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Old and New T estaments (The Covenant)

Before the prayer, let me very briefly review Bdbko the point where we are now. Book Il tellsthat
we are not what we were created to be. We are hat we were meant to be. Because of Adam'’s sin,
and because of our own sin, we are radically deshbhd depraved. That is the first six chapters.
Chapters 7, 8, and 9 tell us that God has provedBedeemer for us in Christ and answer the question
“Where do we find Christ?” We find Christ, of coarsn the Bible. Do we find Him in all of the Bilile
Yes, in all of the Bible. That is what Calvin hatdtus so far. Now in this lesson, in chapters i@ &1,
we will answer the question, “Do we find Christailh of the Bible equally and in the same way?”
Calvin’s answer is “Yes and no.” That is what wdl Waiok at today. We find Christ in the Bible, ine

Old Testament and in the New Testament, equallyimtite same way—and yet not equally and in the
same way.

Let us pray using a prayer that comes from Calvin.

“Grant, Almighty God, that since Thou hast deigmedhy mercy to gather us to Thy church and to
close us within the boundaries of Thy Word, by tvfibou preservest us in the true and right worship
of Thy majesty, O grant that we may continue cdaatem this obedience to Thee, and though Satan
may in many ways attempt to draw us here and tlaer@ we be also ourselves by nature inclined to
evil, O grant that being confirmed in faith and t&ai to Thee by that sacred bond, we may yet cathgstan
abide under the restraint of Thy Word and thuswetetm Christ, Thine only begotten Son, who has
joined us forever to Him, and that we may neveaty means turn aside from Thee, but be, on the
contrary, confirmed in the faith of His Gospel liatilength He will receive us all into His kingdom
Amen.”

What does Calvin say about the Old and New Testts@édrhis is really one place among a number of
places in thénstituteswhere Calvin discusses “covenant theology.” Soith&lecture on covenant
theology, as well as it is a discussion of the kinties and differences between the Old and New
Testaments. | need to say a little bit first altbethistory of covenant theology. We will use thata

kind of introduction into Calvin’s discussion ofvanant theology.

There was not really much use of covenant theology the sixteenth century. We can find some uses,
some covenant thought, in Irenaeus and in MiletSaflis. Augustine, in th@ity of God will

occasionally use the language of “covenant,” big #paringly used until sixteenth-century Switaad
with Zwingli and Bullinger. From that beginning,séems to be, on the Protestant side of things-h@n t
ReformedProtestant side of things—just about everywhere.

| remember a seminar that | had at Princeton. DiDBwey was the professor, and the question came
up, “Why was covenant theology somewhat, or alrntatsily, unknown until the sixteenth century, and
then it became so prevalent?” | ventured an answirat, and that is that people were reading thé&B
in the sixteenth century. You find covenant theglogthe Bible, so you find covenant theology
everywhere after people start reading the Bible.Oowey thought that was a very poor answer to that
guestion. He said that people were always reatiadstble. However, | still think my answer was bett
than he thought, at least, because people wenmeading the Bible or hearing the Bible read and
preached consecutively before the sixteenth cenlikeyZwingli in Zurich preaching through the baok
of the Bible. You will not understand covenant tlogy by taking bits and pieces of the Bible.
However, by a consistent reading of the entire &ibthink the covenant theme becomes prevalent in
one’s theological thought.
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So Bullinger and Zwingli were the real beginningadfat we think of today as covenant theology, and
really Bullinger is the pioneer here. You might ember from church history that the occasion for his
delving into this subject in great detail was theaBaptist challenge. When the Anabaptists chalénge
the validity of infant baptism, Bullinger attempterlanswer that, and his answer was a rather ddtail
and solid exposition of covenant theology, showthgunity of the Old Testament and the New
Testament.

Was Calvin a covenant theologian? This questiorsbhagetimes been raised and debated. Generally,
people have said no, because what they mean biygarpeeing a covenant theologian is that the idea o
the covenant is the dominant theme in that pergtweslogy. | do not think we would say that it is
dominant in Calvin. We do not see it everywheretlgh thelnstitutes,and it is not an organizational
concept for Calvin. It is not a concept that Calwged in order to structure his theology. Calvin’s
theology is simply knowledge of God and knowled§ewrselves: the twofold knowledge of God as
Creator and Redeemer and the twofold knowledgeidetves as created and sinful. We could say that
is the organizational concept for Calvin, as faha$as one, but covenant does not play thatmole i
Calvin.

