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JOHN MURRAY,
THE COVENANT OF GRACE: A BIBLICO-THEOLOGICAL STUDY

5| E INTRODUCTION

MEELEHEE K QEFPETIDLTHIERGENRRELRE , HEX
7o MEBA9UMER ) (covenant theology) 1ERE S BEIE MR b 7 BURMY B £ 1 R8I
Mo William Robertson Smith fEHIEERMIFEE : "HAR Coeccius WENBEFRS
RE , IREERENEEFTHGED  HERBANELHELEREREZEEN
E&l. 1 BEME (Geerhardus Vos) RENWENEIEE , thERERE "HEMPEL
HE—ERLES  THRIFBEEEEREHELHEMEN. 4

Students of historical theology, even those who entertain a radically different view
of the history of divine revelation from that which governs the thought of classic
Reformed theology, have recognized that the covenant theology marked an epoch in the
appreciation and understanding of the progressiveness of divine revelation. William
Robertson Smith, for example, gives the following appraisal: “With all its defects, the
Federal theology of Coeccius is the most important attempt, in the older Protestant
theology, to do justice to the historical development of revelation.” (The Prophets of
Israel, New York, 1882, p. 375; cf. W. Adams Brown: “Covenant Theology,” in
Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, ed. James Hastings, New York, 1928, vol. IV, p.
218.) Geerhardus Vos, steeped in and sympathetic towards the covenant theology, says
that it “has from the beginning shown itself possessed of a true historic sense in the
apprehension of the progressive character of the deliverance of truth.” (“Hebrews, the
Epistle of the Diatheke” in The Princeton Theological Review, vol. XIV, p. 60.)

BMA "ENHE, EFNKER , TURMNEE T Littid T B R B R
ETENHE, . BE 1o HiCNBAXHRENEARER TN ELSEEEER
. BABRE (BEBHER) 8= ,10- 11 B, iU RIBERERMVEED
MER, EEMEMBANER : " EHFERELREMLAN , MR FRINOE
AELE2RBER  RR—AN. RBEETHELTE. o ( (EBHE
®) , 2102, ) RRMWRTHEEEE LREENFE2— : "EHEBETEER ,
FRMAREVOER , BEREEFANEINER, BAEZREMBNEALL

"REFERMAN LT  RAZERHIFR. (F 26012) ELFE  ZREEENE
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WEE , g2s4Le  RE L NBEHNER. 1 ( (EEHER) |, 2108, ) ...
(fEmE, )

When we use the term “covenant theology,” however, we must not restrict this
evaluation to the more fully developed covenant theology of the seventeenth century. For
in John Calvin there is a distinct emphasis upon the historic progressiveness and
continuity of redemptive revelation. We need only to be reminded of the Institutes, Book
II, Chapters x and xi where he unfolds in detail the similarities and differences of the two
Testaments. It is in connection with this discussion that he says, “The covenant of all the
fathers is so far from differing substantially from ours, that it is the very same. Only the
administration varies.” (I, x. 2.) Later, in one of the most significant statements relevant
to this subject, he says: “If the subject still appears involved in any obscurity, let us
proceed to the very form of the covenant; which will not only satisfy sober minds, but
will abundantly prove the ignorance of those who endeavor to oppose it. For the Lord has
always covenanted thus with his servants: “I will be to you a God, and ye shall be to me a
people” (Lv. 26:12). These expressions, according to the common explanation of the
prophets, comprehend life, and salvation, and consummate felicity.” (II, x. 8.) Nothing
could be more pertinent to the perspective which is indispensable to the proper
understanding of covenant revelation than the recognition that the central element of the
blessing involved in covenant grace is the relationship expressed in the words, “T will be
your God, and you shall be my people.”

TEHE ) NMERFARBRERNEH "1, N TEEM, ; BHAL
% THENRTL 2 "SRR (covenant revelation)e E Lt , EF TRERUR,
HERFMEERRNVEMNEE (covenant religion, covenant piety)o FKFIABEMEIER
Witsw  EALFTHEANFEVY "RHEEEN NERE—& "1 Wk,
DHEHNZEZLN, B CRIEEE) 15 B8 17 EFREEN , RRRMBELFRENE
Fr. EREEANER., KRR , LFEEMN R F , WbREMRLEERZEZT
MA, WREEE , BHRALFWENRF ; ENREAAMEFDHE | FEi
MRy &% |, it EFIERRIRTMLRE (Al 12:3; 22:18; 26:5; 11 3:8, 9, 16 ) o Fh
ERALFTERHMTOERUENES , FIABRETBIBEAAREATA , BEdiz,
ANBEHN , EBRABBRMN—4) , BEERAF (Christ is all and in all) , FIE
BRPBEFOZREBVNUE—FASFE (& 416 - 18; N 3:7) ., LFRE2BHEF

BE. REENER K HREEENDHNEREN  RRERSZANE 2.
(B B "R = TH. B TRER.L ; (B B TRiEw. B TR B
CARME o

The covenant theology not only recognized the organic unity and progressiveness of
redemptive revelation but also the fact that redemptive revelation was covenant
revelation and that the religion or piety which was the fruit and goal of this covenant
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revelation was covenant religion or piety. The necessity of this conclusion can readily be
shown by the fact that the relation of grace and promise established by God with
Abraham was a covenant relation. It is this Abrahamic covenant, so explicitly set forth in
Gn. xv and xvii, that underlies the whole subsequent development of God’s redemptive
promise, word, and action. It is in terms of the promise given to Abraham, that in him and
in his seed all the families of the earth would be blessed (Gen. 12: 3, 22: 18, 26: 5; Gal. 3:
8, 9, 16), that God sent forth His Son in the fullness of time in order that He might
redeem them that were under the law and all without distinction might receive the
adoption of sons. It is in fulfillment of this promise to Abraham that there is now no
longer Jew nor Gentile, male nor female, bond nor free, that Christ is all and in all, and
that all believers are blessed with faithful Abraham. (Rom. 4:16-18; Gal. 3:7.) The
redemptive grace of God in the highest and furthest reaches of its realization is the
unfolding of the promise given to Abraham and therefore the unfolding of the Abrahamic
covenant. Soteriology is covenant soteriology and eschatology is covenant eschatology.

TENEHE, p EBRERREEMN. "ENHE, RERERGHERERE
By, M TENAE RANEMBR "ENRER) B2 TEHRIR. .

The covenant theology was governed by this insight and by this conception. It was
in the Reformed theology that the covenant theology developed, and the greatest
contribution of covenant theology was its covenant soteriology and eschatology.

AR, RERN "BENHE, FEEE , BX, Bx. ... (1)

It would not be, however, in the interests of theological conservation or theological
progress for us to think that the covenant theology is in all respects definitive and that
there is no further need for correction, modification, and expansion. Theology must
always be undergoing reformation. The human understanding is imperfect. However
architectonic may be the systematic constructions of any one generation or group of
generations, there always remain the need for correction and reconstruction so that the
structure may be brought into closer approximation to the Scripture and the reproduction
be a more faithful transcript or reflection of the heavenly exemplar. It appears to me that
the covenant theology, notwithstanding the finesse of analysis with which it was worked
out and the grandeur of its articulated systematization, needs recasting. We would not
presume to claim that we shall be so successful in this task that the reconstruction will
displace and supersede the work of the classic covenant theologians. But with their help
we may be able to contribute a little towards a more biblically articulated and formulated
construction o the covenant concept and of its application to our faith, love, and hope.

B8 2 49/2™ Edition/2008



L "8, —FHNER
DEFINITION OF THE TERM “ COVENANT ”

PHRERNESR

Early Formulations: Bullinger, Ursinus, John Preston, William Perkins

RYHELR , HERY "N, NERRE "HEL  MAZEN "&E.
HEhBES , B4, Henry Bullinger: "Swobnin ( BEE ) RME BN A B M
BAES, 1 (De Testamento seu Foedere Dei Unico et Aaeterno.) ... ( EB& ) o
Ursinus @R © T—RRR "0 REMECBRIENERRGE , HPE—
ERAEREIME <BNBOMEE , TRERTHES —LEBY , MEAENE
*k, EEBERHLRE. EEMTERKEER. 1 (The Summe of Christian Religion
translated by D. Henrie Parry, Oxford, 1601, p. 218.) Mt EBAIUIHNE "B AZRE
EHNEFEERE , HAEF O ARBUHLERFA , attMEEE ... 5—F4
H, AWRBCEZELFNEXR, o (BLEE, 219 H ; 2 H. a Diest: Mellificium

Cathecheticum Continens Epitomen Catecheticarum Explicationum Ursino-Pareanarum

(Deventer, 1640), 89 H, ) Ursinus B AEE TN RERBERENE K BLFO
BN ESNEMHEHNRBIERR.

From early times in the era of the Reformation and throughout the development of
the covenant theology the formulation has been deeply affected by the idea that a
covenant is a compact or agreement between two parties. As early as Henry Bullinger’s
De Testamento seu Toedere Dei we find such statements as the following. “A dtabnkn
in the singular number signifies a pact and agreement and promise.” (De Testamento seu
Foedere Dei Unico et Aaeterno.) And Bullinger proceeds to construe the covenant of
grace as a uniting together of God and man in terms of certain prescriptions — on God’s
side promises, on man’s side the condition of keeping the covenant by fearing the Lord,
walking in His ways, and serving him with the whole heart. Ursinus, in like manner, says:
“A covenant in general signifieth a mutual contract or agreement of two parties joined in
the covenant, whereby is made a bond or obligation on certain conditions for the
performance of giving or taking something, with addition of outward signs and tokens,
for solemn testimony and confirmation that the compact and promise shall be kept
inviolable.” (The Summe of Christian Religion translated by D. Henrie Parry, Oxford,
1601, p. 218.) Hence God’s covenant is “a mutual promise and agreement between God
and men, whereby God giveth men assurance, that he will be gracious and favorable to
them ... and on the other side men bind themselves to faith and repentance.” (/bid., p.
219; c¢f- H. a Diest: Mellificium Cathecheticum Continens Epitomen Catecheticarum
Explicationum Ursino-Pareanarum (Deventer, 1640), p. 89.) This mutual compact,
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Ursinus holds, is sealed by the sacraments, testifying God’s will toward us and our
dutifulness toward Him.

(ERE )

John Preston, likewise, defines a covenant as a compact, agreement, mutual
engagement. The covenant with Abraham comprised four tings: (1) the seed promised
and fulfilled in Christ; (2) the condition — faith in the promise; (3) the confirmation —
promise and oath; (4) the parts which answer to the three offices of Christ. (7he New
Covenant or the Saints Portion (London, 1639), pp. 313, 347ff.)) And William Perkins
says that the covenant of grace is nothing more than “a compact made between God and
man touching reconciliation and life everlasting by Christ.” The parties reconciled are
God and man, God being the principal, promising righteousness and life in Christ, and
man binding himself to faith. Christ is the mediator in whom all the promises are yea and
amen. (An Exposition of the Symbole or Creed of the Apostles, Works, Vol. 1 (London,
1612), pp. 164ft)

NEREHE

Scholasticism: Peter van Mastricht, Cocceius, Turretin, Witsius

REBEIFBNBRARNGERNEERIEH R, Peter van Mastricht 52 , 12
EHFEMFRZEIHE (consensus) , EF EFEFBE , ERAJER. Van
Mastricht AFTREFEZEATENE "AE. . "HE&E) WEES,; ET7T —LE
Bllo (Theoretico-Practica (Utrecht, 1698), Lib. III, Cap. XII, Sec. VII; Lib. V, Cap. I, SS.
VI-XV.) BEERERBARXBIEN, Cocceius Hi "B, & T LFEEFE
AZBW#E (an agreement)o 1 (Summa Doctrinae de Foedere et Testamento Dei,

Cap. 1V, Sec. 76, Summar Theologiae (Amsterdam, 1701), Tome VII, 57 &)

The more scholastic and systematic theologians took their point of departure from
this type of definition. Peter van Mastricht, for example, says that a covenant denotes an
agreement (consensus) between God and His people in which God promises beatitude
and stipulates obedience. Van Msatricht applies this notion of agreement or consent of
parties in different ways to different covenants and thus makes important distinctions.
(Theoretico-Practica (Utrecht, 1698), Lib. I1I, Cap. XII, Sec. VII; Lib. V, Cap. I, SS. VI-
XV.) But these distinctions are not our concern at present. Cocceius also construes the
covenant of grace as “an agreement between God and man a sinner.” (Summa Doctrinae
de Foedere et Testamento Dei, Cap. IV, Sec. 76, Summar Theologiae (Amsterdam, 1701),
Tome VII, p. 57.)

Francis Turretin ¥f TBHEZH, WEER : "L£F ) WEBEN—F , A, B
RBLEFN—FA2BRENHRE (pact) , EEEERY , Hh EF @A BB ERT,
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EENBGHRRREANTE  BANRE ; AMKERENEFES , JBERLYT. SROR
L%, WEBRN—7 , WA, BRLFN-—AcBENEENGZE  HPLFHETE
AEEBENRHMEEIE  UE O ARMY. 1 (Institutio Theologiae Elencticae, Loc.
XI, Quaest. II, S. V.) AW EENEEER : (— ) HNWRIE ; (=) AWHH
B (Z)RR; M (W) EFSEBFLY , MABERG,

Francis Turretin defines the covenant of grace as “a gratuitous pact between God
offended and man the offender, entered into in Christ, in which God promises to man
freely on account of Christ remission of sins and salvation, and man relying on the same
grace promises faith and obedience. Or it is a gratuitous agreement between God the
offended one and man the offender concerning grace and glory in Christ to be conferred
upon man the sinner on the condition of faith.” (/nstitutio Theologiae Elencticae, Loc. XI,
Quaest. II, Sec. V.) Consequently the elements in the covenant consist in (1) the Author,
(2) the Parties contracting, (3) the Mediator, and (4) the Clauses a parte Dei and a parte
hominis.

