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REMEMBER, DON’T MIX UP YOUR COVENANTS! (Part II)

ranky Schaeffer, the wayward son of the late Francis and Edith Schaffer is quickly becoming a person of
F questionable sanity. The latest example is his blaming the Norway massacre on Evangelicals. He boasts,

“In my new book ‘Sex, Mom and God’ I predicted just such an action. I predicted that right-wing

Christians will unleash terror here in America, too. [ predict that they will copy Islamic extremists, and may
eventually even make common cause with them. There is a growing movement in America that equates godliness
with hatred of our government in fact hatred of our country as fallen and evil because we allow women choice, gays
to marry, have a social safety net, and allow immigration from other cultures and non-white races.”* What are we to
make of this? Turns out Franky was a bit premature. The Norwegian terrorist proclaimed himself a Darwinian and
not even remotely an Evangelical Christian. The World Ner Daily reported that a review of Anders Behring Breivik’s
1,500-page manifesto shows the media’s quick characterization of the Norwegian terrorist as a “Christian” may be as
incorrect as it was to call Oklahoma City bomber Timothy McVeigh one. Breivik was arrested over the weekend,
charged with a pair of brutal attacks in and near Oslo, Norway, including a bombing in the capital city that killed 7
and a shooting spree at a youth political retreat on the island of Utoya that killed more than 80 victims. Piecing
together Breivik’s various posts on the Internet, many media reports have characterized the terrorist — who says he
was upset over the multiculturalist policies stemming from Norway’s Labour Party — as a “right-wing Christian
fundamentalist.” Yet, while McVeigh rejected God altogether, Breivik writes in his manifesto that he is not
religious, has doubts about God’s existence, does not pray, but does assert the primacy of Europe’s “Christian
culture” as well as his own pagan Nordic culture. Breivik instead hails Charles Darwin, whose evolutionary theories
stand in contrast to the claims of the Bible, and affirms: “As for the Church and science, it is essential that science
takes an undisputed precedence over biblical teachings. Europe has always been the cradle of science, and it must
always continue to be that way. Regarding my personal relationship with God, T guess I’'m not an excessively
religious man. T am first and foremost a man of logic.” Breivik also points out that his association with Christian
cultural values is one of political expedience rather than religious commitment or faith. “My choice has nothing to
do with the fact that T am not proud of my own traditions and heritage,” he explains. “My choice was based purely
pragmatism. All Europeans are in this boat together, so we must choose a more moderate platform that can appeal
to a great number of Europeans — preferably up to 50 percent (realistically up to 35 percent).” Breivik also claims
membership in the Freemasons, which many Christians consider to be a cultic organization. More specifically, he
calls himself a Justiciar Knight and explains what that means insofar as belief in Christianity: “As this is a cultural
war, our definition of being a Christian does not necessarily constitute that you are required to have a personal
relationship with God or Jesus,” he writes. “Being a Christian can mean many things; that you believe in and want
to protect Europe’s Christian cultural heritage. The European cultural heritage, our norms (moral codes and social
structures included), our traditions and our modern political systems are based on Christianity — Protestantism,
Catholicism, Orthodox Christianity and the legacy of the European enlightenment (reason is the primary source and
legitimacy for authority). Tt is not required that you have a personal relationship with God or Jesus in order to fight
for our Christian cultural heritage and the European way.”?> Note how the word Christian is being used here by both
the Norwegian terrorist and Franky Schaeffer. Denny Burke correctly notes: The error has to do with how we use
the word “Christian.” The way we use the word is often quite different from the way the Bible uses it. T think it is
important that though the term has a range of possible meanings in popular speech, it has a very narrow meaning in
the Bible. The term actually only appears three times in all of the Bible — twice in Acts and once in 1 Peter. Acts
11:26 “The disciples were first called Christians in Antioch.” Acts 26:28 “Agrippa replied to Paul, ‘In a short time you will
persuade me to become a Christian.”” [ Peter 4:16 “If anyone suffers as a Christian, he is not to be ashamed, but is to glorify God
in His name.” These texts show that a Christian is someone who has been redeemed by Christ and who follows
Christ. Tn Acts 11:26, a Christian is synonymous with “disciple.” Acts 26:28 implies that a Christian is someone
who has been persuaded to believe in the gospel. And 1 Peter 4:16 indicates that a Christian is someone who is
willing to suffer persecution for the sake of following Christ. Tn short, a Christian is someone who is a disciple, a
believer, and a sufferer. This narrow definition of Christian differs from the way the term is often used now in