As far as the organizational framework for Cahgrconcerned, most people think today—and | agree
with them—that he does not have any single idem frndiich everything flows. It is not the decrees of
God. Itis not covenant theology. He has many ttsetinat he puts together in a very good way, but he
does not have a single dominant, controlling theBmeneone has suggested the idea of divine
providence, but | do not think we would say thaipdence is his controlling theme, although it is a
very important part of thimstitutes Some people would perhaps argue that electitreisontrolling
theme; | do not think that it is. Some might sajoarwith Christ. That may come closer to Calvin’s
theme, but | do not think we can say that everghiows from that concept, and certainly not frdme t
idea of covenant, even though it is very importar€alvin. Calvin’s theology is more like the Bible
What is the theme of the Bible? You could make @dgargument that the theme of the Bible is Christ,
and perhaps we could explore that in terms of @a\theology, too. His theology is very
Christocentric, but it is also very trinitarian—FRat, Son, and Holy Spirit, related to the topicshaf

first three books. The question of whether ther@is dominant, controlling theme in thmstitutesis an
interesting question and an ongoing debate amohgnCGholars. | think most are inclined to sayrthe
is not, and | would agree with them.

So | would say that “covenant” is basic, and im@ortant, but it is not the overarching themehaf t
Institutes Calvin does not say that we can look at evergthinder the rubric of covenant—covenant of
redemption, covenant of works, covenant of graceatithabsent in Calvin. In fact, he does not really
mention the “covenant of redemption” and does setthe language “covenant of works,” although |
think an argument could be made that Calvin haaenant of works” and that he certainly does talk
quite a bit about the covenant of grace. Initfstitutes here are the places where we will find a
covenant, not scattered throughout, but concewtiata number of places: Book Il, chapters 9 thtoug
11, which we are looking at today, on the Old amivN estaments. We will come back to another
treatment of the covenant in Book Ill, chapter ‘Zln Election,” and as you would expect, we willals
find the idea of covenant in Book IV, chapter 16n"Infant Baptism.” Someone has counted up all the
places in the 155Mstitutesthat use the three Latin words that could be tedadl“covenant’—pactum,
foedus, and testamentyrand has come up with 273 times that Calvin usesethivords. The Bible uses
the covenant language and idea 314 times, so Galpiretty close to the Bible in terms of the numbe
of times that covenant language occurs. Anothareplehere you can find significant treatment of the
covenant in Calvin is in his sermons on Deuteronomy
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Of course, after Calvin, covenant theology playsagor role in Reformed theology, such as we find in
the seventeenth century, especially in the Westan@onfession of Faith. So, was Calvin a covenant
theologian? Well, | think we would say yes, in #anse that he makes significant and important fise o
the covenant, but probably we would want to sayf mee are thinking about covenant being an
overarching organizational theme of thetitutes

Let us go, then, into what Calvin tells us aboet @d and New Testaments. We will begin with chapte
9 of Book Il, which is about Christ under the Lamdan the Gospel. Calvin will use “law” and
“Gospel” in different ways, but here he uses isthiay: “law” refers to Christ in the Old Testament,
while “Gospel” refers to Christ in the New Testamdhyou asked Calvin, “Is there Gospel in the Old
Testament?” he would say, “Of course.” Here, howelve is using this language chronologically—law
first, then Gospel; Old Testament, then New Testdan¥he point that he wants to make is that Clsist
known in both testaments. “Christ, although He waswn to the Jews under the Law”—Christ was
known, Christ is there, He is the theme of the Tddtament, the Savior of the Jews in the Old
Testament—"was at length clearly revealed onhjhnGospel.” Those are the two ideas that you will
see throughout chapters 9, 10, and 11. Christ was/ik under the Law but clearly revealed in the
Gospel. In Book II, chapter 9, section 1, Calvikgaabout Christ known as a shadowed outline. The
outline is there, but in the New Testament, we Havenore light. It is always comparative: lesgrth
more; darker, then lighter; but never absent, ffresent. Christ was present in the Old Testameat as
shadowed outline; He now is present in the Newaleent with far more light.