Herman Witsius 52 : TBHZOR EFHEMATRENFAZBENGE ; £
EEMERMM , BHfKENRE  NEEREN—V1F ; BABRHNENA
HRPREBNER ; ALBBHVELVOEZERRE., 1 (De Occonomia Foederum
Dei cum Hominibus, Lib. 11, Cap.l, Sec. V. 5% Charles Hodge: Systematic Theology,

Vol. 11, 354 B ff.; W.G.T. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology (New York, 1888), Vol. II, 358 &

ff.; R. L. Dabney: Systematic and Polemic Theology (Richmond, 1927), 430 E ff.)

Herman Witsius, to take another example, says that “the covenant of grace is an
agreement between God and the elect sinner; God declaring his free goodwill concerning
eternal salvation, and everything relative thereto, freely to be given in those in covenant
and for the sake of the Mediator Christ; and man consenting to that goodwill by a sincere
faith.” (De Oeconomia Foederum Dei cum Hominibus, Lib. 11, Cap.I, S V. Cf. also
Charles Hodge: Systematic Theology, Vol. I, pp. 354 ff.; W.G.T. Shedd, Dogmatic
Theology (New York, 1888), Vol. II, pp. 358 ff.; R. L. Dabney: Systematic and Polemic
Theology (Richmond, 1927), pp. 430 ff.)

A REEH berith B diatheke WERREFHRZE : RESFENRE. (2

Vos, Bavinck, Aalders, Ridderbos EAMEE , BT ; 1EBE, )

There has been, however, a recognition on the part of more recent students of
covenant theology that the idea of pact or compact or contract is not adequate or proper
as the definition of berith and diatheke and admirable service has been rendered by such
scholars in the analysis and formulation of the biblical concept. Cf. Geerhardus Vos:
“Hebrews, the Epistle of the Diatheke” in The Princeton Theological Review, October
1915 and January 1916 (Vol. XIII, pp. 587-632 and Vol. XIV, pp. 1-61); Herman
Bavinck: Gereformeerde Dogmatiek (Kampen, 1918), Vol. 111, p. 209 ff.; G. Ch. Aalders:
Het Verbond Gods (Kampen, 1939). John Kelly in The Divine Covenants: their Nature
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and Design (London, 1861) says quite dogmatically with reference to diatheke: “It does
not properly signify a compact or agreement; there is another Greek word for this, never
used for convenat” (p. 8), cf. also David Russell: A Familiar Survey of the Old and New
Covenants (Edinburgh, 1824), p. 154. Most recently Herman N. Ridderbos: The Epistle
of Paul to the Churches of Galatia (Grand Rapids, 1953) says: “In LXX 6ta0nknis
regularly used as the translation of the covenant of God (berith), rather than the
apparently more available word cuvOnkm. In this there is already an expression of the
fact that the covenant of God does not have the character of a contract between two
parties, but rather that of a one-sided grant. This corresponds with the covenant-idea in
the Old Testament, in which berith, even in human relations, sometimes refers to a one-
party guarantee which a more favored person gives a less favored one (cf. Josh. 9:6, 15, 1
Sam. 11:1, Ezek. 17:13). And it is most peculiarly true of the divine covenantal deed that
it is a one-party guarantee. It comes not from man at all, but from God alone.” (p. 130 n.)
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. R & "8, WAZE

THE USE OF THE TERM IN SCRIPTURE

sREE bR TRE, M TERL  EMMEENE (B .

Emphasis on grace and promise of God is thoroughly in accord with biblical data.

ERMTAR (B AREEARLFN "0, NIREBNKE  RMSBREL (B
SIREIN ) BBRFABN | LEHBANESR | 22 FAEROEL. BMKE
BERNP TEN. WEERERATRN, TREMACETYNEBEDLR : "H
&1, "AEL , "TEE, SLHS  REWR "EBHi,) AWEMREEE?

As we study the biblical evidence bearing upon the nature of divine covenant we shall
discover that the emphasis in these theologians upon God’s grace and promise is one
thoroughly in accord with the relevant biblical data. As we shall see, the gracious,
promissory character of covenant cannot be over-accented. But the question that

confronts us is whether the notion of mutual compact or agreement or convention
provides the proper point of departure for our construction of the covenant of grace.

BEMRENRNEESR  #E2RATER "S8E8. WEE  ARAX2ERIH
BWE 2 EEE "REZHN NESNRRERBBNENE , UBEBNER "R
M2, WBSKE "aR. NESEHT ?H X, RMEENEEHRTR : T8
B, NESESEANBELFHEFNELER ; MER , LFERREEZEN
FAZHEPHNELER 3=, BEGEFR  £88 "Bz, TR TNEBR
HEHME , RETE2 T A S8R EY (mutuality) ?

The question now is not whether the theologians who made use of this concept were
entirely governed by its implications and carried it out so rigidly in their construction of
the covenant of grace that the total result was warped and distorted by the importation
and application of this idea. Furthermore, the question is not whether the idea of compact
may not with propriety be used in the interpretation and construction of certain aspects of
those divine provisions which lie behind and come to expression in God’s administration
of saving grace to fallen men. And, finally, the question is not whether mutuality must be

ruled out of our conception of what is involved in the relation which the covenant of
grace constitutes.

BEe, BEDR: 'ERHE, RREHRR , R (B WAA, "1,
( FERZ berith , HWI diatheke ) AT IRR A —BL S HRERNERE.
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The question is simply whether biblico-theological study will disclose that, in the usage
of Scripture, covenant (berith in Hebrew and diatheke in Greek) may properly be
interpreted in terms of a mutual pact or agreement.
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[a] ANEE AN 2B Covenants between men

BME (BE) NEBRSRR |, berith ARBAEACENER. =M
NEEGKRBENLTEIN (A 21:27, 32) . TBHOREIE ARG -
TRMEMM FHELEE , . o (Al 2628 ) WIEH KSR !

TRE , ME-ATULY , EREPENIE) (8l 3144) ., BEE
AEWEDRR © "REEFERMIULN. o (F96,11 ;8158 ) KEFEY
EEVHN  NEBEHEANEIH (ML 18:3), KEEAREILY (&
T 3:12,13,21) ; MV AEMEMR L EFHEFEACIZARE LN
(EL 5:12), EHEER, FR "AE, R "GE. NEERRREN ,
VHNERRRRLEERE.

When we examine the Scripture we do find that berith is applied to
relationships established between men. Abraham and Abimelech made a
covenant at Beer-sheba (Gn. 21: 27, 32). Abimlech said to Isaac, ‘Let us make
a covenant with you’ (Gn. 26: 28). Laban said to Jacob, ‘Now therefore come
you, and let us make a covenant, I and you; and let it be for a witness between
me and you’ (Gn. 31: 44). The Gibeonites said to Joshua, ‘Make ye a
covenant with us’ (Jos. 9: 6, 11, R.V., cf. verse 15). David made a covenant
with Jonathan, and Jonathan with David (1 Sa. 18:3). David made a covenant
with Abner (2 Sa. 3: 12, 13, 21); he also made a covenant with all the elders of
Israel in Hebron when he became king over all Israel (1 Ki. 5:12). It might
seem that here undoubtedly the notion of agreement or contract prevails and
that to make a covenant is simply to enter into a mutual compact or league.

£l Gen. 21:27, 32 — SR{RFIZFE EE 58 HE K #) Abraham and Abimelech
27. BANFELRFEMFHE TIREXRE |, — ARBULIH,
32. MMERREBILTH , BLEXBREMERIZSES , HIEFMLTHET,

£l Gen. 26:28 — B8 LK EHEZ LA Abimelech to Isaac
28. fffiiR . R EMNE REMERREE , E5R  TUORMAW FRLEEE | BT
s,

£l Gen. 31:44 — FIPIEEHEE Laban to Jacob
44, RIE 1V REZ ALY |, ERE P BN EE.

& Josh. 9: 6, 11, 15 — BE{E A B E 5F Gibeonites to Joshua
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6. MMEEFREPRNED , BbAMUBIIAR . "RARREST RN, RERIRE
#MIM, o

11. RANHRENEMB L —EREERMR . "RAFEEFTERLANEY , =
WU EIIA , B  RAREMORA. RERRMERMIG. |

15, RENEDREWMGMBEN , Mzl , FefEE. eRNE®R , tatfEs.

L 1 Sam. 18:3 - KEEEFIEE David and Jonathan
3. WEEZTAFNEZSECH M , MEMERE,

T 2 Sam. 3:12 — K{EEEH#E3H David and Abner

12. HRIETRAERAS , B3R NEESHE? ., XH: RERINRSEE
R, LB ABERRIR. o

13. KRR . TIF | REFRIY, BE—4  RREREWEER  ETERENLRX
&R  UFBRENE. o

21 HEHEYASER  'RERSEBRUBHBARRRERT , BHRIN. FRHRT
LRELEEE, | REAERARES  #RERTFIRRZNET.

T 2Sam. 5:3 - RKEFHEIUBIREKE , EHHE David with all elders of
Israel at Hebron

3. REUABINREEZEHBRIFZRERAEE. KEEFHHEMNEDaEMMILN ,
PR E REEARINE,

F L I Kings 5:12 — PR#P9 Solomon and Hiram
12. BBNEREMEFNBERGFTREM. FHEMBMMET , BRIz,

[1] BEEMLEARSB 6 BEEELNF "RILFTEE. NWESR
EEN , EFAEFRR  LFEAFRYBNP , "6 B2R
REEN, RMALEEAR , ARAFUNNER —ENFEHS
(parity) , ERRE LFERAFMUNNERTFEN. RRFHRM
HABREE (B NHEXBAFARFEEN. BLEMS
BE  ABNBERE , MELERLREN  BEEEBSELT
BAZENBRRE T2 TBEE T,

It must be said, first of all, that, even should it be true that in these
covenants the idea of mutual compact is central, it does not follow
that the idea of compact is central in or essential to the covenant
relation which God constitutes with man. We have to recognize a
parity existing between men which cannot obtain in the relation
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between God and man. And we must also appreciate the flexibility
that attaches to the use of terms in Scripture as well as in other
literature. Hence we might find that mutual compact is of the essence
of covenant when a merely human relationship is in view and that
such an idea would be entirely out of place when a divine-human
relationship is contemplated.

+ + A berith A 51001,
cuvOnkn = 'EEL WEHZFE, BIESRE  t T XFENR
B, Fx2¥ "R BEeEhR. (FETEE Vos, )

LXX renders berith dia®nkn. covOnkn = better translation for
“compact.” We suspect: LXX translators not governed by “mutual
agreement.” Murray = > Vos.

HREMSBEREY , ©+ BN berith B8R diatheke, 1ER—1R
EEN  FABRNEELREXYF, "N, NBRLERSET
rE€rRENERL , RMEEEE , t +LTBAEREE berith
ER sunthekeo £ , BMIERE . HE , t +XFEEXNEE
E A EREELABEAZENVNBRNER REELRER
B TESREE, NWBESMAESL ? EEXE (Geerhardus Vos) $HERHY
s TBABEAMY (berith), B FRABNER , BFETH
Sta®nkn , MA covOnkn RFIE ; RETI=RTLE ", #H
B, 1+ T=2W : Sunthcke —RAZERLRBELTTEBEADRH
FHEHEB ; HRTM=2R , FBRE-X, TE2RAERE

berith B, TMIE— X2 LFHEUBHIRMILE , TN,

In the second place, it needs to be noted that the LXX in these cases
renders the Hebrew berith by the Greek word diatheke. This is
significant because, if mutual compact belonged to the essence of
covenant in these cases, we should have expected the translators to
use suntheke. To say the least this raises our suspicion that the LXX
translators were not governed by the thought of mutual agreement
when they came to these instances of covenantal human relationships.
Geerhardus Vos is mistaken when he says that ‘where the berith is
made between man and man and consists in a mutual agreement, the
translators do not employ dta®nkn but cov®nkn, a word exactly
corresponding to the word covenant.” (‘Hebrews, the Epistle of the
Diatheke,” in The Princeton Theological Review, Vol. XIII, p. 603.)
The term suntheke hardly ever appears in the canonical books of the
LXX. It appears two or three times but only once possibly as the



[3]

B8 2 49/2™ Edition/2008

13

translation of berith. In this one possible case it refers to the Lord’s
covenant with Israel.

B=HHE, EMERERCXNHRERR , "H&E. . '8
B, WBESYTEE, EAEMAR, "HANSE, W
'£25, NES K HEHEE. YVNNBREAR. . AIRER
MEEMBARAZEHNNNER , RASREBE®ER A &
FiRE THRELHE, WES  tk TER. BREEPHNRGER
F, AEABREHEE | HILE S (engagement), E1E HER
Wy BSEEN NS, SHONEMR | EHERT T ARG
AUFHE, FEANR , — 7N, EFRE—F ; ERE
REGRENBERNS AT —EREH.
In the third place, when we examine some of the instances in
question we shall discover that the thought of pact or contract is not
in foreground. It is not denied that there is engagement or
commitment in reference to something upon which the person
entering into covenant is agreed. ... But when all the instances of
merely human covenants are examined, it would definitely appear
that the notion of sworn fidelity is thrust into prominence in these
covenants rather than that of contract. It is not the contractual terms
that are in prominence so much as the solemn engagement of one
person to another. To such an extent is this the case that the
stipulated terms of agreement need not be present at all. It is the
giving of oneself over in the commitment of troth that is emphasized

and the specified conditions as those upon which the engagement or
commitment is contingent are not mentioned.

