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RalphAllan Smith

Mark Karlbergarguesthatthe WestminstetStandard$avea flaw in the doctrineof the
covenant. He is not arguingthat the WestminsterStandardsare wrong, but that thereis an
elementof ambiguity becauseof inconsistencyin the doctrineof the covenant,inconsistency
introducedthroughthe scholastictendenciesof seventeentttentury Reformedtheologians.
Karlberg,following MeredithKline, seeksgreaterclarity in a more consistentdoctrineof the
Covenanbf Works. However,his discussiorof thetensionswithin Reformedtheologypointthe
way to anotherandbettersolution,the oneimplied in Van TilOsdoctrineof the covenanamong
the Persons of the Trinity.

Karlberg on Westminster

It seemobviousto methatKarlbergis correctaboutthe inconsistencyf the Westminster
doctrineof the covenant. On the onehand,the WestminsteiStandardshowus that menstand
before God alwaysandonly in a covenantakelationship. All menare eitherin Adam or in
Christ. Thereis no neutral,non-covenantagjroundon which to stand. On the otherhand,the
WestminstelStandardspeakasif thereis a naturalrelationshipbetweenAdam and God, one
thatis prior to and,therefore morefundamentathanthe covenantelationshipin the Garden.In
this respect,the WestminsterConfessionand Catechismsspeakas if the covenantis not
fundamentato manOsatureand not inescapablén his relationshipwith God. The covenant
relationshipbetweenGod and Adam is regardedas a benefitaddedto AdamOsituationin the
world, not something basic to the way he exists as GodOs'image.

Whatis thereasorfor this inconsistencyarlbergargueghatthe WestminsteiStandards
reflectatensionin Reformedtheologythatwasinheritedfrom scholasticism.Karlbergexplains
the scholastic position in the following:

It hadbecomepopularamongmedievalscholasticgo distinguishbetweertwo stages
of creationcorrespondindgo a supposediytwofold stateof Adam prior to the Fall.
Whetheror not oneassumed temporalseparatiorbetweerthesetwo stagesr states
of creation,whatwasimportantin the mindsof the scholasticsvasacknowledgment
of AdamOsreationin a OpureGtateof nature(in puris naturalibus), to which was
addedthe supernaturagift of grace(the donum superadditum). By meansof GodOs
(nonredemptivepraceAdam andall humanitycould cometo spiritual communion

! Although |l think this reflectsthe mostnaturalinterpretationof the WestminsterStandardsit would hardly
be violating themto insistthatthe covenanis givenwith the creationof manin GodOsmageandto denythatthere
is any pre-covenantal natural relationship.
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with God as their highestblessedness.The higher enjoyment(fruitio) of God
constituted the state of grace, in distinction from the state of Opure& nature.

Accordingto Karlberg,theimplicitly covenantatheologyof Calvin andthe earlycovenant
theologyof the sixteenthcenturywas basicallyfree from this sort of nature/gracelichotomy.
But as Reformedtheology developedin the seventeenthcentury, theologiansbeganto
distinguish betweenAdamOwriginal statein nature and AdamOsosition before God in
covenant.

Through long years of controversyand debateProtestantdogmaticiansmade
increasinglyheavyuseof scholastiadistinctionsandterminology. To preservehe
graciousnessf the first covenantwith Adam mostReformedfederalistsemployed
the speculativeand dualisticdistinctionbetweenmnatureandgrace. As aresult,the
covenantorder was set over againstthe natural order of creation. This new
developmentor ratherrevisionto anolderview, appearedn thewritings of Francis
Junius,a highly respecteddutch scholarand professor.. . . Although Adam was
obligedto rendercompleteandperfectobedienceo the law of God by virtue of his
debtasa creature(ex puris naturalibus), the covenantatewardof life eternalwas
strictly one of grace and mercyx(pacto).

For the first time in the history of covenanttheologythereappeared significant
revisionof Calvinistic doctrineregardingcreationand GodOsovenantwith Adam.
No longerwasthe covenantonceptorganicallyrelatedto the orderof creation. The
result was a logical, if not temporal, abstractionof a natural order from a
supernaturalcovenantalorder in creation. On this interpretationthe covenantal
order was perceivedto be superimposedupon the natural. Junius®view of
supernaturagraceofferedin the way of covenantwas virtually equivalentto the
scholastic notion of théonum superadditum.’

