then usurp, the omnipotence of God. But omnipo-
tence is an incommunicable attribute of God. Therefore, the only
possible source of man’s long-term but limited power is biblical
ethics .’ Adherence to biblical law, by grace through faith, is the only
means of fulfilling the terms of the dominion covenant.

Thus, there is no need for Christians to become adherents of the
escapist religion in order to avoid becoming adherents of the power
religion. The dominion religion is God’s alternative. “We do not pre-
tend that the fate of the world is in our hands. That way lies mad-
ness, being a burden that no human being can bear. Yet, we are not
condemned to resignation and quietism, still less to despair. We are
not the lords of history and do not control its outcome, but we have
assurance that there is a lord of history and he controls its outcome .“s

I cite Schlossberg  repeatedly because it is his book, more than
any other in my lifetime, which has best stated the theological case
against the power religion. (Solzhenits  yn’s Gulag Archipelago has best
stated the historical case.) The idols of covenant-breaking man —
history, humanity, mammon, nature, power, and religion — again
and again reappear in the civilizations built by self-professed auton-
omous man. All idols, he asserts, are either idols of history or idols of
nature.6  Covenant-breaking man asserts his authority over both na-
ture and history, but because man is a creature, mankind is thereby
captured, for mankind is, in the humanist view, both a product of his-
tory and a product of nature. By seeking power over both, covenant-
breaking people place themselves in bondage to the self-professed
masters of the mysteries. By asserting that “man must take control of
man,” the humanist thereby implicitly asserts that “some men should
take control over all the others .“ By seeking to exercise dominion
apart from God, ethical rebels thereby deny their own creaturehood
and therefore their status as humans. 7

Egypt is the archetype of covenant-breaking society. It proclaimed
divinity for its leader, the sole link between the gods and mankind. It
sought escape from the rigors of nature (drought and famine) and

5. Ibtii., p. 304.
6. Ibid., p. 11.
7. C. S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man (New York: Macmillan, 1947).
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the rigors of history (change). The goal was static power — power
over nature, over the netherworld, and over scarcity. But such a
static state of existence can be achieved only in death. Thus, the
monuments of Egypt were monuments of death: the pyramids, the
tombs, and the labyrinths. Their quest for power, meaning freedom
from the God-cursed changes in life, led to their cult of the dead.
The Egyptians hoped for resurrection, but theirs was a resurrection
based on magical manipulation, not a resurrection based on biblical
ethics.

Pharaoh manifested this cult of the dead in his attempt to murder
the Hebrew males. He could not stand the pressures of social
change, particularly the social changes forced upon Egypt by the
high birth rates of the Hebrews. He launched a program of
genocide. In this respect, he was only marginally different from the
humanitarians of the twentieth century. As Schlossberg says:

It is no coincidence that humanitarian policy has reached the zenith of
its influence at a time when death propaganda is so much in evidence. The
arguments in favor of abortion, infanticide, and euthanasia reveal that the
humanitarian ethic wishes to restrict the right to live and expand the right
to die — and to kill. Humanism is a philosophy of death. It embraces death,
wishes a good death, speaks of the horrible burdens of living for the baby
who is less than perfect, for the sick person in pain. It is intolerable to live,
cruel to be forced to live, but blessed to die. It is unfair to have to care for
the helpless, and therefore merciful to kill. Those who wish to goon living,
it seems, are guilty and ungrateful wretches dissipating the energies of “loved
ones” who have better uses for the estate than paying medical bills.8

God confronted the Egyptian religion of death by calling into
question its assertion of power. He dealt with the Pharaoh, his
priests, and his people in terms of their religious presuppositions. He
demonstrated publicly for all the world to see that the power religion
of Egypt was a fraud. Pharaoh had no choice in the matter, God de-
cided to make a spectacle out of him and out of Egypt. “And in very
deed for this cause have I raised thee up, for to show in thee my
power; and that my name maybe declared throughout all the earth”
(Ex. 9:16).

The Hebrews had this example- behind them. They were to re-
mind themselves and their children of the implications of the power
religion. This was the educational function of the Passover. It was an

8, Schlo88berg, p. 82.
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institutional testimony to the futility  of seeking power apart from
biblical law. It is therefore futile to seek to fulfill the terms of the do-
minion  covenant apart from God. It is equally futile to attempt to
escape from the burdens of this covenant. Such an escape leads
directly to historical impotence and slavery under some temporarily
successful group of power religionists. Better to be Moses herding
sheep in Midian than anywhere in Egypt, either as a Hebrew or as a
Pharaoh. Better yet to be Moses confronting Pharaoh. Even better,
to be Moses on the far side of the Red Sea watching Pharaoh drown.
Better yet, to be in the Promised Land, with a copy of God’s law in
your possession. But best of all, to be at work in the wilderness, pro-
gressively converting it into a garden by means of hard work, in
terms of the biblical law which is in your heart, and also in the hearts
of all your neighbors (Ezk. 36:26-29; Jer, 31:31-34; Heb. 8:10-11).



APPENDIX A

THE RECONSTRUCTION OF EGYPT’S CHRONOLOGY

And it came to pass in the four hundred and eightieth year after the chil-
drenof  Israel were come outofthe land of E~pt, inthefourth year of
Solomon% reign over Israel, in the month of Z~ which is the second
month, that he began to build  thehouse  of the LOm(IKing.s6:l).

There are some minor disagreements concerning the date of the
beginning of the construction of the Temple. Graetz’s Histoy of the
Jews states that Solomon’s reign  began around 1015 B. c.’ Graetz be-
lieved that Solomon began construction of the Temple “immediately
after his succession to the throne ,“2 and that it was completed and
consecrated in 1007 B.C. 3 Alfred Edersheim,  the late-nineteenth-
century Christian convert from Judaism, dates the beginning of con-
struction as 1012 B. c. 4 Another late-nineteenth-century Christian
commentator believed that construction began in 1010 B“. c. 5

Conservative Bible commentators in the late twentieth century
have revised these dates downward by about forty-five years. This
revision appears to be the result of the Edwin Thiele’s  chronological
studies of the later Hebrew kings, beginning with Rehoboam and
Jeroboam, whose reigns he dates from 931.6 Solomon’s reign lasted

1. Heinrich Graetz, lluto~ of the Jews, 6 vols, (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication
Society of America, 1891), I, p. 156.

2. Ibtd., p. 162.
3. Ibid., p. 166.
4. Alfred Edersheim, Bible Hzstoy, Old Testament, 7 vols. (Grand Rapids,

Michigan: Eerdmans, [1890]), III, p. 10: chart based on Keil’s calculations,
5, “Temple ,“ in John McClintock  and James Strong (eds. ), Cyclopedia of Biblical,

Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature, 12 vols. (New York: Harper& Bros., 1894), X,
p. 250.

6. Edwin R. Thiele,  The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings (rev. ed.; Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1965), Cf. Thiele,  A Chronology of the Hebrew Ktngs
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondeman,  1977).

299



300 MOSES AND PHARAOH

40 years (I Ki. 11:42). Thus, Solomon came to the throne around 971
B.C.7 He therefore began construction of the temple around 967/66,
B.C. the fourth year of his re@.a

The date of the Exodus therefore must be set within the narrow
framework of about 1500 B.C. to 1440 B. C., according to I Kings 6:1.
There is no escape from this biblically, unless the chronology of the
later Hebrew kings is somehow shortened through more accurate
research. Such research has not been provided by anyone, nor is it
likely to appear. Nevertheless, the mid-fifteenth century dating  of
the Exodus is frequently rejected by conservative Bible  scholars.
Why? Because they key their dating of the Exodus to the known (and
exceptionally vague) historical records of Egypt. Why do they do
this? Because secular scholars do, and the Christians have followed
their lead.

Conservatives and Compromise

A representative summary of the dating problem is found in the
International Standard Bible  Eruyclopedia  (1982): “The date of the Ex-
odus is one of the most debated topics in OT studies because of the
ambiguous nature of the evidence. Although the biblical texts seem
to require a date in the middle of the 15th cent. B.C.,’ archeological
evidence seems to point to a date h-i the 13th cent. ‘B. C .“9 The author,
W. H. Shea, then goes on for eight two-column, small-print pages
summarizing bits and pieces of conventional Egyptian chronology
and archaeology. He wants to hold to the fifteenth-century dating,
but his defense is weakened because of his presuppositions concern-
ing methodology.  His  methodology is based on comparative
chronology and comparative archaeology. This, we are supposed to
believe, is the objective, neutral scholarship we need in order to
make sense out of the Bible.

He affirms that the mid-fifteenth century is “the only date given
for it in the Bible.” But consider his reliance upon the category of
pragmatism in defending the conservative view: “While it is possible
that these [biblical] data could have been corrupted in transmission,

7. Merrill F. Unger, Ungeri Bible Handbook (Chicago, Illinois: Moody Press,
1967), p. 12.

8. Cf. Merrill C. Tenney (cd.), The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, 5
vols. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan, 1975), V, p. 627.

9. ‘Exodus, Date of the;  Intonational Standard Bible EnVclopedia, 4 vols. (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1982), II, p. 230.
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the most reasonable approach to them is to examine in ,more  detail
the historical context in which they [the data] date the Exodus. This
biblical date for the Exodus has a reciprocal relationship with the
events described in Exodus as related to Egyptian history. A
pragmatic approach to this date suggests a period of Egyptian
history that should be examined for a possible relationship to the
biblical Exodus, and, considerable agreement of the evidence from
Egyptian and biblical sources pointing to that period supports the
accuracy of the chronological datum (480 years) from which that
search started.” 10 He does his best to show why a mid-fifteenth cen-
tury date is viable, but he does not begin with the premise that this
must be the case, irrespective of modern interpretations of the Egypt-
ian evidence. He appeals to pragmatism instead.

Roland Harrison, one of the ISBES  associate editors, elsewhere
argues for a thirteenth-century dating. Harrison’s study is based on
a survey of the conclusions of the secular archaeologists, who debate
endlessly about the proper dating of the various Bronze Ages (Early,
Middle, and Late), a humanistic classification system which is based
entirely on nineteenth-century evolutionary social theory. 11 He men-
tions the fact that early in the twentieth century, Bible scholars ac-
cepted a late-thirteenth-century date for the Exodus. In the 1920’s
and 1930’s, excavations in Palestine, especially Jericho, convinced
several archaeologists that the traditional mid-fifteenth century
dating is correct. But he is not convinced: “The question cannot be
settled simply by an appeal to the book of Kings in the light of an ar-
bitrary dating for the fall of Jericho.” 12 Notice his subtle shift in
argumentation: he tries to overcome the explicit teaching of I Kings
6:1 by means of a brief reference to doubts concerning the reliability
of certain archeological excavations conducted early in the twentieth
century. But I Kings 6:1 does not mention the fall of Jericho; it does
specifically mention the Exodus. Harrison’s argument is muddled.
His recommended chronology specifically rejects the testimony of
I Kings 6:1. Yet this is all done in the name of Jesus. Such is the fate
of ostensibly Christian scholarship which arbitrarily abandons a so-

called “simple appeal” to the explicit testimony of the Bible. It is

10. Ibid,, p. 237.
11. On this point, see R. A. McNeal,  “The Legacy of Arthur Evans,” Cal@nia

Studies zn Classical Antiqui&, VI (1973), pp. 206-20.
12. R. K. Harrison, Introduction to the Old Tatament  (Grand Rapids, Michigan:

Eerdmans, 1969), p. 175.
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one more sign of just how much in “bondage to Egypt” twentieth-
century Christian scholars have become.

The conservative New Bible Dictionay  (1962) does not even men-
tion the possibility of a mid-fifteenth-century date. 1s The author
refuses to comment on the explicit chronological framework of I
Kings 6:1 in relation to the Exodus as such. He tries to confuse the
issue by bringing up the problem of possible overlapping judgeships
in order to shorten the period of the judges. It is significant, how-
ever, that the author argues that the “problem” of the “long” reign of
the Hebrew judges can be solved by an appeal to overlapping reigns.
“In Near Eastern works involving chronology, it is important to
realize that ancient scribes did not draw up synchronistic lists as is
done today. They simply listed each series of rulers and reigns
separately, in succession on the papyrus or tablet. Synchronisrns
were to be derived from special historiographical works, not the
king-lists or narratives serving other purposes. An excellent example
of this is the Turin Papyrus of Kings from Egypt. It lists at great
length all five Dynasties, XIII to XVII, in successive groups, totall-
ing originally over 150 rulers and their reigns accounting for at least
450 years. However, it is known from other’ sources that all five
Dynasties, the 150-odd rulers and 450-odd regnal years alike, must
all fit inside the 234 years from c. 1786 B.C. to c. 1552 B. C.: rarely less
than two series, and sometimes three series, of rulers are known to
have reigned contemporaneously.”14  This theory of overlapping
dynasties,  as we shall see, is the best solution to “the Exodus problem”
of the 480 years of I Kings 6:1, which is the real problem, not the so-
called “judges problem.” This theory provides a solution the overall
problem of Egyptian chronology.

The Problem of Egyptian Chronology

A century ago, historian George Rawlinson began his chapter on
Egyptian chronology with this statement: “It is a patent.fact,  and one
that is beginning to obtain general recognition, that the chron-
ological element in early Egyptian history is in a state of almost
hopeless obscurity.”ls There are several kinds of chronological

13. The New Bibk Dictionary (2nd ed.; Wheaton, Illinois: Tyndale  House, 1982),
pp. 191-92.

14. Zbid., p. 192.
15. George Rawlinson,  A Histoy oj E~pt, 2 vols. (New York: Alden, 1886), II,

p. 1.
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documents, including the actual monuments. The
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chronological
value- of these various sources of information is, however, in every case
slight. The great defect of these monuments is their incompleteness.
The Egyptians had no era. They drew out no chronological schemes.
They cared for nothing but to know how long each incarnate god,
human or bovine, had condescended to tarry on the earth. They re-
corded carefhlly the length of the life of each Apis bull, and the length
of the reign of each king; but they neglected to take note of the inter-
vals between one Apis bull and another, and omitted ~o distinguish
the sole reign of a monarch from his joint reign with others .“16

Incredibly, it is the chronology of Egypt which has been used to
“key” the chronologies of the other ancient empires, including pre-
Homeric Greece. Art historian Lewis Greenberg sounded a warning
about this in a 1973 essay: “As far back as 1897 TsountaslT warned
scholars not to ignore ‘the unsettled state of Egyptian chronology’
when enlist ing the aid of Egyptology  in dating Mycenaean products.
And as recently as 1960 Cookls again reminded students of Greek
pottery of the difficulties concerning the establishment of relative
and absolute chronologies and their ‘reconciliation.’ Unfortunately,
the Egyptian chronology is nowhere near as solid as the architectural
wonders which are its hallmark. As a matter of fact, our knowledge
of Egyptian events is extensively based upon the disjointed reports of
Classical authors, damaged and incomplete written records, and
chance records of astronomical phenomena. Even the latter factor
has been questioned.”lg Velikovsky cited the 1921 statement of O. G. S.
CrawfordzO that “A system of relative chronology can be established
by excavation in any country that has been long inhabited, but it is
left hanging in the air until linked up with Egypt, whether directly or
indirectly through a third region.”z  1 Scholars have used a supposedly
reliable Egyptian chronology based on inconclusive Egyptian
sources as a means of criticizing the Bible’s account of the Exodus
and conquest of Canaan.

16. Zbzd., II, p. 2.
17. C. Tsountas and J. I. Manatt, The Mycemwan Age (1897), p. 317n.
18. R. M. Cook, Greek Pain&d Pottery  (1960), pi.  261-70.
19. Lewis M. Greenberg, “The Lion Gate at Mycenae,”  Pensie, III (Winter 1973),

pp. 26-27.
20. Crawford, Man and Hi~ Past (1921), p. 72.
21. Immanuel  Velikovsky, “Astronomy and Chronology,” Pmsie, III (Spnng-

Summer 1973), p. 38. This was reprinted in Peopks of the Sea (Garden City, New
York: Doubleday, 1977), p. 205.

.
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Velikovsky’s Controversial Reconstructionzz

In 1952, the brilliant and controversial Jewish scholar, Immanuel
Velikovsky, published Ages in Chum, the first volume of a projected
series. z3 The later volumes in the series were delayed for a quarter of
a century. 2A Ages in Chaos  offered startling evidence that the accepted
chronology of the ancient world is deeply flawed. Specifically, there is
a 500-700 year “gap” in conventional chronologies which actually
should not be there. Because of the centrality of Egyptian chronology,
he argues, this gap therefore exists in the other chronologies of the an-
cient Near East and classical civilization. He labored long and hard
to prove his case, and his researches are awesome. His reconstructed
chronology has been verified (though not in the eyes of conventional
historians and archaeologists) by several of his followers.zs

The Velikousky  Ajair

It is not appropriate to deal with the whole of Velikovsky’s works
in this appendix. His Wbrlds in Collision (1950) created universal out-
rage among astronomers. So outraged were certain astronomers at
Harvard University that they put great pressure on Macmillan, the
publisher, to drop the book, despite its best-selling status. This cam-
paign began before the book had been published, and before any of
the critics had read it. 26 Refuse to suppress it, they threatened, and
Harvard University’s astronomy department will not offer manu-
scripts to Macmillan’s textbook publishing division. Macmillan
eventually capitulated and gave the publishing rights of this best-
selling book to Doubleday, a company which had no textbook pub-
lishing division.

The book eventually went out of print in the United States and

22. “My work is first a reconstruction, not a theory. . . .“ Immanuel Velikovsky,
“My Challenge to Conventional Views in Science,” Pensie,  IV (Spring 1974), p. 10.

23. The whole series was to be called Ages  in Chaos, with the first volume titled,
From the Exodus to King Akhnaton.  The book became so well known as Ages in Chaos
that the real title never caught on.

24. Velikovsky, Peoples of the Sea; Ramses II and His Time (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday, 1978). These books officially are part of the Ages in Chaos series. But as I
said in the previous footnote, the general series’ title, Ages in Chaos, became too closely
associated with the title of the first volume, From the Exodus to King Akhnaton,  a title
which nobody except Velikovsky  has ever bothered to use.

25. Cf. Israel M. Isaacson, “Applying the Revised Chronology:  Pensie, IV (Fall
1974); Lewis M. Greenberg, “The Lion’s Gate at Mycenae,” ibid., III (Winter 1973).

26. David Stove, “The Scientific Mafia: Pmsie,  II (May 1972), p. 6.
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remained unavailable until the mid-1960’s, when the counter-
culture’s revolution overturned most of the established tenets of
every social science and several natural sciences - the era in which
the myth of neutrality died on university campuses throughout the
world. z’ It was republished and once again became a popular book,
and a short-lived semi-scholarly periodical, Penst+,  was begun in the
early 1970’s to explore his theoflles in relation to several academic dis-
ciplines, and courses in two dozen colleges that relied on some
aspects of his research were being taught in 1973, although the col-
leges were not major universities.zs  A scholarly journal, Knmos, is
now devoted to studies of the chronology of the ancient world in the
light of Velikovsky’s thesis. But in the early 1950’s, outright lies were
spread about Worlds in Collision, and they were repeated in major
book reviews. It was a classic case of academic suppression. 29
Harlow Shapley,  the Harvard astronomer who helped launch the

anti-Velikovsky campaign, was still sending out letters in the late
1960’F that referred to him a “fraud” and a “charlatan.”so

“The Shapleyist  proscription of Velikovsky and his revolutionary
astronomical concepts ,“ Horace Kallen  writes, “extended to all who,
even though doubting or questioning the concepts, did take them seri-
ously. One such was Gordon Atwater, fellow of the Royal Astronomi-
cal Society, curator of the Planetarium, and chairman of the depart-
ment of astronomy at New York’s Museum of Natural History, who
had read the manuscript for Macmillan. Although Atwater was skep-
tical of many of Velikovsky’s findings, and doubted that Venus could
have been ejected from Jupiter, he took the records of world-wide
catastrophes in historical times to be evidential. He was dismissed
from both his positions with the Museum the night before This Week
published his review of Worlds in Collision, in which he urged open-
mindedness toward the book. James Putnam, for 25 years with Mac-
millan and the editor who made the contract with Velikovsky, was im-
mediately dismissed from that establishment .“s 1 Yet the book had

27. Gary North, “The Epistemological Crisis of American Universities,” in
North (eel .), Foundations of Christian Scholarship: Essays in the Van Til Prospective
(Vallecito, California: Ross House, 1976).

28. A list of these courses appears in Pensie, III (Winter 1973), pp. 37-38.
29. Alfred de Grazia (cd.), T& Velikovsky Affai7 (New Hyde Park, New York: Uni-

versit y Books, 1966). No major publisher would touch this scholarly analysis of the
Velikovsky  thesis and the protest it produced.

30. Horace Kallen, “Shapley, Velikovsky  and the Scientific Spirit ,“ Pmsie,  II
(May 1973), p. 36. Reprinted in Wikozu@ Reconsidmed (New York: Warner, 1977), p.
53.

31. Ibid., p. 40; Vdikovsky Reconsidered, pp. 62-63.
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attained number-one standing on the best-seller list nationally.
I should state at this point that I do not “believe in Velikovsky.”  I

think we need to consider his chronological reconstruction, but I do
not take seriously his astronomical explanations — or Whiston’s, for
that matter— of such Bible events as the parting of the Red Sea
(near-collision with Venus), the manna (hydrocarbons floating down
from Venus), or the halting of both sun and moon in Joshua’s day
(another near-collision with Venus). While there may have been as-
tronomical events of unusual magnitude at the time — though the
Bible is silent concerning them – they do not exfduin  the events. The
quest for naturalistic explanations here seems futile, although not
necessarily y illegitimate. Velikovsky  has not shown how Venus could
have raised the sea, kept the waters high and the walkway dry for
hours (Ex. 14:21), and then allowed the split “mountains” of water to
crash down just in time to drown the Egyptians. (The evidence from
mythology and literature that Velikovsky  presents to buttress his
case that Venus is a recent addition to the solar system seems plausi-
ble to me, but my competence to judge the scientific astronomical
matters involved in such a hypothesis is non-existent. ) Nevertheless,
I regard Velikovsky  as one of the most powerful scholars of this or
any century, a man whose thorough command of diverse sources in
half a dozen arcane scientific and linguistic disciplines bordered on
genius or the occult. He is not to be ignored or dismissed lightly.

The Need for Reconstruction

Ages in Chaos never received the attention that Worlds in Collision
did. It is a less comprehensive theory, limited primarily to
chronology and the documentary records relating to chronology. He
begins with a summary of the obvious: the Exodus cannot easily be
placed in the dynasty of any Pharaoh whose accepted chronology
matches the chronology of I Kings 6:1. The Eighteenth Dynasty,
which by conventional dating occurred in the fifteenth century B. c.,
included pharaohs who were very powerful. The documentary
record of their reigns provides no evidence of any successful rebel-
lion of slaves. Scholars have long recognized this problem.

If this date cannot be accepted, then what about the period in be-
tween the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Dynasties? No good, says
Velikovsky.  “Stress has also been laid on the fact that Palestine was
under Egyptian rule as late as the disturbances of -1358 [1358
B.C. – G.N.], which put an end to the reign of Akhnaton. [Quoting
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Sir W. M. Flinders Petrie:] ‘Joshua did not find any such Egyptian
hold during his conquest .’. . . No reference has been found that
could be interpreted as even hinting at an exodus during the inter-
regnum between the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Dynasties, and
only the fact that the situation was such as to make an exodus possi-
ble favors this hypothesis.”3z

The next theory reduces the age of the Exodus further: it has for its cor-
nerstone a stele of Merneptah, in which this king of the Nineteenth Dynasty
says that Palestine “is a widow” and that “the seed of Israel is destroyed .“
This is regarded as the earliest mention of Israel in an Egyptian document.
Merneptah did not perish in the sea, nor did he suffer a debacle; he obvi-
ously inflicted a defeat on Israel and ravaged Palestine. The circumstances
do not correspond with the pronounced tradition of Israel, but since it is the
first mention of Israel, Merneptah is regarded by many as the Pharaoh of
the Exodus (about -1220), and Ramses II, his predecessor, as the Pharaoh
of the Oppression. Other scholars, however, consider the mention of Israel
in Palestine in the days of Merneptah not as a corroboration, but as a
refutation of the theory that Mernepkih was the Pharaoh of the Exodus.
They argue that if he found Israel already in Palestine, he could not have
been the Pharaoh of the Exodus.

A further obstacle to placing the Exodus in the reign of Merneptah has
also been emphasized. If he really was the Pharaoh of the Exodus, then the
Israelites must have entered Palestine at least a generation later, about -1190
to -1180; on this theory there remains only a century for the events of
Judges.33

Velikovsky  then quotes from W. F. Albright, who in turn had
been cited by Petrie: “Under any chronological system which can
reasonably be advanced, the date of Israel’s invasion and settlement
falls within the period (1500-1100 before the present era) when the
country was ruled by Egypt as an essential portion of its Syrian Em-
pire.” Then Velikovsky  asks some key questions. “But if this is so,
how could the Israelites have left Egypt, and, having left Egypt, how
could they have entered Palestine? Moreover, why do the books of
Joshua and Judges, which cover four hundred years, ignore the rule
of Egypt and, indeed, fail to mention Egypt at all?”J4

These are obvious questions, but few conservative Bible com-

32. Immanuel Velikovsky, Ages in Chaos (Garden City, New York: Doubleday,
1952), p. 8.

33. Ibid., p. 9.
34. Ibid., p. 11.
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mentators, with only a few major exceptions, have even hinted to
their readers that such questions exist, let alone have solutions. They
have remained silent because they have no answers. In fact, Velikov-
sky himself never did come up with a final position. When did the
Exodus take place? Velikovsky was never sure. What he was sure of
was that either the chronology of Egypt was incorrect, or that the
biblical. account is flawed. He concluded his book with this sum-
mary:”.  . . we still do not know which of the two histories, Egyptian
or Israelite, must be readjusted. At the same time we observed how
the histories of other ancient countries and peoples accord with
either the Israelite or the Egyptian chronology; and how the histories
of Cyprus, Mycenae, and Crete, in correlating with one side or the
other, create confusion in archaeology and chronology.”ss

The Ipuwer  Papyrus

If an event as discontinuous and comprehensive as the Exodus
took place, then we might expect to find references to it in Egyptian
history, The absence of such a document need not automatically be
assumed to be evidence against the Exodus, for documents that old
rarely survive, and we can also imagine that any document testifying
to such a defeat of Egypt’s gods would be destroyed by subsequent
Egyptians. But such a document does exist. It is called the Ipuwer

‘ papyrus, also known as The Admonitions Of an Egyptian Slave,  the title
selected by Alan Gardiner for his 1909 translation. It had been ac-
quired by the Leiden Museum of the Netherlands in 1828, and it was
translated and studied in the late nineteenth century. This ancient
Egyptian document records a series of catastrophes that befell Egypt.
Velikovsky offers fourteen pages of parallel references between this
document and the account of the judgments in the Book of Exodus.
There are some remarkable parallels, including the most startling, a
reference to the Nile: “The river is blood” (Papyrus 2:10).36

The Ipuwer  document goes on to say: “Nay, but gold and lapiz
lazuli, silver and turquoise . . . are hung around the necks of slave-
girls. But noble ladies walk through the land, and mistresses of
houses say: ‘Would that we had something we might eat.’ “ST I am

35. Ibid., p. 338.
36. Ibid., p. 26.
37. Cited by Henri Frankfort, Am”ent Egyptian Relipon (New York: Harper

. Torchbook,  [1948] 1961), p. 85. Ipuwer’s  poem is reproduced,by  Adolph Erman, The
Literature of the Ancient Egyptians, translated by A. M. Blackman (New York: Dutton,
1927), pp. 94ff.
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strongly inclined to agree with Courville and Veliiovsky: this document
was the product of the Exodus. But even if it wasn’t, it presents a pic-
ture of the shock to the Egyptian mind that such an event must have
produced.sg The gods of Egypt had been laid low; the order of the uni-
verse, which had been guaranteed by Pharaoh, had been overturned.