3

HIWAEER "EBRENEH. WES , £A. 2O0NE
. NEXERE , TTREREREINIZE (secal) ; BELEX
MER, D=REWN (bond WEK. MAHEEREZ —&
(bonded) , EAEERKRE K RREERENZEINER. &M
AURAREHNEEFMRNFEESEE . "REBANEDNS
BHEAREL (L 208 ; B RXEER . "RIEEATE
FINPMENNE, . ). KEGRNEERMATUNN , B%E
L HFEEE (sanctions) WK ; R AEBNELFNENAH
o
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It is the promise of unreserved fidelity, of whole-souled commitment
that appears to constitute the essence of the covenant. There is
promise, there may be the sealing of that promise by oath, and there
is the bond resultant upon these elements. It is a bonded relationship
of unreserved commitment in respect of the particular thing involved
or the relationship constituted. This is well illustrated by what David
says to Jonathan: ‘you have brought your servant into a covenant of
the Lord with you’ (1 Sa. 20: 8). David accords to Jonathan’s
commitment the bonded character of divine sanction and regards it
as sealed by divine oath.

FEHEA BN NNONERERNGE , BBE , KIS
2B THIRGEEE , KAERNGRYE , T—EFE ,
EEEABEACENNET—EHE, BRA , ABAZEILE
#, BEkZEH (bond of commitment) EEREBH , AR , EE
TEZ5) MBSERBENRZ , e2ETHNLI , UBERE
NRGEEERZE  BEEERXTRHEX.

If this analysis of the nature of these human covenants is correct,
then the idea of stipulations and conditions devised by mutual
consultation and agreed upon as the terms of engagement need not to
be present even in human covenants. There is, of course, the bond of
commitment to one another, but so profound and all-embracing is
this commitment that the notion of contractual stipulations recedes
into the background or disappears entirely. To say the least, the case
is such in these instances of human relationship that no evidence can
be derived from them to support the idea of mutual contract or
compact.
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[b] ANEE £ T B Covenants made by man with God

THERMEZBEAZTHELEFMUNG. WEZRKH , LSRR
"BFLSE=MBNERMV LT | BREMOE) (F 2424) . WED
EREEMPINES . "TERNEDMERSIN , ERAAMMLE
BBIRTE, | (F 2425) EBEBMAHANSGF : "EHRABAEENER
BRERMENL , FBBNMENR, XEXTERIN. o (ETF 11:117) 8
FREERELEFYN : "EWHELESE , £BNEEILLY , EB]OS
M EREERAEE BT man, EE. #46, MMEE LA
5o REREBBRMIEN. 1 (ET 233)., && , AN HRREER :
"BEERRMV LTI , KE-VINE , BBHMAMEN , RER
EFMRLEFRTEBRZAFBEN , BEEMIT. 1 (L 10:3 ) ELER
_HEEFIHNER,
The next type of covenant to be considered is the covenant of human initiative
entered into with the Lord. In the days of Joshua the people said, ‘The Lord
our God will we serve, and unto his voice will we hearken’ (Jos. 24: 24, R.V.),
and in answer to this promise ‘Joshua made a covenant with the people that
day, and set them a statute and an ordinance in Shechem’ (24:25). There is the
case of Jehoiada who ‘made a covenant between the Lord and the king and the
people, that they should be the Lord’s people’ (2 Ki. 11: 17). Josiah ‘made a
covenant before the Lord, to walk after the Lord, and to keep his
commandments, and his testimonies, and his statutes, with all his heart, and all
his soul, to confirm the words of this covenant that were written in this book:
and all the people stood to the covenant’ (2 Ki. 23:3, R.V.). Finally, Ezra said

to the people in his day, ‘Now therefore let us make a covenant with our God

to put away all the wives’ (Ezr. 10: 3). These are instances of covenanting
with God.

£ Josh. 24:24, 25
24. EHEEENEDR . "ROXSERMERMAN LT | BRUOFE. 4
25. BB , WETHREGHIHN K EREAMMILEEFBRE,

FF 2 Kings 11:17
17. BBABRAEEMRENMETLY , EBMNENR, XETERRIH,

' 2 Kings 23:3
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3. EUEMRE  EBNEENVH , EROSMHIEREME  EFama. &
E. &6, KMESE LAEHNES. RERHBRIEN,

I Ezra 10:3
3. BEEHEBMOLSEIN , KE—NSE  BEHMAMEN  BERIHBALTSH
SEEZ AFBEN | REEWT.

BHRAZHRE  EELENPMREN , YTREANE R, BIRK
R, BEATRWE (agreement), HR , EANENAEHFEERLSE

IR EHRE A EERENBESALARAEDBMNENGHZ
(agreement)e KPS ED Y (— ) BEUBUEKHZE (agreement) ,
(=) MEE (consent) EHES, FELRXEMER : UNEBRFENE
5, EFFEH, MEEEE "BERRE, (bind themselves) , BIRR L
FRUMH ER M EH. VHOMREBRFENRE  FMECKH LT | B
frith, EEREFWEFREM. EENUNTL2REERER , EHL
AEZ-EHR4  EEMRANREER  FEFNWDNE, EENEIR

RAREN , EANES,

We cannot fail to note that what is in the forefront in these cases is not a
contract or compact. Strictly speaking, it is not an agreement. Though the
persons entering into covenant agree to do certain things, the precise thought
is not that of agreement between the people and the Lord. We must distinguish
between devising terms of agreement or striking an agreement, on the one
hand, and the agreement of consent or commitment, on the other. What we
find in these instances is solemn, promissory commitment to faith or troth on
the part of the people concerned. They bind themselves in bond to be faithful
to the Lord in accordance with His revealed will. The covenant is solemn
pledging of devotion to God, unreserved and unconditional commitment to
His service. We are far away from the idea of a bond as sealed on the
acceptance of certain prescribed stipulations and the promise of fulfillment of
these stipulations on the condition that other parties to the contract fulfill the

conditions imposed upon them. The thought is rather that of unreserved,
whole-souled commitment.

[c] L% %, Bli&E , F¥E, Divine Covenants. Creation and Providence.

ERMEZRLFECLONMFHIRR , RAIPTER W BB 58
HRET . "TREEEE, , "AE. B, RE LB
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EE?2ELEMULURE  AERERE , RELFINNEZNEES
@ ?

When we pass on to those instances of covenant which are specifically divine
it is here that the question becomes particularly pointed and urgent: does the
idea of mutual compact or agreement constitute the essence of a divine
covenant? Or, if this points the question too sharply, is mutual compact or
agreement an integral element in the biblical conception of a covenant which
God dispenses to men?

BB Jer. 33:20 - 25

20. ERAZEMLER © "RPIBREERBRFTLIA B RANY , F0 B RRTIRGHE |

21, MBEEERREREAKRBEAUNY , FHRERFEMNERLAT |, WERER
BHESERORT]., FRARIBN. o

25. ERFNEFEMLER . "EREKVUBARBRNNTHEFE , EREARSRERMNE
Blo

£l Gen. 8:22

22, WEFENRIR  BE BE LB, ERIXTERT.

o}

ENEERY "8, #HELFEZAEHEHEZEPRENNAEE
(ordinances), ... B K EEMEAFANZE GLHUEN "BEM,
(stability) 1 T K1EM 1 (perpetuity) , R E AR LFEKE (ordination)
B, MAALFREMBEN "FEM ) (immutability).

There are a few instances in the Old Testament where the word covenant is
used with reference to God’s creative and providential ordinances. ...
Obviously what is emphasized is the stability and perpetuity of these
ordinances arising from the ordination of God and the immutability arising
from such ordination.

EEFVRBRIMKZEEFAMENN , B2 i EFENEER &
B, B8 KRB, EERKTERT (8l 822), BERK , LFFR
MmN EBEAE R , MEHMATETNEEHE  BHRER , EEM
REW "W,  EoLFNHRE RARLFHCOREMN , XERELF
Weee , AIBNEE , MARBRETBHEN, RMEEER , NRET
EHFEHFEITENIERER (divine monergism) F L 7 BV 48 ¥ B (fidelity)o

There may also be an allusion to the promise given after the flood that while
the earth remained seedtime and harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter,
day and night would not cease (Gn. 8:22). In that event the faithfulness of God
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not only to His providential ordinances but also to His promise would be
brought into view, and the total thought would be that covenant in this
connection points to the ordinances of God as immovably established by the
ordination, power, and faithfulness of God. We are given some indication of
the way in which covenant may be used to express divine monergism and
fidelity.
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M. Hkz# EFFEEHT K
POST-DILUVIAN NOAHIC COVENANT

BERMREBLFREBBANLNORS  £ELHF , RMIFABELHN , B
B RENESMAEER ? VOMEAN EFREANBRNEAERERME ? &M
AR ERAK R EHFEMEFIIA (B 99 - 17) . ERFEEBRMERE
"3, WRUEENSTF. EXRNUNEELHBENZEE,

We come now to those instances of covenant administration which have respect to
God’s bestowal of grace upon men, instances with which we are directly concerned in
our attempt to discover what precisely constitutes a covenant and what precisely is the
nature of that relation on the part of God to men which covenant constitution
contemplates. We may consider, first of all, that instance which, perhaps more than any
other in Scripture, assists us in discovering what the essence of covenant is, namely, the
post-diluvian Noahic covenant (Gn. ix. 9-17). In regard to this covenant the following
features are patent.

£l Gen. 9:9 - 17

9. REMRMARPINERIN

10. WEMRPIEEN —EIEY , MERE , #E , EBALSAEHRNENIN.

11. RERMIA , LEMAE , FEELRE B FBE R KSE BT,

12. E%R . TRERPLIRPIEENSEEWAIN KN , REDSEN.

13. RIBMRAEERS , SRTERERIHNBTRT.

14, BEELEHHER  XETREEYS

15. REDESRENRM , IFEENAKEYRMING  ARERDESE—ENANY T,
16. SIXBEERH  RER , RERSRE R FSEEMANE WA IN AN, |

17. EHEIMER . TERESREM F—ENRZYIHNEET. |

[1] "HEwESHEE., BT, RE. RI, BE. 8. .
Conceived, devised, determined, established, confirmed, dispensed by God
Himself.

ERLEFAVNN  FANRHLEFECHEE, REF. RE, KL, #
E, BEHN., "REFMAAFMANEEILN. o (£ 99; 2 9:11

12,13,17, )

It is God’s covenant in that it is conceived, devised, determined, established,
confirmed, and dispensed by God Himself. ‘And I, behold I, am establishing
my covenant with you’ (Gn. ix. 9; cf. vrerses 11, 12, 13, 17).
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£l Gen. 9:9, 11, 12, 13, 17

9. HERRMFARMNETILY ,

11. RERPFISIA , AEMAY , FEEARE , b FEERKRHE LT,
12. EHR : TRERMARPEENSEEWIINAY , RERHEN.
13. RIBIHEEEH | ERTERERIHHRET.

17. LEUBTER  ERERE E—EnAZYWIHNE®ET. 4

[2] $EE : FRAE (9, 10 &) : FNETEFRBNHAS L ;
&8 10 i 2 1

Universal in scope (vv. 9, 10). Operates on behalf of, and dispenses blessings
to those who have no intelligent apprehension of it.

ENNEERSREAEN  FTREEPD  MBEGNEFNSEN
(9,10 B ) o Rt , METHBNNERNWEY , BRBHME
€ EFERFFRUN. WREKEFD  WNFELTEREAR
. BENRNAETHNTE.

It is universal in its scope, a covenant not only with Noah but with his seed
after him and with every living creature (verses 9, 10). This places in obvious
relief the fact that it affects for good even those who do not have any
intelligent understanding of its meaning. The covenant operates for good to
such an extent that its benefits are not contingent upon intelligent appreciation
of the covenant or of the benefits which are dispensed in terms of it.

ER, BAGTITSE , ENMBENEND , TREMNNE EFHRBUR
STEHEEN B FREAY EHFRTH THEe M. EF¥afmiw
R FFRE. ERMT  MTRAERERAREMRD THONEE
EREM. BF , RMFAUSE, LFERABERRTHHENER
W EF AN KAMARITEENRE , FUEHTHIAT
UEE 6 AENENEHRRZRY , XKAN., T8 , RALEARKE
B, R -ETHBHN. REEEINNFENAMERE , mafk
R, SR EFEREHMRNEWFTLAK.

We must not forget, of course, that the blessings bestowed in terms of this
covenant are not dispensed in complete abstraction from the revelation given
at the time of its establishment nor in abstraction from understanding of its
significance on the part of men. God spoke to Noah and to his sons. This was
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revelation, and revelation implies subjects endowed with the intellectual
capacity to understand its character and its effects. Furthermore, we may not
forget that the covenant purpose and grace were made known to Noah, and the
perpetuity of the covenant is continuously attested in order that those capable
of understanding may have confidence in the security and perpetuity of the
covenant graces bestowed. But we must also observe that the covenant
operates on behalf of, and dispenses its blessings to, those who are wholly
unaware of, and dispenses its blessings to, those who are wholly unaware of
its existence. It is a covenant with all flesh.

B8 2 49/2™ Edition/2008



22

[3] EiRHFH, WRBEMH, "HIL BT AEN.

Unconditional. No commandment. Breaking covenant is inconceivable.

EHNREFRENW. ER EEBMEZSN-HEERE  AFEMSR
HEN , EITREINEFENLARSY. TERMRAEEINEERBH
= EFAEREMEMAERY | RARETESERNERFERNRK
o ERTERBEMETR , MNWATEBANTEMFR , REHAH
TEMREMTEER ; WRTARFRN. EFMEHNRRE  BEF I
REy, FEMER , LHFERTRERAH,

It is an unconditional covenant. This feature is, of course, co-ordinate with the
fact that intelligent understanding is not indispensable to the reception of its
benefits. But the particular consideration now in view is that no
commandment is appended which could be construed as the condition upon
which the promise is to be fulfilled. And there is not the slightest suggestion
to the effect that the covenant could be annulled by human unfaithfulness or
its blessing forfeited by unbelief; the thought of breaking the covenant is
inconceivable. The confirmation given is to the opposite effect. In a word, the
promise is unconditional.

[4] WA TEAE) HE, ARSRESE, (168)

Intensely, pervasively monergistic. No human agency whatever. Unilateral (v
16).