As | said, Calvin can use the word “Gospel” in tways, as he does. You must look for this as yod rea
these chapters, or it will become a little confgsiBometimes when he uses the word “Gospel” he
means the promise in the Law. In that sense, tlep@&as the promise that begins with Genesis 3ntb a
is repeated throughout the Old Testament. The Gaspas sense refers to the promise in the Old
Testament, the promise in the Law. Book Il, chaptesection 2 says, “Those testimonies of His mercy
and fatherly favor, which God gave to the patriarohold"—in other words, Abraham, Isaac, and the
others received the Gospel, the promises of Goéixynand favor. You can use the word “Gospel” for
the good news in the Old Testament that was tliere the beginning. But Calvin says that the Gospel
in a higher sense is the fulfillment of the promifke promise is there, but it is still only a piseuntil
the proclamation of the grace manifested in Ch@stist comes and fulfills the promise of the Old
Testament. So “Gospel” can be promise or it cafulbiiment of promise—OId Testament, New
Testament—but in both testaments, Christ is premeaiChrist is known. He is known in the promise,
and He is known in the fulfillment of the promise.

In the next two chapters that we will look at n@glvin really struggles—and | think, succeeds; you
will have to decide for yourself whether he doesat; but he tries hard—to preserve both the itenti
of substance of the Old Testament and the New esthand the genuine newness of the New
Testament. He does not want to put the testamertigltgly together that nothing new happens in the
New Testament. He takes, then, two chapters to itise two points, and we will start with chapter
10, “The Similarity Between the Two Testaments.M@ahas four points there.

You will notice this frequently in thmstitutes.Calvin will devote a section or a chapter to sonmeth
like this. He will say “these two testaments armikr.” In fact, he ends up saying they are idaitiand
you think, “Well, there is no difference.” Then thext chapter says that there are huge differences
between the Old Testament and the New TestamentwilMgee him do the same thing when we come
to Book Ill, “On the Christian Life,” when he spend whole chapter saying that what we should be
doing is meditating on the future life. It is nbtg life, but the life to come, that is importaithen we
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come to the end of that chapter, we think ther®isignificance, then, to this life. However, thexn
chapter is about how this life is very importantiave should be about the business that God haa give
us to do in this life. This is a kind of way thaal@n will treat different topics. Here he treate tOld

and New Testaments that way.

Let us go through these four points. First, thd:gbalvin says that the goal of the Old Testamsrthe
same as the goal of the New Testament, and thaipisint people to heaven, to immortality through
Christ. “But,” you would say, “when | read the Oldstament, so much of it is taken up with earthly
promises—the promise of land, the promise of sonathe promise of earthly descendants, and so on.”
Calvin says, “Yes, that is true, but the real gifaDIld Testament believers was not carnal prosparit
happiness, but the hope of immortality.” All thesaathly promises were just promises that God used t
lead the people on in the childhood of the Chnistéith, to lead them on to the greater promise of
heavenly reward—the heavenly city, not the eartltly So, Calvin says, “the Old Testament saints
lifted up their hearts to God’s sanctuary, in whilcby found hidden what does not appear in the
shadows of the present life.” They lived in thedshas of their present lives, but then they liftgd u
their hearts from that present life to God’s sabrgtto God’s sanctuary, to God’s Christ. Much of
chapter 10 is what we could call a salvation histoom Adam to the prophets, proving that the Old
Testament saints sought for everlasting life. Trezséhly promises were not an end in themselvds, bu
only indications of greater promises that God waging to Old Testament saints of a heavenly life.

Behind all of this is the specter of contemporaggme who were denying that. Calvin spent a good bi
of time making this point partly because there wereple who would deny it, mainly the Anabaptists.
A certain group of Anabaptists saw no good in the T®stament, or at least not very much, and you
remember in Book I, chapter 10, section 1, thdvi@asays that these people regard the Israelges a
nothing but a herd of swine. By contrast, Calvipnt is that they are the children of God, with th
same goal—the goal of heaven—that we have. Ttiaeifirst similarity.