This document is one of the most important pieces of evidence
used by Velikovsky in his reconstruction of Egyptian chronology. It
offers evidence of a major discontinuity in the static order of Egypt, a
break which deeply affected the writer.sg  Here is a side-by-side com-
parison produced by Velikovsky in 1973: A’J

SOME PARALLEL TEXTS

Exodus 7:21. . . there was blood
throughout all the land of Egypt.

Exodus 7:20. . . all the waters
that were in the river were turned
-to blood .

Exodus 7:24 And all the Egyp-
tians digged round about the river
for water to drink; for they could
not drink of the water of the river.

Exodus 7:21. . . and the river
stank.

Exodus 9:25 . . . and the hail
smote every herb of the field, and
brake every tree of the field.

Exodus 9:23-24. . . the fire ran
along the ground . . . there was
hail, and fire mingled with the
hail, very grievous.

Papyrus 2:5-6 Plague is through-
out the land. Blood is everywhere.

Papyrus 2:10 The river is blood.

Papyrus 2:10 Men shrank from
tasting — human beings, and thirst
after water.

Papyrus 3:10-13 That is our
water ! That is our happiness!
What shall we do in respect
thereof? All is ruin!

Papyrus 4:14  Trees are destroyed.
Papyrus 6:1 No fruit nor herbs are
found . . .

Papyrus 2:10  Forsooth,  gates, col-
umns and walls are consumed by
fire.

38. The focus of the poem is “the world turned upside down ,“ in effect. The sage
complains that slaves and poor people who formerly had nothing are now rich, while
the formerly rich are now poor. The slave girls do not appear to have left the nation
in a massive exodus. They remain in the land, with the jewels. If this poem is a
product of the Hyksos invasion, it indicates that some wealth was still left to the
upper-class Egyptians, since they must have had items of value that were later
confiscated by poorer people.

39. Ages in Chaos, pp. 22-39.
40. Velikovsky, “A Reply to Stiebing~ PemLe, IV (Winter 1973-74), p. 39.
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Exodus 7:21 And the fish that was
in the river died.

Exodus 10:15. . . there remained
not any green thing in the trees,
or in the herbs of the fields,
through all the land of Egypt.

Exodus 9:3. . . the hand of the
Lord is upon thy cattle which is in
the field . . . there shall be a very
grievous murrain.

Exodus 9:19.  . . gather thy cattle,
and all that thou hast in the field.
Exodus 9:21 And he that regarded
not the word of the Lord left his
servants and his cattle in the field.

Exodus 10:22 . . . and there was
a thick darkness in all the land of
Egypt.

Exodus 12:29 And it came to
pass, that at midnight the Lord
smote all the firstborn in the land
of Egypt, from the firstborn of
Pharoah that sat on his throne un-
to the firstborn of the captive that
was in the dungeon.

Exodus 12:30. . . there was not a
house where there was not one
dead;

Exodus 12:30. . . there was a
great cry in Egypt.

Exodus 13:21. . . by day in a
pillar of a cloud, to lead them the
way; and by night in a pillar of
fire, to give them light; to go by
day and night.

Papyrus 10:3-6 Lower Egypt weeps
The entire palace is without

~ev~nues.  To it belong (by right)
wheat and barley, geese and fish.

Papyrus 6:3 Forsooth, grain has
perished on every side.
Papyrus 5:12 Forsooth, that has
perished which yesterday was seen.
The land is left over to its
weariness like the cutting of flax.

Papyrus 5:5 All animals, their
hearts weep. Cattle moan . . .

Pap yrus 9:2-3 Behold, cattle are
left to stray, and there is none to
gather them together. Each man
fetches for himself those that are
branded with his name.

Papyrus 9:11 The land is not
light . . .

Papyrus 5:3; 5:6 Forsooth, the
children of princes are dashed
against the walls.
Papyrus 6:12 Forsooth, the chil-
dren of princes are cast out in the
streets.

Papyms 2:13 He who places his
brother in the ground is
everywhere.

Papyrus 3:14 It is groaning that
is throughout the land, mingled
with lamentations.

Papyrus 7:1 Behold, the fire has
mounted up on high. Its burning
goes forth against the enemies of
the land. .

From the King James U-rsion - From A. Gardinoi  translation of the LetZen
Pa&us. He dii not obseroe  the similarities.
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When was the Ipuwer  document written? The Egyptologists  dis-
agree, Some historians believe that it was written in the period be-
tween the Old and the Middle Kingdoms, while Gardiner believed, as ‘
Velikovsky  also believed, that it was a document from the Hyksos era,
at the end of the Middle Kingdom, meaning at the end of the Thir-
teenth Dynasty. AI Non-~elikoVskyite”  John Van Seeters agrees .42
Both eras were transitional eras marked by great disruptions. ,

Is it proper hereto use the word “both”? The conventional chron-
ologies of Egypt assume the existence of two great periods of political
and economic chaos in Egypt’s early history, one immediately fol-
lowing the Sixth Dynasty, supposedly beginning about 2150 B.C.
(late Early Bronze Age) and lasting for perhaps a century,43 and the,
second period, called the Hyksos period, beginning at the end of the
Thirteenth Dynasty (or possibly the Fourteenth), also lasting for at
least a century, 1670-1570 B .C .44 Courville  believes that these two
chaotic periods were actually the same period, the era of Amalekite
domination which immediately followed the Exodus, i.e., after 1445
B.C. Problem: he estimates the Hyksos rule as lasting 430 years,
from the Exodus almost to the reign of Solomon.45 This is a very
long estimate.

Could there have been an earlier period of political catastrophe?
Could Courville’s  telescoping of two sets of records into one era be
incorrect? We know that the pyramid-building age ended before
Moses’ day, and probably before Joseph’s day. There had been a per-
iod of feudalism prior to Sesostris”III,  who Courville  believes was the
Pharaoh of the oppression. It is easy to imagine some sort of national
political disruption which had broken the power of the pyramid
pharaohs. Why not two catastrophic periods? The main reason why
not: the Early Bronze Age identification of the Ipuwer  Papyrus. This
seems to be the period of the Exodus.

Another major problem for Courville’s  thesis is that Ipuwer, who
lived in the Sixth Dynasty, addressed his lament to Pepi II. Courville

41. Velikovsky, Ages in Chaos, pp. 49-50.
42. John Van Seeters, ‘A Date for the ‘Admonitions ~ “ The Jownal of E~ptian

Archaeology, L (1964), pp. 13-23. Predictably, he omits any reference to Velikovsky.
Cf. Pensie,  III (Winter 1973), pp. 36-37.

43. Siegfried J. Schwantes, A Shoti Histoy of the Ancient Near East (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Baker Book House, 1965), p. 67.

44. Zbid., p. 76. Some Egyptologists  believe this era lasted two centuries or more.
45. Donovan Courville,  The Exodus Probbn and Its Ram@cations,  2 vols. (Loma

Linda, Cafifomia:  Chaflenge Books, 1971), I, p. 124.
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argues that the Sixth Dynasty, the Twelfth Dynasty, and the Thir-
teenth Dynasty all overlapped, because the kings associated with
these “dynasties” often were not pharaohs, but were only officials.
Thus, we really should not think of these parallel groupings as
dynasties. Courville  argues that Pepi II was the last significant king
of the Sixth Dynasty, whose personal reign was remarkably long and
therefore had to stretch into the era of the Hyksos.  qG He has to con-
clude this because conventional historians believe that the evidence
from Manetho and the Turin Papyrus indicates that Pepi II reigned
from age six to age 100, making him the longest-lived ruler in Egypt-
ian history.4T If the Sixth Dynasty overlapped the Twelfth and Thir-
teenth Dynasties, then Pepi II’s reign must have extended into the
Hyksos era, since Ipuwer  addressed his poem or lament to Pepi II.
Therefore, Courville has to conclude that this king, the son of a very
powerful ruler whose monuments are found all over Egypt ,48 was
not the Pharaoh of the Exodus, or even a Pharaoh at all. This is a
major problem with Courville’s  reconstruction. Could this powerful
man have been a subordinate ruler during the reign of a weak
Pharaoh, Koncharis, whose reign ended in the Red Sea? This is
another reason why I am not yet fully convinced by Courville’s
arguments. There may be some other way to unscramble the con-
tradictions of Egyptian chronology. Nevertheless, there is much to
be said for his thesis, despite some important problems. Courville’s
thesis is the place where any self-consciously Christian (i. e., anti-
evolutionary) Egyptologist  should begin his investigations.

Courville’s  Reconstruction: Overlapping Reigns

Courville is not a well-organized writer. His two-volume work,
The Exodus Problem and Its Ram@cations, is exasperating. Its index is
atrocious, its footnotes are difficult to master, it does not stick to a
clear-cut chronological development from the front of the book to the
rear, it makes continual references to obscure documents, and it
never really summarizes the thesis. As editor of The Journal of Chris-
tian Reconstruction, I asked him to produce a summary essay of his
thesis for the journal. He submitted an initial manuscript which was
barely more organized than his book, but he graciously consented to

46. Ibid., I, p. 225.
47. James Henry Breasted, A klisto~ of the Ancient Egyptians (New York:

Scribners, 1908), pp. 127-28.
48. Ibid., p. 119.
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rewrite it to my specifications, and the result was a good introduc-
tion to his research.

The Conservatives’ Dilemma

The Exodus, he points out, is the first event in Egyptian history ,
for which there is a chronologically detailed parallel in Hebrew
history.Ag  Because of the similarity of names, the Rameses of Exodus
1:11 was linked initially to Rameses II, listed by the pre-Christian
Egyptian historian Manetho. This later Rameses was part of the
Nineteenth Dynasty of Egypt, which is now conventionally dated
1350-1200 B. C., Rameses II has been assigned dates as late as
1292-1226. so Either date makes the reign of Ramses II too late a date
for the Exodus, according to I Kings 6:1. Courville dates his reign
centuries later yet.

Many conservative scholars therefore switched to the early
Eighteenth Dynasty kings. But these were powerful kings, and their
tombs and mummies still exist. Furthermore, no king named
Rameses is known to be of this dynasty. The kings of this dynasty
reigned in Thebes, far south of the Delta region. The Delta region is
believed to be the area of the ruins of Pithom and Pi-Rameses, of
which Exodus speaks, and the Israelites were enslaved near the
king’s palace (Ex. 1:15-16). The Pharaoh was close by during all the
plagues, indicating that the Delta was his full-time residence area.sl

Both the 18th and 19th dynasty settings suffer from the discovery of the
mummies of the pharaohs nominated as the pharaoh of the Exodus. It is
thus necessary to either deny the death of the Exodus pharaoh in the Red
Sea debacle, which view is contradictory to Psalms 136:15,  or to assume that
the body was recovered and returned to Egypt for burial. This latter ex-
planation is contradictory to Exodus 15:5. Since the king, above all others
in the army, would certainly wear armor, he would be among the first to
find his final resting place at the bottom of the sea.

Even more traumatic to the 18th dynasty placement of the Exodus is the
failure of the Egyptian ins~riptions even to suggest that there was any
significant crisis in Egypt at this time. The power and prosperity to which
Egypt was elevated in the reign of Thutmose III continued unabated into
the reign of Amenhotep II. The attempts to defend this placement of the

49. Donovan A. Courville,  “A Biblical Reconstruction of Egypt’s Chronology:
Journal oj ChriAn  Reconstruction, II (Summer 1975), p. 131.

50. Ibid., p. 132.
51. Ibid., p. 133. #
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Exodus have overlooked one important factor– a factor which, standing
alone, is adequate to negate this theory as far as meriting serious considera-
tion. This is the well-recognized fact that it would have required far less
than the situation described in Scripture to have resulted in a rapid and
easy rebellion on the part of the tribute-paying peoples. There would cer-
tainly have resulted a complete loss of any empire that Egypt may have con-
trolled at the time.

The empire of Thutmose III extended to the widest limits in all of
Egyptian history. All the evidence points to the total absence of any such
crisis at the death of Thutmose III. . . .52

The opponents of an infallible Bible have recognized these prob-
lems, and they have forced baffled conservative commentators to re-
duce the significance of the Exodus to an event ‘of more manageable
proportions.”53 In short, conservative Christian historians have been
forced by their own chronological presuppositions to retreat from the
Exodus as an event of God’s massive judgment – an event which
God Himself said would be a warning and a testimony to the whole
world (Ex. 9:16). Courville cites E. Eric Peet: “. . . if the numbers of
the [Hebrew] emigrants were nearly 2,000,000, which is a legitimate
deduction from Ex. 12:37, the movement was one which would have
shaken Egypt to its very foundations, and which, even if it had failed
to be recorded in one of the numerous monuments which have sur-
vived in Egypt, would at any rate have left some unmistakable im-
pression in Egyptian history.”54

Though Courville  does not use the following analogy, it is clear
to me that the conservative defenders of the Bible are as trapped in
the chains of Egyptian chronology as the Israelites were trapped by
Pharaoh’s taskmasters. They, too, are afraid to depart from Egypt,
with its leeks, onions, and tenured teaching positions, for the wilder-
ness of an unknown chronology seems too great for them.

Courville  is the closest thing to a Moses of biblical chronology
that this generation has seen. Another Seventh Day Adventist, Ed-
win Thiele, did superb work in reconstructing the chronology of the
later Hebrew kings, but the more difficult deliverance is the
deliverance from the chronological empire of Egypt. Rather than
making Israel’s history the reference point for the chronologies of the
ancient world, humanist scholars have clung to the unquestionably

52. Ibzii., pp. 133-34.
53. Ibzil, p. 135.
54. Zdem. Peet, E@  and the Old Tutuwnt  (1924), pp. 105-6.
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defective chronology of Egypt, a society which rejected the very idea
of linear time and meaning for history. They will not subject them-
selves to the authority of God or His Bible; they prefer the bondage
of Egypt. So do most Christian scholars, who are fearful of alienat-
ing their methodological masters. But Courville, a retired Ph.D. in
chemistry, had nothing to lose. He and Velikovsky, like Moses and
Aaron, marched into the camp of the enemy to challenge the priests
of this generation. Courville was armed initially only with the “rod”
of I Kings 6:1, but it has repeatedly swallowed the chronological
snakes of the new Egyptian magicians.

The Basis of His Reconstruction

Courville’s  two-volume reconstruction is incredibly detailed, and
it would be beneficial for scholars to study it carefully. But for this
appendix, it is only necessary to reprint his two tables that compare
the conventional chronology of the dynasties, which are assumed to be
consecutive, with his reconstruction which argues that documents
that describe Egyptian history describe overlapping reigns and over-
lapping dynasties. Whole segments of Egyptian history are “counted
twice,” in other words. The conventional numbering of the dynasties
is therefore meaningless, though he retains the conventional
numbers for the purpose of making chronological comparisons.

Notice, for example (see the following two pages), that Dynasty
XIX was short-lived and was a mere offshoot of Dynasty XVIII. It
ended before Dynasty XVIII did. We are now back to the observa-
tion made by the contributor to the New Bible DtitionaU:  “In Near
Eastern works involving chronology, it is important to realize that
ancient scribes did not draw up synchronistic lists as is done today.
They simply listed each series of rulers and reigns separately, in suc-
cession on the papyrus or tablet. Synchronism were to be derived
from special historiographical works, not the king-lists or narratives
serving other purposes. An excellent example of this is the Turin
Papyrus of Kings from Egypt. It lists at great length all five
Dynasties XIII to XVII in successive groups, totalling originally
over 150 rulers and their reigns accounting for at least 450 years.
However, it is known from other sources that all five Dynasties, the
150-odd rulers and 450-odd regnal years alike, must all fit inside the
234 years from c. 1786 to c. 1552 B. C.: rarely less than two series, and
sometimes three series, of rulers are known to have reigned contem-
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Dynasties
by number
I

X I

XII

XIII

XV with
XVI + XIV

XVII

XVIII

X I X

xx ‘

XXI

XXII

XXIII

XXIV

x x v

x x v

Table I

EGYPTIAN CHRONOLOGY

Traditional

Dates and Notes

There are no dates of general
agreement. Dates are assigned by
individual scholars as each sees
best. Some continue to recognize
beginnings from 3400 B. C.,
others from 2850-2800 B.C. The
period for the first eleven dynas-
ties ends with the year 1991 B. C.,
regarded as astronomically fixed.

1991-1788

1788-1688

1688-1588

1588-?

1580-1350

1350-1200

1200-1090

1090-950

950-750

750-718

718-712

712-663

663-525

XV and XVI are Hyksos
dynasties. XIV is a native line
under the Hyksos.

(reprinted from The Journal oj Christian Reconstruction, op. tit. pp. 140-41.)
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Table I

EGYPTIAN CHRONOLOGY

Reconstruction

Dynasties
by number Dates and Notes

I c. 2125-1880 III is parallel to late I starting
about one century later than 1.

IV c. 1880-1780 First half of II is parallel with IV.

v C. 1780-1640 Last half of II is parallel with V.

XVI

XII 1692-1480 II and V extend briefly into the
era of XII. VI is parallel with
XII but starts about 75 years
later and extends about 75 years
past the end of XII. XIII is com-
posed of subrulers and officials
under XII.

1445-1028 XVI is Hyksos, ruling parallel
with XV, also Hyksos. XIV, VII
to X were local dynasties ruling
by permission of the Hyksos.
XVII was composed of the kings
during the war of liberation.

XVIII

XXI

XXVI

1028-700 The dates are for the recomposed
XVIII. XIX is but a brief off-
shoot from XVIII dated 840-790
B.C. XXIII is a line of usurper
kings ruling locally, 776-730 B.C.
XX overlaps late XVIII as re-
composed and was fragmented
after the rule of Rameses III.

710-? The fragmented rule of XX was
in competition with XXI, com-
posed itself of a dual line of High
Priests ruling from Thebes, the
other at Tanis. Dynasty XXI
soon took over the fragments of
XX. XXII was Assyrian and
competed for control with XXIV,
XXV and early XXVI.

663-525 XXIII to XXVI retain the dates
as traditionally held.

317
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poraneously.”5 5

Courville  claims that his reconstruction provides solutions to
over one hundred chronological problems that now bedevil conser-
vative C)ld  Testament scholars. 56 “By the reconstruction, the Exodus
incident is set at the point of the Hyksos invasion of Egypt. This set-
ting explains the enigmatic statement of Josephuss7 to the effect that
the Hyksos were able to take over Egypt without a battle. Egypt had
been beaten to her knees by the disasters resulting from the plagues.
The slaves were gone, the army was gone, the king was gone, and
there was not even an heir apparent to take over the control.”5S

Courville  offers a comprehensive comparison of the conventional
dates of Old Testament history and his reconstmcted  chronology. It
should be used as a guide to both his book and the work of Velikovsky.

One of the more convincing arguments used by Courville  to de-
fend his thesis of a single period of political disintegration relates the
destruction of Canaan to the chronology of Egypt. The archaeology
of Canaan indicates a universal transformation of the various city-
states in the late Ear~ Bronze period, or about the twenty-first cen-
tury, B. C., according to conventional chronology. This conventional
chronology is erroneously dated, Courville  argues; the date of the
Early Bronze age should be placed in the mid-fifteenth century, B.C.
He discusses this in chapter VI of Volume I. There is a correspond-
ence, Courville  argues, of archaeological evidence: the end of the
Old Kingdom, and therefore the beginning of the “first” period of
disruption, came in this same late Ear~ Bronze age, according to con-
ventional chronologies of Egypt. Therefore, he concludes, the period
after the Exodus is the sole pert”od of disruption.

I have already mentioned a difficulty with this argument. The
pharaohs of what scholars have called the Sixth Dynasty, especially
Pepi I, were powerful kings, according to Egyptian archaeological
evidence. Courville  has to argue that these Sixth Dynasty kings were
actually subordinate officials under the rule of what scholars have
called the Twelfth Dynasty pharaohs — Sesostris 1, Sesostris III,
Amenemhet 111, etc. — and he also argues that the Thirteenth
Dynasty paralleled the Twelfth. In fact, he argues that the Sixth
Dynasty kings actually survived as subordinate rulers under the

55. New Bible DictwnaT, op. cit., p. 192.
56. “Biblical Reconstruction: p. 143.
57. Josephus, Against Afiion,  Bk. I, paragraph 14.
58. Courville,  “Biblical Reconstruction; p. 144.
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Amalekites (Hyksos). 59 That such powerful kings were subordinates
who survived the fall of two dynasties, and even the fall of Egypt, is
difficult to imagine. We need generations of well-trained Egyptolo-
gists and Palestine archaeologists to examine these issues, but with-
out operating a priorz” in terms of the conventional chronologies, and
without the evolutionary assumptions that undergird the “Bronze
Age-Iron Age” classification system.

The Invasion of Canaan

Stan Vaninger has written a follow-up on Courville’s  reconstruc-
tion. He surveys the evidence, as of 1980, concerning Canaanite ar-
chaeology: The dating of numerous “digs” — the holes in the ground
that constitute the humanist world’s favorite refutations of biblical
history – points to a tremendous disruption in the late Early Bronze
Age. In city after city, there are signs of burning and destruction, indi-
cating an invasion of the region by a militarily powerful outside army,

The conventional dating of this period is 2300 to 2200 B.C. Thus,
the scholars continue to point to this disruption as having taken
place at least seven centuries before the earliest date possible for the
Exodus. Furthermore, there is no archaeological evidence of any dis-
ruption in the fifteenth century through the thirteenth century, B. c.,
the conventional dates of the Exodus. Thus, the scholars have con-
cluded, the events described in the Book of Joshua as being a mo-
mentous victory for the Helx-ews  are obviously exaggerated. The in-
vasion was a slow process, with the Hebrews being steadily assimi-
lated by the existing Canaanite cultures. This story is given for
Jericho, Ai, and Gilgal.”J  Archaeologist Kathleen Kenyon, who did
the major work’on  Jericho, summarizes the evidence: “The final end
of the Early Bronze Age civilization came with catastrophic com-
pleteness: The last of the Early Bronze Age walls of Jericho was built
in a hurry, using old and broken bricks, and was probably not com-
pleted when it was destroyed by fire . . . all the finds show that there
was an absolute break, and that a new people took the place of the
earlier inhabitants. Every town in Palestine that has so far been in-
vestigated shows this same break.’” 1

59. Courville,  I, pp. 225-26.
60. Stan F. Vaninger, “Historical Revisionism: Archaeology and the Conquest of

Canaan:  The Journal of Chtistian Reconstruction, VII (Summer 1980), pp. 123-24, 128.
61. Kenyon, Archaeolo~  in the Ho@ Land (New York: Praeger, 1960), p. 134; cited

by Vaninger, ibid., p. 120. He refers to similar statements by G. Ernest Wright and
William Dever: p. 120n.
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Even more revealing is a 1983 article in the conventional quasi-
scholarly journal, Biblical Archaeolo~ Review: “The Mysterious MBI
[Early Middle Bronze Age] People.” This period is dated by the
author from 2200 B.C. to 2000 B.C. Who were these people? The
author, Rudolph Cohen, speculates: “I would suggest that they were
a people who migrated slowly, from the south or southwest, into the
Central Negev of Palestine. I would further suggest that the dim,
historical memory of their journey powerfully influenced the Biblical
author who described Israel’s entry into Canaan. In fact, these MBI
people may be the Israelites whose famous journey from Egypt to
Canaan is called the Exodus.”b2

It is interesting, however, to note that this migratory drift, as I have re-
constructed it, bears a striking similarity to that of the Israelites’ flight from
Egypt to the Promised Land, as recorded in the Book of Exodus. . . . The
establishment of the MBI settlements directly over the ruins of the EBII-
EBIII sites in the Central Negev is consistent with the tradition that the
Israelites dwelled in the area previously inhabited by their Amalekite foes
(Deuteronomy 25:17-19).  The northeastward migration of the MBI popula-
tion into Transjordan  has parallels in the Biblical recollection that the
Israelites remained in Moab before crossing the Jordan River and laying
siege to Jericho (Deuteronomy 3:29). In this connection, it is interesting’ to
note that Early Bronze Age Jericho was destroyed by a violent conflagra-
tion, and the site was thinly reoccupied by MBI newcomers, who were ap-
parently unaccustomed to urban dwellings.