NRFIEFEFEN. F—HEEERMRRBR  LFRAT —ECHRRE
REHNEE MR TEY  ERALHRTERR L FATEHIARK
BN, ANSERTETURN, ERMARHLFRIL , REH
LHEEARERDN, TRN. ATEFSHEERH. LHBIRIN
—4IF , ME[DWAS.

The covenant is intensely and pervasively monergistic. Nothing exhibits this
more clearly than the fact that the sign attached to attest and seal the divine
faithfulness and the irrevocability of God’s promise is one produced by
conditions over which God alone has control and in connection with which
there is rigid exclusion of human co-operation. The sign is not an action
instituted by God and performed by man at the divine behest. It is one in
which there is no human agency whatsoever. Even what is said regarding the
bow in the cloud has a Godward reference.
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LtHECAE BN KN, ERAEERLTHRAZ, AR, E
ENEAKE, E%T,@ HAME S EM (unilateral character)o = R
AASE , EFNLIRATRTHWEN, A2, EENR , LFRTH
BY , REFARNEE, IFENRE , LFTEEEHNE, B
2, BMREERFANENR  EHENtT2RLFNEE ; B/ AE
NWAERR A6 HREWBERE L FLBHBNES.

God will see it to remember the everlasting covenant. There is, doubtless,
anthropomorphism here. But it is anthropomorphism for the purpose of
bringing to the forefront the unilateral character of the covenant. It is true that
the revelatory purpose of the bow in the cloud is not to be forgotten. But the
significant fact is that the revelatory purpose is to bear witness to the divine
faithfulness. It is the constant reminder that God will not prove unfaithful to
His promise. The main point to be stressed now, however, is that this
continuance is dependent upon divine faithfulness alone; in anthropomorphic
terms, upon the divine remembrance alone.

BMETERMMBERE  RMERARUREARR , REMFENN
EERENGE , BEXTERLFESHHNEN , tYFTERLFRKERE
W "MIXREERSF  KER , ECSHE Y FREGOANEY
FTAL By k#9. (819:16)

And if we fail to interpret the sign aright, if we regard it simply as a natural
phenomenon without any reference to its covenantal meaning, this does not
negate or nullify the divine remembrance and the perpetuity of God’s
faithfulness. ‘I will look upon it, that I may remember the everlasting

covenant between God and every living creature of all flesh that is upon the
earth’ (Gn. ix. 16).

[5] KENK (11 81 ). KAMK = BEFEFHEILOBENE
B

Everlasting. (v. 11) Perpetuity = bound up with divinely unilateral,
monergistic character.

BEHNRKENN. —UIENTBSHEOLIER (8l 9:11) . HHKA
% EREHESEM (unilateral, monergistic) BRVINEHR,. HALFR
BIZ, 1T, B, BENONR—, RO KA ERTEN. KM
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ALARR : MORKAMIRR, MEROHNSENR ( LFROHKER ) . X
AMRGEMZAWMER , BULKREN,

It is an everlasting covenant. All flesh will not again be cut off by the waters
of the flood (Gn. 9:11). The perpetuity is bound up with its divinely unilateral
and monergistic character. It is because it is divine in its origin, administration,
establishment, and confirmation that it can be perpetual. And we may say that
the perpetuity both stems from and witness to its divinity. Perpetuity and
divinity are complementary and mutually interdependent.

EERSHBARERT  BHURLFEIRBITH ; ENNBR, RE. K
A, BEMRE  HBEWNOE, 2R LFIMW , RENKET
(administration) B85 F (dispensa-tion) ; ﬁﬁ F ARG O NERR A8 5
., BANKEITEERELFTEIENEE  TLARMBTEHNEFFN
WEE. ENKARE , THENR, T8WE,

These features of the covenant plainly evince that this covenant is a sovereign,
divine administration, that it is such in its conception, determination,
disclosure, confirmation, and fulfillment, that it is an administration or
dispensation of forbearance and goodness, that it is not conditioned by or
dependent upon faith or obedience on the part of men. It is an administration
of grace which emanates from the sovereign good pleasure of God and
continues without any modification or retraction of its benefits by the
immutable promise and faithfulness of God.

g BT TRERS  SRAFESFEAEMENNHER, WHR
R wEE, BE RY EBR. NEE, #1-EEERTESE  SER
BENRE, TRENMEBEAMMYMNLN , BEIPD | w2 FMAEM
M, it R, KEES.

It is quite apparent that in this covenant we must not take our point of
departure from the idea of compact, or contract, or agreement in any respect
whatsoever. It is not contractual in its origin, or in its constitution, or in its
operation, or in its outcome. Its fulfillment or continuance is not in the least
degree contingent even upon reciprocal obligation or appreciation on the part
of its beneficiaries. Yet it is a covenant made with men, with Noah and his
sons and their seed after them to perpetual generations.

B () FBERENNERENHERE  ARCEATHN—
B, BRACENEFEER, EEERMIUTUAFTHNREHNIET ,
NHHRR, BRNEE  BTeRELF
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It is a covenant characterized by divinity in a way unsurpassed by any other
covenant and yet it draws men within the scope of its operation as surely as
any other covenant does. Here we have covenant in the purity of its
conception as a dispensation of grace to men, wholly divine in its origin,
fulfillment, and confirmation.

Rt EFEFEAHNEER : RATERS EFEHKREMEATL
B, RELFEANVNLAZERZ ? EVERRBMAERE , F R
EEALFRAZSBARNRAMER 2

The question inevitably faces us: may we consider the post-diluvian Noahic
covenant as providing us with the essential features of a divine covenant with
men? Is there not in this covenant that which makes it inappropriate as the
criterion of the terms which could govern the covenant relationship of God
with men on the highest level?

EENE  BEAREFHEAREELFRTESNEER, HILTTLUME
EENGER LFESNERABRYNER , —EREKMEBIEATR
RERMENBREYHN , Bt , ENTITREEET "TABAEGRAL W5
., BER, RMESRELFOINOAENEER  LAREERERMN,
AR, EHRERIMBEZHNBBETATZE , EEREEN,

In this covenant creation as a whole is brought within the scope of the favor
bestowed. Hence it can be argued that the relationship with men involved in
this covenant must be on a denominator that is common to man and to the
non-moral creation and cannot, therefore, possess any of the differentiating
features which would characterize covenant relationship to men as men.
Needless to say this consideration must be taken into account in our
interpretation of that constitutes divine covenant on the highest level of
blessing and relationship. And yet it would be unwarranted to disregard
entirely the direction of thought provided by this particular covenant.

WA 34 ? HAIRE LHEHOKET R IPEATMAVH0, BEREN (B
B-RREIHNEN . "THRAERERIY , REAMRHNERRZ T, RiF,
WEEAGAL (Al 6:18) ., EFMMMPREE—LE ; PRFEL
E RERNPHNEHRANLARE, "HEHRERT. LLEFAYGH
By, EREITT. (Bl 622) . AR, REAEEHAS L - EFLFN
MPRBINPRANER - RMGMSEIE  ENEHEFEEL L
FHEH, RE, HRE, SEMRELFEHKZEMUNNNARR
£, BERMERKZAHZE , RERTIEERSEANEM.
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An aspect of this differentiation appears in the pre-diluvian Noahic covenant,
the first instance of reference to covenant in the Old Testament (see Gn. 6:18).
In this case Noah was commanded to do certain things and the doing of these
things on the part of Noah was the indispensable condition of the fulfillment
of the grace provided for in the covenant. ‘Thus did Noah according to all that
God commanded him, so did he’ (Gn. 6:22). Yet even in this case, where
obedience commandments is the means through which the grace of the
covenant is to be realized and enjoyed, we must also take note of the fact that
in other respects this covenant exhibits the features of divine initiation,
determination, establishment, and confirmation which are so conspicuous in
the post-diluvian Noahic covenant. The idea of compact or agreement is just
as conspicuously absent as in the post-diluvian.

EENR , LHEMENHEG - BREFELHDREIRFEGNED
M AGRS - WRBEMAHEREREEAMNER. LFMEELHD
FE, RAELHGATERIEN  RESFEEEERETH , EMEH
W—8. LM RORRINGEHMNEMR, BA, MXRE,

Significantly enough, the commandments which are appended, compliance
with which on the part of Noah is indispensable to the blessing of preservation,
do not in the least suggest mutuality of agreement or compact. The
commandments are added in such a way that they are just as sovereign and
unilateral in prescription or dispensation as is the annunciation of the covenant
itself. The appended requirements are simply extensions, applications,
expressions of the grace intimated in the covenant.

LENEREMEMRO—K K RETEN  AEHREE  BitT2RE
Zi EFETRETHREE, RAFESE , BREEFSE , RERY
EFRHNE ; TRAERLFSEEINBSRERTIN, BERES
B, HREODNEHENEE ; BN BEFmBBMER,

The directions are as sovereign as the annunciation of the covenant and they
flow naturally from it so that there is no deflection from the idea of sovereign
dispensation. We may think of Noah as co-operating with God in carrying out
the provisions of the covenant but the co-operation is quite foreign to that of
pact or convention. It is the co-operation of response which the grace of the
covenant constrains and demands.
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V. EHEGENEINN
THE ABRAHAMIC COVENANT

B T7THREZZONER  KAZRROELETHSHRHFHN. £—E%
HHBEEARINZE (Al 158-18) ., EBEEHNRED , ARHAEETEN
WEEY  DHUZEXEARZH L, EETRER (BR) ERETSENBERIOR .
ERMEEURBAZEZRBELTEAETERAENEN. LFHNENNEER
R,METERYDANEMENEST  EHASZTHNGE Bl GRER —K32
WREN R, FEARHEDERRIZNNEN (A17:9,10,14) ,

When we come to the Abrahamic covenant we find features which are entirely new
in connection with covenant administration. The first distinctive feature appears in
connection with the initial reference to the covenant (Gn. xv. 8-18). It is the solemn
sanction by which the Lord confirmed to Abraham the certainty of the promise that he
would inherit the land of Canaan. It is perhaps the most striking sanction that we have in
the whole of Scripture, particularly if we interpret it as a self-maledictory oath in which,
anthropomorphically, God calls upon Himself the curse of dismemberment if He does not
fulfill to Abraham the promise of possessing the land. The second distinctive feature is
the reference to keeping and breaking the covenant (Gn. xvii. 9, 10, 14).

AR —fE45R , HAIT M- EBERERMEFTENNAEAE,

With reference to the first distinctive feature there are certain observations which are
pertinent to the question we are now pursuing.

[1] ST - BERFEMNEN, Promise: self-maledictory oath.

HEFHT, LHFEBRY,

Divine administration: God passes through the meat.

HASERRRIENEHK , CAARANEERRMAEEENNFER
W, B IRLFMZHN , IR, By, IEHERT2ER
¥, EBARNTRERNZE , IR LFHEMWER (theophany), M
FHFHNER  RRLFES,. BANSEH4ZTLREFEN , RLFMEE
BHEEE. BE, MARHEHNEREFE, DTRANEILIEAEER
RIEMENROLFEE , MRLHEMA , OAREBHMLEREEH
FEFF  ERMBARRATLFECENERM TN IRESE , X

B8 2 49/2™ Edition/2008



28

FERRNNEE. "ENE  BNERIAERUN , R REBER
MRS  RROTERMEAT 2. 1 (8 15:18)

Though this feature is signally distinctive, it underlines what we have found
already respecting the earlier covenants, namely, that a covenant is a divine
administration, divine in its origin, establishment, confirmation and
fulfillment. It is not Abraham who passes through between the divided pieces
of the animals; it is the theophany. And the theophany represents God. The
action therefore is divinely unilateral. It is confirmation to Abraham, not
confirmation from him. Abraham here does not pledge his troth to God by a
self-maledictory oath but God condescends to pledge troth to his promise, a
fact which advertises the divine sovereignty and faithfulness as brought to
bear upon and as giving character to the covenant constituted. ‘In the same
day the Lord made a covenant with Abram, saying, ‘Unto your seed have I
given this land, from the river of Egypt unto the great river, the river
Euphrates’ (Gn. xv. 18).

£l Gen. 15:8- 18

8. THEER : TEHMEM , REAMELESEHRER?

9. MR : "HRABRN—E=FM84 K —E=FNRLFE K6 —E=FHLRF K6 —&
bins , —E88. |

10, SEHERIMTELR  SEEMIRMY , —¥HE-YNEBY K REEREE
B,

1. BRE TR, ZEMBREZTHAL , EEEBICHBHRT

12. HEEENRR  TEEIET. ZRAEBANAKBEEEMS L,

13. BRMESTHMR . "RENEIE , RNEREFLFTEIIANN , XREBHH
A, BRI A EE AP E

14. W EBAAPIFAERSHAE , RERZS , BRMGMALFHFFZHY , “BELHK,

15. BREZREY , FTELXLINWBIRIIERE , HAEE,

16. B THENK , X ER Mt  FRAZEIANFEERIERAR,

17. BEXRE , THESENE , WEZHNIT | AL RAP LB,

18. EA0H , PMEHESBEE LN , R REBKBTRNEST , ®RERKTERRBEXNZ
#h ;

[2] SFHIBEE Yo Keeping / breaking covenant.

T 0 TBRIFABBE LM  TRLFAEANEE | MibATRILAIE
RERAEEN. 1 ATH , RRALFRI THNER. NESHNE
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ERFTHNEIR , AFHTROFERNERNE,

Apart from the fulfillment of these conditions the grace bestowed and the
relation established are meaningless. Keeping the covenant presupposes the
covenant relation is established/rather than the condition upon which its
establishment is contingent.