common parlance. The biblical definition excludes those who are identified as Christians merely because of cultural
heritage, family tradition, or national identity. The term Christian, biblically speaking, only applies to followers of
Christ. For this reason, we have to remember that being called a Christian is quite different from actually being a
Christian. In fact, Jesus and the apostles warned against just this kind of hypocrisy: Matthew 7:21 “Not everyone who
says to Me, ‘Lord, Lord’ will enter the kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of My Father who is in heaven will enter.” 1
John 2:4 The one who says, “I have come to know Him,” and does not keep His commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in
him; These texts reveal that it is not what is said of a person that really counts. It’s what a person does that reveals
what a person really is. Only those who “do the will of My Father” and who “keep His commandments” are true
Christians. Anything else is just hypocrisy and lies. Jesus commands his disciples not to kill and nor even to hate
their enemies. Rather, he commands them to love their enemies (Matthew 5:44). In fact, love is the first fruit of the
Spirit (Galatians 5:22), and it is the telltale sign of the authentic Christian (John 13:35; 1 John 4:7-8). Where love is
absent, so is Christianity. | have yet to see evidence to support the idea that the perpetrator of the atrocity in Norway
is a Christian by any biblical definition. Biblically speaking, there is no such thing as a “Christian terrorist.”
Christians might die for their faith, but they do not murder for it.> Sadly, many professing Christians operate with
the mentality that simply going to church automatically makes a person a Christian. Here, as in so many other
places, a failure to understand the nature of our relationship to God through Christ, is the cause of the problem.
Charles Spurgeon was one of the greatest preachers of all time, and one of the reasons is that he was a very keen
theologian. He clearly understood the importance of not mixing up the covenants. He declared, “There cannot be a
greater difference in the world between two things than there is between law and grace. And yet, strange to say,
while the things are diametrically opposed and essentially different from each other, the human mind is so depraved,
and the intellect, even when blessed by the Spirit, has become so turned aside from right judgment, that one of the
most difficult things in the world is to discriminate properly between law and grace. He who knows the difference,
and always recollects it—the essential difference between law and grace—has grasped the marrow of divinity. He is
not far from understanding the gospel theme in all its ramifications, its outlets, and its branches, who can properly
tell the difference between law and grace. There is always in a science some part which is very simple and easy when
we have learned it, but which, in the commencement, stands like a high threshold before the porch. Now, the first
difficulty in striving to learn the gospel is this, between law and grace there is a difference plain enough to every
Christian, and especially to every enlightened and instructed one; but still, when most enlightened and instructed,
there is always a tendency in us to confound the two things. They are as opposite as light and darkness, and can no
more agree than fire and water; yet man will be perpetually striving to make a compound of them—often ignorantly,
and sometimes willfully. They seek to blend the two, when God has positively put them asunder.”* We have been
examining Heb. 12:18-29 and Gal. 4:21-31, two parallel passages that address the subject Spurgeon expressed grave
concern over—mixing Law and Gospel. This is the central theme in Paul’s epistle to the Galatians and also key to
understanding the epistle to the Hebrews. We turn our attention to another passage in the glorious book to deal with
this theme...

(1) The writer to the Hebrews conceives of spirituality, as access to God (cf. 7:19; 10:19-22). We have been saying
that this is possible by: (a) Priesthood, or divine mediation; (b) Sacrifice, or divine redemption; (c) Covenant, or
divine promises cf. 8:8-12 “no more.”

(2) Therefore, Hebrews hangs upon three great Scriptural declarations: (a) Ps. 119:4, which speaks of a new
priesthood; (b) Ps. 40:7-9, which speaks of a new sacrifice; (c) Jer. 31:31-37, which speaks of a new covenant.

(3) The new priesthood has been discussed (7:1-28), so our writer now turns to the new covenant. The word was
mentioned in 7:;22, but is now picked up for further treatment (cf. 8:6, 7:13). Altogether, the word translated
COVENANT (Gk. DIATHEKE) is found 17 times in Hebrews.

THE SUPERIOR SANCTUARY (vv. 1-2)
NOTE: The author hesitates here for a moment to urge his readers to keep their eyes on the main point.