In the central and northern parts of Israel, the EBIII urban culture
flourished. The MBI invaders in the south overwhelmed this urban Ca-
naanite civilization and destroyed their cities but thereafter persisted in a
semi-nomadic way of life. This bears a striking similarity to the tradition of
Joshua’s devastating campaign against the Canaanite centers in central
Palestine and his ban on rebuilding some of them (e.g., Joshua 8:28). Both
Jericho and Ai were fortified cities at the end of the Early Bronze Age. Ac-
cording to the Biblical account, they were both destroyed by the Israelites;
God specifically instructed that these cities should not be rebuilt. In-
terestingly enough, after the EBIII  destruction of Jericho and Ai, both
cities lay in ruins for hundreds of years.ss

He states that scholars agree that the pottery and other aspects of
their culture differ significantly from what went before. These new

62. Rudolph Cohen, “The Mysterious MBI People: Biblical Archaeology Review,
IX (July/August 1983), p. 16.

63. Ibid,, p. 28.



The Reconstruction of Egypt%  Chronolo~ 321

people were not primarily urban, as their predecessors and followers
(2000 to 1550 B.c.) were. It was W. F. Albright, the author reminds
us, who concluded that the pottery of these people resembled more
closely the ‘Middle Bronze Age people who followed them than the
pottery of those who preceded them.GA

This is not surprising to those who understand that these MBI
people were the invading Israelites, and the MBII people were their
more urban descendants. What the conventional scholars refuse to
Acknowledge is that the solution to these enigmas is found in the re-
constructed chronology of Velikovsky  and Courville. The conven-
tional chronology has inserted an extra seven centuries into the rec-
ord. What took place in the fifteenth century before Christ in Egypt
and Canaan took place in the late Early Bronze Age (EBIII) era or
e a r l y  M i d d l e  B r o n z e  (MBI).  I

All Cohen can do is to appeal to the memory of these MBI people
in the mind of the writer of the biblical account. “The migration of
the MBI population from the southwest and their conquest of the
Early Bronze civilization evidently made a very deep impression,
and the memory of these events was preserved from one generation
to the next. The late Yohanon Aharoni made a similar suggestion
when he noted that the Biblical tradition concerning the destruction
of the two Canaanite cities Arad and Horma could not be placed, ar-
chaeologically speaking, in the Late Bronze/Early Iron Age (there
were no cities there then) — although this is the period to which the
arrival of the Hebrews is normally ascribed — but had remarkable
parallels in MBII,  when these two strategic outposts in the Beer-
Sheva basin guarded the country’s southern approaches. (Aharoni
identified Biblical Arad with MBII Tel Malhata  and Horma with
MBII Tel Masos.)  He maintained that the recollection of these two
important sites was perpetuated among the local populace and ap-
peared in the Biblical saga of the conquest. The similarity between
the course of the MBI migration and the route of the Exodus seems
too close to be coincidental, and a comparable process may have
operated here. The Late Bronze Age (1550-1200 B. C.) — the period
usually associated with the Israelites’ flight from Egypt — is archaeo-
logically unattested in the Kadesh-Barnea  area (as elsewhere in the
Central Negev, for that matter), but MBI remains abound and seem
to provide a concrete background for the traditions of settlement .“GS

64. Ibid., p. 18.
65. IbziL, p. 29.
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Egypt and Crete

We must understand how modern archaeologists operate, and
the extent to which they are tied to Egypt’s chronology by way of
Darwin. I have discussed the origin of the labyrinth design in Chap-
ter 2 and in Appendix C. The link between Egypt’s labyrinth and
Crete’s is recognized by informed archaeologists. Sir Arthur Evans
excavated the “palace” of Mines from about 1902 to 1930. He was an
evolutionist. He used the evolutionary speculations of anthropolo-
gists Edward Tyler and Lewis Morgan (as did Frederich Engels) to
provide a stage theory of historic development. Both of these schol-
ars became prominent in the 1870’s. This stage theory — savagery,
barbarism, and civilization – was first developed in the early nine-
teenth century by Swedish scholar Sven Nilsson, who wrote in the
1830’s.66  But where did Nilsson get the idea? From Danish scholar
Christian Thomson.  GT Thomson came up with the idea of the divi-
sion of ages by construction materials — stone, bronze, and iron. In
1816, he had been given the difficult task of sorting out huge quan-
tities of artifacts possessed by the Royal Commission for the Preser-
vation and Collection of Antiquities. This collection was jumbled
together. What came first? He thought about it for three years, and
then came up with the Stone Age, Bronze Age, Iron Age classifica-
tion. There were few references to iron implements, he knew, prior
to 800 B.C. Copper and bronze were mentioned much earlier. So the
bronze age must have come later. Common sense told him that the
stone age was earliest of all. The first scholars outside Denmark who
accepted this classification scheme were the Swedes and Germans.
At mid-century, the British scholars refused to accept it. A decade
later, after Darwin’s Origin of Species, the idea spread rapidly.Gs

Evans used this assumption of cultural evolution – fi-om primi-
tive to complex, from Bronze Age to Iron Age, from savagery to civi-
lization – to explain the “palace.” McNea.1 is forthright: “. . . I have
said, in effect, that he went out to the hill of Knossos with certain
ideas in his head, and that he excavated the site in the light of his
previous intellectual commitments. In other words, the objects as
they came out of the ground were compelled (by force if necessary!)
to fit Evans’ prior ideas.”Gg

66. R. A. McNeal, “The Legacy of Arthur Evans; Calfomti Studies in Classical
Antiqui~,  VI (1973), p. 207.

67. Ibtd., p. 208.
68. Barry Fell, Saga Amerka (New York: Times Books, 1974), pp. 29-30, 43-44.
69. McNeal,  p. 209.

.
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By now Evans had made two very important assumptions, first that the
civilization of the Cretan Bronze Age was a discreet [typo: he means
discrete – G. N.] entity, and second that it could be considered in terms of
youth, maturity, and old-age. Thus far little has been said about the ar-
tifacts, and one may wonder whether they have not become lost in the
metaphorical shuffle. The point is, that Evans fitted the artifacts to his partic-
ular organic model of reality, and the way in which he did so was perfectly in-
genious. Faced with the necessity of forging a link between the guiding
abstraction and the artifacts which could be apprehended empirically, he
wove into his synthesis another set of ideas, this time concerned with the
nature of Minoan art. Evans looked at the artifacts and divided them into
three classes corresponding to the tripartite scheme which he already had in
mind. . . . In this way Evans connected the biological metaphor with the
archaeological artifacts which he pulled from the ground. The result was a
sequence, a relative chronology. 70

He then divided the types of pottery into a scheme: Stone Age;
Minoan: Early Minoan, Middle Minoan, Late Minoan; and Iron
Age. He did the same with art. As he excavated, the stratigraphic
evidence was lost. 71 McNeal refuses to say that this was deliberate, or
that Evans falsified the record. Others have cast doubt on his handling
of the evidence and his creativity in reconstructing the “palace>
especially the paintings. 72 As McNeal says of the early archaeologists,
“In their rush to construct elaborate evolutionary sequences, they
tended to forget the strata. Or, to put the matter another way, there
was a regrettable habit of interpreting the strata in terms of sequences
previously constructed on solely evolutionary criteria.”’s

This practice probably arose from the mistaken idea, already noted,
that pottery types could be stacked end-to-end like railroad cars. We know
now that pottery does not go in and out of existence in just this way. A new
style does not necessarily begin where another leaves off. Evans thought
‘fiat only one style marked a given period. But quite apart from the exist-
ence of gradual transitions between different styles, we find totally different
types in simultaneous use. Since potters are both conservative and pro-
gressive, old styles can be retained long after new ones are in vogue. There
is thus a definite danger of refining the relative sequence too much and of
marking off stages where no stages ever existed. 74

70. Ibid., pp. 216-17. ,
71. Ibid., p. 218.
72. Hans Georg Wunderlich, The .Swret of Crete (New York: Macmillan, 1974),

pp. 79-82.
73. McNeal,  p. 219.
74. Idem.
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Cottrell,  however, praises Evans for his attention to pottery and
the finely drawn divisions he makes between styles. 75 In this regard,
something else needs to be noted: the dominance of the presumed
chronolo~  of E~pt. Cottrell  writes of this achievement, al,d he uses
italics to emphasize the point: ‘Evans’s achievement was to mark off
the three great periods of Minoan civilization which could be correbted  with the
three great periods of E~ptian  civilization – the Old Kingdom, the Mid-
dle Empire and the New Empire. ’76 He immediately cites Evans’
own Palace of Mines to show that Evans recognized that this was pre-
cisely what he had “proven.”

Here is the great irony. Evans did not recognize that the ‘palace”
was not a palace, but was a labyrinth structure for the Cretan cult of
the dead. Refusing to recognize that the mummy-preserving air
vents were not “indoor plumbing outlets,” and maintaining that sar-
cophagi were ‘bathtubs ,“ he then argued that this “high technology”
civilization was unique, with no previous origins in Greek culture,
and one which disappeared almost overnight. After all, no subse-
quent civilization possessed such high technology. He offered several
possible explanations for the disappearance of this unique civiliza-
tion, such as an earthquake, but geologist Wunderlich shows that
the geological evidence indicates that this explanation is highly
unlikely, and so are his other explanations. 77

Evans tried for decades to decipher the “Minoan” language, and
failed because he refused to see that it was related closely to Greek.
He literally invented a civilization, “Minoan,” where no independent
civilization ever existed. In short, Evans didn’t have any idea of what
he was doing. And then, just to make things complete, he imported
the erroneous three-kingdom Egyptian classification scheme used by
modern Egyptologists  to explain Egyptian history, and thereby
helped to “prove” his three-stage theory of “Minoan” history. Such is
the fate of those who adopt a cultural version of the paradigm of
evolution.

Conclusion

The testimony of the Bible is clear: 480 years before Solomon
- began to construct the temple, Moses led the Hebrews out of Egypt.

The archaeological evidence points to a late Early Bronze Age/

75. Leonard Cottrell, The Bull of Mines (New York: Rinehart, 1958), pp. 138-39.
76. Ibti,, p. 139.
77. Wunderlich, Swwt OJ Crete, ch. 11.
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Middle Bronze Age conquest of Canaan’ by a people who invaded
from the southwest. The problem for conventional archaeologists
and historians is that their dating of the Bronze Age places the ar-
chaeological evidence much earlier than fifteenth-century Egypt and
therefore fifteenth-century Mediterranean civilization (which is
keyed to Egypt).

The Bible is correct; the conventional scholars are incorrect.
They have used the flawed chronological reconstruction of Egypt’s
history to govern their dating of the metallic ages. They have refused
to go to the Bible for their chronological keying device. Instead, they
use a mistaken chronology keyed to Egypt. It is therefore time for
Christian scholars to abandon Egypt at last, and to head for the
promised land, even if they must wander in the academic wilderness
for a generation or two.



THE DEMOGRAPHICS OF DECLINE

Appendix B

Thou shalt be blessed above all people: there shall not be male or female
barren among you, or among your cattle (Deut, 7:14).

What we need to understand is that population stagnation, prior to
the fulfilling of the dominion covenant, is a curse. The curse aspect of
population stagnation is reco~ized  ‘in almost all societies except the
modern humanistic West. As British economist P. T. Bauer points
out, die word “barren” is universally recognized as unfavorable. 1
Population stagnation is a restriction on the ability of men to fulfill
the terms of the dominion covenant. Christians should not accept
the reigning presuppositions of the humanist intellectuals regarding
the supposed evils of rapid population growth. If the society in which
such growth is taking place is God-fearing and biblical law-
honoring, population growth is a sign of God’s favor and should be
regarded as conzrmation  of God’s covenant. It is a blessing.

In contrast to the biblical view of population growth is the
message of a fund-raising letter sent out by the lobbying. organiza-
tion, Zero Population Growth, and signed by biologist Paul Ehrlich,
author of the best-selling book, The Population Bomb. His letter
blames the social evils of our era on population growth. “To name
just a few of these dilemmas: food shortages, polluted air, oil short-
ages, depleted energy supplies, lowered standards of education,
escalating crime rates, excessive bureaucracy, economic instability,
housing shortages, and inadequate health care. There is one basic
condition that contributes to all  these predicaments. It’s this: We’re
overpopulated.”z

1. P. T. Bauer, Equality, the Third World and Economic Delusion (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1981), p. 62.

2. Cited in Review of the News (August 15, 1979), p. 29. The response by Review is
correct: the growing threat to the West is population stagnation.
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The assumption of Western intellectuals concerning demo-
graphics is that population growth threatens per capita income.
“More mouths to feed” means more starvation. But this assumption
is not correct. It is not the number of mouths to feed which is
significant economically; rather, it is the productivity  available to feed
those mouths. This has been a continuing theme in Bauer’s  books.
He writes: “Rapid population growth has not been an obstacle to
sustained economic advance either in the Third World or in the
West, Between the 1890s and 1930s the sparsely populated area of
Malaysia, with hamlets and fishing villages, was transformed into a
country with large cities, extensive agricultural and mining opera-
tions and extensive commerce. The population rose from about one
and a half to about six million; the number of Malays increased from
about one to about two and a half million. The much larger popula-
tion had much higher material standards and lived longer than the
small population of the 1890s. Since the 1950s rapid population in-
crease in densely-populated Hong Kong and Singapore has been ac-
companied by large increases in real income and wages. The
population of the Western world has more than quadrupled since the
middle of the eighteenth century. Real income per head is estimated
to have increased by a factor of.five  or more. Most of the increase in
incomes took place when population increased as fast as, or faster
than, in the contemporary less developed world.”q

Bauer’s  focus is on character, attitudes, and institutional ar-
rangements, not natural (physical) resources. How else can we ex-
plain the spectacular increase in per capita income which has been
experienced in Hong Kong (at least prior to the fear that the Com-
munist Chinese would not renew their lease with the British crown
colony in 1999)? “The number of people who can live in any area at
the specified standard of living is not determined by the extent of
land or of other physical resources available there. It depends very
largely on the personal qualities, social institutions and mores and
political arrangements of the population, on the state of technology
and on external market conditions for imports and exports .“4

Thus, the guilt felt by the West’s intellectuals concerning popula-
tion growth in the Third World is valid, but not because “we” taught
the Third World about modern medicine and other life-saving

3. P. T. Bauer,  Equali& p. 43.
4. Ibti.,  p. 50.
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technologies. Unquestionably, we did send them key life-saving
technologies. Which technologies? I am not referring here to DDT
and other pesticides, important as these may be in extending life ex-
pectancy, by killing disease-bearing insects (at least until the insect
species produce pesticide-resistant progeny ).5 I have in mind the two
greatest life-extending technologies that the West has exported to the
Third World, the wire-mesh window and door screen (post-1860’s)
and the elementary public health measure, the separation of latrines
from close proximity to community water supplies, a practice known
since Alexander the Great,G and one which was required (though
without a biological explanation) of the Hebrews, at least with
respect to battlefield conditions (Deut. 23:12-13). These technologies
should not be the basis of guilt among Western intellectuals. The in-
tellectuals should feel guilty only because they — Western educators,
politicians, missionaries, and propagandists – have persuaded Third
World leaders that socialism and economic interventionism are the
most productive, or at least the most moral, of all forms of social and
economic organization. It is socialism, with its denial of personal
responsibility — at least the personal responsibility of the poor —
which has threatened the per capita wealth of underdeveloped na-
tions, not population growth as such.

The Ultimate Resources

The ultimate resources for man are God’s four gifts: land, lye,
law, and time. These were God’s gifts in the garden, to which
regeneration has been added as a gift in the post-Fall world. “All the
commandments which I command thee this day shall ye observe to
do, that ye may live, and multiply, and go in and possess the land
which the LORD sware unto your fathers” (Deut. 8:1). It could not be
any clearer. “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-

5. The “defeat” of malaria-carrying mosquitos by DDT in the mid-twentieth cen-
tury was apparently only a temporary tactical victory. The disease has bounced back
since the late 1960’s. It requires a full-time campaign to control the mosquitos. Gov-
ernments are not always willing to finance such campaigns, especially in Third
World nations. Julian Simon argues that the one remedy that may be able to work is
high human population density, which reduces the habitat for the mosquitos.
Simon, The Ultimate Resource (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1981), p. 253.

6. Peter Drucker, Management: Tuks, Responsibilities, Practices (New York: Harper,
1974), p. 330.
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nant which he sware unto thy fathers, as it is this day” (Deut. 8:18).
God’s covenant establishes the possibility of positive feedback, or what
is also called compound growth.

Population growth is specifically stated to be a covenantal  bless-
ing. To deny this is to deny God’s word. There can be no com-
promise here. Therefore, we should expect to find evidence that
population growth is, in the long run, accompanied by other economic
benefits. Contrary to the assertion of the rebellious former slaves of
the wilderness era (Ex. 14:11-12; 17:1-3; Num. 20:3-4),  God does not
bring His people out into the wilderness to kill them. Contrary to the
handwringing of ethically rebellious slaves of our day, God does not
multiply the seed of righteous mankind in order to bring a popula-
tion catastrophe upon them.

Simon? Thesis

Professor Julian Simon of the University of Illinois has written a
devastating book, published by Princeton University Press in 1981,
called The Ultimate Resource. What is this resource? Human creativ-
ity. Simon examined the statistical and theoretical evidence of the
various “doomsday books” published around the world, but especially
in the United States, after 1964. He found all of them to be mislead-
ing prophecies: the coming famine, the coming pollution catastrophe
(dead seas, dead lakes, cancer-producing air), the population explo-
sion, the comin’g extinction of natural resources (especially “non-
renewable” resources), the energy crisis, and the economic collapse.

What is the evidence? That food is getting cheaper, and has been
for centuries under capitalism. That ‘non-renewable” resources aren’t
non-renewable, except fossil energy, which is only one among several
energy sources, and even here, there is an ample supply for centuries.
That economic catastrophes do happen, but in the modern world they
are zdmost  always the product of government planning and
mismanagement. That an increasing population, if coupled with
capitalist institutions, has invariably brought with it economic ad-
vance and an increasing per capita income within two generations
and often within one generation. The problem, he says, is not that
Western populations are increas-ing,  but rather that Westerners are not
reprodu”ng  themselves. Birth rates in many Western nations are below
the reproduction rate of 2.1 children per woman. What the bulk of the
historical evidence points to is that shrinking populations bring with
them economic stagnation and declining per capita income.
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Here is the main thesis of the book: “It is your mind that matters
economically, as much or more than your mouth or hands. In the
long run, the most important economic effect of population size and
growth is the contribution of additional people to our stock of useful
knowledge. And this contribution is large enough in the long run to
overcome all the costs of population growth. This is a strong state-
ment, but the evidence for it seems very strong.’” The evidence is
very strong — far stronger than anything the zero population growth
propagandists have been able to muster. “More mouths” means,
eventually, a larger population base from which minds will emerge.
More minds mean. more creatiui~,  despite the short-run limitation which
hypnotizes the doom-sayers: “more births mean more mouths to
feed” and therefore supposedly also mean reduced per capita invest-
ment, leading to low or zero economic growth.

This latter approach is illustrated by the booklet published by the
World Bank, an international organization which gives confiscated
tax dollars and borrowed money to Third World nations: “There
may historically have been countries which could have been con-
sidered under-populated, in terms of the economy’s ability to make
effective use of its natural resources. Perhaps the United States was
in this position at some point in the past. However, instances when
the addition of more people to the labor force led to increases in
labor productivity and income per head must have been few in the
past and are virtually nonexistent today.”g The words “mayy
“perhaps ,“ and “must have been” indicate how little evidence the

7. The Ultimak Resource, p. 196. It is this thesis which led Warren Brookes to write
Tb Economy in Mind, published in 1982 by Universe Books, which a decade before
had published Limits to Growth. Both Simon’s book and Brookes’ book have been
highly recommended by Franky Schaeffer: Bad News for Modern Man: An Agenda for
Christian Actiuirm  (Westchester, Illinois: Crossway Books, 1984), pp. 116, 120. The
problem is this: Brookes is a kind of “higher consciousness” or “New Age” philoso-
pher who sees man’s creativity as limitless. He sees wealth as essentially metaphysi-
cal rather than essentially ethical. From this perspective, it is knowledge which saves
man, not regeneration. This is the theology of .gnostrizim.  It should not be surprising
that he agrees with New Age guru Buckminster Fuller, who wrote that the important
factor is the “metaphysical component of wealth.” This New Age (and “old age”
Emersonian) aspect of his thought does not come out in his book, but it does in his
1984 lecture to students at Hillsdale College, reprinted in Imprimis  (April 1984), a
publication of the college. On the New Age philsophy, see my book, None  Dare Call h
Witchmaji  (New Rochelle,  New York: Arlington House, 1976), ch. 9: “Escape from
Creaturehood,” and Constance Cumbey, The Hiiz%n Dangers of the Rainbow (Shreve-
port, Louisiana: Huntington House, 1983).

8. Population Planning: Seder Wwking  Paper (March 1972), p. 17.
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author has for any of his conclusions.

Overstating Hti Case

On occasion, Simon needlessly overstates his case for economic
growth. For instance, he argues that progress has been made in con-
trolling “point sources” of water pollution, such as municipal and in-
dustrial sewage and, chemical waste.g  This is true, but it is the non-
point sources of water pollution, especially agricultural – topsoil
runoff, animal urea runoff — that are the biggest problem. Here
there has been little progress. 10 But his main point is correct: that
with freedom, future-orientation, and capital to finance human crea-
tivity, there probably will be economic growth and increases in per
capita output’ (and therefore income).

Does this mean that there are no limits to growth? He argues
that there are in principle none. This is clearly incorrect. The post-
Fall world is under a curse. We know there are limits to growth
because there are prices. At zero price, there is more demandfor than
SUPPO  of a scarce economic resource, meaning virtually all resources.
To argue for a zero-limits world is to argue for a zero-price world.
This is the eschatological  argument of the Communists and “radical”
political economists. 11 Simon knows this. Yet his language often
points to a zero-price world which has been the dream of revolu-
tionary communist visionaries for millennia.

Sometimes Simon guards his language. At other times he
doesn’t. For example, in his conclusion, he writes that “there are no
meaningful limits to the continuation of this process,” meaning a ris-
ing standard of living. 12 He rejects the use of the word “finite”
because of the misconceptions associated with it. For instance,
“finite” is not meaningful because “we cannot say with any practical
surety where the bounds of a relevant resource system lie, or even if
there are any bounds .“13 He is correct: we cannot say where the
bounds lie. He is also incorrect: we can say that all resources are
bounded. This is why we must Pay to gain access to them.

9. Simon, p. 133.
10. Jerome W. Milliman,  “Can Water Pollution Policy Be Efficient?” CatoJoumal,

II (Spring 1982), p. 190.
11. “The Unorthodox Ideas of Radical Economists Win a Wider Hearing,” Wall

Street ~oumal (Feb. 11, 1972); cf. Business W~k (March 18, 1972), pp. 72, 74.
12. Re.soume, p. 345.
13. Ibid., p. 48.
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The Irreplaceable Resource: Time

Simon is a humanist –a very smart humanist – who is seeking to
escape the curse-induced limits to growth. He is attempting to escape the
logic of all growth, for it points to a coming judgment and the end of time. A
one per cent per year expansion of today’s human population will
produce over 80 trillion people in a thousand years. There are, in
short, limits to growth. There is finitude. We are not God; we are
limited creatures. Our creativity is the creativity of creatures, a kind
of “re-creativity.”

The Bible says that the primary limit in the post-Fall world is
time: a final judgment is coming. Simon categorically and foolishly
denies this. Speaking of the increase of total resources over time –
the product of superior insight, better technology, and capital accu-
mulation — he writes: “But, you ask, how long can this go on? Surely
it can’t go on forever, can it? In fact there is no logical or physical
reason why the process cannot do just that, go on forever.” 14 In this
sense, Simon is “whistling past the graveyard” — the entropy-bound
cosmic graveyard. The process cannot go on forever, or anything
like forever. The universe is bounded. Furthermore, this earth is
bounded, and even 17. per annum growth in the world’s population
will press against these limits within a few generations. Eventually,
population growth will end, thereby fulfilling one aspect of the do-
minion covenant. Other forms of growth will also end.

We have to recognize that Simon’s book is an intellectual over-
reaction. Nevertheless, his arguments are correct within the God-
imposed and (human~  speaking) indefinite limitations of the creation. We do
not live in an infinite environment, but we do live in an indgiinite~
limited environment. It is not infinite, but its boundaries cannot be
known by a government committee. There are limits on men’s crea-
tivity,  but men do not know where these limits are. God does know,
and therefore it is incorrect to deny the limitations of finitude. On
the other hand, a State bureaucracy does not know, and therefore it
is misleading (and State-enhancing) to speak of the need for limiting
growth by political action.

Biblical Ethics vs. Stagnation

The answer, then, is to allow men’s creativity to flow, and to
allow profit-seeking investors to seek out previously undetected op-

14. Ibid., p. 217.
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portunities. It is this fusion of inventive genius and private capital
accumulation and investment which is basic to the institutional
framework of the growth process. But most important of all is the
ethical framework, which in turn is the source of the institutional
framework. Christian economic and social analysis must postulate a
relatively close relationship in history between ethics and economic
peglormance.  First, there is a relationship between external righteous-
ness and external blessings. This includes population growth. Sec-
ond, we must never forget the relationship between rebellion and
stagnation or even “negative income ,“ as the economists like to put it,
i.e., between evil acts and falling per capita income for a society.
What we should argue, contrary to Simon, is that there are several
“ultimate resources”: 1) God’s gift of life in the creation; 2) His gift to
the creation of an assistant made in His image, man, who is subor-
dinately creative (Simon’s “ultimate resource”); 3) His gift of land
(natural resources) – the creation itsel~ 4) His gift of time; 5) His gift
of law; and 6) His gift of regeneration and sanctification to fallen
humanity.

Simon’s thesis, therefore, is flawed by his humanism. Never-
theless, his thesis is not nearly so flawed as his humanist opponents’
theory, that is, that compound economic growth is not the proper
standard, but is instead some sort of cosmic hubris on the part of
man, his defiance of the laws of an entropic cosmos. 15 They assume
that finitude is primary rather than ethics, that entropy is the fun-
damental reality rather than regeneration, sanctification, and bless-
ing. His opponents assume that capitalism is evil because it provides
the legal framework for long-term economic growth, and thereby en-
courages such growth. Capitalism does precisely that, of course, but
the Christian response should be that this is one of the reasons why
capitalism is a God-ordained and God-required form of economic
organization. It is not capitalism which is innately evil, but rather
the zero-growth ideology.

The Legacy of Malthus

Some have termed the fear of population growth “neo-
Malthusianism.”lG Thomas Malthus, a late-eighteenth-century

15, Jeremy Rifiin, Entropy: A New World View (New York: Bantam, 1980).
16. For example, B. Bruce-Briggs, “Against the Neo-Malthusians~  Commentary

(July 1974).
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cleric, amateur demographer, and economist, 17 wrote his enor-
mously influential book, An Essay on the Principle of Popubtion,  in 1798.
In it, he made a series of dire analyses and prophecies concerning
overpopulation and looming food shortages — prophecies that he
revised downward in later editions of his book.’s Unfortunately, his
nineteenth-century followers ignored his later revisions. 19

The most famous – and erroneous – of Malthus’  observations is
this: the means of subsistence increases arithmetically (“l, 2, 3, 4,

“), while all species have a tendency to increase geometrically
:U2: 4:8, 16, 32 . . . . “).20 There is no evidence for the existence of
these numerical relationships. 21 Most important, we cannot
measure a jixed ‘tendency” — and tendencies were all that he ever
claimed for his theoryzz — to geometrical expansion of population in
that crucial species, humanity. Malthus’ theory was reiited  in the in-
dustrial West by three developments: 1) contraceptive technologies;
2) even earlier, by the very means of restraint he recommended, late
marriages; and 3) the rise of scientific agriculture, by which
mankind multiplied food even faster than man multiplied himself.
Malthus  began to recognize this in later editions of his book. He
wrote in the final chapter of the last edition: “From a review of the
state of society in former periods- compared with the present, I
should certainly say that the evils resulting from the principle of
population have rather diminished than increased, even under the
disadvantage of an almost total ignorance of the real cause. And if
we can indulge the hope that this ignorance will be gradually
dissipated, it does not seem unreasonable to expect that they will be
still further diminished.”2s  It should also be understood that he was
utterly opposed to abortion, contraceptive technologies, and other
“mechanical” means of reducing the birth rate. In this sense,
twentieth-century “neo-Malthusians”  have recommended policies

17. In 1804, he became the very first person to hold a chair in political economy,
at the newly founded East India College. He filled this post until his death in 1834.
William Petersen, Popzdution  (2nd ed.; New York: Macmillan, 1969), p. 142.