HENRNBHANERYE , BENMBETNEONEEMLESENLS
B, LFMBNEZTENR  LFEFDHNERMEFTN LT ; &
RENEHIWEN., "REFEFRANLT ; RPAZEEN TR, 1 &
BNER WNESR B8 EFEEEMER (union and communion),

The distinctiveness of the sanction and the added solemnity which it involves
are correlative with the intimacy and spirituality of the blessing which the
covenant imparts. The essence of the blessing is that God will be the God of
Abraham and of his seed, the characteristic promise of the Old Testament. ‘I
will be your God, and you shall be my people’. In a word, this consists in
union and communion with the Lord.

BREZESR, B SHNLENE  BEENNES  RUTESER
—EHEE  FTHNRERTNEASNEE BEHEBEM, THNEZ
N, AR NHRESEE  RANEMBINERESRANEE
B8 : B AV 58 B X8 (union and communion)o N2 ETFEE AR
(R ) BRAEHEHEN  MTESBANRHBRELEERS BN
MEM, ERTBRE , SRELXAKLOE , BIREEE ARG L
WENOE, FHit, FHO-EFTFENNAETR ; INETERER L
FRlh, RE. ERAOBHIZH, FHDNRANGABRNBREME
BEMMERNSAREZE, LFEENEBAMERE , RMBAER
7, REREXANEHER. REEREASR , BRERNERRBR, &
ERNERENX , B "EFLFNHT L NEHK
With reference to the second distinctive feature, namely, the necessity of
keeping the covenant and the warning against breaking it, we cannot suppress
the inference that the necessity of keeping is complementary to the added
richness, intimacy, and spirituality of the covenant itself. The spirituality of
the Abrahamic covenant in contrast with the Noahic consists in the fact that
the Abrahamic is concerned with religious relationship on the highest level,
union and communion with God. Where there is religious relationship there is
mutuality and where we have religious relationship on the highest conceivable

level there mutuality on the highest plane of spirituality must obtain. This is
just saying that there must be response on the part of the beneficiary and
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response on the highest level of religious devotion. The keeping of the
covenant, therefore, so far from being incompatible with the nature of the
covenant as an administration of grace, divine in its initiation, confirmation,
and fulfillment, is a necessity arising from the intimacy and spirituality of the
religious relation involved. The more enhanced our conception of the
sovereign grace bestowed the more we are required to posit reciprocal
faithfulness on the part of the recipient. The demands of appreciation and
gratitude increase with the length and breadth and depth and height of the
favor bestowed. And such demands take concrete practical form in the
obligation to obey the commandments of God.

EMNERE  DRNZcNTERERE WRELFEIRNETE
H,MWER, BRMED , EHERFER , ERNWEH , BHEA , 1
MEHNERMERBRE, ASETH ; EXRBZ M EFESEMELT
HNEE. AFTHHNLEYE  ATBRETAETHEENELR , MK
PRER MLV ABBREYBEM T .

We are led to the conclusion that in the Abrahamic covenant there is no
deviation from the idea of covenant as a sovereign dispensation of grace. We
have found that grace is intensified and expanded rather than diminished and
the greater the grace the more accentuated becomes the sovereignty of its
administration. The necessity of keeping the covenant on the part of men does
not interfere with the divine monergism of dispensation. The necessity of
keeping is but the expression of the magnitude of the grace bestowed and the
spirituality of the relation constituted. Even in this case the notion of compact
or agreement is alien to the nature of the covenant constitution.

BATRERHES . BORERG 7T ENR KA ? B TR
EFEBTHNNKAMRERGN ? TERTZIBNBEF , BREF
IRk, B TERON. o (A 17:14) . B, SREEZZHN
BOMOBNER  LERE—ERkHF. ERMAEINOPIROEST
"REEGMANLES  RAZEENTE. K EELAFEERSEX

AV E M,

It may plausibly be objected, however, that the breaking of the covenant
envisaged in this case interferes with the perpetuity of the covenant. For does
not the possibility of breaking the covenant imply conditional perpetuity?
‘The uncircumcised male ... shall be cut off from his people; he has broken
my covenant’ (Gn. xvii. 14, R.V.). Without question the blessings of the
covenant and the relation which the covenant entails cannot be enjoyed or
maintained apart from the fulfillment of certain conditions on the part of the
beneficiaries. For when we think of the promise which is the central element
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of the covenant, ‘I will be your God, and you shall be my people’, there is
necessarily involved, as we have seen, mutuality in the highest sense.

REBERRHBEHEEN , REHMEMEIERE. Hit , HRFTETEIM
BERENAE  EUOHRERMEERXEEN. (2418:17 - 19, 22:16 -
18, ) (ER) R, BHAZENE LR LFER MG EETOVRLE
MERNERFNIER M LFHBEEEHNEFMBENETFNA
Eo At REKRAXEARE , BUSULERBM  AXAERLES
WEE  THH,

Fellowship is always mutual and when mutuality ceases fellowship ceases.
Hence the reciprocal response of faith and obedience arises from the nature of
the relationship which the covenant contemplates (cf. Gen. xviii. 17-19; xxii
16-18). The obedience of Abraham is represented as the condition upon which
the fulfillment of the promise given to him was contingent and the obedience
of Abraham’s seed is represented as the means through which the promise
given to Abraham would be accomplished. There is undoubtedly the
fulfillment of certain conditions and these are summed up in obeying the
Lord’s voice and keeping His covenant.

AREMER  ELMEMR (R ) WNHFRME , IRTEE. RAER
RREBZWRE  FRELFRHEERFERZH , WREREHT ;
FHRELRMHFRRIUNNBRENLARE. EXTERNNEM. 2L
FERMBTHNER, MBETHREHE  MRIUNER—ERER. ER
H ERR, BTEESHIEERETEERFIRTH. BENR
FEREARWRY , BRESEN , TEN.

It is not quite congruous, however, to speak of these conditions as conditions
of the covenant. For when we speak thus we are distinctly liable to be
understood as implying that the covenant is not to be regarded as dispensed
until the conditions are fulfilled and that the conditions are integral to the
establishment of the covenant relation. And this would not provide a true or
accurate account of the covenant. The covenant is a sovereign dispensation of
God’s grace. It is grace bestowed and a relation established. The grace
dispensed and the relation established do not wait for the fulfillment of certain
conditions on the part of those to whom the grace is dispensed. Grace is
bestowed and the relation established by sovereign divine administration.

BE , RAERERELANE RGN ? AGEREZZNENE A
HERNGE  RAAREREEREF. OTRBELRE , P BHE
HARERAREN, LFRTRAEEE  MERKEAXENTE. B
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RORE  BREMEN, REEEFBINKE  TRRETRR,

BENERSE. EREIATBRELC , BO , IERVEERGE , BRE®
EELHKRM  EEXNTNENEBREREEGHN, 52, TR
RTHIRERERIL , MARRIULAIBRAF .

How then are we to construe the conditions of which we have spoken? The
continued enjoyment of this grace and of the relation established is contingent
upon the fulfillment of certain conditions. For apart from the fulfillment of
these conditions the grace bestowed and the relation established are
meaningless. Grace bestowed implies a subject and reception on the part of
that subject. The relation established implies mutuality. But the conditions in
view are not really conditions of bestowal. They are simply the reciprocal
responses of faith, love and obedience, apart from which the enjoyment of the
covenant blessing and of the covenant relation is inconceivable. In a word,

keeping the covenant presupposes the covenant relation as established rather
than the condition upon which it’s established is contingent.

£l Gen. 17:9, 10, 14.

0. FEXHDHRER . TRAMGNEE SR AOETRON,

10. (REFFENEF , FESL@ERRRER , WIRNEHEIING , RERMFEE
S,

14 BRSEENETF , XRRDEKR , BiE 7RO, |

£l Gen. 18:17 - 19

17. BAIZER : "RAFEANS  SRZTHRERE ?

18. BHRNEXERBBANE , #b - BEHBLEBEE,

19. REEM , AEUEBEHNRF , AN ES  BFRNE , RO1TE , BHAT
PEF AN R ERBRIA T o
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£l Gen. 22:16 - 18

16. BBFIZER : REETTES , FETHRNRT  RERBLENR T  REEREES
HRER

17. 1R , BYBKRERR , TR, BYWURHNFHRZER , AKX LN E | BEN
W, IR F S BE NI

18. W Hith P EEF L RIRNEETEE , RARERTROEE. o

REA/ERE , ENNEBRMIETEAT, ENTRESCRAERLESR
BWAE , t A2 TEE-LEZBHANFE. BHONER  BRE
—REEERLNERLETE  HETHERNTE. ABNNEER
A FFEONET , MERETHREETKIER,

It is when viewed in this light that the breaking of the covenant takes on an
entirely different complexion. It is not the failure to meet the terms of a
compact nor failure to respond to the offer of favorable terms of contractual
agreement. It is unfaithfulness to a relation constituted and to grace dispensed.
By breaking the covenant what is broken is not the condition of bestowal but
the condition of consummated fruition.

Bt FZERE , AFHONLENE | BYNE—H (particularism) 1R
ERNER. WERFLEEOEENETEAA. BRETFHHRIER
BR , ERRIRAT LFERTEANBREF LNERE, EFHER
HERNER  RRARAMETHNRAEREEN , AIRUNBEREERE
ErY , RItATERMNEORIERELEVAE. WHEHRERFERAE
EWHR , ME, ARDRBEMSR "4, X "HN. 7. HLEME
—REBR , LFRENNER , HERERH , EEZINERFNR
B, AIXEAEFHN,

It should be noted also that the necessity of keeping the covenant is bound up
with the particularism of this covenant. The covenant does not yield its
blessing to all indiscriminately. The discrimination which this covenant
exemplifies accentuates the sovereignty of God in the bestowal of its grace
and the fulfillment of its promises. This particularization is correlative with
the spirituality of the grace bestowed and the relation constituted and it is also
consonant with the exactitude of its demands. A covenant which yields its
blessing indiscriminately is not one that can be kept or broken. We see again,
therefore, hat the intensification which particularism illustrates serves to
accentuate the keeping which is indispensable to the fruition of the covenant
grace.
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V. EHEERINN
THE MOSAIC COVENANT

BRCHUTFRHAEZSHERE  XBRACBERANER. BE , BHUNE
BHECHNENSBNERMRENRENLEAE, EBNERBER—LEALIEE
[icped NEICHR (SEvRSywA |2 VA T3S

The Mosaic covenant offers more plausible support to the conception of compact
than does any other covenant of God with men. Furthermore, the notion of prescribed
conditions would appear to receive more support from the circumstances of this covenant
than from those of any other. Such considerations as these have been the occasion for
constructions which set the Mosaic covenant in sharp contrast both with the Abrahamic
covenant and the New Testament.

[1]

BSH , EOBRAE - BEZNT2HE— , B9,

Conditional fulfillment = not peculiar to Mosaic covenant.

BARMLARLE "TFUNKRMAE, TREBZNVERAN. BMEWSR
DRUZZHNRERREHERET . FTHNRGEAELIEER
£, RMEEACONER  BREDBNFE NN ERER.

EHERE ERTDANEZN,

Deliverance = in fulfillment of Abrahamic covenant.

EZFENEZEER . (B FEERLFRBUUGIEREKRE , RR

ALFTSHEDIMBANEMYMNN. (B EREIERRA/UNE

F: "TEFRRMMNRE B SEDANE, . BEULD

o 1 (H 224) WHERKEXHE—NBEBLEENR , LFERUEIR

KK  EAR 2t , RRALFCSEDMANE, Ul BEARY

WA (H3:16 17, 6:4 — 8, 5 105:8 — 12, 42 — 45, 106:45 )

At the outset we must remember that the idea of conditional fulfillment is not
something peculiar to the Mosaic covenant. We have been faced quite
poignantly with this very question in connection with the Abrahamic covenant.
And since this feature is there patent, it does not of itself provide us with any

reason for construing the Mosaic covenant in terms different from those of the
Abrahamic. Another preliminary observation is that the deliverance of the
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children of Israel from Egypt is stated expressly to be in pursuance of the
Abrahamic covenant. With reference to the Egyptian bondage we read: ‘And
God heard their groaning, and God remembered his covenant with Abraham,
with Isaac, and with Jacob’ (Ex. 2:24). The only interpretation of this is that
the deliverance of Israel from Egypt and the bringing of them into the land of
promise is in fulfillment of the covenant promise to Abraham respecting the
possession of the land of Canaan (Ex. 3:16, 17, vi. 4-8; Pss. cv. 8-12, 42-45,
cvi. 45).

H Ex. 3:16, 17

6. REBRUGHIHEE , HHMR . "BHNERMAERNLES  RESAREN L
FLOUBMWLES  KEMLET  QRER R REESETHEM, REERRR
NEBHRM.

17. BR  EHEARKERNEEHELR , E0EA, HA, BERA, LRI
A FBRA, BHEEFAGLE  RRIRPEZ S b, 4

HH Ex. 6:4-8

4. BREMMBEFRING , SIS E 80 B A0,

5. RUUERLGHIARARAZSHRE  REDERNK.

6. FRAMREHUGBIIAR  TRENNE  RKEAHERNEEEENHERRA
SR PIRR BN ER | RMnET,

7. RELRMAROEYS  ROUEEFRMAN LT, REAZHERSEMERML L
E RUORPRERRA S ERL.

8. HRBEEFRTHAZE. M. HENHE  REBFRMELS | B BALRM
B, RREBFME, .

[3] WEBER : 1082,

Spirituality = central.