As Karlberg explains, Reformedtheologianslike JohannesCloppenburgand David
DicksoninterpretedAdamOsriginal conditionalongthelinesof a scholastidistinctionbetween
nature and grace. Dickson, for example,

conceivedof the covenantarrangemenas an additionto the constitutivestateof
naturewith its distinctive governingprinciple, the so-calledlaw of nature (lex
naturae). Thecovenantabrderenteredalongsideputdid not supplanthaturallaw.
The law of The law of naturerequiredof the creaturefull and perfectobedience.
Prior to life in covenantwith God, Adam was but an unprofitableservantof the
Creator. The obediencehe renderedto God was merely his due as a servant-
creature. By way of the covenantAdam wasto be madea Oconfederatiiend of
God.O The requirementsaid down in connectionwith the probationarytest,

2 Covenant Theology in Reformed Perspective: Collected Essays and Book Reviews in Historical, Biblical,
and Systematic Theology (Two Ages Press: http://www.twoagepress.org/Karlberg.pdf), pp. 95-96.
? Ibid., pp. 98-99.
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observedDickson,were meagerin comparisorwith the rewardof eternallife; the
reward far outweighed what Adam dutifully owed his creétor.

This kind of scholastidistinctionbetweena stateof nature(pre-covenanlaw) anda state
of Ograce@ovenantpromiseand rewardthat far outweighsanything Adam could merit) was
introducedinto the WestminsterConfessionand catechisms. Describingthe doctrine of the
Westminster Confession (7:1), Karlberg writes,

The naturalrelationshipbetweenGod andthe creaturewe aretold, is one of law:
Oreasonablereaturesio owe obediencainto him astheir Creator.OBut the highest
enjoymentof GodN OfruitionGs the scholastiderm denotingthe beatific vision of
God (glorification) N dependsuponthe covenantestablishedDbysomevoluntary
condescension on GodOs part.0

The ShorterCatechismincludesthe samesort of nature/gracalichotomyandtherefore
introduces the same sort of confusion to the doctrine of the covenant.

The Shorter Catechism describeshe covenantas a Ospeciahct of providence,O
suggestiveof the view that positsa distinction betweenthe naturalorderandthe
covenanborder. Onthe onehand,the covenantwith Adamis definedasa Covenant
of Works. On the other hand, the nature/gracadichotomy as employedby the
Westminsterdivines in their doctrine of the covenantintroducesa speculative
element within the confessional formulatidn.

KarlbergOsoncerngn expoundingthis problemare differentfrom minein quotinghim.
Karlbergis particularly,andrightly, concernedbouteschatology.In hisview, a moreconsistent
doctrineof the Covenantof Works, alongthe lines suggestedy MeredithKline, preventsthe
inconsistenciesf the Westminsterdoctrine. Apart from KarlbergOsoncernwith eschatology,
however,thereis, | believe, a deeperproblem, though not by any meansunrelatedto
eschatology. The deepestand mostimportantissueis the relationshipof the doctrineof the
covenant to our doctrine of God.

Van Til on the Covenant in God

KarlbergpresentsAbrahamKuyper and CorneliusVan Til astheologiansvhosedoctrine
of the covenantwas more consistentthan WestminsterOsKuyper, as quotedby Karlberg,
affirms that AdamOs original state was covenantal.

* Ibid., p. 99.
® |bid., p. 100.

® Ibid., p. 100. Nineteenthcenturytheologiansike Dabneyand Thornwell are guilty of the samesort of
scholastic confusion. See, p. 101.
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Adam s called as a confederaten life and create~din covenant. The covenants
given with creation, which is evident with AdamOs creation in the image df God.

For Kuyper, Ocovenariife issuesrom thetriune God.® KuyperOsiew of creationmeans
thatthe covenantappliesfrom the momentof creationbothto the world itself and Adam asits
covenantiord. Thereis neveramomentin time or a placein the universethatis anythingother
than covenantal. The covenantis not, therefore,grantedto Adam as a Ospeciakct of
providence.Qlt is imprintedinto the very beingof Adam, definingwhatit meansthat Adamis
the image of God.

Van Til follows KuyperOsloctrineof the covenantput expressest in his own distinctive
language.

Covenanttheology sprangup naturally as the most consistentexpressionof

Calvinism,in which the idea of the self-sufficient,ontological Trinity is the final

referencepoint in all predication. It is this ideathatlies at the centerof covenant
theology. The threepersonsof the Trinity haveexhaustivelypersonalkelationship
with oneanother. And theideaof exhaustivepersonarelationshipis theideaof the
covenant.