A. The Sum (v.1)
The aim of the letter is to point readers to a seated High Priest within the veil. “The first step then is a review,”
observes H. C. G. Moule, “a summing up, a ‘look again’ upon the true King of Righteousness and peace (vv.
1,2). SUCH A HIGH PRIEST WE HAVE. Itis a wonderful affirmation not only of His existence, but of His
relation to ‘us.” His people, WE HAVE Him. He has taken His seat indeed AT THE RIGHT HAND OF
THE THRONE OF THE MAJESTY IN THE HEAVEN. But this great exaltation has not removed Him for
a moment out of our possession; we have Him.”

B. The Sanctuary (v. 2)
The presence of God, where the Priest serves, and where He wishes to bring us now. “The SANCTUARY

and the TRUE TENT should be, understood,” remarks Hughes, “as referring to the same thing and the KAI
(Gk) accordingly is epexegetic and should be translated as EVEN, thus: A MINISTER OF THE
SANCTUARY, EVEN (or which is) THE TRUE TENT (cf. NEB).”® (This is called in Gk. Grammar the
Granville Sharp’s rule.)



THE
Note:

SUPERIOR SERVICE (VV. 3-6)
As a priest, He OFFERS SOMETHING (v. 3), but, since He is excluded from the Aaronic priesthood, He

does not offer on earth, but in heaven (vv. 4-6).

A.

THE
Note:

A.

The Pattern which was shown you on the mountain (v. 5, cf. Acts 7:44; Ex. 25:40)

The tabernacle was to be patterned affer the heavenly model. “The material tabernacle,” says Vincent, “was
an emblem of a spiritual, heavenly sanctuary. The Levitical priests, therefore, serve only as a copy and
shadow.”

But now (cf. v. 4 since Christ is not a priest after the I evitical order) He hath obtained a more excellent
ministry (v. 6, cf. 9:15)

It consists in a better covenant, containing better promises, mediated by a Son who dies (cf. 9:15; 12:24).
Christ is our MEDIATOR (Gk. MESITES, comes from MESOS, which in this case, means, in the middle. A
MESITES is therefore one who stands in the middle berween two people and brings them together. Further, in legal
Greek, a MESITES was a sponsor, a guarantor or a surety. He went bail for a friend who was on trial; he
guaranteed a debt or an overdraft. The MESITES was the man who was willing to pay his friend’s debt to
make things right again.®

SUPERIOR STIPULATIONS (VV. 7-13)
How and why is the New Covenant ministry better? The writer now explains.

The Inferiority of the Old Covenant (v. 7-8, cf. 7:11)
It could never provide for the faultiness of its possessors (cf. Rom. 8:3). It could only discover and state it.

Why do marriage covenants so often fail? It’s not the covenant that is at fault, but those who enter the
covenant. This is brought out in v. 9; it is with THEM, the possessors of the old covenant. “But,” says
Griffith Thomas, “it is particularly striking that it was God and not man who realized the inadequacy of the
covenant and, in opposition to the tenacity of Israel in holding to the Mosaic covenant, it is here shown that
God Himself set it aside as inadequate.” (In all due respect to Griffith Thomas, the word “realized” is not
theologically proper to ascribe to God, although I am sure he knew all too well.)

The Superiority of the New Covenant (vv. 8-12)

The negative characteristics are set forth first (the first did not provide forgiveness and enablement), then the
positive (chiefly, the forgiveness of sins). Barclay observes, “This covenant will not only be new; i will be
different in quality and in kind. In Greek there are two words for new. NEOS describes a thing as being new in
point of time. It might be a precise copy of its predecessors, but since if it has been made after the others, it is
NEOS. KAINOS means not only new in point of time, but new in point of quality. A thing which is simply
a reproduction of what went before may be NEOS but it is not KAINOS. This covenant which Jesus
introduces is KAINOS, not merely NEQOS; it is different in quality from the old covenant. The writer to the
Hebrews uses two words to describe the old covenant. He says that it is GERASKON, which means not only
ageing, but ageing into decay. He says that it is near to APHANISMOS. This is the word that is used for
wiping out a city, obliterating an inscription or abolishing a law. So the covenant which Jesus brings is new in
quality and completely cancels the old.”*

1.  The basis, or cause: forgiveness of sins (v. 12)
“One design of the Epistle to the Hebrews,” wrote George Smeaton, “was, to point out the inseparable
connection between the atonement and the remission of sins, or the sprinkling of conscience (cf. Heb.
9:14; 10:2; 22). The epistle does not deny forgiveness to O.T. saints who lived before the incarnation.
It certainly denies that efficacy to animal sacrifices, and connects the actual redemption which the O.T.
saints received with the death of Christ; for the apostle speaks of the effecr of the atonement in canceling
sins under the Old Covenant (Heb. 9:15).”"!