FEZAENERR  ENZRANEZN—K  BEAZONKROEBEN
R, £HHR: "REUMRAARNEYE  REUEFEMANLEF ... o
(H 67,2 8 2013 "E&K , ERMOIRATEFTIEE , XER3I4E
DRAIZE, UM, R, ENE , SEXRERN TR fERI L
Fo 1 ) ENFEEEACHNZANEZN  BAERZNER , R
MWNBEHREEREEENRAER  ELFMNEEERE (union and
communion)s Ft , RAUFATRRBBMNELER | LFIUEBEA IR
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WRERABIALKRR 2R MEFERRNARIRRAAMEHEHEA
FRANEH  BRHREATIHENTIRUEFER : DANZENE

EAZNmEE, EFRIUABTIA , RRGAFHEENEERR,

A third observation is that the spirituality of the relationship which is the
center of the Abrahamic covenant is also at the center e of the Mosaic. ‘And |
will take you to me for a people, and I will be to you a God’ (Ex. vi. 7; cf. Dt.
xxix. 13). This fact links the Mosaic very closely with the Abrahamic and
shows that religious relationship on the highest level is contemplated in both,
namely, union and communion with God. We must not, therefore, suppress or
discount these important considerations that the Mosaic covenant was made
with Israel as the sequel to their deliverance from Egypt, a deliverance
wrought in pursuance of the gracious promises given by covenant to Abraham,
wrought with the object of bringing to fulfillment the promise given to
Abraham that his seed would inherit the land of Canaan, and a deliverance
wrought in order to make Israel His own peculiar and adopted people.

H Ex. 6:7
7. RELMREARNEYR  REUEARMWLT  RAEZMERSEPMERMY L
%, ERRFREHER A TR,

B Deut. 29:13
13. B85 , hERMORFTENGE , XE{RYIBRHENZE, UH, S, FENE
S AMREN TR | MERN £,

(EfE) F—BRREIELFAEATIL EEMBIHNE , BiREFH
28, "MSMRMEEERRENG  ETENN , nEEERTFE
BNTR , BA2HMERN. FAZRRERTANEE , RERNE
Eo 1 (H 195-6) BDRBERRIUY , REUBIREFTNZ
#®: "XRHNERNEHE. MR BBANEMBHE , ZFAEHLE
7o 1 (H 247 )R%E: "EREMBEEARS L R RE, ERX
eym , REPMERE —YIFERMRMLNNEE. 1 (H24:8)

The first express reference to the covenant made with Israel at Sinai occurs in
connection with keeping the covenant. ‘Now therefore, if you will obey my
voice indeed, and keep my covenant, then you shall be a peculiar treasure unto
me above all people: for all the earth is mine. And ye shall be unto me a
kingdom of priests, and a holy nation’ (Ex. xix. 5, 6). The next explicit
reference appears as the sequel to the promise of the people, ‘All that the Lord
has spoken will we do, and be obedient’ (Ex. xxiv. 7, R.V.) and Moses
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sprinkled the blood and said, ‘Behold, the blood of the covenant, which the
Lord has made with you concerning all these words’ (Ex. xxiv. 8).

FTHRINEX , MEETNER , TRIGA—BHR , B2 : MR
EZIARBE®ESN , NMeMEFTOcR. AR, FHEMREL
BEX BIAErFEBENERm. EERMERBELIUIN  HEMRE
T4, REEN. (HKKF) 195 RER . "RMABETRHNE | &
RRAAENRANFE , RRMEMRMIG, o BEMRHR . "WSERMA
EEERERNG , ETENN  ZEBRITEBEN TR, 1 ER
MBSNRE , WREERIUT , CREENR , ERUBIIRETLFN
ah , EEBEAGREMER. THRRNNEE. ER, "0SHRMAFEER
REHOEE , BETFERNN WEE -BRENSHN. TBRMALRERE
BFHH e T REZ N ENRO RS,

The foregoing references as well as other considerations might create the
impression that the making of the covenant had to wait for the voluntary
acceptance on the part of the people and their promise to obey and keep it. A
close study of these passages will not bear out such an interpretation. It is an
importation contrary to the texts themselves and one that has deflected the
course of thought on this subject. Ex. xix. 5 does not say, ‘If you will obey my
voice and accept the terms stipulated, then I will make my covenant with you’.
What it said is, ‘If you will obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant,
then you shall be a peculiar treasure unto me’. The covenant is conceived of
as dispensed, as in operation, and as constituting a certain relation, in the
keeping of it and in obeying God’s voice. The covenant is actually
presupposed in the keeping of it. Undoubtedly there is a conditional feature to
the words, ‘If you will obey my voice indeed, and keep my covenant’. But
what is conditioned upon obedience and keeping of the covenant is the
enjoyment of the blessing which the covenant contemplates.

B , £ (HERKEE) 247 - 8, RFIFTRANHNEEREUARIIR
WA , FERONETESIEFRFENTR, THREKEES § &
EEENEBERE , WFHRL , R UEIIREWN , EBERTHERIL
HHBRE, VEREERIL , FMENMR R ERKR NN KEIIE
BRHVEDFE (seal)o

In like manner in Ex. xxiv. 7, 8, the covenant is not to be regarded as
contingent upon the promise of the people, so that the dispensing of the
covenant had to wait for this promise. And verse 8 is not to be construed as if
then the covenant had been inaugurated or as if acceptance on the part of the
people completed the process of constituting the covenant relation. The
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covenant had already been established and the blood was simply confirmation
or seal of the covenant established and of the relation constituted.

ERBEBEEACHNBEART K, RMARBREAZNtE LFTENE
TR HNEALTIH, By, XE, HER, EAAKCEENRE
X, HEXEERBETENET (K 34,27, 28 ; ® 24:8 ; B 18:19,

25:13 ;8 : E13:29) ,

This gives a different perspective to our interpretation of the Mosaic covenant,
and we find that the Mosaic covenant also is a sovereign administration of
grace, divinely initiated, established, confirmed, and fulfilled. Later references
in the Pentateuch confirm this interpretation of sovereign appointment or
dispensation (Ex. 34:27, 28; Lv. 24: §; Nu. 18:19, 25:13; cf. Ne. 13:29).”

F Lev. 24:8
. ELXZEHEERBREHMEMA, EAUNRIAEIEN,

E Num. 18:19
19. LUABFIAFFBIGERMEEY A RR | REBBRNRNR L , EEXEBND ,
ERBIRNIRNES , EBNEMI/EAKENEN, (BEATESENER, )

E Num. 25:13
13. BHNERENMBHNES  EFAKERERIBING , RMtAE ELFEIIHL , B
=T PN-E

JE Neh. 13:29
29. RO EFH |, RIRESMMTE. BRMMNS TRIANBIE , BERERTF, R
RAPRILHIHS

FERIMGES  WRESHER, IEROEE TR EFESER
FRAEZ EEENEN S  ARETSANECHNAERS
£, AMESRAENE  EELNEIEROKE  REATE2HE—
B, KZANA , BEEZNEIEROES  EENEICHNELET
B BEsNENBREFSHER  HERISHHTE,

The question of the condition referred to above does call, however, for some
consideration. How does the condition of obedience comport with the concept
of a monergistic administration of grace? The answer must follow the lines
which have been delineated above in connection with the keeping of the
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Abrahamic covenant. What needs to be emphasized now is that the Mosaic
covenant in respect of the condition of obedience is not in a different category
from the Abrahamic. It is too frequently assumed that the conditions
prescribed in connection with the Mosaic covenant place the Mosaic
dispensation in a totally different category as respects grace, on the one hand,
and demand or obligation, on the other.

EEL BEACHENTHN  BRLFHFENER , R LI RFED
BREZHNTE. WHAEM@RAEN , RREELFHNES 850 (2
£l18:17-19, H19:5-6) o

In reality there is nothing that is principally different in the necessity of
keeping the covenant and of obedience to God’s voice, which proceeds from
the Mosaic covenant, from that which is involved in the keeping required in
the Abrahamic. In both cases the keynotes are obeying God’s voice and
keeping the covenant (cf. Gn. 18:17-19; Ex. 19: 5, 6).

£l Gen. 18:17 - 19

17. BAER : "RFEMNESTRETHNER ?

18. BHNEXERBBANE ; b K BEHBLEWEE.

19. REBEM , BAEUMEHRH AN B FAECHEBETRNE , FATSE  ERTES
EENENEBRAT . o
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VI LEFEXEFINK
THE DAVIDIC COVENANT

BEZHNERERBEONEE (LFERNOBTER . WBALELFEE, &
IV, REER)  BAUTUERARKRNNEEGRENE S, HETZRNEZN
HEERZN  HEERERLRRNERBARBENEE | RMEXTFERERHN
BRASEENRCAONEE. R "0, —FREEHMSERT 7:12-17 HR
BMSAEEENER ERAAEMENG  EHERXEBREXEAM LN
M9, . (FFE) 8934 EBTHT 7:12-17 RENKMYE., "REBMEZRNE
B, BEKE, REMIN , XEBE, (28 H ). "BMTFEERNY, F
WEEOBR . (34 8, 25 132:11ff ), MBEELEIHRTHEE  LF
NWEFSREENRHENRHEBEM., BRM, BR8N, SEREXARA , LFE
REZHEEREGNES  CRENE  LEESR  SELEEEFHARERRER
HAONE L.

If the Mosaic covenant does not disclose deviation from the fundamental notion of a
covenant, namely, that it is a sovereign dispensation, divine in its origin, establishment,
confirmation, and fulfillment, we should not expect that subsequent covenant
administrations would evince a radically different conception. Indeed so basic to the
whole subsequent process of redemptive history are the Abrahamic and Mosaic
covenants that the later developments would be expected to confirm and intensify what
we have found to be the specific character of covenant administration. Although the word
covenant does not occur in 2 Sa. 7:12-17, we must conclude that this is specifically the
annunciation to David which is elsewhere spoken of as the covenant made with David. In
Ps. 89:3, 4 the terms of 2 Sa. 7:12-17 are clearly reiterated. ‘I have made a covenant with
my chosen, I have sworn unto David my servant: thy seed will I establish for ever, and
build up thy throne to all generations.” And the same is true in later verses of the same
Psalm (cf. verses 26ff.). ‘My covenant shall stand fast with him’ (verse 28). ‘My
covenant will I not break, nor alter the thing that is gone out of my lips’ (verse 34; cf. Ps.
132:111f)). A study of these passages will show that the most striking feature is the
security, the determinateness, and immutability of the divine promise. Nothing could
serve to verify the conception of the covenant which has been elicited from earlier
instances more than the emphasis in these passages (relating to the Davidic covenant)
upon the certainty of fulfillment arising from the promise and oath of God.

RELELEVTHENEIERRANNBEMNEEM . "RERAIEN L
TH  BRRNEAREFETEN. o KEEMBRFBXBINVNEEL ; bl
WEFMUMNNASECHNLTRERE . "ERELFEALIFEME, EFARRT
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KENK. ENNEER, BTEN—IRE IR —VIMBEN , SETHEAK
ME? (BT 235 ) ERENERFENER , IR  OEREHNE
AF, LB ENER  CHRBEMRTEN K TL4ERR , ERLF—HBEE
B,

Security and certainty as characterizing the covenant could not be more plainly
demonstrated than by the parallelism: ‘I have made a covenant with my chosen, I have
sworn unto David my servant’. And David reflects this note of certainty when, at the
close of his career, his resort for consolation and assurance was nothing else than the
covenant of his God: ‘Verily my house is not so with God; yet he has made with me an
everlasting covenant, ordered in all things, and sure: for it is all my salvation, and all my
desire, although he makes it not to grow’ (2 Sa. xxiii. 5). No example of covenant in the
Old Testament more clearly supports the thesis that covenant is sovereign promise,
promise solemnly by the sanctity of an oath, immutable in its security and divinely
confirmed as respects the certainty of its fulfillment.”

ER, BERMFREAMEDNME , AENREHRKERE , N EME
VIEER  REEEERR. BREHN , RATTRK (UEDE) W—£&8x,
MEBMENEARMBERRNN, THURIZERNMBEMEA: "BH , R
BN, BRATEREE , R |, OEAMERN, o (F 42 ) B LEEER: "R
BMBERLERAN , KBEGNF , RTH , EMERRNFR (PR H) , F
ABARIKL (6 8 ). BRIXBXR : "REREBEN , EERRNPR (P&R
R #)  BEER  EARIRRIMEAE, 1 (F498)

These Davidic promises are, of course, messianic; it is in Christ that David’s seed is
established for ever and his throne built up to all generations. In this connection we
cannot overlook the relevance of those passages in Isaiah in which the servant of the Lord
is said to be given for a covenant of the people. The prophet introduces this messianic
personage with the words, ‘Behold, my servant, whom I uphold; mine elect, in whom my
soul delights’ (Is. xlii. 1). And he quickly adds: “I the Lord have called you in
righteousness, and will hold your hand, and will keep you, and give you for a covenant of
the people, for a light of the Gentiles’ (verse 6). Later he reiterates: ‘And I will preserve
you, and give you for a covenant of the people” (Is. xlix. 8).

DEDE 5534 2ENEZREENEE . "RMAFREERR. AIEME,
MOBEE. RVBEMRMIIKY , MR AERTENER, RELMEERNER
# L ABRNEINAS. » LFEEARTRE "W,  T2RRAMEIENE
FHNEFENES, 0 "AE) & 'E6F) NE2 , YPRETRHENEEYE , A
FHERWESE (monergism), T L AETESEN S ERRELFNEER ,
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RERF LFAE
GERVE SOk SE

The co-ordination of Is. lv. 3, 4 is equally significant: ‘Incline your ear, and come
unto me; hear, and your soul shall live; and I will make an everlasting covenant with you,
even the sure mercies of David. Behold, I have given him for a witness to the peoples, a
leader and commander to the peoples’ (R.V.). Nothing less than sovereign dispensation
and unilateral bestowment will comport with the donation of the servant as a covenant of
the people. Any notion of agreement or compact would ruthlessly violate the sovereignty
of the grace involved and the divine monergism of the action entailed. And no doubt this
unusual way of expressing the bestowment of grace is dictated by the consideration that
nothing accentuates the certainty and security of promise and fulfillment more than to
invest the assurance given with the sanction of covenant.