The second similarity is they have the same medibtow do we get to heaven? We get to heaven
because of the mediation of Christ, and the Oldaesnt saints got to heaven because of the mediatio
of Christ. “But,” you would say, “is not the Old $tament full of priests and sacrifices and allhefse
things?” Calvin answers, “Yes, but again, not agmah in themselves.” The Old Testament believers
“had and knew Christ as mediator.” (Book II, chagit@, section 2). It is just not that Christ is ®om
future, promised Messiah. He is there, active eir thehalf, as their mediator. It is in this cortthat
Calvin refers to Hebrews 13:8—"Christ remains yetdg and today and forever.” Calvin says that
refers not only to His everlasting divinity (whighthe way, | think we would usually think of th#tat

He is God forever) but to His power. He is perplyuavailable to believers. Yesterday, in the Old
Testament, He was the mediator, and today He imtdkator, and forever He will be the mediator.

In Book I, chapter 10, section 23, | find Calvinise of Matthew 27, the resurrection of the samts
Jerusalem at the death of Christ, to be interesiagyou know that one place in the Bible where we
have the account of the tombs breaking open adehéh of Christ and people coming forth from the
tombs? What is that all about? Why did that happgea?in says, “In this, He has given a sure pledge
that whatever He did or suffered in acquiring eaésalvation pertains to the believers of the Old
Testament as much as to ourselves.” So as the tburbsopen and these people came out, it shows tha
the efficacy of the cross extended to them astéreds to us.

So the Old Testament and New Testament have the gaat and the same Mediator. The third
similarity is that they have the same means. “Sdnyegrace” is an Old Testament message as well as a
New Testament message. “But,” you say, “the Olddraent was full of works. There were all these
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laws and these commands and things that peopleohdml” Yes, but again, not as an end in themselves
These commands, these works, pointed not towavdtsah by works but toward salvation by grace,
Calvin says. “Old Testament believers were savetlby their own merits, but solely by the mercy of
God who called them” (Book II, chapter 10, sect®nlt could hardly be expressed more strongly than
that, could it? “Old Testament believers were sanedl by their own merits, but solely by the meoty
God who called them.”

Finally, the Old Testament and New Testament hgeame signs. These signs of the covenant are the
signs of God’s grace. In Book II, chapter 10, sech, Calvin says, “The Lord manifested His grace
among them by the same symbols.” What do we havehdVe baptism and the Lord’s Supper, and so
did the people in the Old Testament. All believease baptism and the Lord’s Supper. You will
probably say, “Well, where is baptism, and wherthésLord’s Supper in the Old Testament?” Calvin’s
favorite text to answer this question is the ficgtr verses of 1 Corinthians 10, which says, “Our
forefathers were all baptized into Moses in thaidland in the sea. They all ate the same spirfidwal

and drank the same spiritual drink, for they draokn the spiritual rock that accompanied them, and
that rock was Christ.” Calvin used that text fror@drinthians 10 to illustrate that the sacramehtb®

Old Testament were of real efficacy. Let me jusitgua couple of sentences from his commentary on
that passage, which, | think, will make that polé says, “For they’—that is, the Israelites—‘hake
same benefits which we enjoy today. The churchad @as in their midst, as it is in ours today, and
they had the same sacraments to be testimonibasno af the grace of God.” The sacraments were not
exactly administered in the same way, or in theestorm, but they had baptism into Christ, and they
were fed through and by Christ. So the meaningaptibm and the meaning of the Lord’s Supper would
extend to these Old Testament symbols.

In the same commentary passage, Calvin discussesribr of the “schoolmen.” By the way, when
Calvin uses the word “schoolmen,” he means the evafischolastics, whom he generally disagrees
with. When he says “sophist,” he generally meaessttholastics of the Sorbonne, and he disagrels wit
them even more. He says, “The schoolmen teachattrarsents of the old law merely figured grace but
that ours confer it.” Of course he will oppose thegcause it is not true that the sacraments i®tte
Testament point to grace but that grace comes ghrours. We believe the sacraments are a “means of
grace.” According to Calvin, however, the sacrameritthe Old Testament were a means of grace also.
“This passage’—that is, 1 Corinthians 10:1-4—"proWeat the reality of the sacrament was conveyed
to the people of the Old Testament just as mudb as.” Now, just when you begin to think that Galv
sees no difference at all between the Old Testaamahthe New Testament, he always makes the other
point, and he does in the commentary here as wetl thelnstitutes He says in the commentary that he
is quite ready to agree that “the efficacy of tlgms is at once richer, or more abundant, for nsesthe
incarnation of Christ than it was for the fathensler the Law. So the difference between us and tekem
only one of degree, or as the common saying goespbmore or less, because what they had in small
measure, we have fully. But it is not the case they had mere figures while we obtain the redlity.
There he makes the same point. There is gracetintbe Old Testament and the New Testament, but in
terms of fullness and clarity, we understand maok\@e see more than the saints in the Old Testament