18. Gertrude Himmelfarb, The Idea of Poverty: England in the Ear~ Industrial Age
(New York: Knopf, 1984), pp. 113-22.

19. Ibid., pp. 122-32.
20. See Petersen, Popukztion, p. 149.
21. Himmelfarb, p. 127.
22. Antony Flew, “Introduction: Thomas Malthus,  An Essay on the Princ$k of

Population (New York: Penguin, [1970] 1982), pp. 19-21.
23. Cited in Warren S. Thompson, PopuMion Problems (3rd ed.; New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1942), p. 29.
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totally at odds with his.Z4
The influence of Malthus  in discussions of population theory has

been enormous. Independently, both Darwin and A. R. Wallace
came to their theory of “evolution through natural selection” by
reading Malthus’  insight that populations are constantly pressing
against the means of subsistence. 25 In economics, with the exception
of Marx,2G  the Malthusian  perspective led to the ‘dismal science” (as
Carlyle  called it). Classical economic theory of the first half of the
nineteenth century was firmly grounded on the so-called “iron law of
wages,” a corollary to the law of diminishing returns — the belief that
the most productive land would be put into production first, and that
the demand for food created by an increasing population would be
satisfied only at greater and greater cost, as ,less and less productive
land was brought into production.27 This was Ricardo’s intellectual
legacy, built on Malthus’  earlier population theory.

Readers should be aware that really scientific studies of popula-
tion came only in the late nineteenth century. 28 The topic was almost
never mentioned in English-language history textbooks until after
World War II, if then, and really not until the mid-1950’s.  zg The
scientific study of historical population trends is equally recent. The
French have been the pioneers here, yet the discipline of historical
demography began no earlier than the early 1950’s.3°

Since the period after 1960, the neo-Malthusians have dominated
the popular press and media. This, too, shall pass. Public  opinion
concerning the appropriate population growth rate, like the growth

24. Petersen, pp. 150-52.
25. Charles Damvin and Alfred Russel Waflace, The Journal of the Linnean  Socie~

(1858); reprinted in Philip Appleman (cd.), Darwin:  A Norton Critical Edition (New
York: Norton, 1970), p. 83; Wallace, ‘Note on the passages of Makhus’s ‘Principles
of Population’ which suggested the idea of natural selection to Darwin and myself,”
The Darwin and Wallace Celebration held on Thursday, 1 Ju~ 1908 by the Linnean Socie@  of
London (London, 1908), pp. 111-18, cited by Sir Gavin de Beer, ibid., p. 71n. See also
Wallace’s reminiscences at age 75 in The Wonderjid Cmtuty; cited by Arnold C.
Brackman,  A Delicate Arrangement: l%e Strange Case of Charles Darwin and Al~ed Ru.rsel
Wallme (New York: Times Books, 1980), p. 199. For extracts of the writings of both
Darwin and Wallace concerning Malthus’ impact on their thinking, see Flew, op.
cit., pp. 49-51.

26. See Flew’s extracts from Marx and Engels, op. cit., pp. 51-52.
27. E. P. FIutchinson, The Population Debate: The Development of Con@cting  Theories

up to 1800 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1967), esp. p. 395.
28. David Landes, “The Treatment of Population in History Textbooks:

Daedalus  (Spring 1968), p. 364. This issue was titled, Historical Population Studsix,
29. Ibid., pp. 372-78.
30. Louis Henry, “Historical Demography,” ibid., pp. 390-91.
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rate itself, changes often, and it changes fast. So do opinions con-
cerning optimum family size. Ideas have consequences, however,
and the zero population growth rhetoric has had and continues to
have serious consequences for the economy of the industrial West
and its future. A radical] y anti-biblical ideology has been adopted by
millions of citizens and, from what the evidence indicates, also by a
significant percentage of Christian intellectuals and leaders. There is
no organization in the United States specifically devoted to per-
suading people that it is generally beneficial to increase the rate of
population growth and the birth rate. In contrast, there are dozens
of well-funded organizations that are anti- fatalists. There may come
a day when the anti-growth promoters will become even more con-
sistent and call for euthanasia — the execution of the “unfit .“ Some in-
dications of this exist now, such as the words of pro-abortionist
biologist Garrett Hardin:

Pascal wrote: “There is nothing more real than death, nor more terri-
ble.”

To me, there is nothing more false than this statement of Pascal’s.
Who’s right, him or me? Undoubtedly, that’s a bad question. We are

different. There is probably no possibility of bringing two such minds into
agreement.

The political problem is one of coexistence. Let those who fear death re-
ject abortion and all forms of euthanasia–for themselves and possib~ for the

loved ones th~  control.

Let those who do not fear death act otherwise in their own lives. . . .

With an embryo, it’s all promise and no memon”es.
With the senile, it’s all memories and no promise.

Someday, we should be able to find a course of action with respect to the
senile that will be acceptable to all non-Pascalians.  For the present, I think
we are clear only on abortion. q 1

So far, pro-euthanasia organizations in the United States are not
yet openly funded  by taxes, the way that the zero population growth
‘family planning” organizations are. This could easily change.

Vegetarian Redemption

The popularity of Ronald Sider’s tract, Rich Christians in an Age of
Hunger (1977), points to the deterioration of evangelical theology in

31. Garrett Hardin, Mana’atoy  Mothedtood”  The Tme Meaning of CRight  to L#e”
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1974), pp. 84-85.
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the latter decades of the twentieth century. Sider’s book adopts the
reigning “Malthusianism” and proclaims it in the name of Jesus.

I discuss the book at some length here, but not because it is im-
portant as a work of scholarship. On the contrary, there is nothing
scholarly about it. David Chilton has disposed of it, line by line.sz
The important fact is its popularity; it has been a very effective piece
of poorly documented propaganda. It has become a kind of “Bible”
for “concerned” Christians and especially college-age Christians. It
has gone through numerous reprints since its publication in 1977. Its
wide acceptance indicates just how intellectually defenseless evangel-
ical Christians have become, especially to charges of “exploitation”
and “insensitivity.” This Eastern Baptist Theological Seminary pro-
fessor is one of the most sought-after speakers on the seminary cir-
cuit. He has even debated the nuclear freeze issue with fundamen-
talist celebrity Jerry Falwell  on Cable News Network (CNN). 33 He
is, in short, a Big Name Theologian.

The book calls for a new “food policy.” (In the twentieth century,
whenever you read the word “policy,” you should mentally substitute
the words “political program.”) North America is criticized for having
produced food in abundance. This agricultural productivity is dis-
cussed as if it were some sort of crime against humanity. And criminals
must make restitution. North Americans eat lots of food. Third World
residents sometimes starve. The connection is obvious to Sider. Anyone
should be able to see this. In effect, North  Americans are cannibals. We are
eating our global neighbors, taking food right out of their mouths, con-
suming them in a carnivorous orgy of protein consumption. Writes
Sider: “The U. S. Department of Agriculture reports that when the total
life of the animal is considered, each pound of edible beef represents
seven pounds of grain. That means that in addition to all the grass,
hay and other food involved, it also took seven pounds of grain to
produce a typical pound of beef purchased in the supermarket. For-
tunately, the conversion rates for chicken and pork are lower: two or
three to one for chicken and three or four to one for pork. Beef is the
cadillac  of meat products. Should we move to compacts?”sA

32. Productive Christiam  in an Age of Guilt-Man@dators  (3rd ed,; Tyler, Texas: In-
stitute for Christian Economics, 1985).

33. This debate appeared on the Sandy Freeman Show. Miss Freeman is proba-
bly the most thoughtful and effective interviewer on American television. For a cri-
tique of Sider and others on tbe nuclear disarmament issue, see Franky Schaeffer,
Bad News for Modern Man, ch. 3: ‘Peace Now!”

34. Sider, Rich Chrktians (1977), p. 43; (1984), pp. 34-35.
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The Psalmist wrote: “For every beast of the forest is mine, and
the cattle upon a thousand hills” (Ps. 50:10). Apparently, Sider wants
us to substitute more humane, more “truly biblical” words for this
verse: “For every chicken of the forest is mine, and the soybeans
upon seven thousand hills.” What is in fact a sign of God’s blessing
upon efficiency, hard work, thrift, and technological innovation —
agricultural productivity — is seen by Sider as one more piece of evi-
dence proving the corruption of the West. We are not just pigs – or
worse, “Cadillac cattle” – we are monopolists. Yes, monopolists. Why?
Because we are so productive. You see, we grow all this food, and
then we export it, and exporting it means selling it, and that means
. . . exploitation!

North America, Lester Brown informs us, has virtually “monopolistic
control of the world’s exportable grain supplies .“ The percentage of all inter-
national grain exports controlled by the United States and Canada is higher
than the percentage of oil exports controlled by the OPEC countries. Before
World War 2 all major geographic areas except Western Europe grew more
grain than they needed. Today every major geographic region except North
America must import grain. Furthermore, it is estimated that by 1985, the
annual grain shortage will reach 85 to 120 million tons. This means there
simply will not be enough grain for 400 to 600 million people. 35

Let us examine this string of assertions. First, he speaks of
“North America’s” control of grain  and compares it with OPEC’s
control of oil. This is nonsense. It is not “North America” which
grows the grain; it is farmers who live there, and who sell into inter-
national grain markets. The OPEC (Organization of Petroleum Ex-
porting Countries) monopolies are all based on State control of oil
sales. They exist as monopolies because State ownership is the reign-
ing ideology in the Third World.

Second, before World War II, many Thh-d  World nations did in-
deed grow their own grain. This was before the ideology of socialism
was brought back to the Third World by nationalistic intellectuals
who had been educated in the “best” Western universities. 36 This was

35. Ibid,, p. 214. In the 1984 edition, he has dropped the section beginning with
“Before World War 2. . .” (p. 211). Another prophecy gone astray? Then drop it!

36. Paul Johnson, Modern Tinws: The Woddfiom the Twenties to tb Eighties (New
York: Harper & Row, 1983), ch. 14: The Bandung Generation.” Malcolm Mug-
gridge has best described this phenomenon: “When independence was achieved [in
1947 — G. N:], however, and Nehru became the first Indian Prime Minister, it was
editorials he had read in progressive publications like the New Statesman and the
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before colonial rule had been replaced by the tribal tyrannies of
Africa and the socialist tyrannies of India, Ceylon (Sri Lanka), and
other Third World nations. Unfortunately, it was in the 1930’s that
colonial administrators began to be dominated by men of “pro-
gressive” views who were hostile to market forces. They left an in-
tellectual and institutional legacy to the future leaders of the new
‘Third World nations which was to lead to widespread socialism and
therefore widespread poverty.tT

Prior to World War II, private property rights in agriculture had
not yet been abolished “in the name of the people” in Third World
societies. This was the era before Third World governments used
State export monopolies to extract taxes from farmers by paying
them below-market prices for their agricultural products. 38 The cre-
ation of these State export monopolies was another disastrous legacy
of the colonial period, since it was shortly after the outbreak of the
War that the British government, beginning in November of 1939,
created the cocoa cartel which henceforth bought all of British West
Africa’s cocoa. 39 In short, it was only after home-grown socialist
regimes began to spring up from the “liberated” political and tribal
soil that home-grown grain stopped springing up. The “white man’s
burden” – bureaucracy – has now become the black man’s burden,
too. Everyone, regardless of race, color, or national origin, is sup-
posed to carry several bureaucrats on his back.

Third, the great purchaser of grain on international markets is
the Soviet Union. This is because socialist agriculture produces
shortages regularly and famines occasionally, rather than producing

Manchestw Guardian which provided the basis for his domestic and foreign policy. By
a weird accident of history, some four hundred million Asians were thus harnessed
to the confused thoughts and fluctuating loyalties of old-style English Leftists like
Kingsley Martin, Harold Laski and Pethick-Lawrence. What on its home ground
was regarded as being, at best, an acceptable irritant, to be pushed aside the mo-
ment a government of the Left took office, became in India the only evident alter-
native to the Thoughts of Chairman Mao .“ Muggridge, Chronicles of Wasted Time:
Chronicle I: The Green Stick (New York: Morrow, 1973), p. 112.

37, P. T. Bauer, Reali~ and Rhetoric: Studies in the Economics of Developmmt  (Cam-
bridge, Massadmsetts:  Harvard University Press, 1984), p. 94.

38. P. T. Bauer, Dissent on Developmmt: Studies and Debates in Development Economics
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1972), p. 405. See this en-
tire chapter: “The Operation and Consequences of the State Export Monopolies of
West Africa: ch. 12.

39. Reality and Rhetoric, p. 96.
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grain surpluses for export, AO The Soviet Union is the nation, by the
way, which Dr. Sider proposes that we surrender to unilaterally if it
becomes necessary after we have unilaterally disarmed ourselves of
both nuclear and conventional weapons, which he believes is a
moral imperative. He admits that the USSR might invade, but we
will meet the invaders with what he calls a “nonviolent blitzkrieg.”Al

The landing would be peaceful. No American artillery would fire; no
jets would strafe. Instead of American soldiers crouching behind tanks and
pointing guns at them, the invaders would see tens of thousands of unarmed
people carrying signs with messages in the invader’s language: Go Home!
We Won’t Harm You; Don’t Shoot – We Are Your Brothers and Sisters;
Your Life Is Precious; You Are a Child of God.

Like the Czechs, Hungarians and East Germans during the Russian in-
vasion of those countries, Americans would climb up on tanks and try to
talk to soldiers: “Why have you come? Why are you invading a peaceful na-
tion that is not threatening you?” Loudspeakers would explain that the
troops are welcome as tourists but will be opposed as invaders.

Demonstrators would hand out leaflets in the invaders’ language,
countering the propaganda they had been fed about the reasons for the in-
vasion. The leaflet would explain that the invaders will not be harmed, but
Americans will suffer and die rather than give up their democratic way of
life .42

But what if some Americans should attempt to resist this inva-
sion forcefully? “If members of the crowd were not able to keep disci-
pline and started to threaten the soldiers, special U. S. Peace-keeping
Teams would move in nonviolently to restrain the persons who were
105ing  control. ”43 The result of such  a “nonviolent blitzkrieg” is rather
obvious: so much for the dead and imprisoned Americans’ “demo-
cratic way of life .“ So much for democracy. If democracy (or any
political system) isn’t worth fighting for at any time, under any cir-

40. Naum Jasny, The Socialized Agriculture of the USSR (Stanford, California: Stan-
ford University Press, 1949); Nancy Nimitz, “Agriculture Under Khrushchev: The
Lean Years,” Problems of Communism, XIV (May-June 1965); reprinted in Morris
Bomstein and Daniel R. Fusfeld (eds.), The Soviet Economy: A Book of Readings (rev.
ed.; Homewood, Illinois: Irwin, 1966); Lazar Volin, A Centwy of Russian Agriculture:
From Alexander H to Khrwhchev  (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1970).

41. Ronald J. Sider and Richard K. Taylor, Nuclear Holocaust and Christian Ho#e: A
Book for Christian Ptzzwmakers (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1982), p.
274. You should notice who published this theological monstrosity.

42. Ibr2i., p. 275,
43. Idem.
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cumstances, then it will not survive. A political system which cannot
defend itself militarily cannot survive the competition. North Amer-
ica would fall to the Soviet Union. That would certainly end North
America’s supposed monopoly of grain exports. It would then raise
that fateful question: “Comrade, where will you buy your grain after
you have conquered us?”

Fourth, the famine prophesied by Dr. Sider has yet to come. No
wonder he dropped all references to this coming farnine in the 1984
edition of Rich Christians (p. 215). It would come, however, if socialist
agriculture were to be imposed on North America and Australia.

Fifth, it should also be pointed out that the U.S. (meaning con-
sumers who live in the United States) is a major importer of food.
This has been true for many decades.A4  In 1965, the U. S: Depart-
ment of Agriculture estimated that the U.S. was the number-two
importer of food, after Britain.4s Grain farmers in the U.S. do in-
deed export a large amount of wheat, corn, and soybeans, but other
agricultural products, including vegetables, fruits, and cattle, are
imported.

The export of grain from North America is a matter of what
economists call comparative advantage in trade. Consumers in the
United States buy those items that foreign farmers can produce
more efficiently (less wastefully) and therefore sell less expensively
than American farmers can, and American farmers export whatever
goods foreign consumers are willing to buy by “outbidding” domestic
American consumers. Whether importing or exporting, the high bid
wins, in agriculture as in anything else. This is the economic basis of
the so-called “North American monopoly” of agricultural exports.
American farmers sell foreign consumers what they want to buy at
low prices. The shame of it!

Sixth, the “sacred cows” of India also eat a lot of grain. They, too,
eat seven times their protein value in grain — Prof. Sider’s  seven-to-
one bogeyman. But nobody eats them. Estimates of the number of
such cows in India range between 175 million to over 200 million.
They eat enough grain to feed 1.2 billion people. “This means that
India produced enough food [around 1970], so that if you moved the
cows out, you could move everybody in from the Continents of An-
tarctica, Australia, Africa and Europe. You

44. Dan V~n Gorder, Ill Fa7es the Land (Belmont,
Islands, 1966).

45. Fo@n Agriculture (March 15, 1966), p. 6.

could also move in

Massachusetts: Western
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everybody from most of the other nations in the world. Then all
these people could eat better than the people of India eat today.”4G

Seventh, India’s rats also eat. Rats and cows together consume
half of India’s agricultural output .47 It would take a train 3,000 miles
long to haul all the grain eaten by rats in India each year.48 Rats in
other nations are also big eaters. In one year, rats in the Philippines
consumed over half the corn and 9070 of the rice crop.49 Is this the
fault of the “monopolistic” West?

What is Dr. Sider’s solution to the “problem” of the North Amer-
ican “monopoly”? “A new fbod policy now is one way @ avoid such a
dangerous situation. The constantly growing demand for food must
stop — or at least slow down dramatically. That means reduced afflu-
ence in the rich nations and population control everywhere .“50

Here we have a marvelous program which could easily produce
an international food crisis. First, forced redistribution of wealth — in
this case, food – by State bureaucrats in the West. This will help
bankrupt Third World farmers, who will face competition in grain
sales from their own socialistic bureaucracies, which are in need of
subsidies from the West. Simultaneously, this will reduce economic
incentives to produce food in the free nations of the West. Second, he
proposes population stagnation, which, as Simon and other econo-
mists have shown (e. g., Colin Clark), tends to reduce economic out-
put per capita over several decades.

Thus, the “moral insights” of liberation theology threaten the
West’s high per capita output, which is itself the product of the Prot-
estant work ethic, coupled with biblical principles of private owner-
ship, stewardship, and responsibility y. Such insights also threaten the
per capita income of all those Third World nations that trade with
the West. As Prof. Bauer notes, “Famines occur in Third World
countries largely isolated from the West.’ So far from condemning
Third World people to death, Western contacts have been behind the
large increase in life expectation in the Third World, so often
deplored as the population explosion by the same critics.”51

46. Robert L. Sassone, Handbook on Po@dation  (2nd ed.;  Author, 1972), p. 53.
47,. Robert M. Bleiberg, “Down a Rathole~  Barmni (Aug. 11, 1975), p. 7.
48. The estimate of Dr. Max Milner  of the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-

ogy. “Over 40% of the World’s Food Is Lost to Pests,” Wahington Post (March 6,
1977).

49. Idern. s
50. Rich Christians, p. 214. Absent in 1984 edition.
51. Bauer, Equalip, p. 6 8 .
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The guilt-manipulators have spotted their marks – soft-hearted
and soft-headed Christian intellectuals who have become political
“soft touches” — and they are merciless in their pursuit of their in-
tended victims. If they should be successful in their ideological
efforts, millions of Third World victims will join the ranks of the
dead and dying — today’s victims of an earlier “benevolent” colonial
socialism. The international division of labor will collapse, along
with per capita output, as it has in the Soviet bloc. And it will all be
done in the name of Jesus and Christian justice. I am reminded of
James Billington’s remark concerning the French Revolution: “Most
of the conspirators shared this belief in Christ as a sans-culotte  at heart
if not a prophet of revolution. The strength of the red curates within
the social revolutionary camp intensified the need to keep Christian
ideas from weakening revolutionary dedication.”sz

The Legalization of Abortions

“Population explosion” is a pejorative phrase in the late twentieth
century. Another variant is ‘people pollution .“ There will come a day
when historians and social commentators will look back in disbelief
and disgust at the billions of tax dollars that were granted to public
and private propaganda agencies after 1965 to ‘spread the word”
about the supposed evils that “inevitably” result from the growth of
population.sA  In industrial nations that are facing literal extinction
in the long run because the birth rate of their citizens is below the
replacement rate of at least 2.1 children per woman, intellectuals are
advocating abort ion, mass education programs favoring contracep-
tion, and similar restraints on births. As of 1975, nations that no
longer had fertility rates above the replacement rate included West
Germany, Denmark, Austria, Belgium, France, Holland, Norway,
Sweden, Switzerland, Great Britain, and the United States. 55 These

52. James Billington, Fire in the MinoL of Men: Origins of the Revolutionary Faith (New
York: Basic Books, 1980), p. 76.

53. For a survey of the history of abofiion,  from 2050 B.C. (conventional dating),
see Part 2 of the essay by Eugene Quay, “Justifiable Abortion — Medical and Legal
Foundation~~  Georgetown Law Review, XLIX (Spring 1961).

54. From 1965 through 1976, governments had spent the equivalent of a billion
and a quarter dollars to promote worldwide programs of population reduction. Well
over $850 million of this came from the taxpayers of the United States. An addi-
tional quarter of a billion had bee# spent by the Ford Foundation and the
Rockefeller Foundation for this same goal. See Simon, The Ultimate Resource, p. 292.

55. “People Shortage:  Wdl Street Jou&al  (Aug. 23, 1979), chart: “West European
Fertility Rates .“ The peak in the fertility rate in the U.S. was 3.7, in 1957. By 1975, it
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nations have also erected immigration barriers against newcomers
who might at least be able to increase the size of the national popula-
tions su5ciently  to maintain them in the long run.

In 1973, about a decade after the “population dilemma” propa-
ganda began, 56 the Supreme Court of the United States overturned
all state laws that outlawed “abortion on demand” in the Roe o. Wide
decision. Within a few years, between a million and a million and a
half now-legal abortions were being performed in the United States.
Pro-abortionists offer a counter-argument: that there were as many
as a million illegal abortions in 1960.57 Another estimate of the com-
bined legal and illegal abortions in the U.S. in 1972, a year before
Roe u. Ma!e,  is 1.25 million.ss  A less radical estimate is 587,000 abor-
tions in 1972.59 The number, obviously, was high. But the number of
abortions increased after Roe u. Wide. The Roe u. W&e decision, how-
ever, has led not only to a vast number of abortions but also to a
mobilization of Christians and conservatives in opposition  .60 By
1976, the number of legal abortions performed by physicians in the
United States exceeded the number of tonsillectomies as the most

had fallen to L8. See Population Estimates and Projections: Estimutes of the Population of the
United States and Com@nents  of Change: 1930-1975, Series P-25, No. 632 (July 1976), p.
2; published by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

56. Philip M. Hauser, The Population Dilemma (Englewood  Cliffs, New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall, 1963), copyright by the American Assembly, for whom it was compiJed.
Trustees of the Assembly included former President Dwight Eisenhower, former
Federal Reserve Board Chairman (under President Roosevelt) Mariner S. Eccles,
W. Averill Harriman, and Henry M. Wnston  (later president of the second-largest
bank holding company in the U. S., Citicorp).

57. Garrett Hardin, Mandatory Motherhood, p. 11.
58. Helen Dudar, “Abortion for the Asking:  Saturday Reuiew (April 1973), p. 34.

The “teaser” copy which introduces the article reads: “It’s still not the same as having
a tooth pulled, yet few tears are shed.”

59. “Another Storm Brewing Over Abortion; U.S. News and Wmld Report (July
24, 1978).

60. Cf. Franky Schaeffer, A Time for Anger: The Myth of Neutrali~ (Westchester, 11-
linois: Crossway Books, 1982), ch. 6. The success of Francis Schaeffefs  A Chrirtian
Manijesto (Crossway, 1980) and the moderate success of Franky Schaeffet-’s anti-
abortion movie and his fatheis  book, co-authored by Dr. C. Everett Koop, both
bearing the title, What Ever Happtmed to the Human Race? (Old Tappan, New Jersey:
Revell, 1976), led to the appointment in 1981 of Dr. Koop as Surgeon General of the
United States. This symbolic appointment demonstrated that the Christians had at-
tained at least some degree of influence in national politics by means of this topic. It
was the only major appointment during President Reagan’s first term that the Chris-
tians received. An anti-abortion book bearing President Reagan’s name, Abortwn and
the Conscience of the Nation, was released in early 1984, a Presidential election year, by
Thomas Nelson Sons, a religious publisher.
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frequently performed surgical procedure .61 The number of abor-
tions performed annually finally peaked (possibly only briefly) in
1982.

The speed of the transformation of people’s thinking was
remarkable. In the early 1960’s, the American public favored the
right of a woman to elect to have an abortion if the unborn baby was
known to be “defective .“ Still, only ten percent approved of abortion
on demand simply on request of the woman. 62 By 1972, a Gallup
Poll showed that 6570 of Protestants and 56% of Roman Catholics
answered ‘yes” to this question: “Do you agree that the decision to
have an abortion should be made solely by a woman and her physi-
cian?”63

A grim reminder of the judgment which may be in store for
today’s aborting societies is the fact that Germany was the first mod-
ern Western nation to maintain a policy of mass abortions. This cam-
paign to legalize abortion began prior to the coming to power of the
Nazis, but it was under the Nazis that a full-scale policy of legalized
abortion began. The parallels between Nazi Germany’s disrespect for
life and the West’s disregard for the unborn are chronicled by William
Brennan in two books, neither of which is pleasant to read .64

Abortion in the Soviet Union

It is also interesting that in 1965 – precisely the same time that
the “population explosion” propaganda began in the West — a debate
began on this topic within the Soviet Union. The official Soviet
Marxist line had been that there could never be overpopulation in a
Marxist nation. It was the West which worried about overpopulation
because of the inability of capitalism to produce sufficient food and
consumer goods. Soviet Premier Khrushchev had stated the “hard
line” in a 1955 speech: “The more people we have, the stronger our
country will be. Bourgeois ideologists have invented many can-
nibalistic theories, including the theory of overpopulation. They
think about how to reduce the birth rate and the growth of popula-

61. Sullivan, Tietze, and Dry foos, “Legal Abortion in the United States,
1975 -76,” FamiJy Planning (May/June 1977), p. 116; cited by William Brennan,
Medical Holocausts (New York: Nordland, 1980), I, p. 322.