TREEN. BEN. 4RKR , REFNHTEREREFLEMLE

BE 6 (UEDE) GERXPELRNMR « BBMERE 7 RATIA K
M, BBEEAR "L BTRAM. BETRAYNNEREN , RALFBEA
BTRANVREBEN. ERNESHEENMEENRF "MONEEL (B 3:1) , &
HEETER  LHFERBEIHETRES "1, MR ELFEEWETERTK
MBS R | N ERRONED, BREONEE  BANRRERENEN
FERT  MHBECHRE "1, WA s , BANERHENES , MEMNVENTHE
BEYVNER ; RRELEONLE  HwRERNEMREN , LFRGLTFRNE
o

Furthermore, in these Isaianic passages the inference is inevitable that the
everlasting covenant which the Lord makes with the people is correlative with the fact
that He has given the servant as a covenant of the people. The security of the covenant
with the people is grounded in the security of the donation of the servant as a covenant of
the people. And when Malachi calls the messenger ‘the messenger of the covenant’ (Mal.
iii. 1), there is the implication that not only is the Messiah given for a covenant of the
people but that when He is sent forth to discharge His office it is in terms of the covenant
that He does this. He is the angel of the covenant because He comes in pursuance of the
covenant promise and purpose, and He is Himself the covenant because the blessings and
provisions of the covenant are to such an extent bound up with Him that He is Himself
the embodiment of these blessings and of the presence of the Lord with His people which
the covenant insures.

THOERERFREMEMRE , BR (] 553 ) FBINOPH T HER
%, RAREN  EEVEASRRLFEERENBEGREN TR (& 96)
"REMERRHTR (PR ) 10 W TRYERPIILKLY , SRREFFKEA
FHRE, EEESRE , T2RE 'GE. WBR. £ (UEZE) HTihHEE
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LHEBRAORRHM R | SRR L F EENEEENIEE., "TEEERFEMD
BBk, RERBEFTBEPEMNIKEBELE  RURKEETBOMRER , t
TREMR. RILTTEME , MUTTER, BRNEZLTERAR , BNFRELR
B, ERMMMRNEBMERN. o (F 549, 10; 28 5921, ) EREXKRH
THAZEPEZHREFEMFRAIIUNFRZZONESR , IR : RABERY
REY , HENRE ¥ BHEEEFF K TRE,

To whatever extent the response of inclining the ear, of hearing, and of coming (Is.
lv. 3) may be requisite in order that the blessings of covenant grace and relationship may
be ours, it must be apparent that the covenant itself is a sovereign donation of the child
born and the Son given (Is. ix. 6). There is nothing that corresponds to the contractual in
the declaration ‘I will give you for a covenant of the people’ nor in the promise ‘I will
make an everlasting covenant with you, even the sure mercies of David’. Elsewhere in
this prophecy of Isaiah it is the certitude and immutability of God’s grace that is thrust
into prominence in connection with covenant disclosure. ‘This is as the waters of Noah
unto me: for as [ have sworn that the waters of Noah should no more go over the earth; so
have I sworn that I would not be wroth with you, nor rebuke you. For the mountains shall
depart, and the hills be removed; but my loving kindness shall not depart from you,
neither shall the covenant of my peace be removed, said the Lord that has mercy on you’
(Is. liv. 9, 10; cf. lix. 21). This passage shows that the post-diluvian Noahic covenant
provides the pattern or type of what is involved in God’s covenant of peace with His
people, namely, that it is an oath-bound and oath-certified assurance of irrevocable grace
and promise.
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VIL. FIHEN "8, 8=
COVENANT IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

BAEMONER  BRBZRE diatheke Nt T RIEENRINON ; ARERE
SIABEARE (B8 1:72; 4k 3:35; 7:8 ; & 9:4, 11:27 ; & 3:14 ; b0 3:15, 17,
4:24 ; 3B 2:12; K 89, 9:4, 15, 20) . BEHTHREXIRIENNERT , BXEAE
BERIENNN.

When we come to the New Testament a goodly number of the instances of diatheke are
references to Old Testament covenants, sometimes in quotation from the Old Testament
(Lk. 1.72; Acts 3:35; 7:8; Rom. 9:4, 11:27; 2 Cor. 3:14; Gal. 3:15, 17, 4:24; Eph. 2:12;

Heb. 8:9, 9:4, 15, 20). There are others which refer to Old Testament promises, though
not specifically to Old Testament covenants.

% 1:72
72. FERMFIEREEE , CAHNEY  RELERMEARIHENERENE

M HENEN , BRMANMRREER. F—KE (38 1:72) S5 ERE
t, ERUMFIZERERME , LEIIHN EF |, BSHHNED , sEMEE AN EE
MERNRHR , RAREN  SEEEEFNIE - LFNHEART - REAZRANFE
N EER, BMAIEFrAMNGE | E£RMAEE LT ARSI AR RAIR KT
RFE. RALAEYE —BEFEH  LFERRUSIIALHKRE , DREERENRE
R, HHOUFDERER , PR LFREERARDIMRNFRUGIALKE , 2R
BERHVRE  HERALFBFTHOTHEFNEN. El , EERHBRL
BIANOER , EFNPHRANESR -2 , tE2FEN, BN EERE
ERAMELESR (R 1.67) , RETEMBERA,

There are instructive lessons, pertinent to our inquiry, to be derived from these Old
Testament allusions. The first (Lk. i. 72) is illumining in this respect. When Zacharias
says that the Lord, the God of Israel, had remembered His holy covenant, the oath which
He had sworn to Abraham, it is apparent that he construes the redemptive events which
form the subject of his doxology as a fulfillment of the Abrahamic covenant. The
language of his blessing is unmistakably reminiscent of the language used when God had
been preparing His people for the imminent deliverance from the bondage of Egypt. We
cannot escape the inference that the redemptive accomplishment signalized by the
coming of Christ found its historical prototype in the redemption from Egypt. In
Zacharias’ esteem it is the same fidelity to covenant promise and oath that is exemplified
in the accomplishment of redemption through Christ and in the redemption from Egypt
by the hand of Moses and Aaron. This indicates that the undergirding principle of the
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thought of pious Israelites at this time was the unity and continuity of God’s covenant
revelation and action, a principle which came to spontaneous expression in the
thanksgiving of Zacharias and bears the imprimatur of the Holy Spirit. It was by
inspiration that Zacharias spoke, for we are told that he ‘was filled with the Holy Ghost,
and prophesied’ (Lk. 1. 67).

o4
4. HAMIRUBIIA , BRFHED , S8, BN, &4 BB, EF , #R24M0.

3 2:12
12. BRES | RMEEEBEE  EUGHERNN  EFESNENLERBAA Y EEEH RS
B2 BELH,

SHMEGEENR (ER) RIUSINEORAAN "4, (EH, covenants ,

2 94,8 2:112), BHEM , H (EE) NEEMR/ZRBNE N, B
BIANFMEZINHFRERRERN , AIRMMANIERAWERA —HE, EEEN

=, RERINELHWERE . "FEFMWH . ( covenants of promise, & ,
2:12) . BEAREMEBARKEULERIANNRE "B WERBE , ARtaAR
I EFHIIM ; WENRIE ; #ENESE ; RELFNEE ; A LFAETE R
T TR NERE (B94) . BMEEREREOMERAMNY "1, NE.

Another observation worthy of note is the occurrence of the plural ‘covenants’ in
reference to the privilege of Israel (Rom. 9:4; Eph. 2:12). Apparently the New Testament
writers did not think of the peculiar prerogatives of Israel in terms simply of the
Abrahamic covenant even though this covenant is given very distinct prominence in other
passages. And of more significance is the fact that Paul speaks of these covenants as ‘the
covenants of promise’ (Eph. 2:12). He does not hesitate to place the various covenants
which constituted the distinctiveness of Israel in the category of promise just as he does
not hesitate to list the ‘covenants’ together with the adoption and the glory and the giving
of the law and the service of God and the promises (Rom. 9:4). In this we are advised of
the direction in which we are to seek for the New Testament conception of the covenant.

EERIFHURX Y  HEENEFERMNAE 3:1517, REEEERFN R
WAEMH, BEM. NFIUEEM, 158 "RERBFANERR , HARAN
X, BERILET , R EEBEEIMEN, 1 17 8 "EFREERINN,
TRREBENB=tTFURNEEREE K WEFEREZ., - THEMEERRE
diatheke BNEZH , FBARIBEBR M T (dispensation) , TP FEERRFEIEREN
BAR . AFRAMWN , —BXERTARER, ZHNEZNNEE , i TFHkE
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B,oM; ANEFMEFNtETEEE  FT8ER. RMNEEREANER L EEN
", RIEFT , REHMNET ; #RHLFEY., BE. M. RHLOEMRRAERN
TEERERR , T HAKER M
Most significant of all, perhaps, in this classification of New Testament passages is Gal.
iii. 15,17 Paul’s emphasis here is upon the immutability, security, inviolability of
covenant. ‘Though it be but a man’s covenant, yet when it hath been confirmed, no one
makes it void, or adds thereto.” ‘A covenant confirmed beforehand by God, the law,
which came four hundred and thirty years after, does not disannul, so as to make the
promise of no effect.” Whatever view we may entertain regarding the precise import of
diatheke in this passage, whether it is the testamentary or the dispensatory, we cannot
escape the governing thought of the apostle, namely, that a human covenant is
irrevocable once it has been confirmed and that it is that same inviolability which
characterizes the Abrahamic covenant and therefore, also, the promise which the
covenant embraced. Here, without question, covenant appears as a promise and
dispensation of grace, divinely established, confirmed, and fulfilled, inviolable in its
provisions and of permanent validity.

[a] #FMFIEEE4Y The New Covenant and the Old

A (B mHt T, B TENKNL P EENR  INAE
WRF 2R, XAZE T4, M "3RG, TR, HENZBNTE ,
=, BsER-EER. RERMEZBE , BOYH ", ESX

2, EFOEREE. BAEERHONRERTZANE N (B
1:7, B0 3:15ff ) , ERAILARAE —H. FUNKFEBNENPIER
BRUNER; it , IOBHYTTRENNAE (PN EHRER
AF) B, BRI ATUERRAMNTIREMANT AR ARER : 5
=ERALFHEFGEDMOANE , LFIVRABERRE , At , KiR®H
THRER , EFEANERGRERR LA TEER, MOR "1, , Hn
HRNZEREFRAIENET RRAMEN ; MEHLR LHFAELRA,
R, BE. BR. T8 K SEIWERIIEFAOWOMES "HAVK
MAE, SRR FNONSeRENENNR —&RE,

When we come to those passages in the New Testament which deal
specifically with the new covenant in contrast with the old it is highly
significant that the contrast between the new economy and the old is not
expressed in terms of difference between covenant and something else not a
covenant. The contrast is within the ambit of covenant. This would lead us to
expect that the basic idea of covenant which we find in the Old Testament is
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carried over into the New. We are confirmed in this expectation when we take
account of the fact that the new covenant is the fulfillment of the covenant
made with Abraham (Lk. i. 7; Gal. iii. 15ff.). The new economy as covenant
attaches itself to the OIld Testament covenant promise and cannot be
contrasted with Old Testament covenant in respect of that which constitutes
the essence of covenant grace and promise. We can express the fact that the
new covenant is the expansion and fulfillment of the Abrahamic by saying
that it was just because the promise to Abraham had the bonded and oath-
bound character of a covenant that its realization in the fullness of the time
was inviolably certain. The new covenant in respect of its being a covenant
does not differ from the Abrahamic as a sovereign administration of grace,
divine in its inception, establishment, confirmation, and fulfillment. The most
conclusive evidence, however, is derived from a study of the New Testament
respecting the nature of the new covenant. We shall find that the features of
the covenant are the same as those we found in connection with the covenant
in the Old Testament.”

X 26:28
28 AAERRIMWM , AS ATHR , EREM.

ERMANER , O EFVNM , B2 ARHERNEE K mHE
BEXNHD AP MIMAT A FAONER (K 26:28 ; 7 14:24 ; 8%
22:20 ; WA 11:25) , RMMXESR "1, REEEFMRAEEENR
EEMSEN—Y1RH, FH, EE, MEBR, BMTLUEKLLE: : BB
SREEMBENRHER Y, AOEDRE (H 2468;28 K 9:18) , &
B ,OHNBAHRENER  EHRAUAEPRINEENENNEAEE

E’J/L:\/\O

When our Lord said that His blood was the blood of the covenant that was
shed for many for the remission of sins and that the cup of the last supper was
the new covenant in his blood (Mt. 26: 28; Mk. 14: 24; Lk. 22: 20; 1 Cor. 11:
25), we cannot but regard the covenant as a designation of the sum-total of
grace, blessing, truth, and relationship comprised in that redemption which his
blood has secured. Covenant must refer to the bestowment and the
relationship secured by the sacrificial blood which He shed. It is the fullness
of grace purchased by His blood and conveyed by it. By way of comparison
there is an allusion, no doubt, to the blood by which the old covenant, the
Mosaic, had been sealed (Ex. 24: 6 - 8; cf. Heb. 9:18). And since the new is
contrasted with the old it cannot be that the contrast inheres in any retraction
or dilution of the grace which we have found to be the essence of covenant
under the Old Testament.
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M 3:6
6. MLRMERLENINUE  TREEFY , DREEREE. RABFIRUA
%, BERILAE.

Mk 3:8
8. ARBBENHE  STEHLKE ?

M 3:9
9. AREFNHEBRRN K BEENHE , KRABRBEBEKT.