Those are the four ways in which the Old TestaraadtNew Testament are alike. We can sum that up
with the word “similarity” or even “identity.” “OldTestament believers were covenanted to Him by the
same law and by the bond of the same doctrine asnsbamong us” (Book II, chapter 10, section d). |
Book II, chapter 10, section 2, he says it this wWape covenant made with all the patriarchs israech
like ours in substance and reality that the twoaateally one and the same.” That is a strong rsizie

of the unity of the covenants. In Book II, chapl€r section 23, he says, “Christ the Lord promises

His followers today no other kingdom than that &ichk they may sit at table with Abraham, Isaac, and
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Jacob.” That is the promise to us, and that putsgh$ down at the table with these Old Testament
patriarchs. Then, from the commentary on Matthel¥5:“Do not think | have come to abolish the
Law and the Prophets"—Calvin says, “God has ingeedhised a new covenant at the coming of
Christ, but had at the same time showed that ildvoat be different from the first, and that, oe th
contrary, its design was to give a perpetual sandb the covenant which He had made from the
beginning with His own people.”

| think that is enough to show Calvin’s purpos@wook I, chapter 10, which is to underscore that th
promise of salvation is the same in both testam@ihtst is a very important chapter in thstitutes
especially for anyone who is inclined a bit towdrspensationalism. That is where you would go ® se
Calvin’s treatment of the unity of the testamehiswever, chapter 11 comes in now to show the
differences between the Old Testament and the Nestaiment, and | think this is an important chapter
for non-dispensationalists, covenant theologiais would be tempted to minimize differences. You
see, we do not want to smooth out the testamerstsain a way that the coming of Christ is kind of a
footnote to history, and Calvin does not want tdht, either. The coming of Christ in history male
great difference. Calvin saw great progress inlegv@. Someone, in writing on this issue, hasiput
this way: “The real state of the question is whethere is progress in unity”—that is the Reformed
view, that there is progress in the history of reggon, but it is progress in unity—"or whether thes
progress by discontinuity”—which would have beenrenike what the Anabaptists were teaching in
the sixteenth century and what some dispensatginakach today. We must remember, though, that
dispensationalism can be quite varied. Some forfiitsaoe much more like covenant theology than it
used to be, so you cannot put all dispensatiosdbsfether. Neither can we put all sixteenth-centur
Anabaptists together. | have a quote in my notas fa writer who says, “Calvin utterly denies the
difference between the Old and New Testaments.l,Welt person only read chapter 10 and did not
make it on to chapter 11. We will move on to chafitenow and look at the differences. There are.fiv

The first is this: the Old Testament has a great tdesay about temporal blessings. If you readdtie
Testament—Job, Proverbs, almost any place in tder@tament—you will find promise after promise
that if you serve God, you will be blessed in fifsswith long life and many other promises of &yt
blessings. Calvin says, “The New Testament speladstapiritual blessings.” If you serve God, you
will know the joy of being in fellowship with Himwhich is a spiritual blessing rather than a temlora
earthly blessing. That is the difference, but Gabllbes not want to make that difference too absolut
He says, “God conferred earthly blessings and litsrai the Jews”—that is, the Old Testament
believers—“as a lower mode of training"—just likeuysometimes confer earthly benefits on your
children as a lower mode of training. You give themme sort of reward if they will do their homework
or help clean up the house. That is like the Olstdment earthly benefits: to encourage, stimuéatid,
guide. However, the real goal in all of that is just to give earthly rewards but to develop tharabter
of that child and help that child grow in respoiigjpand character. So God, at the beginning, wagk
with “children,” you might say, used this lower ngodf training. Calvin says that there are carnal,
earthly elements in the covenant, but it is ncamal, earthly covenant. It is a spiritual covendimose
carnal, earthly promises serve their purpose:dd les by the hand, so to speak. However, theydre n
the goal of the covenant, which is spiritual. “Gietermined to lead them by His own hand to the hope
of heavenly things,” he says right away in BookcHapter 11, section 1. So it is the Lord, notléamal,
who is the real inheritance, even in the Old TestamThe goal was always “the city which has
foundations, whose maker and builder is God.”