62. Hardin, Mandato~ Motherhood, p. 71.
63. Ibid,, p. 7.
64. Brennan, Medical Holocausts, op. cit., and The Abortion Holocaust. Today’s Final

Solution (St. Louis, Missouri: Landmark Press, 1983).
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tion. Matters are different among us, comrades. If we were to add
100,000,000 to our 200,000,000, it would be too few.”Gs

Nevertheless, in that same year, a decree legalized both contra-
ceptives and abortions. The official excuse was the large number of
illegal abortionsGG  – a favorite excuse in Western nations, too. The
“hard line” prevailed, however, until Khrushchev’s removal in 1964.
In 1964, there was not a single demographic research institute in the
USSR; two had been shut down. As late as 1970, whatever popula-
tion research that was being conducted was done in separate depart-
ments of other kinds of institutions.  G7 In short, the Soviet line, fol-
lowing Marx’s lead,GS was anti-Malthus.  They did not worry about
overpopulation.

In the 1920’s and the early 1930’s, the Party line had favored free
love and was distinctly anti-family. This was a fulfillment of Engels’
observation: “It is a curious fact that in every large revolutionary
movement the question of ‘free love’ comes to the foreground .’>Gg The
predominant view was that sexual life was supposed to be outside the
regulation of the Party’” — the only major activity which was still re-
garded as legitimately autonomous from political control. Easy
divorce and free abortions were the rule after 1926.71 There were
widespread abortions in the early 1930’s.72 This policy was reversed
by law in 1936. At the same time, public money began to be offered
for births. 73 The mid-1930’s therefore saw a dramatic reversal in

65. Speech to settlers departing to the “virgin lands,” as translated in Currmt D@st
of the Soviet  Press, VII (Feb. 16, 1955), p. 12; cited in Philip R. Pryde, Conwfuation in
the Soviet  Unwn (Cambridge: At the University Press, 1972), p. 167.

66. Norton T. Dodge, Women in the Soviet Economy: Their Role in Economic, Scient#c,
and Technisal  Development (Baltimore, Ma@and: Johns Hopkins Press, 1966), p. 24.

67. Prytie,  p. 167.
68, Marx and Engels  on the Po@ation Bomb, edited by Ronald L. Meek (Berkeley,

California: Ramparts Press, 1971). It is interesting that the original title of the 1953
edition was the more prosaic Marx and Ergels  on Malthus  (New York: International
Publishers), International Publishers is an exclusively Marxist publishing house,
while Ramparts was a “new left” magazine and publishing house, which went out of
existence in the 1970’s. But the phrase “population bomb,” made famous by Stanfotd
biologist Paul Ehrlich,  was too good for a profit-seeking radical publishing house to
pass up.

69. Cited by Igor Shafarevich, The Sosialht  Phenomenon (New York: Harper &
ROW, [1975] 1980), p. 33.

70, H, Kent Geiger, The Family in Soviet Russia (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Har-
vard University Press, 1968), p. 61.

71, Idern.
72. Dodge, Wmen in the Sovist  Economy, p. 9.
73. IbLi., p. 23.
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Soviet law toward the family, including a 1934 law against homosex-
uality. Tq The anti-abortion law remained on the books until 1955.

Between 1955 and 1965, the total number of legal and illegal
abortions increased by a factor of four, according to published Soviet
estimates. 75 A debate over the theory of overpopulation began in the
USSR in 1965 and 1966, which indicated a weakening of the older
“hard line” position. 76 A national network of abortion clinics was in
operation by the mid-1970’s which offered cheap abortions at a price
of around $7 each. 77 Some 8 million abortions were being performed
annually by this time. ‘B Abortion became the major form of Soviet
population control, three to one over contraception .79

The rulers of the Soviet  Union now face the demographic and
political problem of a stagnant “white Russian” (European) popula-
tion which confronts a growing Muslim and Central Asian  Soviet
population. “Soviet demographers expected the 1970 census to pro-
duce a figure of over 250 million, with a projection of 350 million by
the end of the century. In fact the 1970 total fell 10 million short and
the 1979 figure produced only 262,436,000, meaning a population of
not much over 300 million in 2000 A. D.. What the 1970 census re-
vealed for the first time was a dual birth-rate: low in Slavic and
Baltic Russia, high in the eastern USSR, Central Asia and the
Caucasus. In the 1960s alone the Muslim population leapt from 24 to
35 million, adding another 14 million in the 1970s, giving a total of
about 50 million by the beginning of the 1980s. By this point it was
clear that at the turn of the century Central Asia and Caucasia
would contribute about 100 million, that is a third, of the total. Even
by 1979, the 137 million Great Russians, a markedly ageing popula-
tion compared to the non-Slavs,  felt demographically on the defen-
sive.”so God will not be mocked!

Abort ion  Worldwide

The extent of abortion worldwide is, from a biblical standpoint,
horrendously large. A U.S. government publication cites estimates

74. Geiger, Family, p, 94.
75. Gail Warshofsky  Lapidus,  Women in Soviet Society: Equalip, Deuelopnwnt,  and

Social Change (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978), p, 299, note 25,
76. Pryde, pp. 167-68.
77. ‘Sexual Revolution in Soviet [sic] Straining Strict Morality: New York Times

(Sept. 25, 1977).
78. Lapidus, p. 299.
79. Idem., note 25.
80. Paul Johnson, Modem Times, p. 711-12.
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that by the late 1970’s, about 55 million abortions, legal and illegal,
were taking place annually, with half of these in the less developed
nations. The United States is at the low end of the scale. “In the
United States, the 1978 abortion rate as reported by the Center for
Disease Control was 23 per 1,000 women of reproductive age. New
estimates of induced abortion in China place that country’s rate at 25
in 1978. Eastern bloc countries have very high rates. In the
U.S. S. R., there were 180 abortions per 1,000 women of reproductive
age in 1970, the latest year for which data are available. There were
88 abortions per 1,000 women of reproductive age in Romania and
68 per 1,000 for the same group in Bulgaria (1979). The latest data
from Japan (1975) show an equivalent rate of 84 per 1,000.”81

Japan, which legalized abortions early, in 1947, has some 12,000
licensed abortionists. Almost 600,000 abortions were performed an-
nually, as of the early 1980’s. One out of every three Japanese women
in the 25 to 40 age group has had an abortion, reports one Japanese
feminist organization. Temples are selling statues and rituals to
families seeking atonement for the guilt produced by the abortions,
and the popularity of these rituals is rising.**

China has put tremendous pressure on women to have abor-
tions. Infant girls are being killed upon birth by parents who want
sons, a fact confirmed by Premier Zhao Ziyang in his remarks
critical of the practice in late 1982. But what else would he expect?
The new Chinese population law restricts families to one child, and
rural Chinese want a son if that is the only child they will be allowed
to bring up. Childless couples are required to obtain a ‘birth quota”
in advance. Very heavy fines are levied on violators .83 The State, bei-
ng a monopoly employer, can enforce its will on recalcitrants, and
does .84 Newborn third children were being killed in some hospitals,
reports indicated in the early 1980’s .*S (The social effects a genera-

81. World Population and Fertili~ Planning Technologies The Next 20 Years
(Washington, D. C.: Office of Technology Assessment, 1982), p. 63.

82. Urban Lehner, “Japanese Ceremonies Show Private Doubts Over Use of
Abortion,” Wall Street Journal (Jan. 6, 1983).

83. Steven W. Mosher, ‘Why Are Baby Girls Being Killed in China?” Wall Street
Journal @rly 25, 1983).

84. Steven W. Mosher, Broken Earth: The Rural Chwese (New York: The Free Press,
1983), ch. 9. Mosher was dismissed from the Ph.D. program in anthropol~  at Stan-
ford University not long after the Chinese government protested Mosher’s reporting of
the fact that in some rural districts in the late 1970’s, Chinese were administering forc-
ed abortions. See the editorial in the Wdl Street Journal (July 25, 1983).

85. Michael Vink, “Abortion and Birth Control in Canton, China,” Wall Street
Journal (Nov. 30, 1981).
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tion later will threaten the very fabric of Chinese culture: there will
be a scarcity of young women eligible for marriage.)

Romania, virtually alone among nations, saw the light in the late
1970’s and outlawed abortions. This policy was reaffirmed in 1984.
Romanian leaders fear the effects of a declining population. They
have shown greater wisdom than Western intellectuals.

The old argument that illegal abortions are risky to mothers is over-
blown. In the 1958-62 period, fewer than 375 women in the U.S. died
each year as a result of both illegal and spontaneous (non-induced)
abortions. By 1972, it was under 100.86 Some pro-abortionists knew this
all along. Mary S. Calderone  wrote in 1960 that in 1957 “there were
only 260 deaths in the whole country attributed to abortions of any
kind.”BT  But the lure of the %ackstreet butchers” argument has always
proven strong. It was used repeatedly in Germany during the Weimar
years, and it bore its evil fruit under the Nazis.88  Besides, why
shouldn’t murderers be subject to a little risk? The fact is this: in over
9970 of all abortions, half the people involved die. The unborn half.

“Christian” Abortion

Given the inroads of humanistic thought into the Christian in-
tellectual community, it should not be startling to learn that late-
twentieth-century Christian intellectuals and physicians are propos-
ing a program of reduced birth rates — yes, even including abortion,
though not yet infanticide.sg  Psychiatrist M. O. Vincent offers this
assessment: “. . . the foetus has great and developing value, but it is
less than a human being. It will’ be sacrificed only for weighty
reasons.”g” As a psychiatrist – a man of science, you understand–he
gets to “weigh” these reasons: “I find it hard to know how to ‘weigh’
these reasons, but weigh them I must.”gl  Ah, the responsibilities of

86. World Population and Fertili~ Planning Technologies, p. 64, Figure 7.
87. Mary S. Calderone,  “Illegal Abortion as a Public Health Problem,” American

Journal .fPublk  Health, 50 (July 1960); cited in Brennan, The Abortion Holocaust, p. 13.
88. Brennan, tbid,, pp. 10-11.
89. See, for example, several of the essays in the abominable book, Birth Control

and the Chriitian,  edited by Walter O. Spitzer and Carlyle L. Saylor (Wheaton, 11-
linois: Tyndale House, 1969). This was a symposium held by the Christian Medical
Society and Christiani~ Today. On Christiani~ To&y’s  co-sponsorship, see Graham A. D.
Scott, “Abortion and the Incarnation? Journal of the Evangelical Theological Sociep,
XVII (Winter 1974), p. 30.

90. “Psychiatric Indications for Therapeutic Abortion and Sterilization,” in Birth
Control and the Chtistian,  p. 213.

91. Idern.
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becoming a “weigher” on a set of cosmic scales of value that God for-
bids men to use.gz  “To abort or not to abort, that is the question”: for
men in rebellion against God.

It is the responsibility of Christians to study the effects of popula-
tion growth, we are informed by a professor of sociology who teaches
in a state universit y.gs You see, population growth creates “complica-
tions for the collectivity.“W (Isn’t scientific language wonderful?) For
example, juvenile delinquency is apparently one result of unwanted
children. 95 Furthermore, the government now provides welfare ser-
vices (an ungodly coercive redistribution of wealth, which our sociolo-
gist fails to mention), so that today %illions  of tax dollars are spent in
an attempt to cope with the results of over-population. . . . “96 (If you
detect a bit of racism and middle-class resentment here, you are
probably not alone.) He refers to only one remaining hold-out in the
ideological war against over-population: the Black Power movement
of the late 1960’s. The Black Power advocates believed that this zero
population growth philosophy is, in the sociologist’s words, “the im-
position of white middle-class standards on the black community,
the white desire to limit the number of ‘us beautiful blacks:  and the
desire of whites to use birth control as an easy way to solve the basic
problems of society.”gy  I can only comment: the blacks he describes
here possess more common sense (and better tools of sociological
analysis) than a lot of professors of sociology who teach in state
universities.

Evangelical Ethics, 1984

In the appropriate year of 1984, reminiscent of George Orwell’s
title, came the equally appropriately titled book, Brave New People, by
a New Zealand professor of anatomy and medical ethicist, D.
Gareth Jones, Ph.D. He claims he is a Christian. His book was pub-
lished by Inter-Varsity Press, which also claims to be Christian. The
book is a very clever defense of the ethical legitimacy of “therapeutic”
abortion.

92. This is not a ‘battlefield” decision on whether to allow a man to die; this is a
decision to intervene actively and stop a living pemon’s  normal developmental process.

93. Donald H. Bouma, “The Population Explosion: World and Local Im-
peratives: ibid., pp. 329-39.

94. Ibid., p. 330.
9.5. Ibii.,  p. 337.
96. Ibid., p. 335.
97. Ibtii., p. 339.
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After spending six chapters discussing the admittedly difficult
ethical issues relating to genetic manipulation, the author then in-
troduces his chapter on the not at all difficult moral issue of abortion,
the execution of the legally innocent. I call this the “confuse, then
corrupt” technique. It has been used successfully by theologic-ally lib-
eral ‘higher critics” of the Bible for a century and a half. He warns us
that “there are no slick answers ,“98 which is the typical approach of
the morally confused (or morally perverse) but self-proclaimed
“honest Christian” who is about to abandon the clear teachings of the
Bible.

He wants Christian parents to make “a responsible decision.”gg

This decision is, of course, “weighty.” 100 (We are back to those
cosmic scales that pro-abortionists insist we must use in making im-
moral decisions. ) Naturally, ‘The issues are much more complex
than is generally imagined.“101 (Be prepared: when Ph. D.-holding
Christian “ethicists”  start warning you about “complex moral ques-
tions,” you are about to be told that you can safely violate the Bible’s
clear teachings. ) He asks that all-too-familiar question: “ W%en does
the fetus become a person?~~102 When you call an unborn infant a

“fetus,” you have already prejudiced the case. You have begun to an-
swer the question. The answer, predictably, is that honest people just
can’t agree on the answer to this question, so let’s use the alternatives
to the Bible that “logic” provides.

No Absolutes

He cites the Roman Catholic Church’s absolute prohibition
against abortion. “The major attraction of the Roman Catholic posi-
tion for Christians is its high view of human life. It has the strengths
of all absolute positions and it places the unborn directly in God’s
will. In practice, however, issues are often not so simple, and while
we may wish to believe that abortion is always morally wrong, di-
lemmas abound.’’103 In short, moral decisions are sometimes costly,
and certain “ethicists”  recommend not paying the price.

98. D. Gareth Jones, Brave New People: Ethical Issues at the Cornmencmunt of Lye
(Downers Grove, Illinois: Inter-Varsity Press, 1984), p. 7.

99. Ibid., p. 157.
100. Idem.
101. Ibid., p. 158.
102. Ibtii., p. 162.
103. Ibid., p. 167.
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In a remarkable abandonment of both logic and morality, he
then accuses the Roman Catholic position of irresponsibility. He
summarizes the implications of the position: “A fetus, once conceived,
has the right to develop; this is an expression of natural forces and is a
duty allotted to the mother by nature, Taken to its logical conclusion,
this leaves no room for human responsibility. Instead, the erratic and
impersonal forces of the natural environment are allowed sway. I do
not consider this accords with the biblical emphasis on the responsibil-
ity God has bestowed upon mankind to control our environment .“ IOq

Raising the issue of natural law theory at this point in his argu-
ment is a verbal smoke screen, a cheap debate trick. By misdirecting
the attention of his readers to a false issue, “impersonal natural law,”
he would have them overlook the obvious issue, namely, the @u3i-
tion against murder in biblical law,  Jones spends page after page in
Chapter 1 to demonstrate that the Bible teaches that all created real-
ity is intensely personal, because God, the Creator, is personal. He
denies any impersonality in the universe. ‘The world God has made

~~105 Then he uses a weakness in Romanis intrinsically personal.
Catholic epistemoloW–  natural law theory, which is ultimately
impersonal — to undermine a great strength in Roman Catholic
ethics: the defense of human life.

He argues, incredibly, that by teachingpeople  never to abort the
unborn, the Roman Catholic Church has removed the question of
abortion from the realm of ethics. On the contrary, the Chprch has
reaffirmed the ethical decision. It is not a question of “to abort or not
to abort under which complex, difficult, dilemma-filled situations?”
It is a question of “to abort or not to abort, under any situation?” The
Church has quite properly called abominable the position defended
by D. Gareth  Jones, Ph. D., and he feels the heat.

He says that “Abortion for therapeutic reasons demands a serious
response by those professing to follow Christ .”lOG  Indeed, it does.
The serious response is: ‘Don’t .?’ The serious reason is: “God says
not to.”

The “Potential for Personhood”

He says that “each fetus is a human life, representing a potential
for personhood from very early in its development. From this early

104. Idtnn.
105. Ibid., p. 20.
106. Ibid., p. 183
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stage it is a potential person, and from about eight weeks onwards
has a recognizable individuality as manifested by its circulation and
brain activity. It is well on the road to full personhood, and for most
practical purposes may be considered to be a person. Nevertheless, I
do not wish to draw a line between when a fetus is not a person and
when a fetus is a Person. Throughout the whole of its development the
fetus is potentially an actual person, and deserves the respect and
treatment due to a being with this sort of potential.’’~OT  This is
medical ethics? This is a call to responsible decision-making?

If Mary, a virgin who found herself pregnant, had decided to
“take the easy way out” and had aborted her “fetus” in, say, the third
month of her pregnancy, would she have eliminated a true Person?
Or just a potential Person? Dr. D. Gareth Jones offers no principle
that would give us a clear indication. Instead, he offers language that
would have confused her, had she not understood the ethics of the
Bible.

He goes on, and it gets worse. “A fetus is part of a more extensive
continuum, the end-result of which is the emergence of an individual
human being manifesting, under normal circumstances, the myriad
facets that go to make up full personhood. The processes of this con-
tinuum, however, do not begin at conception; neither do they end at
birth.” 10S The continuum: here is a key idea in the biological specula-
tions of D. Gareth Jones. First, “A new-born baby is a very incom-
plete human person . . .” log Second, “A corollary of the continuum-
potentiality argument is that there is no developmental point at
which a line can be drawn between expendable and non-expendable
fetuses, that is, between non-personal and personal fetuses. It may
be preferable to carry out abortions early rather than later during
gestation, but that is a biomedical and not an ethical decision.” 110
Not an ethical decision? Strictly a biomedical decision? You mean a
strictly technological decision? This is precisely what he means. The
official justification of this monstrous book is that it brings Christian
ethics to bear on biomedical technology, but the end result is the im-
position of the satanic ethics of abortion on the consciences of Chris-
tians in the name of autonomous biomedical technology.

But what about the unstated third but obvious point? What

107. Ibid., p. 174.
108. Iderm
109. Ibid., p. 175.
110. Ibid. pp. 175-76.
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about a definitional “continuum” for personhood which does not “end
at birth ,“ to quote Dr. Jones? In short, what about euthanaia,  “mercy
killing”? Is this, too, strictly a biomedical decision? Dr. Jones is not
about to say . . . not in 1984. Maybe in 1994. And you know what
his answer will have to be, if he remains consistent to his stated pre-
suppositions in this book. It will no doubt be a “difficultv answer,
based as it is on “complex” issues. But when he gives his answer, pray
that no civil government accepts it, and also pray that you are not 85
years old and no longer fully competent mentally or economically.

The arguments he offers in support of a family’s decision to abort
a child can be used equally well by a family looking for excuses to
murder a senile adult. The person is unable to learn. He is unable to
take care of himself. He may create terrible psychological burdens
for other family members. In short, caring for him is costly, and
there is no economic payoff at the end of the road. Such a person is
the economic and psychological equivalent of a highly retarded
child. He is, in terms of Dr. Jones’ analysis, an expendable elddy fetus.
Kill him. But don’t do it thoughtlessly, of course. Do it in responsible
Christian love. Also, it should be done only after considerable
reflection and the “weighing” of costs and benefits. And don’t put
your finger on either side of the cosmic scales. That would be
cheating. You know what God says about false weights and
balances. We need to honor God’s ethical principles, after all, how-
ever vague they may be. So say the abortionists.

The Qualip  of L@e

He includes a section, “Possible grounds for therapeutic abor-
tion.” Biomedically  possible, yes. Morally possible, no. But this is
not what he concludes. What about the mental health of the mother?
Maybe. He is not quite sure. This is “a difficult realm.”11  1 “These are
not easy issues, and I do not believe there are easy answers to
them.”112 “Fetal preservation is generally the course of choice in
Christian terms. . . , fl 11$ Gen~a//y.  Meaning, in short, not always.
Maybe in 95 percent of the cases. 114 Or 93 percent, Or 82 percent.

111, Ibii.,  p. 177.
112, Ibii. , p, 178,
113, Zdem.
114. This is what one-time conservative neo-evangelical  scholar Carl Henry said

of Jones: ‘This is essentially an anti-abortion book. Ninety-five percent of all abor-
tions would be considered immoral by D. Gareth Jones.” Chnktianity Today (Sept. 21,
1984), p. 63, But Jones has never given any such concrete figure, nor does his vague
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He is just not certain.
Then what are the grounds of decision-making? By what measure

do we “weigh” the issue of abortion? Not the Bible. Not God’s inscrip-
turated  word. No, the key issue is that slickest of slick slogans of the
late 196CYS: the quali~ oj lfe. He tells us this at the beginning of the
book. “Biology is power over the living world, and biomedicine is
power over human nature. There are numerous consequences of this,
and they are already the subject of daily decision-making. These deci-
sions revolve around one crucial issue, namely, the quality of life we
demand for the populations of technologically-advanced societies and
for individuals within those societies. All other issues, whether at the
commencement of life or at the end of life, revolve around this critical
fulcrum.”115 Therefore, “In making the decision, a balance needs to be
attained between the pursuit of biological quality and the potential
that a deformed child within a family holds out for that family to be
humanized and to grow as a loving, human unit.“116 In short, more lov-
ing through chemical abotiion.  Or to reverse a 1960’s advertising slogan of
the Monsanto Chemical Company, “Better Dying Through
Chemistry.” As Jones concludes: “Unfortunately some families cannot
cope with such a challenge, and a compromise must be reluctantly
adopted, namely, termination of the pregnancy.”1  ~’

Such is the quality of life when it is not defined by the Bible, in
terms of the ethics of the Bible. Such is the aesthetics of the self-
professed autonomous man.

Humanism% Ethics of Sentimentality

The compromise must be adopted, the ethicist  tells us, just so
long as the decision is made reluctant~..  This is the ethics of sentimen-
tality, as Schlossberg has called it. “If good and evil are purely a mat-
ter of sentiment, then no action can be judged, since sentiments re-
main opaque to outside certification. Only the motives counts, not
the action, In this way sentiment, not reason or law, is determinative
of right and wrong, B 118 Schlossberg  has identified the source of the

ethical system allow such specificity. Henry actually had endorsed this book prior to
publication. Known as a Christian conservative, Henry’s continual hostility to the
legitimacy of biblical law in New Testament times has finally led him into the pit of
confusion and :omprotnise  with evil.

115. Jones, p. 10.
116. Ibid., p. 179.
117. Idem.
118. Herbert Schlossberg, Idols for Des[ruztion:  Chrsstian Faith and Zts  Conjontation

With Anwrican SocieU  (Nashville, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson Sons, .1983), p. 44,
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ethics of sentiment in our day: humunism. “Humanism thrives on sen-
timentality because few religions are more dishonest in their doc-
trinal expre~ions. Unable to withstand dispassionate analysis,
which would reveal its lack of foundation, it stresses feeling rather
than thought. That is what makes sentimentality so vicious.”1 Ig

The incomparable hypocrisy of D. Gareth Jones, Ph.D,  is found
in the closing paragraph of this chapter: ‘Decisions relating to the
handicapped should always be difficult and will prove too onerous
for some to bear. This is the knife-edge along which we walk. But as
we do we should be encouraged by the prophecy of Isaiah that, ulti-
mately, ‘then will the eyes of the blind be opened and the ears of the
deaf unstopped. Then will the lame leap like a deer, and the tongue
of the dumb shout for joy’ (Isaiah 35: 5-6).’’ 120 Not z~tha”rparents  aborted
them, thg won’t.

Jones says, “There is no slick solution.”’zl Oh, but there is. The
slickest of all is the saline solution. It is this solution which burns the
unborn to death. But the heat of such solutions is nothing compared
to the heat which awaits the biomedical practitioners of abortion and
their morally corrupt apologists. Also, the publishers of their tracts.

We can understand Franky Schaeffer’s outrage at Inter-Varsity
Press. He went on Pat Robertson’s 700 Club television show in the
summer of 1984 and called attention to what should be obvious,
namely, that it was the income from his father’s books which created
the economic base of Inter-Varsity Press in the late 1960’s, and now
they are using that capital base to spew out books like Ron Sider’s
Rich Christitms  in an Age of Hunger and Brave ‘New People.