As Van Til explains,the fundamentalidea of the covenantis the idea of Oexhaustive
personalrelationship.OVan Til usesthis expressiorto describethe mutualindwelling of the
Personf the Trinity.® Father,Son,andSpirit Omutuallyexhaust@neanotherin the sensethat
they indwell one anotherso perfectly that thereis no point at which any one of the threeis
without or apartfrom the othertwo. Their interpersonatelationshipis utterly perfect. The
distinction betweenthe Personsdoesnot interferewith the absoluteonenesf their mutual
indwelling, andtheir mutualindwelling doesnot erasethe personalistinction. Covenantthen,
in God is a wholly and perfectly Opersonal relationship.O

Van TilOsdescriptionof the covenanin God hereis thoroughlyconsistentvith the picture
of the covenanin the book of Deuteronomyin which GodOsovenantelationshipwith Israelis
expresseds a love relationship. In Deuteronomy,God setsHis love on Israel (Deu. 4:37,
7:7,8,9,13; 10:15,etc.), his child (Deu. 1:31; 8:5; 14:1), andrequiresof Israelthatthe people
love Him in response (Deu. 5:10; 6:5; 10:12; 11:1; etc.). That is the sum of the whole covenant.

Thoughit is not expressedavith the sameclarity in Deuteronomyasit is in the prophets,
the ideaof GodOselationshipwith His peopleasa marriageis implicit in referencego GodOs
jealousy. Godchoselsraelin love, sustainecandprotectecherin love andled herin His perfect
love. What he requiredof her was a loving response. The covenantbetweenGod and His
peoplewas one in which God gave Himself to His peopleand called upon them to give
themselvesintoHim in love. Thus,thevery essencef the covenantelationshipis love. When,
therefore,Van Til speaksof the Personsof the Trinity as having an exhaustivelypersonal
relationshipwith oneanother heis offering a Biblical perspectiveon covenantjllumining what
it means to say, OGod is love.O

" Abraham Kuyper as quoted (and translated also, it seems) by Karlberg, Ibid., p. 102.
8 .
Ibid.
° As quoted in Karlberg, ibid., p. 104.
9 See: RalphAllan Smith, Paradox and Truth: Rethinking Van Til on the Trinity (Moscow,ID: Canon
Press, 2002), p.64.
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When Van Til speaksof the ontological Trinity as Othefinal referencepoint in all
predication,(he is referring to the fact that the whole world is utterly and totally personal
becauseeverything andeveryfactis part of the plan of the wholly personalGod. The world
revealsHim andcanonly be understoodn relationshipto Him. What needsto be emphasized
hereis that to speakof the world as personaland in relationshipto God is to refer to the
covenant. The covenantn Godis the very essenc@®f personarelationship. The threePersons
of the Trinity plannedtheworld andrule theworld in termsof their mutuallove for oneanother,
which meansthat all truth concerningthe world reflects somethingof the Triune God who
plannedandrulesit. It is a wholly personalworld becausdat was createdinto a covenant
relationshipwith a wholly personalGod. For Van Til, the world is createdto reflectthe very
beingof Godasa Triune God of love, andcovenanis fundamentato the creationbecausaet is
essential to the being of God.

Karlberg and Van Til

KarlbergseesVan Til andKline asholding to the sameview of creationand covenant.
For bothof themtheworld is createdn covenanwith God. Covenanis notsomethingaddecdto
aworld alreadyin a Onatural@lationshipto God. They agreethatthereis nothingprior to or
outsideof the covenant. In this respect] believeKarlbergis correct. But, dependingon oneOs
understandingf Reformedfaith, Van TilOsdoctrineof the covenantintroducesa new tension
into the Reformed doctrine of creation.

Karlberg,following Kline, seesAdamOselationshipto God asa Covenaniof Works and
interpretsthat covenantin termsof merit, not grace. Kuyper, Bavinck,andVan Til, following
the Reformedtradition in general,use the languageof the Covenantof Works but seethe
relationshipbetweenGod andmanin the gardenasgracious. In otherwords, GodOgenerosity
andkindnessabound. He is goodto Adam beforeAdamhasdoneanythingto deserveblessing,
and He offers blessingsto Adam that transcendhe value of any work Adam could perform.
Graciousin this senseobviously has nothing to do with Oredemptivegrace,Cbut it is not
necessarily an unbiblical use of the word (cf. Luke 2:52).

Whatis the tensionintroducedhere? Accordingto KarlbergandKline, the creationorder
is a Covenanbof Works, understoodn the strict senseof thewords. Theoriginal orderis oneof
law, which is definedby the termsof the covenant. Karlbergand Kline favor a covenantal
understandin@f the original creationin which law is basicanddefinitive. Redemptivegraceis
built uponthis foundationof law in the sensethat only when Christfulfills the demandof the
law cangracebe give to His people. Van TilOsview, however saysthatthe original covenanin
the creationorderis a covenanthatreflectsthe wholly personarelationshipof Father,Son,and
Spirit, a relationship in which they mutually indwell one another.