The second difference is this: the Old Testamedtiimages and ceremonies while the New Testament
had Christ. When Calvin talks about these imagescanemonies, he calls them “accidental properties
of the covenant” (Book I, chapter 11, section d)ié to Israel’s childhood” (Book I, chapter 11,
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section 5). In other words, the images and thencenges were present for much the same reason as the
temporal, earthly blessings were present. We halixed about this already; the illustration thaséd

was the cloth pictures of Bible stories that myemifas using to teach children down in Grand Cayman.
Images and ceremonies helped the children of flaithe Old Testament. But those ceremonies were not
an end in themselves but were given to point beybadhselves to Christ. Otherwise they would be
meaningless. If those ceremonies were just saesifamd ceremonies as an end in themselves, they
would have no meaning whatsoever. So there wergamand ceremonies in the Old Testament, but
Christ in the New Testament. Again, however, thisat an absolute. Calvin calls the images and
ceremonies “an introduction to the better hope ihatanifested in the Gospel’—so these images and
ceremonies are an introduction to the better hbakti$ manifested in the Gospel, in the fuller sewis

the Gospel, as it comes in the New Testament.

The next difference is that between the literal #redspiritual. There is language in the Bible $e#ms
to point that way. In fact, how can Calvin expl#ie difference this way: “the Old Testament isréite
and the New Testament is spiritual” and still maimtthe continuity of the covenant? The passagss th
he deals with here, as you would expect, are 2n@toains 3 and Jeremiah 31. He simply explaingst th
way: “By way of comparison, to commend the graceualtling of the Gospel.” So it is not strictly a
literal difference. It is a comparative differendde Old Testament is literal and the New Testarisent
spiritual, but the Old Testament is spiritual, tBg.way of comparison, though, we could say that,
compared to the message of the New Testament, whagiritual, the Old Testament is literal.

The same is true of his fourth difference, bondage freedom. We could not really say that the Old
Testament saints are in bondage and we are fre&édre is biblical language that points that way.
Calvin explains it, it simply means that in contrmsus, with the freedom we have in the Gospeknvh
you look back at the Old Testament, you would say those people were in bondage. They kept all
these laws and had to do all these things, buétes a certain freedom even in the bondage dDttie
Testament. There is much greater freedom now, hewev

The following quote kind of sums up these firstrfpoints in chapter 11, the difference betweenQlete
and New Testaments. Calvin says, “When Old Testalmaievers were oppressed by their enslaved
condition"—that is, Old Testament people, tempbitaksings, images and ceremonies, literal, bondage,
it is oppressive—‘when they were oppressed by testaved condition, they fled for refuge to the
Gospel.” That is in Book II, chapter 11, sectiom®ich means that they did not really have to viait

the temporal coming of Christ. They could not whét long, because they would die first. Generation
died before that, but they could flee from the @&ggsion that they felt to the Gospel, which is mdyo
future but present.

From the temporal blessings, Abraham, Isaac, acabJand the others could flee to the spiritual
blessings. From the images and ceremonies, thdg tlea to Christ. From the literal, they coulddleo
the spiritual. From the bondage of the old, theylddlee to the freedom of the new. So it is notehe

the promise of something coming, but it is alsoghmmise of a present reality. Book I, chapter 11,
section 10 says, “The Old Testament saints so liveter the old covenant as not to remain there but
ever to aspire to the new and thus embrace alaat ¢ it.” So they were not stuck in the old aoeet,
even though they lived in the Old Testament. Thayld aspire to the new and embrace a real share in
it.

Then there is one additional difference. This fdifference is of a different type. It is this:time Old
Testament, God was dealing with one nation, thesJel@ deals with them specifically, although we
would say not exclusively, because even in theT@stament there are indications of God’s purpose of
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blessing all the nations. Indications of this pug@go all the way back at least to the covenarit wit
Abraham, back to the Garden of Eden, and accotdiiy. Alonso Ramirez in his sermons, back to the
decrees of God. Missions begin there, but the @&tdment is primarily focused on the Jews and the
New Testament on the calling of the Gentiles—soomby the Jews, but all the nations. Calvin seés th
as a notable mark of the excellence of the Newahesht over the Old Testament. The Old Testament
focused primarily on one nation, so the Jews waeechurch. The New Testament focused on the world
and the calling out of people from every natiotéathe church.