I agree entirely with his response to all the gibberish about com-
plex moral issues. “The real issue is simple. What do we do now? It is a
choice, not between competing slogans and word games, right or
left, but between godlessness and godliness. Between inhumanity and
humanity. Between life and death. Between Joseph Fletcherlzz  and
Jesus. Between the dignity of the individual (whether handicapped,
unwanted, born or unborn) and death as a liberal’ solution for social
problems such as poverty, race, and medical costs. Between a sanctity

119. Ibid., p. 46.
120. Jones, p. 184.
121. Ibid., p. 169.
122. Joseph Fletcher, Situation Ethus: The New Morality (Philadelphia: Westminster

press, 1966).
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of life ethic and the bestial gaggle of ethicists,  judges, and doctors
who cry for the blood of the innocent, all in the name of economics
and ‘compassion,’ not to mention convenience. Between freedom
and prosperity, or subservience, slavery, and the ever-expanding
power of the welfare state .“123

Of course, no Christian ethicist or Christian physician publicly
advocates infanticide. Not yet. Christian physicians will not pro-
mote infanticide until the humanist medical profession has accepted
the practice for at least five years, and even then not unless the net
income per execution is significantly higher than performing an
abortion in, say, the third trimester of pregnancy. After all, these are
men of conscience — not as ethical as the Pharaoh of the enslave-
ment, who at least would not have deliberately executed Egyptian
infants as he did the Hebrew infants, but good enough in their own
eyes. ~24

It is gratifying that the Board of Inter-Varsity Christian
Fellowship overturned the decision of the editor of Inter-Varsity
Press to publish the book. They pulled this book off the market in
September of 1984. They did so reluctantly, under tremendous
pressure and the threat of loss of financial support. Their public rela-
tions man said, “We did not publish, nor did Dr. Jones write, the
book with the intention of supporting abortion in any way. However,
the book is being perceived by the Christian public that way.”125
Nonsense; they .~apitulated  to pressures that came because Dr.
Jones’ book demonstrates every sign of being precisely what it was
perceived to be: a tract written in defense of therapeutic abortion.
The fact that a book such as Brave New People was published in the
name of Jesus testifies to the theological degeneracy of influential
segments of the so-called %eo-evangelical” movement in the final
decades of the twentieth century. Only financial pressure from prin-

123. Franky Schaeffer, Bad News for Modem Man: An Agenda for Chndnn  Activism
(Westchester, Illinois: Crossway Books, 1984), p. 84.

124. I have included this somewhat lengthy discussion of Christian abortion as .
part of a consideration of the Exodus because theology must be applied to historical
situations, and commentators dare not ignore the theological issues of their eras.
Those reading this chapter in a hundred or a thousand years will not, I trust, be fac-
ing anything so preposterous and morally corrupt as Christian abortionist. But in
the late twentieth century, it is a problem – one which points to either a coming
revival or a coming judgment, or both. God will spew these people out of His
mouth, just as He did with the church at Laodicea (Rev. 3:16). He will throw out the
baby-killers with the bathwater of humanism.

125. Christiani~  To&y (Sept. 21, 1984), p. 63.
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cipled Christians and contrivers y in the media brought the change.
As U.S. Senator Everett Dirksen put it, ‘When I feel the heat, I see
the light .“ The destroyers much prefer darkness because their deeds
are evil (John 3:19). (Sadly, Eerdmans republished it in 1985.)

Unholy Crusades

A standard clich6 used against the idea of Christian civilization is
this: “What would you do, inaugurate another series of holy cru-
sades?” This sort of comment implicitly assumes that religious war-
fare is uniquely the product of Christianity, and it also assumes that
the crusades characterized Christian medieval civilization. Both
assumptions are false.

First, the term “crusade” was never used in the era in which the
four major ones took place, 1096-1204. It is a modern term. “People
at that time spoke of the road to Jerusalem, the voyage, the journey,
the pilgrimage.?~ 126 Second a crusade  was perceived as a defensive

)
war against an expansionist Islamic empire. 127 Third, the wars were
supposed to be battles between professional armies. Except for the
outrageous sack of Constantinople, in the fourth crusade of 1204,126
common people were not deliberately chosen as victims. Remember,
the feudal order in Europe was essentially military, and a code of
military honor governed warfare. It was considered dishonorable for
a soldier to battle against peasants or commoners — a violation of the
separation of status groups. Finally, the armies were tiny, and so
were the ships that carried them. Green’s summary brings things
into perspective: “It would be impossible to talk of a nation in arms
in the Middle Ages. Most wars were fought by small armies, costly
for those who equipped them, but lacking in the total effort which
typifies modern warfare. Kings who started wars had no wish to
exterminate or unduly spoil their adversary; they wanted to bring
the issue to a successful negotiated conclusion. Wars were rarely na-
tional in any modern sense of the word, but conflicts over rights and
honour.  . . . Moreover the numbers involved were small. The Vik-
ing raiders (each of whose ships can hardly have carried more than

126. Regine Pernoud, The Crusadar (New York: Capricorn, 1964), p. 13.
127. Ibid., pp. 15-17.
128. The crusaders had only raised half of their expected troups, so they could

pay only two-thirds of their transportation bills to the Venetians, who demanded
payment. Finally, they sacked Constantinople to get the needed funds. R. W.
Southern, The Muking ojthe Mzddle Ages (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University
Press, 1953), p. 58.
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thirty-five warriors) can rarely have had more than 1,000 men at
their disposal. When William of Normandy invaded England in
1066 he cannot have had many more than 5,000 men. . . . The Nor-
mans who conquered Sicily started their venture in 1061 with some
160 knights and never in any subsequent campaign appear to have
had more than 700 at their disposal.” 129

In sharp contrast to the crusades – four limited, brief medieval
battles, three of which were battles between small professional ar-
mies, Christian and Muslim — the twentieth century has become the
century of mass executions of civilian populations by the civil gov-
ernments established by God to enforce His law (Rem. 13:1-7).
Modern warfare has become total, sparing almost no one and few
institutions. In World War II, more civilians were killed than com-
batants. ’30 The saturation bombing of civilians was standard
operating policy by the Germans and the Allies, culminating in the
senseless bombing of Dresden, a German city with no military
targets, in the spring of 1945, where at least 135,000 civilians, and
possibly a quarter million, perished in huge fire storms that were
created when almost 2,000 bombers dropped 650,000 incendiary
bombs on the defenseless city. 131 “Air raids involving the in-
discriminate killing of enormous numbers of civilians were the cur-
rent step in the natural evolution of the art of war. The very concept
of the civilian hardly remained valid. The traditional distinction be-
tween men setting forth to risk their lives and those who stayed
behind out of range of death disappeared in the first half of the twen-
tieth century.~~ 1 w yet there is little  evidence  that such indiscriminate

area bombing contributed significantly to the defeat of Germany. 133
The military defense strategy adopted by the United States gov-

ernment during the Kennedy Administration, “mutual assured
destruction” (MAD), involves the threat of massive nuclear retaliat-
ion as the only defensive posture – in effect, holding the Soviet
Union’s civilians captive to our missiles (aimed at urban targets),
and allowing the Soviet Union to hold our civilians captive by doing

129. V. H. H. Green, Medieval Civilization in Watern  Europe  (New York: St. Mar-
tins, 1971), p. 238.

130. Carroll Quigle y, Tragedy and Hope: A HistoT of the World in Our Time (New
York: Macmillan, 1966), p. 661.

131. David Irving, The Bombing of Draden (London: William Kimber Co., 1963); cf.
ALexander McKee, Dresden 1945: 7%e Devili Tino%box  (New York: 13utton, 1984).

132. Peter Calvocoressi and Guy Wint, Total War: Causes and Courses of the Second ,
World War (New York: Penguin, [1972] 1981), p. 489.

133. Ibid., p. 508.
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the same thing with their missiles. The Soviets have wisely adopted
the more traditional approach: targeting military targets, especially
our missile silos, as the chosen objectives of a nuclear first strike. 1s4

But warfare was not the only source of civilian deaths in this cen-
tury. Domestic wars against civilian populations have been launched
repeatedly by national governments established to defend their peo-
ple from injustice. The Nazi concentration camps are well known,
but they are only one example among many.

The numbers of man-caused deaths in the twentieth century are
so huge as to defy calculation. Gil Elliot has settled on a total of 110
million, through 1969. He admits that it could be as “low” as 80
million, but as high as 150 million. 135 China is the great unknown.

To set such a figure against the scale of violence in previous times in-
volves the difficulties of comparing like periods and of allowing for popula-
tion increase. However, every attempt to do so shows the twentieth century
to be incomparably the more violent period.

It is possible – in my view, certain – that in a future perspective this ex-
plosion of human lives will be seen as the significant ‘history’ of our period.
Yet the events which have accumulated to form this history – millions upon
millions of individual violent deaths — are often recorded in the historical
footnotes or in quickly read and rather meaningless statistics. Many written
histories don’t even mention them, although dealing in detail with the
events that led up to and followed them. ] 36

Let me cite an example from his book. It is so obscure that it does
not even appear in the book’s index. He simply lists it in a chapter on
minor conflicts. It is the Chaco War. Have you ever heard of it? Of
course not. Neither had 1. It was a war between Paraguay and
Bolivia that took place between 1928 and 1935. The number of

134. One vociferous opponent of MAD is retired U.S. Army General Albion
Knight, who is also an ordained Episcopalian minister. He writes: “. . . we have sup-
ported the Soviet march to military superiority by the strategic doctrine called Mutual
Assured Destruction (MAD) whereby, should the Soviet Union attack, we would re-
spond by destroying a percentage of the Soviet population. The doctrine requires us to
strike cities and avoid military strategic weapon systems, while intentionally leaving
our own people unprotected fkom a Soviet bomber or missile attack. The success of the
strategy depends on the Soviet Union taking the same approach so as to make us
mutually vulnerable. Thus, according to MAD, few weapons, especially defense
weapons, are needed.” Predictably, he points out, the Soviets reject the whole concept.
The D@n.se of A~”ea:  From Assured Destrudwn  to Assured Survival (Houston, Texas: Texas
Policy Institute, 1983), pp. 5-6. For a critique of MAD and a recommendation for the
substitution of a true defensive strategy, see Gen. Daniel GraAam,  High Frontia: A
Strati~ for Natiomd Survival (New York: TOR Books, 1983).

135. Gil Elhot, Twentieth C-y Bed  OJ tlu Dad  (New York: Scribners, 1972), p. 1.
136. Idem.
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deaths in that war was 500,000.1ST That matched the death toll of the
Greco-Turkish War of 1919-22, which was going on at the same time
as the Russo-Polish war of 1919-21, which claimed 200,000 lives. The
Mexican revolution of 1910-20 – the first successful socialist revolution
in modern times — took 2 million lives. 138 These were all minor wars
in the twentieth century, seldom mentioned in textbooks. On page 155
of his book appears the most horrifying statistical chart ever published
(I say this without fear of contradiction), “The Death Process”:

Individual Identity

MEN with MEN ,
MEN SOIlle  WOMEN, WOMEN & TOTAL

say 10% CHILDREN

Millions of deaths

CAMP PRIVATION 20

Enclosed ghetto 1
Prisoner-of~war  camp 4.5 ;,5
Concentration camp 0.5 2.5
Labour camp 1; 12

C ITY PRIVATION 16

Unenclosed ghetto
Siege
Occupation
Civil dislocation

DIFFUSE PRIVATION 26.5

Transit
Combat

1.5 1.5
1

Economic blockade 2 ;
Man-made famine 5
Scorched earth ;
War dislocation Ii 12

HARDWARE 47.5

Big uns
\

18 18
Sma arms-formal execution 4
Small arms – massacre 1 4 ;
Small arms – combat 1; 14
Mixed – demographic 3 3
Aerial bombs 1 1
CHEMICALS—GAS 1.5 1.5

TOTALS: .,’

MEN 42 16
WOMEN 2 ;: ;;
CHILDREN 10 10

42 18 50 110

137. Ibtii., p. 99.
138. Ibid., p. 98.
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What we must understand is that it was only with the political
triumph of modern humanism that systematic mass murder began
in earnest in human history. When God became irrelevant in the
minds of the world’s leaders, the carnage accelerated rapidly. This is
humanism’s chief legacy to the world. It is a fulfillment of God’s
warning, “all they that hate me love death” (Prov. 8: 36b).

The French Revolution

The first modern example of a systematic program of depopula-
tion imposed by a civil government on its own people is the case of
the French Revolution. It stands as revolutionary humanism’s
“preferred model” for our own bloody century: from 1789 to 1795,
especially in the final three years. The Reign of Terror was part of a
wartime measure to eliminate all enemies of the Revolution. It was
also an outcome of the satanic religion of revolution, of regeneration
through bloodshed and social chaos. At the end, it was scheduled by
Robespierre to become a systematic program of depopulation.

Nesta Webster, in her detailed and deliberately ignored study of
the revolution, 139 discusses this program. She cites the reports and
memoirs of several of Robespierre’s associates. Robespierre, we
must remind ourselves, was the head of the famous Committee on
Public Safety, which can also be translated “Committee on Public
Salvation” [dut]. 140 Courtois’ report was seized at Robespierre’s
house after the latter’s downfall in July of 1794. The report said:
“These men, in order to bring us to the happiness of Sparta, wished
to annihilate twelve or fifteen millions of the French people. . . .”141
The population of France at that time was 25 million. A similar story
came from Beaulieu, who claimed that a former associate of
Robespierre, the Marquis d’Antonelle,  told him of Robespierre’s
theory while the two of them were in prison. “He thought, like the
greater number of the revolutionary clubs, that, in order to institute
the republic on the ruins of the monarchy, it was necessary to exter-

139. Conventional historian Crane Brinton gives us one of the few references to
Mrs. Webster when he contemptuously dismisses her (without mentioning any of
her detailed histories of the period) as “frightened Tories like Mrs. Nesta
Webster. . . . “ Brinton, The Anatomy of Revolution (New York: Vintage, [1938] 1952),
p. 56.

140. Robert A. Nisbet, The Sociological Tradition (New York: Basic Books, 1966), p.
34.

141. Nesta H. Webster, The French Revolution: A Study in Democra~  (London: Con-
stable, 1919), p. 424.
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minate all those who preferred the latter form of government, and
that the former could only become democratic by the destruction of
luxury and riches, which form the support of royalty; that equality
would never be anything but a chimera as long as men did not all en-
joy approximately equal properties; and finally, that such an order of
things could never be established until a third of the population had
been suppressed. . . . “142

The most impressive testimony came from Gracchus Babeuf,  the
communist revolutionary who became a model for Karl Marx. 143
Babeuf and his disciple Buonarroti were the great promoters of the
religion of revolution. “May everything return to chaos,” Babeuf
wrote in his Plebeian Mamjesto, “and out of chaos may there emerge a
new and regenerated world.

n 144 In 1795, Babeuf gave this account of

Robespierre’s depopulation scheme in his tract, “Sur le Systeme de la
Depopulation, ou La Vie et les Crimes de Carrier”: ‘Maximilian
[Robespierre] and his council had calculated that a real regeneration
of France could only be operated by means of a new distribution of
territory and of the men who occupied it. . . . He thought that . . .
depopulation was indispensable, because the calculation had been
made that the French population was in excess of the resources of the
soil and of the requirements of useful industry, that is to say, that,
with us, men jostled each other too much for each to be able to live at
ease; that hands were too numerous for the execution of all works of
essential utility, . . .’145

Nesta Webster’s analysis of the reasons lying behind the social-
ists’ call for systematic depopulation, written in 1919, is as relevant
today – the era of the population hysteria — as it was when she wrote
it: “But could a nation of 25,000,000 be thus transformed? To the
regenerators of France it seemed extremely doubtful; already the
country was rent with dissentions, and any scheme for universal
contentment seemed impossible of attainment. Moreover, the plan
of dividing things up into equal shares presented an insuperable
difficulty, for it became evident that amongst a population of this size
there was not enough money, not enough property, not enough

142. Ibid., pp. 424-25.
143. Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, ‘Manifesto of the Communist Party”

(1848), in Marx and Engels, Selected Wwks, 3 vols. (Moscow: Progress Publishers,
[1969] 1977), I, p. 134. Cf. George Lichtheim, Marxism: An Historical and Critical StucijI
(New York: Praeger, 1963), pp. 61, 89.

144. Cited in Billington, Fire in the Minds of Men, p. 75.
145. Cited in Webster, p. 425.
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employment, not even at this moment enough bread to go around;
no one would be satisfied with his share, and instead of universal
contentment, universal dissatisfaction would result. What was to be
done? The population was too large for the scheme of the leaders to
be carried out successfully, therefore either the scheme must be
abandoned or the population must be diminished. “146

An odd aspect of the French Revolution was that it was officially
“pro-marriage” (and therefore presumably pro-natalist)  at the same
time that the guillotine was in full force. This was also true for ‘
Stalin’s Russia in the late 1930’s, when a pro-marriage reformation of
the Soviet law code was passed while he was executing millions,
either deliberately or indirectly by putting them into slave labor
camps. The French Revolutionary Assembly passed a head tax on
unmarried persons over thirty years old. There was even a national
celebration to honor husbands and wives. 147 The Nazi policies of the
1930’s imitated this same schizophrenia: pro-family tax policies and
subsidies for births, yet death-producing slave labor camps for
millions.

The Armenian Genocide

The next major example of a deliberate policy of population ex-
termination is the Turkish persecution of the Armenians. It came in
two waves, in 1895-96 and two decades later in 1915-16. Mass
murders were conducted in the first period, and again in 1909 under
the so-called Young Turks. In the final wave, the number of victims
was at least 800,000 and possibly as high as two million. 148 In this
case, the victims were long-term residents of the Ottoman Empire,
but were considered religious foreigners. Even the familiar “ian” and
“yan” endings of the surnames of Armenians are emblems of their
servitude; the Turks gave these name endings to Armenians in order
to identify this “foreign population.’’lbg

146. Ibsd., pp. 423-24.
147. William Petersen, Population, p. 148.
148. Dickran H. Boyajian, Armenia: The Case for a Forgotten Genocide (Westwood,

New Jersey: Educational Books, 1972), p. 1.
149. This was told to me by my father-in-law, R. J. Rushdoony,  whose own fam-

ily had resided in the far north of Armenia, close to the Russian border, and had
escaped the required name change. His family escaped to Russia in the 1915
persecution, and since his father had British pounds, he was able to buy his way to
Archangel and from there to New York City. Rushdoony  was born in New York
shortly after their arrival.
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The Sovtit Union

The Soviet Union did not use the excuse of “foreign populations”
residing in the Soviet empire. The recurring Soviet depopulation
were ideologically motivated. The first instances of serious food
shortages took place during the First World War. But these were
minor compared to the results of the forced collectivization of agri-
culture, first in the “war communism” phase of the early 1918-22,150
and second in the early 1930’s. The program of forced starvation of
small landowners (the “kulaks”)  in the late 1920’s and early 1930’s led
to resistance by the peasants, and Stalin’s response was to starve
them into compliance. Historian Paul Johnson quite properly refers
to this as Stalin’s “collossal  exercise in social engineering, the
destruction of the independent Russian peasantry.’’151  We do not
know how many peasants were executed – or as Stalin said, “li-
quidated’’lsz  – during the 1928-31 period, but ,Stalin once remarked
to Churchill that ten million peasants had been “dealt with.’’i53 The
general estimate is: one-third in concentration camps, one-third
murdered, and one-third forcibly transported into Siberia or central
Asia. Most of the large-scale violence took place over a few months, ~
from the end of 1929 through early 1930.154 In 1929, only about 4%
of all peasant households were in collective or state farms. In 1930,
this had risen to about a quarter of the peasant population. A year
later, it was 53%. By 1937, it was 93$Z0. 155

The peasants, in response, burned their crops and ate their
horses and cattle, rather than place this property in the collective
farms and state farms. Stalin later admitted that in 1929, the Soviet
Union had 34 million horses; only 16.6 million were left in 1934 – a
loss of 18 million. They also lost 30 million cattle (45% of the total),
as well as nearly 100 million sheep and goats, two-thirds of the
total. ~sG Writes Robert Conquest: “The famine can be blamed quite

150. Lazar Volin, A Centuty of Russian Agriculture, ch. 7.
151. Paul Johnson, Modtrn Times, p. 267.
152. Zbtd., p. 269. This was the first time that Stalin used the term. It would not

be the last.
153. Ibid., p. 271. The reference appears in Vol. 8 of Churchill’s Second World War

(1964), p. 78.
154. Idem.
155, Volin, A Century of Russian Ap”culture, p. 211.
156. Isaac Deutcher, Stalin: A Political Biography (New York: Vintage, [1949] 1960),

p. 325. He cites Stalin’s Probkmrs of Leninism (Moscow, 1945), p. 480.
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flatly on Stalin. The crop in 1932 was about 12 percent below
average.. This was far from being famine level. But procurements of
food from the peasantry were up by 44 percent. The result was, and
could not have been other than, large-scale starvation. It is perhaps
the only case in history of a purely man-made famine. It is also the
only major famine whose very existence was ignored or denied by
the governmental authorities, and even to a large degree successfully
concealed from world opinion.‘l ST (The one report on the famine by
a foreign journalist was Malcolm Muggridge’s, which appeared in
the Manchester Guardian in three installments in March, 1933. He was
the only journalist who had been in the famine areas without official
supervision. The reaction in Britain to his articles was hostile. )158
Volin’s estimate of famine-produced deaths is five million. 159 .

So desperate was Stalin for foreign currency that he began a series
of sales of art treasures, including a famous one to capitalist Andrew
Mellon in 1930-31; for $6.5 million, Mellon bought twenty-one pain-
tings that became the basis of the Washington National Gallery. 1 GO

Johnson’s explanation concerning Stalin’s economic motivation is
to the point: “There was no theoretical basis in Marxism, or any-
thing else, for what Stalin now did. But it had a certain monstrous
logic. There is no point of stability in a state which is socializing it-
self. It must go either forward or back. If it does not go forward, the
power of the market system, which expresses certain basic human
instincts of barter and accumulation, is such that it will always
reassert itself, and capitalism will make its reappearance. Then the
embryo socialist state will collapse. If socialism is to go forward, it
must push ahead with large-scale industrialization. That means
surplus food for the workers; and surplus food to export to raise
money for capital investment. In short the peasants must pay the
price for socialist progress. And since they are unwilling to pay this
price voluntarily, force must be used, in ever-growing quantities,
until their will is broken and they deliver what is required of them.
That is the bitter logic of socialist power which Stalin grasped in the
1920s: there was no stable point of rest between a return to
capitalism and the use of unlimited force .”l G1

157. Robert Conquest, The Great Twor: Stulin i Purges of the Thirties (rev. ed.; New
York: Collier, 1973), p. 45.

158. Malcolm Muggridge, The Green Stick, pp. 257-58.
159. Volin, Centu~, p. 233-34.
160. Johnson, Modem Times, p. 269.
161. Ibid,, p. 268.
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Despite the repeated connection between socialism and genocide,
this urge to mass destruction is more than mere economics, Stalin’s
purge of up to a million Communist Party members in the late 1930’s
indicates that some other motive is involved. 162 The Soviet dissident,
Sakharov, says that between 1936 and 1939, over 1.2 million Party
members went into the camps, and only 50,000 regained their free-
dom. 163 Total arrests of all citizens in 1938 were probably over 7
million, possibly in the 9 million range. 164 This was in addition to
the 5 million already in the camps, and this did not include actual
criminals. 165 For twenty years of Stalin’s reign, 1930-50, at least 20
million people died in the camps or were executed, and this figure is
probably too low; it may have been 30 million dead. 166 The chapter
title of Isaac Deutcher’s account of the period is hyperbolic, but more
accurate than he really believed: “The Gods are Athirst .“ 167

Asian Communism

This readiness to execute millions for the sake of Communist doc-
trine has been repeated: in Communist China under Mao and in
Cambodia in the 1970’s. The Chinese death rate is a mystery. In the
first phase (1949-51), as many as 15 million may have died, or as few as
a million. lGs In the second phase, the period of the “Great Leap For-
ward” (late 1950’s), we simply cannot know for certain. Mosher cites
evidence that in 1960 alone, the number of famine-related deaths may
have been as high as 30 million, or as low as 11 million.lGg In the third
phase, the “Cultural Revolution” of the 1966-68, the Red Guards
murdered at least 400,000 people. 170 As for Cambodia, a fifth of the
Cambodian population, about 1.2 million people, died during the ini-
tial Communist take-over, from April of 1975 until early 1977.171

162. Robert Conquest provides various estimates that 500,000 to 1,000,000 peo-
ple were executed: The Great Tmo~ pp. 702, 713. For a profound literary account of
the purges, see the novel by Arthur Koestler, Darkness at Noon,

163. Conquest, p. 713.
164. Ibid., p, 702.
165. Ibid., p. 708.
166. Ibid., p. 710.
167. Deutcher, Stulin,  ch. 9.
168. Paul Johnson, Modem Times, p. 548.
169. Mosher, Broke-n Earth, p. 264.
170. Johnson, Modem Times, p. 558.
171. Ibid,, p. 657. This is the estimate of John Barron and Anthony Paul, Murder

of a Gentle  Land (New York: Reade~s Digest Press, 1977), p. 206. This book provides
many anecdotal accounts of the ruthless murders and torturing that went on in 1975
and 1976 in Cambodia.
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This has been the application of the biblical truth that all those
who hate God love death (Pr. 8: 36b). It is the satanic hatred of the
image of God in man which leads the most consistent satanic com-
monwealths to depopulate their own populations. Revolutionary so-
cialism and genocide are linked by common theological doctrines, the
religion of revolution and the hatred of GOSS image in mm. The economic
issues are relevant to genocide – the “fixed pie” doctrine of wealth
and the growing number of “eaters” — but not primary.

Conclusion

The continuing propaganda against population growth is part of
a comprehensive program of humanistic social regeneration. The
image of God, mankind, is seen as a threat to ethically rebellious
men. Population growth is therefore a threat to humanism. First, in
a finite universe, such population growth points to the limits of time:
a final judgment. Second, in a centrally planned economy, any un-
controlled resource is a threat to the overall economic plan. This cre-
ates problems — uncertainty — for the planners. Third, in an econ-
omy characterized by zero economic growth or declining output —
which socialist economies tend to be — a growing population puts
pressure on the total number of available economic resources. This
leads to political problems.

Nevertheless, the economic arguments are secondary. The
primary argument is theological. Satan hates mankind. Those who
hate God love death. The war against God ultimately involves the
death of God’s image, mankind. Modern humanism, as it has grown
more consistent with its own satanic presuppositions, has adopted as
an ideal the philosophy of zero population growth and even popula-
tion decline. Humanism hates God more than it loves man. Its
population ideal is spoken of in the Bible as God’s curse.



APPENDIX C

THE LABYRINTH AND THE GARDEN

For Pharaoh will say of the children of Israel, Thqv are entangled in the
land, the wilderness bath shut them in (Ex. 14:3).