M 3:17
17. EREBE  EWBERE , BEREUGH,

BRT (EMZEE) 1125 BREEFRUBEMI , REEEERBS A —
REZERT "#HKN. - (FMSRE) 3:60 EREXFRIEBIEMIR
REMONAE, "#ii0, DREENET  EERBLEDNZE (6,8
B) BBRTASK (9 ) HEBM (17 8) . RBEBR , HORET
B "8M,  RMRKE  REZEBHRECHER. ERMARFO
(Ef) ZBRNHE  BRFRENHERGENENELE TN
&, BATUER K RERSFNRITRESNED , MOBRLFEA

HER  EREEENSE  IRHABRNSIE,

Apart from the reference to the institution of the Lord’s Supper in 1 Cor. 11:
25, the only passage in Paul where he refers expressly to the new covenant is
2 Cor. 3: 6. Here, however, we have the most illumining reflection upon the
nature of the new covenant. It is the ministration of the Spirit as the Spirit of
life (verses 6, 8). It is the ministration of righteousness (verse 9), and of
liberty (verse 17). Most characteristically of all, it is the ministry of that
transfiguration by which we are transformed into the image of the Lord
himself. When we assess the significance of such blessings in terms of New
Testament teaching and specifically of Pauline teaching we see that Paul
conceives of the new covenant as that which ministers the highest blessing
and constitutes the relationship to God which is the crown and goal of the
redemptive process and the apex of the religious relationship.

K 8:6
6. MSEERFIEMNBESFEEN  FHBEEEIHNNTR  ENEEBEZ 2T
M.
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3 8:10
10. EXHR : "HEAF2E , REUGHRMIMNNIEES : RESBRNELRE
MER , BEMAL L  REEMAN LS  aMEERNFR. 4

¥ 8:11
1. A FASASEECHBHNECHERSE . THREREE, | AAHMERE D
HWEIZE AN , BLTER,

¥ 8:12
2. REELEMMENAS | FERSMMNREL,

ERMIRT (FERE) , BRMEHREAKEFTH, Excili
BUAEXRE  RARR , RACKBEENNNEE , RIEKSHK
Fo HEim (FERE) NEEHER NN REFRAEREE , fRE
BENAR , YT ERMAEREREEHTN, EXZONER. kK
—EHEXRSEEMO (K 86) , RER  BREARI LFHEA , #
FHACBRRBERE , REXZN. TWENZWMEILEMESLL
BINERESE  ENMMENER , INEERENBRILAR
Fo RARMNWEERER . "REFEMGANLT  wMEERN T
Bi (R 810), T2 , BANEZHNMER BRI BHEZLIH
B, LERFRNBER , EFNESTHRANER, MOREEWN
Bx , FEFOLBUTFREHNLIR. FHOREIEEXNVERL
(R 8:6). RMBEE , "M, WEHNKRL , DRAMNR , BB
B, INENEFRERY , MAERNHRRE , #F0NEX. B
M, HOAERBAREE, FNEENHR  TRERABNAERZE . M
HHRA. FHNESR , TREAEEHER K MERSEEZERMN
FREARY  ERMNERFEAREHE. "REFEFEEEMFILO
o, BEMPAOMRLES (R 8:10) . MHNTIRETFRENN. "HE
B rRERE  RTERSMME. o (R 8:12) &KE , WY
RERAFELT., "HARKPIOIRAMEIEE. o (X &11)
BARELENER  NRLFEIEBTEAERER K BYHEMXE
wER  ENEFNRPRRBREE  &xm. 52 , IiNxH=Z
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RERHEE  AIREXRBNNAE, T2, MOKHNKN , &S
—FEHITHRENER. WNBHERLFTNED. BT, SERE
BAVFE , MEEFNP , LFNRTEERERT TSI,

When we turn to the Epistle to the Hebrews and particularly to those passages
in which the contrast is drawn between the inferiority of the Mosaic covenant
and the transcendent excellence of the new and better covenant we find that
the conception of covenant which we have already found is applied to the
highest degree. However accentuated may be the problem connected with the
writer’s evaluation of the Mosaic covenant, which he contrasts with the new,
the resolution of the question will not interfere with our understanding of the
conception he entertains respecting the new and better covenant. It is a
covenant with a more excellent ministry (Heb. viii. 6), that is to say, more
excellent in respect of the access to God secured and the fellowship
maintained. To whatever extent the old covenant was the means of
establishing the peculiar relation of the Lord to Israel as their God and their
relation to Him as His people, the new covenant places this older intimacy of
relation in the shadow. For it is the new covenant par excellence which brings
to realization the promise ‘I will be to them a God, and they shall be to me a
people’ (Heb. viii. 10). In other words, the spiritual relationship which lay at
the center of the covenant of grace disclosed in both the Abrahamic and
Mosaic covenants reaches its ripest fruition in the new covenant. So great is
the enhancement that a comparative contrast can be stated as if it were
absolute. The new covenant is enacted upon better promises (Heb. viii. 6). We
found that bonded and oath-bound promise constitutes the essence of the
covenant conception. In the new covenant the promises are better and they are
placed in the forefront as defining its superiority. Again, the new covenant is
not indifferent to law. It is not contrasted with the old because the old had law
and the new has not. The superiority of the new does not consist in the
abrogation of that law but in its being brought into more intimate relation to us
and more effective fulfillment in us. ‘I will put my laws into their mind, and
upon their hearts will I write them’ (Heb. viii. 10). The new covenant is the
dispenser of the forgiveness of sins: ‘I will be merciful to their
unrighteousness, and their sins will I remember no more’ (Heb. viii. 12).
Finally, the new covenant is one that universalizes the diffusion of knowledge:
‘They shall all know me from the least unto the greatest of them’ (Heb. viii.
11). In all of this we have the covenant as a sovereign administration of grace
and promise, constituting the relation of communion with God, coming to its
richest and fullest expression. In a word, the new covenant is covenant as we
have found it to be all along the line of redemptive revelation and
accomplishment. But it is covenant in all these respects on the highest level of
achievement. If the mark of covenant is divinity in initiation, administration,
confirmation, and fulfillment, here we have divinity at the apex of its
disclosure and activity.
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[b] "%, (BB ) W8S

The concept of ‘testament’

F9:16-17
16. AEES , VEZINEEGHWAET.
17. ABART , ERFTENRD ; EEETHNEE , BEGEERES ?

StodnknTE (FHEERE) 9:16-17 BRMNARERAET . EEBRLER
ERAEA K MEEERKXF  ERFHTEEZER EB, A6 MEEA
'#9. . BEVAEEME (Geerhardus Vos) ERAEBEELWIEIER, Ak
BMATUREE , FEEEMBRXPNET BB B, RME
7, ER Swbnkn —FEHN (EBR) FINNAE , MEBAZERAT
RAEENIEAEN AR T RHRZHNENES. EN—EEBELIERS
ERNREZREEN , A& , EEREZKENSEZER MR
tECHRLET  RMBELESHNENEND. 1SHRERN LETXK
E,COEMANELOHZRF , RBEIENITA , UBBERMARBKREKXREN L
% RPEESKEEENEN. £ 16,17 HREBNREBNEZH , A
TR SEE RN ERFTNFNELG. NENEOERNET , T
AIREEfTERMPE , EM—EMEBEXE  IERMEEENEN &L,
EEFAESLIERRPEEEBHOTEMERNTERR , A THY
MESEYH., SEEEN  BEBRESAREHREYN L. RIEEBXK
RBHNPERET , B "TER. NBESRZENTRE ! EE Swdnkn —
FHINMIEIEE K UTAERBHURELFREZERN "SR WER,
No instance of diaOnkn in the New Testament is more relevant to the thesis
now being developed than Heb. 9:16, 17. There have been interpreters who
have taken the position that even in this passage the word should not be
rendered or construed as testament but as covenant. It seems to me that
Geerhardus Vos has effectively dealed with the fallacy of this interpretation.
We may assume, therefore, that in these two verses the writer does introduce
the testamentary notion of a last will. It is admittedly an exceptional use of the
term as far as the New Testament is concerned, and it is introduced for the
specific purpose of illustrating the transcendent efficacy or effectiveness of
the death of Christ in securing the benefits of covenant grace. Just as the
disponement made in a last will goes into effect with the death of the testator

and is thereupon of full force and validity for the benefit of the legatee, so,
since Christ through the eternal Spirit offered Himself without spot to God,
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the blessing of the new covenant becomes ours. Specifically in terms of the
context, our consciences are purged from dead works to serve the living God
and we receive the promise of an eternal inheritance. The testamentary
provisions referred to in verses 16 and 17 are introduced simply for the
purpose of enforcing the efficacy of Jesus’ death in bringing into effect the
blessings of the new covenant. There is no more possibility or feasibility of
interference with the effective application of the blessings of the covenant
than there is of interfering with a testamentary disponement once the testator
has died. This use of the testamentary provision of Roman law to illustrate the
inviolable security accruing from the sacrificial death of Christ serves to
underline the unilateral character of the new covenant. One thing is apparent
that a testament is a unilateral disposition of possession. How totally foreign
to the notion of compact, contract, or agreement is the disposition or
dispensation which can be illustrated in respect of its effective operation by a
last will! This occasional use of d1aOnkn as testament cannot comport with a
concept of covenant which in any way derives its definition from the idea of
mutual agreement.
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CONCLUSION

REFEVBDABMTAIZINONER , RMARZRA-—EBERANES , B

C FHEOKN  DRMEENBITNMN BHEENT. "N, T2 "TE&EL , &F
STEZ%E%"J%HEEEE’\J@%  REBENTDRMNENOE (disposition) , I E i
17/#14T (dispense) #bI OB, TEERAZKEARANZONE S , EFEERPHER
SR —KW : S —IXHWHEST (covenant administration) ¥ , P T B E K EFFHY
ERERBERTE. EPNERWLERELHNEREE L M2 | ZANEFHN
EEURTHEEEFRRZERATEMA—&K, (EBR) BAZHHFITNEIRR
M) BREMRN RHMEERF, TRBANN  HER LEFRBURERB K ES
ENTREMEE, ELVETENMERRTESMEE. FTREMEE , "M X5EF
B-RANESR  REOBREARR , IWNBURERKR , T2RE—E%E,

From the beginning of God’s disclosures to men in terms of covenant we find a
unity of conception which is to the effect that a divine covenant is a sovereign
administration of grace and of promise. It is not compact or contract agreement that
provides the constitutive or governing idea but that of dispensation in the sense of
disposition. This central and basic concept is applied, however, to a variety of situations
and the precise character of the grace bestowed and of the promise given differs in the
differing covenant administrations. The differentiation does not reside in any deviation
from this basic conception but simply consists in the differing degrees of richness and
fullness of the grace bestowed and of the promise given. Preponderantly in the usage of
Scripture covenant refers to grace and promise specifically redemptive. The successive
covenants are coeval with the successive epochs in the unfolding and accomplishment of
God’s redemptive will. Not only are they coeval, they are correlative with these epochs.
And not only are they correlative, they are themselves constitutive of these epochs so that
redemptive revelation and accomplishment become identical with covenant revelation
and accomplishment.

ERMESEASHERN  KERMTERLPHNE A FERE 'Rz
W) NEBRBBUREELTHEE, 8-KABTRH "Bz, LENES
B EYRARBEIHBREDNELRBRLR ; ReEMALERE  RRNEBRT |
LT KRR, EMETHOEE , MNRTEISKENRR  BAERLFER
MEHERMMERTRSNER , RAMBNEHE | IR TR, DREAR
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RENFEAE (FE ARG, LFOKRE) . #8F , FNBAKEZ
o

When we appreciate this fact we come to perceive that the epochal strides in the
unfolding of redemptive revelation are at the same time epochal advances in the
disclosure of the riches of covenant grace. This progressive enrichment of the covenant
grace bestowed is not, however, a retraction of or deviation from the concept which is
constitutive from the beginning but, as we should expect, an expansion and
intensification of it. Hence, when we come to the climax and apex of covenant
administration in the New Testament epoch, we have sovereign grace and promise
dispensed on the highest level because it is grace bestowed and promise given in regard
to the attainment of the highest end conceivable for men. It is no wonder then that the
new covenant is called the everlasting covenant.

HHRUREBEERRNER , BT HOMERTH (consummation) P&,
MEFAAREMNROERAMAE LI RERE ; HEFNRSIREMENENL
AJR Al (constitutive principle) - LFEHNEH - HREK. BEREENETNE
B, BERMZEE  WFRAENEZHENET  TRAREZREFLET , MmN
LEFNBER: AERHBENESER , ME2ELFEHE , X\ (union and
communion) R , WAMEMER , FWILERRFTIRENEE,

As covenant revelation has progressed throughout the ages it has reached its
consummation in the new covenant and the new covenant is not wholly diverse in
principle and character from the covenants which have preceded it and prepared for it but
it is itself the complete realization and embodiment of that sovereign grace which was the
constitutive principle of all the covenants. And when we remember that covenant is not
only bestowment of grace, not only oath-bound promise, but also relationship with God
in that which is the crown and goal of the whole process of religion, namely, union and

communion with God, we discover again that the new covenant brings this relationship
also to the highest level of achievement. ...

EHFBTANN  HRORRTENHARE, BE . "REFFRMBLS
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At the center of covenant revelation as its constant refrain is the assurance ‘I will be
your God, and you shall be my people’. The new covenant does not differ from the earlier
covenants because it inaugurates this peculiar intimacy. It differs simply because it brings
to the ripest and richest fruition the relationship epitomized in that promise. In this
respect also the new covenant is an everlasting covenant — there is no further expansion
or enrichment. The mediator of the new covenant is none other than God’s own Son, the
effulgence of the Father’s glory and the express image of His substance, the heir of all
things. He is its surety also. And because there can be no higher mediator or surety than
the Lord of glory, since there can be no sacrifice more transcendent in its efficacy and
finality than the sacrifice of Him who through the eternal Spirit offered Himself without
spot unto God, this covenant cannot give place to another.

RARERE  EBHFHEER HEFVFEIEMAN "R, (2,
pleroma ) , MAUREK 213 MEEEFNRN . "W, LFNIRFEAR, #E
BEARME , wMEFEN TR, LFEREEMMBEE  FEMAHLF, .

Grace and truth, promise and fulfillment, have in this covenant received their
pleroma, and it is in terms of the new covenant that it will be said, ‘Behold, the
tabernacle of God is with men, and he will dwell with them, and they shall be his people,
and God himself shall be with them’ (Rev. 21:3.)
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