Let us summarize this now. We used the words “sintyl” or “identity” to summarize chapter 10, and
we will use the word “difference” to summarize cteafdll. As Calvin says, “the mode of
administration” is the real difference. The diffiece is the mode of administration, and by that eams
to assert that the differences that he pointsroahapter 11 do not destroy the unity that he has
established in chapter 10. The differences arecibtiuto one, and that is the relative obscurityhef

Old Testament and clarity of the New Testamenjolif want just one thought, that is it. The Old
Testament was relatively obscure, while the Newtdrasnt is relatively clear. His commentary on
Isaiah 2:3 says, “Though the law of the Lord be nlog/same as it ever was, yet it came out of Zion
with a new garment.” The same law now comes odi@i with a new garment. He uses that
illustration in Isaiah 2:3, but it is the lightuktration that is his favorite, and he uses it tamtly
throughout these chapters: darker and lightertivelg obscure and much clearer. Calvin says thry v
clearly in his commentary on Galatians 3:23-24.rhetjust read a couple of sentences to you there to
make this point: “Faith was not yet revealed"—tatkabout the Old Testament—"not that the fathers
lacked light altogether, but that they had lesktlipan we. For whereas the ceremonies sketcheanout
absent Christ, to us He is represented as preBews. what they had in a mirror, we today have in
substance. However much darkness there might ber tinel Law, the fathers were not ignorant of the
road they had to take. The dawn may not be astaghoonday, but it is sufficient for making a
journey, and travelers do not wait until the suright up. Their portion of light was like the dawn
keep them safe from all error and guide them taolaseng blessedness.” So the picture there isdike
road that is going to the right destination. Soreepgbe start at dawn, while there is enough lightete
the road, although they cannot see as much asewidptkee later, those who started at noondayhg&o
Old Testament is from dawn to noonday, and the Negtament is from noonday on.

To sum up, let me say again that Christ was presdht Old Testament, even though Calvin says in
this quotation that “the ceremonies sketched owtlement Christ.” Christ is absent in the sensetheat
ceremonies point to His coming. The ceremonial pamts to the coming of Christ. Christ came and
fulfilled that law and did away with the ceremonlv, as we saw, but Calvin does not mean thats€Chri
was absent in the Old Testament, in the senséithatas not the mediator of Old Testament believers.
He has already said that earlier, in chapter 1@idrcommentary on Galatians 3:19, Calvin saysi&th
was truly presented and imparted to the peoplautiirahe message of the Old Testament. Christ has
always been the mediator of all teaching, becaydditm God has always revealed Himself to men.”

In the New Testament, Christ renewed the covenatheatended it to all nations. This is perhaps the
most significant difference, although, again iteenparative. It is not that the Old Testament had n
message for the nations, but in the New Testanientnessage of God’s grace for the nations is much
more clearly and universally expressed. Then Caaswers this question: “Why did God choose to
work in this way? Why did He start in the Old Tes&nt and work through the ceremonies and the
images and then change things as time moved dhisIsot contradictory?” “No,” Calvin says, “for

one thing, God has done everything wisely andyusfou would expect that answer from Calvin.
Whatever God has done is right, and if God chotsés it this way, then it is right. But Calvin has
further explanation there, and that is that “Gosl aecommodated diverse forms to different agesleas
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knew would be expedient for each.” So the particslteape or form of the message or presentation of
the Gospel is made especially for each age. D@ttt show some inconsistency? Here is where
Calvin has some very nice illustrations. In Boakchapter 11, sections 13 and 14, he says thabwe d
this all the time. The farmer in the early partlod year will dig up the soil and plant the seeatek, the
farmer does something quite different. He will watee plants and care for the plants, and them ete
does something very different again. He will hatwkat which has grown on the land. At different
times in the cycle of the year, the farmer is daguge different things. To somebody who knows
nothing about farming, it could seem perhaps rastrange and inconsistent, but there is a purpmse f
everything that is done leading to the harvest.