The Labyrinth in Egypt

The pyramids are one architectural legacy of the death-obsessed
religion of Egypt. Another less well known legacy is the labyrinth.
The word is derived from the Greek word, labys,  the word for the
two-headed axe, the design found throughout “Knossos, ” the
massive structure excavated by Sir Arthur Evans on the Island of
Crete. S. H. Hooke’s study of the history and meaning of the
labyrinth traces the origin of this almost universal symbol; it began
in Egypt. Specifically, the labyrinth design was used for the plans of
palaces, but more importantly, for royal tombs and mortuary
temples. 1 The sign appears on mortuary jars and other containers
that are found in the tombs. Z “The plan of the Old Kingdom seal-
sign is also to be found in the pottery ‘soul-houses’ from the
cemeteries at Rifeh of the 9th and 10th dynasties. Some of these
‘soul-houses’ show a staircase leading to a floor above the tomb-
chamber, where there is a throne. These ‘soul-houses’ indicate that
there was an ‘abode’ above the tomb-chamber, to which the king
mounted when he rose from his ritual death,”3

It is also highly significant that the Egyptian labyrinths were
related to the bull, as was the famous “palace” of Knossos on Crete.
It represented the king-god, and was brought into the sanctuary on

1, S. H. Hooke (cd.), The Labyrinth: Further Stud&s in the Relation between Myth and
Ritual in the Ancient World (London: SPCK, 1935), p. 4, It is significant that Sir
Arthur Evans, who dug up and misinterpreted the “palace” of Knossos on Crete, be-
lieved that the labyrinth was “the palace sign~ Zdem. Evans wrote this in The Palace of
Mino$, vol. I, p. 359.

2. Idem.
3. Ibid., p. .5.
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ritual occasions and slain there.A Ritual sacrifice and dancing were
connected to the bull-god in the Osirian religion, as was also the case
in the legend of Crete’s King Mines, the deadly Minotaur (“Minos-
bull”), and the sacrifices by Mines of the Athenian youths (the legend
of Theseus, Ariadne, and Daedalus).  s Similar links between dancing
and labyrinths also exist in Cornwall, England and also in Scandin-
avia and Northern Russia. G It is a dance of death and resurrection.~

Hooke points out that it was very early in the Egyptian
dynasties, in the second dynasty, that the kings began to protect
their burial places. This had not been true earlier. “Some of these
chambers contained the bodies of those who accompanied the king to
the after-life, his women and his body-guard who were killed and
buried at the time of the royal funeral.”s The tomb of King Perabsen
of the second dynasty was surrounded by a passage, a new feature,
according to Flinders Petrie, who excavated it.9 But as Hooke says,
there seems to have been no social or military reason for hiding the
bodies of the kings. 10 The pyramids were an extension of this desire
to protect the bodies of the monarchs.

The motivation was religious and ritualistic, not defensive.
Hooke writes: “While pyramid and temple must be considered as
one complex building, the internal construction of the pyramid
became elaborate and l’abyrinthine  in character. Nevertheless, the
labyrinth name became attached to the temple, and it seems proba-
ble that the greater importance of the temple as the place of ritual,
associated with Osiris, Amen or Re, as the case might be, would ac-
count for this. In the pyramid, and later in the rock-cut tombs, the
body of the king was sealed up in his sarcophagus, and the entrances
were blocked up and concealed. Nothing more happened there. But
in the adjoining temple everything necessary for his welfare in the
after-life was attended to. The plan and construction of the oldest
known temple of Osiris at Abydos is interesting, therefore, in con-
nection with the original meaning of the Labyrinth. Especially as
[citing Budge] ‘it is probable that there was a small temple of Osiris

4. Ibid., pp. 7, 22-24.. . .
5. Ibid., pp. 24-27.
6. Hans Georg Wunderlich,  l% Secret of Crti (New York: Macmillan, 1974), p. 289.
7. Robert Graves, The White Goddess: A Htitonia[ Grammar of Poetic Myth (rev. ed.;

New York: Farrar,  Straus and Giroux, 1966), pp. 329-30.
8. Hooke, op. cit., p. 11.
9. Ibid., p. 12.

10. Ibid., p. 13.



The Labyrinth and the Garden 371

attached to every great temple in Egypt, and there is good reason to
think that such temples of Osiris were better and more regularly
served by the priests than the larger temples.’ “11

Both Herodotus and Strabo described a huge Egyptian labyrinth
at Hawara. It was a two-storied structure, with 1,500 rooms above
and 1,500 below. It was excavated in 1888 by Sir Flinders  Petrie. 1 Z
Wunderlich writes: “The purpose of the costly pyramids and mortu-
ary temples involved in the worship of the dead pharaoh was to pro-
pitiate Osiris, to win favor of the god of vegetation. The fifteen
hundred burial vaults and dwellings for the dead in the labyrinth [on
the bottom or underground floor — G. N. ] were meant for provincial
sovereigns, princes of the blood and similar highly placed person-
ages of the Twelfth Dynasty of the Middle Kingdom. [This would
have been the era of the pharaohs from Joseph to Moses’ youth, ac-

) cording to Courville. — G.N. ] The labyrinth, therefore, was not a
mortuary temple in the strict sense of the word. By that is meant, in
Egypt, a structure for the cult of the dead but not a burial place.”13

The “Palace” of Knossos

Wunderlich traces the interrelationships between Egypt -and
Knossos, the so-called “palace” of the legendary King Mines, on the
island of Crete. This relationship was recogriized by the Roman his-
torian Pliny, whose iVatura/  Histou  (XXXVI, 13) says that Daedalus,
the designer of the labyrinth at Crete, took the design from Egypt. 14
The palace of Mines, which was so lavishly described — a better
word might be “invented” — and partially reconstructed by the Brit-
ish archaeologist Sir Arthur Evans during the first three decades of
the twentieth century, was in fact a giant tomb, not a palace. It was
never intended to be inhabited by the living. Its soft gypsum floors
that can be scratched by a fingernail, its huge and unmovable pithoi
(urns), its dark labyrinthine hallways, its lack of any protecting wall,
its distance from agriculturally productive land, its “bathtubs” with-
out drain pipes (sarcophagi), and “indoor plumbing” without drain
pipes (circulating vents for mummies) all point to a vast cult of the
dead, not the residence of the king. The supposedly happy and free-

11. Ibid., Pp. 14-15.
12. Joseph Campbell, The Ma&s of God: Primitive Mytholo~  (rev. ed.; New York:

Penguin, ~1969] 1978), p. 70.
13. Wunderlich, Secwt of CTet.e,  p. 248.
14. Hooke, p. 17.
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spirited people who were called the Minoans by Evans were figments
of his vivid imagination. The Minoans were an integral part of the
Bronze Age culture — a demonic, fearful, death-obsessed culture.

These “Minoans” mummified their dead, as the Egyptians did,
for similar theological reasons, at least with respect to the dead per-
son’s passage through the underworld. ls As Wunderlich shows, they
had trading relations with the Egyptians, who called them the Keftiu.  16
The link with Egypt is testified to by the Egyptian-style clothing of
men pictured on the walls of the “palace,” as well as by drawiqgs  of
these “Minoan” people in a tomb in Egypt. Evans-dug up an Egypt-
ian statue in the ‘palace” which was made in the era of Egypt’s
Twelfth Dynasty. 17 Conversely, Egyptian ruins contain examples of
pottery that look like the “Minoan” pottery. 18 (On Evans’ misuse of
the evidence to make it fit an evolutionary model, see Appendix A:
“The Reconstruction of Egypt’s Chronology,” under the subhead,
“Egypt and Crete.”)

Beyond Crete

The labyrinth is an extremely important symbol. It appears in
most of the ancient cultures in one form or another. Sir Arthur
Evans discovered numerous coins on Crete that had the Minotaur
and labyrinth designs on them. 19 These coins were not contem-
poraneous with the construction of Knossos, of course; coins began
to appear about the sixth century, B.C. Hooke reports that examples
of labyrinth designs appear constantly on seals from Asia Minor,
Palestine, and Mesopotamia. ZO Archaeologists have discovered laby-
rinths drawn in rocks in Britain and Scandinavia. Hooke recognized
this as the probable product of trade between the Mediterranean and
the Baltic region. z] But what Hooke did not know is that the
Knossos  labyrinth and Minotaur designs have been discovered in
pre-Columbus North America and South America.

In rock formations in Oraibi, New Mexico and Cuenca, Ecua-
dor, the labyrinth pattern of Knossos appears. The Minotaur–half

15. Wunderlich, ch. 21: “A Visit in the Underworld.”
16. Ibid., pp. 148, 174-80.
17. Leonard Cottrell, The Bull of Mines (New York: Rinehart & Co., 1958), pp.

136-37.
18. Ibid., p. 138.
19. Hooke, pp. 9-10.
20. Ibid., p. 10.
21. Ibid., p. 41.
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bull, half man – is the other famous Cretan design which is closely
related to the labyrinth. It has also been found in Texas
petroglyphs.zz  The explanation of how they got there is the same:
trade. Barry Fell, whose books constitute a true intellectual revolu-
tion, argues convincingly that these rock carvings are reproductions
of coins that were in circulation in North and South America several
centuries before Christ. 23 This, of course, points to a system of
worldwide trade — trade which Fell’s Bronze Age America proves was
going on in the second millennium B. C., and probably early in the
second millennium. 24

James Peters, whose work on the symbolism of architecture has
not yet been published, believes that the labyrinth is related symbol-
ically to the garden of Eden, which had the four rivers flowing out of
it. This is reasonable. It would be a walled or square design sur-
rounding lines resembling a river or rivers. (The wall must have
been open only at one place, at the east gate, where God placed the
angels: Gen. 3:24.) The later Greek key-pattern of the labyrinth,
called a meander,25 is related linguistically to a river in Phrigia,
maiandros,, noted for its winding path. *G The English word “meander”
is applied to both rivers and labyrinthian passages.  *T

Pagan versions of the labyrinth imagery include the swastika or
twisted cross. Some scholars (along with their native informers)
relate the swastika to the tree of life. 28 But in the Mediterranean
world of the Bronze Age, the labyrinth was associated with death.
Wunderlich comments: “. . . a labyrinth is not a necropolis.  By
necropolises  we mean cities of the dead in which the dead are placed
singly or together in dwellings or tombs. Necropolises  may be at-
tached to labyrinths. But a labyrinth has, in addition to its primary
function of serving as a residence for the dead, quite a few additional
functions: it is the spiritual center of the surrounding settlements; a
religious site; an assembly point; an arena, an archive and scrip-
torium; a place of judgment, execution and sacrifice; and so on. The
great courts and subsidiary buildings serve these purposes, as well as

22. Barry Fell, Saga Anwn’ca (New York: Times Books, 1974), pp. 104-5.
23. Ibid., pp. 113-14.
24. Barry Fell, Bronze Age Amz-rica  (Boston: Little, Brown, 1982).
25. Hooke, p. 7.
26. Oxford English Dictionagr  “miander.”
27. Idtm.
28. Clyde Keller, “Tree of Life and Labyrinth; The Epigraphic Sociep:  Occasional

Publications, V (1978), Pt. 2.
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the prime purpose of holding impressive funeraJ ceremonies, which
were accompanied by religious dramas and competitive games com-
plete with music, dancing and banquets. In antiquity the usual
meaning of a labyrinth as a structure in which the dead rested in the
underground rooms was well understood.”zg

Gnostic Salvation

Joseph Campbell relates another tale of the labyrinth from the
Melanesian  island of Malekula.  As the soul approaches the way of
the dead to the Land of the Dead, having crossed the waters of
death, the guardian of the underworld meets him. This guardian is
female. She has drawn a labyrinth design in the ground in front of
the entrance. As the soul approaches, she erases half the design.
“The voyager must restore the design perfectly if he is to pass
through it to the Land of the Dead. Those who fail, the threshold
guardian eats. One may understand how very important it must
have been, then, to learn the secret of the labyrinth before death;
and why the teaching of the secret of immortality y is the chief concern
of the religious ceremonials of Malekula.”qO  The way of salvation is
therefore the way of secret knowledge. This is the essence of the heresy
of Gnosticism: salvation by initiation, meaning salvation by secret
knowledge. It is the perpetual alternative to salvation by grace
through faith.

Campbell is heavily influenced by the psychological and sym-
bolic theories of C. G. Jung. His assessment of the meaning of the
labyrinth is suggestive but not definitive. Nevertheless, the connec-
tions that he makes are important. “In archaic art, the labyrinth —
home of the child-consuming Minotaur – was represented in the
figure of a spiral. The spiral also appears spontaneously in certain
stages of meditation, as well as to people going to sleep under ether.
It is a prominent device, furthermore, at the silent ceremonies
within the dark passages of the ancient Irish kingly burial mound of
New Grange. These facts suggest that a constellation of images
denoting the plunge and dissolution of consciousness in the darkness
of non-being must have been employed intentionally, from an early
date, to represent the analogy of threshold rites to the mystery of the

29. Wunderlich, p. 249.
30. Campbell, Primitive Mytholo~, p. 69. Cf. Mircea Eliade, Rites and Symbok of

Initiation: The Mys&i2s of Birth  and Rebirth (New York: Harper Torchbook, [1958]
1965), p. 62.
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entry of the child into the womb for birth. . . . It is obvious that the
idea of death-and-rebirth, rebirth through ritual and with a fresh
organization of profoundly impressed sign stimuli, is an extremely
ancient one in the history of culture. . . . “31

The Garden

We know that the garden of Eden was placed eastward in Eden
(Gen. 2:8). When God closed its entrance by placing the cherubim
and the flaming sword, the y were stationed at the east of the garden
(Gen. 3:24). This means that the garden itself must have been an
enclosed space. Its walls protected it from those who would enter it
on any terms except those established by God. Man was not to gain
access to the tree of life by breaking into the closed space (Gen. 3:22,
24). From the day of man’s expulsion, the only way to the tree of life
is through ethical conformity to God’s standards. The standard is
perfection. Regeneration, not the scaling of physical or symbolic
walls, is the foundation of eternal life.

The walled enclosure is therefore a significant design – one of the
most significant in man’s history. Pagan cultures again and again
return to it. They invest it with many meanings. The heart of the
pagan version, the labyrinth, is a closed space in which a winding
pathway is dominant. Men who do not know the secret of the path-
way are trapped, condemned to wander helplessly. Only by knowing
the way out (or in) through the entrance can man attain his eternal
goal. The walls, however, cannot be scaled by man.

E~pt as Garden-Labyrinth

Egypt was a symbol of the garden. In Abraham’s day, it was the
place that was spared during the famine (Gen. 12:10). Abraham
journeyed to EWpt, but then went backup into Canaan. This was a
symbolic resurrection. This was true again in Joseph’s day: descent into
a “garden ,“ which became a labyrinth or wilderness, and then
escape. Jacob wanted his body to be taken up out of Egypt after his
death, and buried in the cave in Canaan in which his fathers were
buried (Gen. 49:29-32). Joseph wanted his bones dug up and
reburied in the promised land (Gen. 50:25). Again, this points to
resurrection. So does Joseph’s experience in Potiphar’s house (the
“garden”) and his experience in prison ~wilderness-labyrinth”),  a

31. Ibid., PP. 65-66.
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walled, enclosed space, from which he was delivered by God into a
position of authority.

Goshen was the best of Egypt, and it was given to Israel by
Joseph’s Pharaoh (Gen. 47:6). Goshen was a garden. It was partially
protected from the plagues of Egypt, at least plagues seven through
ten (Ex. 8:22-24; 9:6, 26; 10:23;  12). Goshen was to have served as
an Edenic training ground for Israel, a kind of headquarters for do-
minion. But by Moses’ day, the hearts of the Israelites had been cap-
tured by the gods of Egypt, and therefore their bodies had been
placed in bondage to the rulers of Egypt. The golden calf in the
wilderness testified to their Egyptian faith. They fell once again, just
as their father Adam had fallen in his garden environment. The
Edenic training ground of Goshen became a wilderness training
ground. The Bible’s message is clear: a good environment does not
necessarily produce good men. Men are not saved by manipulating
their environment.

Egypt was not seen as a garden by the Egyptians. A garden is a
preliminary training ground for redeemed man’s dominion in a
future-oriented world. This was not the world believed in by the
Egyptians. They believed in a static and magical world. Egypt was
understood as a labyrinth by Pharaoh. As the children of Israel were
escaping, Pharaoh said to his subordinates, “They are entangled in
the land, the wilderness bath shut them in” (Ex. 14:3). The barrier of
the Red Sea was considered to be impenetrable. Egypt was an
“enclosed space.” The only visible outlet passed through the land of
the Phillistines.  But God warned Moses not to go by that route, for it
might have meant a battle, and the Israelites were not ready for a
fight. They might have returned to Egypt (Ex. 13:17). Thus, it ap-
peared to Pharaoh that the Israelites were trapped, “entangled in the
land.”

What Pharaoh did not expect was that God would penetrate the
labyrinth’s walls. He could knock down the walls of any labyrinth, or
create a passageway through the Red Sea. This was also to be His
strategy with the Jordan River and the city of Jericho a generation
later. It was not necessary for the Israelites to go through the gates of
the city or around the river. God’s answer was a direct assault on the
barrier.

The people were led by God’s glory-cloud. When the Egyptian
arm y approached, the cloud went behind them. This cloud then
served as a barrier to the Egyptians (Ex. 14:19-20),  a source of
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darkness for the Egyptians and a source of light for the Israelites (v.
20). Like the flaming sword of the garden, the flaming glory cloud
served as an unpassable  barrier to the enemies of God. God created
a protective enclosed space for His people. The tabernacle and the
temple later symbolized this same sort of enclosed space. But at the
heart of this enclosed space is ethics. In the case of the tabernacle and
temple, the center was the holy of holies, in which the tablets of the
law resided.

The last instance we have in the Bible concerning EWpt as a place
of refuge prior to a “resurrection unto dominion” is the case of the
parents of Jesus. They obeyed the angel which told them to go down
into Egypt (Matt. 2:13-14). This was done to fulfill a messianic proph-
ecy (Hosea 11:1), “Out of Egypt have I called my son” (Matt.  2 :15b).
After Herod’s death, they returned to Israel (Matt. 2:20-21).32 Herod,
the “guardian” at the “gate” of Israel, was no longer a threat.

The Guardian

Men who would have sought to enter Eden’s garden needed to
bypass the angelic guardians. Similarly, in the Melanesian  legend of
the labyrinth, the supernatural female guardian serves as the
destroyer of anyone who does not know the secret of the labyrinth.
But what the Bible teaches is that access through the protected gate
is not based on secret knowledge; it is based rather on one’s covenan-
tal relationship with the God who assigned the angelic guardians to
their place.

Jacob, upon returning from the wilderness experience of labor
under Laban, faced a barrier, the Jordan River (Gen. 32:10), and a
guardian, his brother Esau.  He wrestled all night with a theophany
of God who renamed him and gave him a blessing (32:24-29).
Moses, upon returning to Egypt with an unch-cumcised  son named
Gershom (from a Hebrew root meaning “driven  out’’),qq faced the
guardian of the border, an angel, and hi was not permitted to pass
through until Zipporah circumcised Gershom (Ex. 4:24-26). 3A In

32. That they should have traveled to Egypt is not surprising. A thriving colony
of Jews had lived in Alexandria since the days of Alexander tie Great, who had at-
tracted them by promising them the same legal rights that Greeks possessed. They
prospered and helped the city to become a major commercial center. Henri Daniel-
Rops, IsraEl and the Ancient World (New York: Image, 1964), p. 349.

33. Strongk Exhaustive Concordance, Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary, p. 28, #1644.
34. For a detailed treatment of this deeply symbolic event, see my essay, “The

Marriage Supper of the Lamb; Chrirtiarzi~  and Civilization, 4 (1985).
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another Old Testament judicial arrangement, the fugitive from the
gahl (kinsman-redeemer/avenger of blood) who fled to the safety of
the enclosed space of a city of refuge had to wait until the death of
the high priest before he could safely return home, for the gatil was
the guardian of the route of escape and could lawfully slay him if he
passed through the gates of the city (Num.  35:12-28).

Resurrection

The garden is a sabbath resting place, a place of refreshment.
From the garden men are to march forward in victory. The garden is
the symbol or archetype of paradise. The labyrinth, on the other
hand, is the archetype of hell, and was so understood by the an-
cients. It is a place from which men need to escape. Escape from the
labyrinth is resurrection. Thus, the pagan rituals associated with the
labyrinth are rituals of death and resurrection.

The night before His death, Jesus went into a garden. Geth-
semane was His place of prayer to God. He told His disciples to con-
tinue to watch with Him (Matt. 26:38), to watch and pray (v. 41). He
instructed them three times, but the disciples fell asleep each time.
They were not ready to defend the garden from invaders. Then the
garden was invaded by the authorities, led by Judas, Satan’s man.
Satan had invaded the garden once again. Jesus was then expelled
from the garden, as if He had committed the sin of Adam. He was
brought before the judges, as Adam had been brought before God the
judge. He was executed, suffering death as God had promised to
Adam. Then came the resurrection. Death and resurrection, given
the sin of Adam, is inescapable y linked to the garden in biblical im-
agery and biblical history. The question is: Will it be resurrection un-
to life or resurrection unto the second death (Rev. 20:14)?

Heaven and hell are temporary locations, just as the garden was.
They serve as embarkation points. After the resurrection, the
heaven-dwellers are returned to the new earth, while the hell-
dwellers are dumped into the lake of fire (Rev. 20:14-15).  Thus,
physical resurrection at the day ofjudgment  is not the basis of escape
from the labyrinth. There is no escape after physical death. The only
escape is the covenantal-ethical  decision made in time and on earth.

Ba7riers

In one sense, the bam”ers  to escape or entv are broken by Christ. The
veil of the temple was torn at the death of Christ (Matt. 27:51). The
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stone barrier placed over His tomb by the authorities was rolled
away (Matt. 28:2). Christ spoke of the impending fulfillment and
removal of the old covenant’s ceremonial barriers with the gentile
world when He announced that new wine cannot be contained in old
containers (Matt. 9:17).  Israel would no longer serve as a geographi-
cal recapitulation of the garden, for sin had turned it into a gnostic
labyrinth. Schlossberg  remarks:

Combining social purpose with expertise sets the stage for a Gnosticism
in which only the special few have the key to the secrets of the universe.
This is not something that can simply be learned from books, although the
cognoscenti are almost invariably well-educated. They must also have the
requisite “social purpose,” for the knowledge required to run society cannot
simply be communicated rationally. They are like the Pharisees who taught
that God gave Moses not only a written law but also an oral one, handed
down through the generations to only the privileged few. This was the key
to the power of the Pharisees: they had the knowledge to unlock the mean-
ing of the Pentateuch, to be the recipients of wisdom had by no others. Not
possessing esoteric knowledge, the masses have no choice but to turn their
lives over to the elite to be managed. Never ask the enlightened ones about
their track record, which is a series of disguised disasters; just accept on
faith that they have the secret to life. q5

The labyrinthine rules and teachings of Talmudic Judaism had
made Israel into a place of death rather than life, a labyrinth rather
than a garden. The goal was now to escape the labyrinth. The Chris-
tians were warned about 40 years in advance by Jesus not to trust in
the walls of Jerusalem when the Roman army encompassed the city,
but rather to flee to the hills (Luke 21:20-24).  It would mean death to
remain, and resurrection to escape. Josephus’ account of what hap-
pened in A. D. 69-70 offers the horrible evidence of the truth of
Christ’s predictions concerning Jerusalem. Israel remained a ‘
40-year wilderness experience for the early Jewish-Christian church,
one from which they were delivered (forced out) just before the fall of
Jerusalem. On the other hand, there will always be enclosed sacred space.
The consummated church is described as a walled city (Rev.
21:10-21). Its gates are always open, however (v. 25). There will be
no night there, no darkness (v. 25). Today, the church is also a place
of refuge, a protected space. We journey weekly to eat with God and

35. Herbert Schlossberg, Idols for Destruction: Christian Faith and Its Confrontation
with Ammian Society (Nashville, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson, 1983), p. 195.
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be refreshed – what Adam was supposed to have done in the garden.
But it is still a dominion training ground, which it does not seem to
be in the era after the resurrection. It is a place which points to the
resurrection of many in the future, for it points backward to the res-
urrection of Jesus Christ.

Wilderness

Moses’ career was a three-stage encounter with the labyrinth and
the wilderness. For 40 years, he lived in Egypt, which had become a
labyrinth for the Israelites. He fled, for he knew his life was doomed in
Egypt (Ex. 2:15). For 40 years, he lived as a shepherd in the wil-
derness. There, in the “backside of the desert,” God confronted him
at Mount Horeb (Ex. 3 :1). He was drawn out of that wilderness back
into Egypt. Then he spent 40 years in a new wilderness, having been
driven out of Egypt.

In each case, the number 40 was associated with a wilderness ex-
perience. In each case, this experience involved training. Noah’s
world had become a labyrinth, a spiritual wilderness, a place fit for
judgment. The death of Noah’s world was accomplished by 40 days
of rain (Gen. 7:17), but he escaped in a massive enclosed space — a
garden experience, where he cared for the animals. The army of
Israel was stymied for 40 days on the battlefield by the Philistine
under Goliath (I Sam. 17:16). Elijah fled into the wilderness (I Ki.
19:4),  and journeyed 40 days until he reached Mount Horeb (v. 8),
where he lodged in a cave (v. 16), an enclosed space. Jesus also spent
40 days in the wilderness, in preparation for His ministry (Matt.
4:1-2).

Moses’ forty years in the wilderness of the Exodus points to the
wilderness as both a labyrinth afid a garden. For the older genera-
t ion, it was a wilderness. They would all die there, except Joshua
and Caleb. For the young, it was more of a garden, with the manna
and springs refreshing them daily. It was a place of wandering for
the older Israelites — a labyrinth from which there was to be no
escape — and a place of training for the young. The way out was
through the barrier, the Jordan River (Josh. 3:14-17). At Gilgal,  they
were circumcised (Josh. 5:2-4), they celebrated the passover (5:10),
and on that day the manna ceased (5:12). The wilderness was no
longer their garden; the land of Canaan was, if they would remain
faithful and conquer it militarily in the name of the Lord. The way
through the garden was direct confrontation, c’ity by city, culture by
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culture, cutting each off, one by one. It was not a labyrinth for them,
not a place of wandering and indirect excursions. The pathway was
direct.

Broken Walls and Death

When the Israelites fled Egypt, Egypt died. When they fled the
wilderness, the manna ceased, and the wilderness returned to its
condition as a place of death. When the Israelites attacked the walled
cities of Jericho and Ai, these cities died. The whole culture of Ca-
naan died to the extent that the Israelites remained faithful and con-
quered the people of the land. But when Israel grew rebellious, var-
ious civilizations penetrated their walls (the Book of Judges), and
finally Assyria and Babylon completed the process. There was no
escape, God through His prophets warned them, no safe way out of
the land except through Babylon – to the east. The east was the
place of judgment. There would be no escape back into Egypt, Jere-
miah warned (Jer. 42:19). Those who disbelieved him perished in
Egypt when God delivered the Egyptians into the hands of Nebuch-
adnezzar (Jer.  44:30; 46).

God closed the Old Covenant era with the fall of Jerusalem.
Israel had become spiritual Babylon. 36 Israel had brought Babylon
back into the land through the Babylonian Talmud and other eastern
practices. The destruction of Israel by Rome was the final judgment
on geographic Israel. The Israelites were scattered in all directions.
Israel would never again serve as a garden place. God’s garden place
today is the church, and only the church. What seems to be a garden
place in our era – modern Israel-is a technological imitation of the
garden, not the spiritual place prophesied of old.