2. The result: universal knowledge of God (v. 11)

Unlike the Old Covenant, the New Covenant stresses that “knowledge of God can now come direct,
without the need for intermediaries. Fellowship with God will be such that everyone will know him
among his people. This rules out at once the idea of a privileged class of special initiates who alone
could teach others, as existed for instance in the mystery religions and was certainly fostered to some
extent in the scribal system of Judaism. Moreover in the new covenant community there would be no
class distinctions due to age or rank, for the knowledge of God would be available over the whole range,
from the least of them to the greatest. The true Christian community is intended to be a group in which all
are on an equal footing through a common and personal experience of the Lord, for all shall know me. "



CONCLUSION: A. W. Pink wrote a number of significant books during his lifetime. In one of them he noted, “In
contradiction to the Gospel of Christ, the Gospel of Satan teaches salvation by works. It includes justification before God
on the grounds of human merits. Its sacramental phrase is ‘Be good and do good;’ but it fails to recognize that in the flesh
there dwelleth no good thing. It announces salvation by character, which reverses the order of God’s word-character by, as
the fruit of, salvation. Its various ramifications and organizations are manifold. Temperance Reform movements,
‘Christian Socialists Leagues,” ethical culture societies, ‘Peace Congresses,” are all employed, perhaps unconsciously, in
proclaiming this Gospel of Satan-salvation by works, the pledge card is substituted for Christ; social purity for individual
regeneration, and politics and philosophy, for doctrine and prophecy. The cultivation of the old man is considered more
practical than the creation of the new man in Christ Jesus; whilst universal peace is looked for apart from the interposition
and return of the Prince of Peace. The aposties of Satan are not saloon keepers and white-slave traffickers, but are, for the
most part, ordained ministers. Thousands of those who occupy our modern pulpits are no longer engaged in presenting the
fundamentals of the Christian faith, but have turned aside from the truth and given heed to fables. Instead of magnifying the
enormity of sin and setting forth its eternal consequences, they minimize it by declaring that sin is mere ignorance or the
absence of good. Instead of warning their hearers to ‘flee from the wrath to come,’ they make God a liar by declaring that
He is too loving and merciful to send any of His own creatures to eternal torment. Instead of declaring that ‘without the
shedding of blood there is no remission’ they merely hold up Christ as the great Exemplar and exhort their hearers to follow
in His steps.”"

Things have actually gotten worse since Pink penned those words. Today, as we have noted periodically in the sermon
notes, we have self-professing evangelicals banging the drum that a// roads evidently lead to God. Some have argued for what
is called inclusivism, that is the view that God saves people, regardless of their religious views, because of the universal and
cosmic work of Christ. Others argue for a postmortem opportunity for salvation. Still others openly embrace a full-blown
universalism, 1.€., salvation for all humanity and even Satan and the demons. There is an element of truth in the statement
that all roads lead to God. They do. Other religions, i.e., Buddhism, Hinduism, Judaism, Islam, Mormonism will bring
you to God—but only as Judge and NOT as Father. This is exactly what our Lord declared in John 14:6: “I am the way,
and the truth, and the life. No one comes to the Father except through me.” Other Religions only bring us to God as
Judge. They would bring their advocates, regardless of how sincere they might be, clothed in the unspeakably filthy rags of
our human works (Isaiah 64:6), without excuse, hopeless, guilty and doomed (Ecclesiastes 12:14; Matthew 12:36; Acts
17:31; Romans 1:20, 32; 2:16; Revelation 20:11-15), falling continually and infinitely short of the glory of God (Romans
3:23). The only way to God as Father is through the Lord Jesus Christ. Born again by the sovereign grace of God (John
1:12-13), adopted as sons of God through Christ (Ephesians 1:7), blessed with the spirit of adoption whereby we can cry out
“Abba! Father” (Romans 8:15), which is the Spirit of God’s own Son sent into our hearts (Galatians 4:6). All other religions
lead to God - for damning judgment.”* Only through Jesus Christ can we approach God as Father.
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