Another illustration is the householder, who tredtsdren differently than he or she treats teermgad
young adults, accommodating the training and thehiag to each period in life. A final illustratios

that of the physician, who uses different approadepending on the type of disease and the progfess
the patient.

Now let us discuss Calvin’s thoughts on our usthefOld Testament, reflecting on “Why do we have
the Old Testament? Why do we use it now as Chnis#df the New Testament gives so much more
light and is so much more spiritual compared tortioge literal nature of the Old Testament, is the O
Testament not irrelevant?” Calvin’s answer, of saytis that it is not irrelevant. It is part of God
Word, and it should not be viewed merely in an Barxi function, enabling us to better understara th
New Testament, although it does that. We will mallly understand the New Testament very well
unless we have the Old Testament, but the Old frestais not merely to help us understand the New
Testament. The Old Testament, Calvin would saykans faith in Christ in us, as does the New
Testament. We read the Old Testament not justttoegely for the New Testament, but we read the Old
Testament in order to see Christ, to find Chrssttengthen our faith in Christ. Think of how tih@ok

of Psalms functions in this way and how often Gfaiss turn to the Psalms to find Christ, to findiphe
time of need, to find strength and blessing andiigion of God in our trouble.

We are just about finished, but | will close with ilustration that has helped me a little withsthi
because you still might wonder how the relativecoinisy of the Old Testament assists those whoilive
the full light of the New Testament. If you thinktbe road illustration that Calvin uses, it is #a&me
road, but it is the road at daybreak, and it isrdaal in the full light of noon. The same road, thase
pioneers, those fathers and mothers of the Oldaire=tt, walked the road in the early dawn, in the
shadows. That takes some careful attention toldetsicause if it is not light, you must really arato
see where you are going. They looked so intentigl,accompanying them in their search helps us to
appreciate more fully the full revelation of Christ other words, as we walk along by their sides a
dawn, looking as they look, then that will be ohbBt to us, not only in preparation for the New
Testament, but also in seeing what they saw ifOldeTestament.

A few years ago, | was preaching in a little towatually down in Sparta, in southern lllinois, &or
missions conference. As | was coming back, quteedanight, between Redbud and Waterloo—if any
of you have been down to southern lllinois, you ilow those towns—my car broke down. It was 11
o’clock or so. Something happened to my car. | i@atelephone in my car in those days, and so the
only thing I could think to do was to walk and toyfind some help. | had to walk three miles. | was
right in between those two towns; there were neestor houses there. | walked three miles, andlyina

| came to a bar. A couple of men were sitting th&heey were very happy and interested in helping me
out of my problem, whatever it was, and | was fyable to convince them to let me use the telephon
and call for help. But | walked those three milésvas a moonlit night, so it was not totally dalokit |

saw a lot of things along that stretch of roadwdyave driven that stretch often later, in broaglidgat,
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but I look at all the things | noticed in the seoliscurity. Driving that same stretch of road nawthe
daylight, | see so much that was there that | wiwalde missed just zipping along in the daylight,
because | had walked it in the darkness. Maybeisheat illustration that would help you to see hibwe
Old Testament still serves us. It is relative dads) it is like dawn, not like noonday, but as wadkw
with the patriarchs through their journey, we deeds through their eyes, and that will focus our
attention much more carefully on things that wemigtherwise miss.

We are coming now to Calvin’s treatment of ChiN§e are already into that. We have spent some time
now in looking at the Old and New Testaments, wie@hrist is in both testaments or not. When you
read a biography, the introduction and sometimeditkt one or two chapters often deal with the
background of that person: the person’s ancesidrste he or she came from, and all of that. Then yo
come to the birth of the person. That introductitiat background, helps us to understand the person
We have in the Old Testament the background ofsfhand now we come to the birth of Christ. We
will have a lesson on His person and then a leaariis work. Of course, there is a big differemgth
Christ, when | say all of this in a biography iskground, and then we come to the birth of theqrers
and that background is illustrative and helpfuldsrto understand the person. It certainly is exdhse

of Christ. We want to know who He was, His Jewishitage and all of that. The difference is that
Christ does not begin in His birth, so the Biblgiste different from a biography. He was alwayaréh
His birth is a very, very important, necessary, sindtegic event in the eternal life of the secparson

of the Trinity, but it does not begin the secondspa of the Trinity. He is present in the Old Testat.
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