The End of Old Israel

When men rebel against God, they are driven out of the garden.
This happened to Adam. It happened to the Israelites when they fled
from Egypt. It happened to them again with the invasions of Assyria
and Babylon. Finally, it took place under Rome’s dominion in 70
A. D. Biblically, we see that when the dragon invades the garden and
men subordinate themselves to him ethically and covenantally,  he
captures them. The only hope of deliverance is ethical deliverance,

36. David Chilton,  Paradise Restored: A Biblical Theology of Dominion (Tyler, Texas:
Reconstruction Press, 1985), ch. 21.
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but in Old Testament times, this meant geographical deliverance.
Revelation 12 discusses the fate of ethnic Israel, the “woman” who
brought forth the man child who became the deliverer.

And she brought forth a man child, who was to rule all nations with a
rod of iron: and her child was caught up into God, and to his throne. And
the woman fled into the wilderness, where she bath a place prepared of
God, that they should feed her there a thousand two hundred and three-
score days. . . . And when the dragon saw that he was cast unto the earth,
he persecuted the woman which brought forth the man child. And to the
woman were given two wings of a great eagle, that she might fly into the
wilderness, into her place, where she is nourished for a time, and times,
and half a time, from the face of the serpent. . . . And the dragon was
wroth with the woman, and went to make war with the remnant of her
seed, which keep the commandments of God, and have the testimony of
Jesus Christ (Rev. 12:5-6,  13-14, 17).

It is difficult to view the woman as the Christian church in his-
tory, since the dragon makes war against her seed when he cannot
touch her. It could conceivably refer to the Jewish-Christian church
in Israel during the transitional era from Pentecost to the fall of Jeru-
salem,  with the “seed” referring to gentile Christians, who were per-
secuted in other parts of the Roman Empire. Garden Israel therefore
became a wilderness for the Jewish-Christian church. But the wilder-
ness is a place of temporay  residence, a training ground during a period
in which dominion is restricted for the sake of the ethtial~ immature.
The problem with identifying the ‘woman” with the Jewish-
Christian church is that’ this church was not historically impotent.
Peter and the apostles had been visited by the Holy Spirit in power.
That transitional era church was the headquarters for worldwide
evangelism. These are not the activities of a wilderness experience.
It therefore seems more likely that the “woman” is ethnic Israel.
Ethnic Israel will be regrafted into the olive tree of true faith when
the era of the gentiles comes to an end (Rem. 11:11-17, 23-32).37

Thus, ethnic Israel is presently in the wilderness – outside the
framework of dominion history during the era of the gentiles.

Labyrinth vs. Garden

For the pagan, the labyrinth was forbidden space. It was to be
dealt with through secret initiation and metaphysical manipulation.

37. John Murray, The Eptitle to the Romam, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, 1965), II, pp. 75-103.
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It represented the nether world, or hell. For the God-fearing man,
the garden is the product of ethics, a future goal toward which faith-
ful people labor, first, by self-discipline under biblical law, and sec-
ond, by external dominion through the imposition of biblical law
over every area of life. The garden is a symbol, not of something
foreboding, but of a future paradise. It is heaven on earth, or the
new heavens and new earth.

For the pagan, the labyrinth was marked by its intricate passage-
ways, its endless dead ends, and its enforced wandering. For the
God-fearing man, the space within the walls of the enclosed garden
is open space. One can go directly to the tree of life, which is in the
center of the garden — which is also a city, the new Jerusalem. The
garden is the place of righteousness, the place of obedience. “And he
shewed me a pure river of water of life, clear as crystal, proceeding
out of the throne of God and of the lamb. In the midst of the street of
it, and on either side of the river, was there the tree of life, which
bare twelve manner of fruits, and yielded her fruit every month: and
the leaves of the trees were for the healing of the nations. And there
shall be no more curse: but the throne of God and of the lamb shall
be in it; and his servants shall serve him” (Rev. 22:1-3).

Adam had the power to have gone straight to the tree of life in
the garden of Eden. He did not. He allowed his wife to sidetrack
him ethically. Pagans view this detour as essentially a lack of knowl-
edge. Salvation, they believe, is through knowledge, especially sec-
ret knowledge. This is the gnostic heresy. Thus, the labyrinth is es-
sentially mysterious, not ethical. For paganism, if a man knows the
magic words, “open sesame ,“ the closed doors will open. The laby-
rinth is a place of riddles.

The Sphinx

The Sphinx, which is found in Egypt (half lion, half man) and
Greece (half lion, half woman), is also associated with riddles in
Greek mythology, for it was the Sphinx which asked Oedipus the fa-
mous riddle of the creature with four legs in the morning (man, who
crawls as an infant), two legs in the afternoon (man, who walks as an
adult), and three legs in the evening (man, who uses a cane in old
age). The Sphinx was a guardian. The Sphinx challenged travelers
to Thebes and asked them this riddle. Anyone who failed to answer
the riddle was throttled and consumed by the Sphinx. Oedipus
answered it, delivered Thebes from its clutches, and was made
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king.sa The Sphinx in Greek legend is representative of pagan un-
derground demons in general. Jane Harrison comments: “Two spe-
cial features characterize the Sphinx: she was a Harpy carrying off
men to destruction, an incarnate plague; she was the soothsayer with
the evil habit of asking riddles as well as answering them. Both func-
tions, though seemingly alien, were characteristic of underworld
bogeys; the myth-making mind put them together and wove out of
the two the tale of the unanswered riddle and the consequent deathly
pest.”Jg The Sphinx was also a tomb-haunter.q’J

Immanuel Velikovsky has identified the historical source of this
Greek legend: the Pharaoh Akhnaton. It was not Greece’s Thebes
that was the original location of these legends; “it was Egypt’s
Thebes. There is strong evidence that Akhnaton committed incest
with his mother, Queen Tiy. Furthermore, this queen was associated
with the first appearance of a female sphinx. Akhnaton had two
sons, Velikovsky speculates, just as Oedipus had. One son, the fa-
mous King Tut (Tutankhamen), was buried with great splendor, just
at Eteocles  was in the Greek legend. The other son, Smenkhkare,
was buried ignominiously, just as Polynices was (by his sister An-

tigone). The uncle of these two sons, Ay, the brother of Queen Tiy,

then made himself Pharaoh, just as Creon, the brother of Jocasta,

made himself king of Thebes.Al

This is not some crackpot theory. There is no doubt that Akhnaton
was incestuous. C. D. Darlington, the geneticist, has accepted Veli-
kovsky’s basic outline .42 So has the distinguished historian, Cyrus
Gordo~,  who calls the book a tour  de force.AJ Three anatomists, using
a microseriological  method, demonstrated that both Smenkhkare and
Tutankhamen belonged to the same rare blood group.qq  This in-
creases the likelihood that these two were brothers, as Velikovsky  sug-
gested. The two mummies also had very similar skull structures, two
of the anatomists, Harrison and Abdalla, have reported. AS

38. Robert Graves, The Greek Myths, 2 vols. (Baltimore, Maryland: Penguin,
1955), II, p. IO, Sect. 105.e.

39. Jane Harrison, Prolegomena  to the Study of Greek Religwn (New York: Meridian,
[1903] 1960), p. 207.

40. Ibid., p. 211.
41. Velikovsky, Oed@s  and Akhtion:  Myth and History (Garden City, New York:

Doubleday, 1960).
42. C. D. Darlington,  The Evolution of Man and Society (New York: Simon &

Schuster, 1969), pp. 118-20.
43. Cyrus Gordon, “Oedipus and Akhnaton~  Pease’e, 11 (Fall 1972), p. 30.
44. Nature, Vol. 224 (Oct. 25, 1969), p. 325.
45. Antiqui@  Vol. 46 (February 1972), p. 10.
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Akhnaton, the Innovator

Recent scholarship on Akhnaton (who was originally named
Amenhotep IV [Amenophis IV]) has begun to abandon the pre-Veli-
kovsky humanist adoration of the “king who invented monotheism.”
Today, we read in utter amazement the turn-of-the-century assessment
of Akhnaton by the otherwise judicious scholar, James Breasted: “In
such contemplations he gradually developed ideals and purposes which
make him the most remarkable of all the Pharaohs, and the first zhdivid-
ual in human history.”4G The first individual in history? It gets worse:
u

. . . he is alike the first prophet and the first wise-man of history.”47
Such obvious nonsense could not go unchallenged forever, and

hasn’t. Donald Redford’s Akhenat.mu  The Heretic King (1984) is a
hostile account. This worshipper of the sun disc was a failure. His

= experiment in monotheism was rejected by his successors, who de-
faced his monuments. He regards Akhnaton as a totalitarian.As

Redford does not stress the king’s incestuous relationship with
his mother, Tiy; instead, he hints at his incestuous relationship with
his daughter, Meretaten, who was married to Smenkhkare.4g  If
Smenkhkare was Akhnaton’s son, then the genetic line, already vis-
ibly weakened in Akhnaton,50 must have been jeopardised to a re-
markable extent. Akhnaten’s wife Nefertiti — this is in addition to his
mother Tiy, who was never acknowledged to be his consort — because
of the famous bust of her which is housed in the Berlin Museum, sl is

46. James Henry Breasted, A l+sto~  oj the Ancient Egyptians  (New York: Charles
Scribners Sons, [1905] 1908), p. 265.

47. Ibid., p. 277.
48. Donald B. Redford, Akhenakm: The Heretic King (Princeton University Press,

1984), p. 235.
49. Ibid,, p. 188.
50. Ibid,, PP. 57-58.
51. The story of how it got there is a classic tale of bureaucracy and bureaucracy-

overcoming. After Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt in 1798, the French controlled alf ar-
cheological exploration in Egypt. This monopoly was retained after 1904 as a result of
a British-French agreement. (Thomas Hoving, Tut.unkhamun: The Untold NOT [New
York: Simon & Schuster Touchstone Book, 1978], pp. 24-25.) All antiquities exported
from Egypt had to be approved by the Egyptian Department of Antiquities. In the
1930’s, the Germans filled a room with four decades of uncatalogued junk: broken pot-
tety, fragments, and molds of no value. They had never reported anything of signifi-
cance in this collection. “Hidden” amongst tables full of junk was the head of Nefertiti,
which the Germans must have known was a true treasure. Then they informed the
director, of the Antiquities Department that tkey intended to send it aff back to Berlin.
No important find had ever been announced in 40 years, so he sent a young subor-
dinate to inspect the collection for anything of value. The young man did not spot the
bust, and Berlin Museum got this treasure. The Egyptians have complained, but to no
avail. (Velikovsky, Oeds@.s  and Akhnaton, pp. 76-77.)
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more familiar to most people than he is, although her prominence ap-
pears to have been great only during the first five years of his re@t,
when he had not yet declared his monotheism or moved his capital
from Thebes to what is now called Tell-el-Amarna  (Akhetaten).52  (It
turns out that as an infant, she had been wet-nursed by the wife of
Ay,5s who was the brother ~Creon~  argues Velikovsky] of Queen
Tiy.54 Neferthi  was not the wife of King Tut,, contrary to popular
opinion. ) Redford also acknowledges that Smenkhkare and Tutan-
khamen were brothers, but not that they were sons of Akhnaton.55

Akhnaton was narcissistic. Despite the destruction of his
monuments by his successors, we still have more clay and stone bas-
-reliefs of Akhnaton and his family than we possess of the kings and
queens of England, from William the Conqueror (1066) to Queen
Elizabeth II. Many of the carvings are so detailed anatomically that
they can be described as exhibitionistic – unique in Egyptian
history.5G

Akhnaton, Tutankhamen, and Smenkhkare were late eightenth-
dynasty monarchs. They followed Thutmose 111 by at least a cen-
tury. What Velikovsky’s reconstruction indicates is that Thutmose
III was the Pharaoh Shishak, who invaded Israel in the reign  of
Rehoboam, the son of Solomon .57 This was in the fifth year of
Rehoboam’s reign (II Chron.  12:2). Rehoboam came to the throne
around 930 B.C. 58 Thus, Akhnaton, the great-great-grandson of
Thutmose 111,59  ruled sometime in the late ninth or early eighth cen-
tury, B. C., not in the mid-fourteenth century B. C., as the conven-
tional histories insist. 60 In short, this Egyptian “inventor of
monotheism” may even have been a contemporary of the prophet
Isaiah, at least in the prophet’s youth. So much for Breasted’s “first
prophet” theory.

Breasted’s laudatory account of Akhnaton also includes the
sculpture of the era. The king’s artists were instructed to make the

52. Redford, pp. 78-79.
53. Ibid., p. 151.
54. Ibid., p. 207.
55. Ibti.,  p. 192.
56, Velikovsky, Oed@s  and Akhnubn,  p. 78.
57. Velikovsky, Ages in Cho.os  (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1952), ch. 4.
58. Edwin R. Thiele, A Chronology of the Hebrew Kings (Grand Rapids, Michigan:

Zondervan, 1977), pp. 21, 75.
59. Redford, Akhenutmj  genealogical chart, p. 13.
60. Christian Desroches-Noblecourt,  Ttinkhumen (Boston: New York Graphic

Society, [1963] 1978), p. 105.
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king appear lifelike, he surmises (correctly, I would guess). “The
modelling of the human figure at this time was so plastic that at the
first glance one is sometimes in doubt whether he has before him a
product of the Greek age .“61 We are supposed to conclude that in art,
as in theology, Akhnaton was also a great innovator. Breasted missed
the obvious: the sculptures appear Greek-1ike because they were con-
temporaneous with early Greece (Mycenae). Writing of the city  of
Akhetaton, Velikovsky notes: “Since it was inhabited for only about
fifteen years, archaeologists have not had the tedious and often diffi-
cult task, encountered in other places, of separating various levels of
occupation. Heaps of imported ceramics were found in Akhet-Aton;
tliese came from Mycenae on the Greek mainland, or at least they
were of the same manufacture as those found in Mycenae. Ar-
chaeologists dubbed a street in Akhet-Aton ‘Greek Street’ because of
the abundance of this ware. On the basis of it, the age of King
Akhnaton is established as synchronous with the Mycenaean Age in

Greece. . . . “62

Conclusion

Egyptian culture was the dominant influence in the ancient Near
East, well into the era of classical Greece. The cult of the dead,
mummification (Crete), polytheism, lab yrinths, and ultimately, the
divinization  of man: all were Egyptian legacies. All were based on
the idea that man is ‘saved, not by ethical regeneration, but by the
manipulation of his own environment.

For the theolo~ of the garden, it is not the knowledge of riddles
which saves a person, but rather the knowledge of the Lord. It is
covenantal  faithfulness which determines access to the garden and
the tree of life, not initiatory knowledge. It is ethics, not knowledge,
which is central.

The labyrinth is the satanic imitation of the garden. It was a
place of terror, a place of confusion. Success in escaping the laby-
rinth depended on one’s initiatory knowledge of its secret passage-
ways. In other words, it was an emblem of metaphysical religion, in
contrast to the Bible’s ethical and ~“udiciai  religion. It was a magical
device which promised to give the initiate power over the under-

61. Breasted, p. 279.
62. Velikovsky, Oedi@s and Akhnaton, pp. 75-76.
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world through magical manipulation. It was more a charm or talis-
man than a real place in which men might dwell. It was Egyptian to
the core.
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WHAT IS THE ICE?

by Gary North, President, ICE

The Institute for Christian Economics is a non-profit, tax-
exempt educational organization which is devoted to research and
publishing in the field of Christian ethics. The perspective of those
associated with the ICE is straightforwardly conservative and pro-
free market. The ICE is dedicated to the proposition that biblical
ethics requires full personzd responsibility, and this responsible
human action flourishes most productively within a framework of
limited government, political decentralization, and minimum in-
terference with the economy by the civil government.

For well over half a century, the loudest voices favoring Chris-
tian social action have been outspokenly pro-government interven-
tion. Anyone needing proof of this statement needs to read Dr.
Gregg Singer’s comprehensive study, The Unho~ Alliance (Arlington
House Books, 1975), the definitive history of the National Council of
Churches. An important policy statement from the National Coun-
cil’s General Board in 1967 called for comprehensive economic planning,
The ICE was established in order to challenge statements like the
following:

Accompanying this growing diversity in the structures of national life
has been a growing recognition of the importance of competent planning
within and among all resource sectors of the society: education, economic
development, land use, social health services, the family system and con-
gregational life. It is not generally recognized that an effective approach to
problem solving requires a comprehensive planning process and coordina-
tion in the development of all these resource areas.

The silence from the conservative denominations in response to
such policy proposals has been deafening. Not that conservative
church members agree with such nonsense; the y don’t. But the con-
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servative denominations and associations have remained silent
because they have convinced themselves that any policy statement of
any sort regarding social and economic life is always illegitimate. In
short, there is no such thing as a correct, valid policy statement that
a church or denomination can make. The results of this opinion have been
universal~  devastating. The popular press assumes that the radicals
who do speak out in the name of Christ are representative of the
membership (or at ,least the press goes along with the illusion). The
public is convinced that to speak out on social matters in the name of
Christ is to be radical. Christians are losing by dejault.

The ICE is convinced that conservative Christians must devote
resources to create alternative proposals. There is an old rule of
political life which argues that “You can’t beat something with
nothing.” We agree. It is not enough to adopt a whining negativism
whenever someone or some group comes up with another nutty eco-
nomic program. We need a comprehensive alternative.

Society or State

Society is broader than politics. The State is not a substitute for
society. Sociep  encompasses all social institutions: church, State, family,
economy, kinship groups, voluntary clubs and associations, schools,
and non-profit educational organizations (such as ICE). Can we say
that there are no standards of righteousness —justice — for these
social institutions? Are they lawless? The Bible says no. We do not
live in a lawless universe. But this does not mean that the State is the
source of all law. On the contrary, God, not the imitation god of the
State, is the source.

Christianity ii innately decentralist. From the beginning, orthodox
Christians haue  denied the divinity of the State. This is why the Caesars  of
Rome had them persecuted and executed. They denied the opera-
ting presupposition of the ancient world, namely, the legitimacy of a
divine rule or a divine State.

It is true that modern liberalism has eroded Christian orthodoxy.
There are literally thousands of supposedly evangelical pastors who
have been compromised by the liberalism of the universities and
seminaries they attended. The popularity, for example, of Prof.
Ronald Sidetis Rich Christians in an Age of Hunger, co-published by
Inter-Varsity Press (evangelical Protestant) and the Paulist  Press
(liberal Roman Catholic), is indicative of the crisis today. It has sold
like hotcakes, and it calls for mandatory wealth redistribution by the
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State on a massive scale. Yet he is a professor at a Baptist seminary.
The ICE rejects the theology of the total State. This is why we

countered the book by Sider when we published David Chilton’s  Pro-
ductive Christians in an Age @ Guilt-Man@uktors  (3rd edition, 1985).
Chilton’s  book shows that the Bible is the foundation of our eco-
nomic freedom, and that the call for compulsory wealth transfers
and higher taxes on the rich is simply baptized socialism. Socialism is
anti-Christian to the core.

What we find is that laymen in evangelical churches tend to be
more conservative theological y and politically than their pastors.
But this conservatism is a kind of instinctive consematism. It is not self-
consciously grounded in the Bible. So the laymen are unprepared to
counter the sermons and Sunday School materials that bombard
them week after week.

It is ICE’s contention that the on~ way to turn the tide in this nation  is
to capture the minds of the evangelical communi~, which numbers in the
tens of millions. We have to convince the liberal-leaning evangelical
of the biblical nature of the free market system. And we have to con-
vince the conservative evangelical of the same thing, in order to get
them into the social and intellectual battles of our day.

In other words, retreat is not biblical, any more than socialism is.

By What Standard?

We have to ask ourselves this question: “By what standard?” By
what standard do we evaluate the claims of the socialists and in-
terventionists? By what standard do we evaluate the claims of the
secular free market economists who reject socialism? By what stand-
ard are we to constn-ict  intellectual alternatives to the humanism of
our day? And by what standard do we criticize the social institutions
of our era?

If we say that the standard is ‘,’reason,” we have a problem:
Whose reason? If the economists cannot agree with each other, how
do we decide who is correct? Why hasn’t reason produced agreement
after centuries of debate? We need an alternative.

It is the Bible. The ICE is dedicated to the defense of the Bible’s
reliability. But don’t we face the same problem? Why don’t Chris-
tians agree about what the Bible says concerning economics?

One of the main reasons why they do not agree is that the ques-
tion of biblical economics has not been taken seriously. Christian
scholars have ignored economic theory for generations. This is why
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the ICE devotes so much time, money, and effort to studying what
the Bible teaches about economic affairs.

There will always be some disagreements, since men are not
perfect, and their minds are imperfect. But when men agree about
the basic issue of the starting point of the debate, they have a far bet-
ter opportunity to discuss and learn than if they offer only “reason,
rightly understood” as their standard.

Services

The ICE exists in order to serve Christians and other people who
are vitally interested in finding moral solutions to the economic crisis
of our day. The organization is a suppofi  minist~ to other Christian
ministries. It is non-sectarian, non-denominational, and dedicated
to the proposition that a moral economy is a truly practical, produc-
tive economy.

The ICE produces several newsletters. These are aimed at in-
telligent laymen, church oilicers,  and pastors. The reports are non-
technical in nature. Included in our publication schedule are these
monthly and hi-monthly publications:

Biblical Economics Today (6 times a year)
Christian Reconstruction (6 times a year)
Tentmakers (6 times a year)

Biblical Economics Today is a four-page report that covers eco-
nomic theory from a specifically Christian point of view. It also deals
with questions of economic policy. Christian Reconstruction is
more action-oriented, but it also covers various aspects of Christian
social theory. Tentmakers is aimed specifically at church officers,
seminarians, and other people who are responsible for handling
church funds.

The purpose of the ICE is to relate biblical ethics to Christian ac-
tivities in the field of economics. To cite the title of Francis
Schaeffer’s  book, “How should we then live?” How should we apply
biblical wisdom in the field of economics to our lives, our culture,
our civil government, and our businesses and callings?

If God calls men to responsible decision-making, then He must
have standards OJ righteousness that guide men in their decision-
making. It is the work of the ICE to discover, illuminate, explain,
and suggest applications of these guidelines in the field of economics.
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We publish the results of our findings in the newsletters.
The ICE senh out the newslettmsfiee  of charge. Anyone can sign up

for six months to receive them. This gives the reader the opportunity
of seeing “what we’re up to.” At the end of six months, he or she can
renew for another six months.

Donors receive a one-year subscription. This reduces the extra
trouble associated with sending out renewal notices, and it also
means less trouble for the subscriber.

There are also donors who pledge to pay $10 a month. They are
members of the ICE’s “Reconstruction Committee. ” They help to pro-
vide a predictable stream of income which finances the day-to-day
operations of the ICE. Then the donations from others can finance
special projects, such as the publication of a new book.

The basic service that ICE offers is education. We are presenting
ideas and approaches to Christian ethical behavior that few other or-
ganizations even suspect are major problem areas. The Chn”stian
world ha.sfor  too long acted as though we were not responsible citizens on earth,
as well as citizens of heaven. (“For our conversation [citizenship] is
in heaven” [Philippians 3: 20a]. ) We must be god~ stewards of all our
assets, which includes our lives, minds, and skills.

Because economics affects every sphere of life, the ICES reports
and surveys are relevant to all areas of life. Because scarcity a~ects  evey
area, the whole world needs to be governed by biblical requirements
for honest stewardship of the earth’s resources. The various publica-
tions are wide-ranging, since the effects of the curse of the ground
(Genesis 3: 17-19) are wide-ranging.

What the ICE offers the readers and supporters is an introduc-
tion to a world of responsibility that few Christians have recognized.
This limits our audience, since most people think they have too
many responsibilities already. But if more people understood the
Bible’s solutions to economic problems, they would have more
capital available to take greater responsibility — and prosper from it.

Finances

There ain’t no such thing as a free lunch (TANSTWFL). Some-
one has to pay for those six-month renewable free subscriptions. Existing
donors are, in effect, supporting a kind of intellectual missionary
organization. Except for the newsletters sent to ministers and
teachers, we “clean” the mailing lists each year: less waste.
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We cannot expect to raise money by emotional appeals. We have
no photographs of starving children, no orphanages in Asia. We
generate ideas. There is always a very iimited m.arketfor  ideas, which is why
some of them have to be subsidized by people who undemtand  the power of
ideas – a limited group, to be sure. John Maynard Keynes, the most in-
fluential economist of this century (which speaks poorly of this cen-
tury), spoke the truth in the final paragraph of his General Theory of
Employnwnt,  Interest, and Money (1936):

. . . the ideas of economists and political philosophers, both when they
are right and when they are wrong, are more powerful than is commonly
understood. Indeed, the world is ruled by little else. Practical men, who
believe themselves to be quite exempt from any intellectual influences, are
usually the slaves of some defunct economist. Madmen in authority, who
hear voices in the air, are distilling their frenzy from some academic scrib-
bler of a few years back. I am sure that the power of vested interests is
vastly exaggerated compared with the gradual encroachment of ideas. Not,
indeed, immediately, but after a certain interval; for in the field of eco-
nomic and political philosophy there are not many who are influenced by
new theories after they are twenty-five or thirty years of age, so that the
ideas which civil servants and politicians and even agitators apply to cur-
rent events are not likely to be the newest. But, soon or late, it is ideas, not
vested interests, which are dangerous for good or evil.

Do you believe this? If so, then the program of long-term educa-
tion which the ICE has created should be of considerable interest to
you. What we need are people with a vested interest in ideas, a commit-
ment to pn”nciple  rather than class position.

There will be few short-term, visible successes for the ICE’s pro-
gram. There, will be new and interesting books. There will be a con-
stant stream of newsletters. There will be educational audio and
video tapes. But the world is not likely to beat a path to ICE’s door,
as long as today’s policies of high taxes and statism have not yet pro-
duced a catastrophe. We are investing in the future, for the far side
of humanism’s economic failure. Thzi b a long-term investment in in-
tellectual capital. Contact us at: ICE, Box 8000, Tyler, TX 75711.



Dr. Gary North
Institute for Christian Economics
PO. BOX 8000
Tyler, TX 75711

Dear Dr. North:

I read about your organization in your book, Moses and Pharaoh.
I understand that you publish several newsletters that are sent out
for six months free of charge. I would be interested in receiving
them:

❑ Biblical Economics Today
Tmtmakm
Christian Reconstruction
and Preface

Please send any other information you have concerning your
program.

name

address

city, scat., ZIp

•l Enclosed is a tax-deductible donation to help meet expenses.
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