Thetensionintroduceds this: Is the mutualindwelling of thethreePerson®f the Trinity
a Olawcovenant,@ Covenantof Works? What would it meanto say that the relationship
betweenFather,Son,and Spirit is an eternalCovenantof Works? Who is underprobationto
whom? Whatarethe conditions? The modelsuggestedby KarlbergandKline for Adamin the
Gardenis very hardto fit with therelationshipof the Trinitarian Persons.If Van Til is right that
the Personof the Trinity relateto oneanotherin covenantasmutually indwelling oneanother
andmutuallyrepresentingneanotherthenthe covenangivento Adamin the Gardenwould be
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betterunderstoodand expressedn languagethat canbe appliedalsoto the eternalTrinitarian
covenant.

| havesuggestedhat OCovenanif LoveQis an appropriateexpressiorfor the Trinitarian
covenant® It certainlyfits Van TilOsemphasison the mutual indwelling of the Trinitarian
Personsfor indwelling is first and mostobviously a total self-giving of eachof the Persongo
the others. Father,Son,and Spirit shareall they arewith oneanotherwithout reserve. Thisis
love. Add to this thatthe Biblical conceptof love is a covenantaldea. To saythatGodis love
andgive thatexpressiora Trinitarian applicationis to saythatthe Person®f the Trinity devote
themselves to one another in the bonds of a covenant.

Thedifferencesbetweerthe Kline-Karlbergapproachandthe approactsuggestedy Van
TilOsdefinition of the covenantare significant. For comparisonjt may helpto placethemside
by side. Of coursea chartlike this oversimplifiesissuesput it alsomakesthetendencie®f the
two different positions clear.

Covenant of Works Covenant of Love
Law Love
Contractual agreement Mutual commitment of love
Obedience as law-keeping Obedience as love
Commandments as conditions of contrag Commandments as instruction of love
Keeping conditions as merit Keeping commands as response to love
Sin as breaking rules Sin as betrayal of love

The questionfor usto askis, which of thesetwo paradigmsestcomportswith the idea
that creationreflectsthe Triune Creator? Of course,other questionsmustbe answeredalso.
Whatis the relationshipbetweenlaw andlove? Are the two paradigmsamutually exclusiveor
canthey be seento overlapin somerespects?How doesthe covenantof love ideaaffect the
doctrine of justification by faith?

It seemsto me ratherclearthat the covenantamongthe Personf the Trinity mustbe
understoodisa Covenanbf Love ratherthana Covenanof Works. This meanghattheoriginal
creationcovenantN whateverwe labelit N hasto be understoodas an expressiornf GodOs
covenantove. In termsof KuyperOsindVan TilOsunderstandingf the Trinitarian covenant,
this does not mean primarily GodOdove for man or the world. What comesfirst in
understandinghe creationis thatthe Fathercreatedhe world for the Son,asa gift to Him. The
Sonandthe Spirit workedwith the Fatherto createtheworld, andreceiveit from Him in orderto
glorify theworld andpresentt backto Him. Thework of redemptiorthroughthe Sonandthe
Spirit is awork of reclaimingGodOwvorld andfinishing the original plan of glorifying theworld
for the Father.

" This is not an entirely new suggestiorfor the covenantin the Garden,as Joel Garverpoints out, OThe
covenanis alsosometimesalleda Ocovenartf lifeO(e.g., WestminsteiCatechismsJamesFisher)in virtue of the
promisedrewardof eschatologicalife. It is sometimescalled a Ocovenanif friendshiplor Olove(e.g., Robert
Rollock, William Strong,Fisher),referringto humanityOsriginal relationto God in innocencyin contrastwith a
covenanif Omercy@ Oreconciliation® light of humansin and corruption.OFrom GarverOsssay O TheCovenant
of Works in the Reformed Traditighhttp://www.joelgarver.com/writ/theo/covwor.htm .
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In KlineOsnodel,covenantaslaw is fundamentaboth to creationandredemption. The
law covenanis not only the original covenanbf creation;accordingto Kline, it is in someway
the eternal covenant between Father and Son. Kline is explicit.

And our additionalterms,OCreatorOs@d OwithAdam,Owill serveto bring out the

parallelismbetweenthis covenantof works and what we shall be calling OThe
FatherO8ovenanbf Workswith the Son(j.e., the eternalintratrinitariancovenant),
namely, the parallelism of the two Adams scheme,each of these covenants
involving, asit does,an Adamfigure, a federalrepresentativeinderprobationin a

covenant of works?

KlineOsnodelworkswell if we areonly consideringhe doctrineof justification. The Son
wasin a Covenantof Works like Adam. WhereAdam failed, the Sonsucceededo thatthose
who arerepresentetty Him arejustified. As a modelfor justification,thisis very clear,at least
in isolationfrom otherbasicdoctrines. The problemsappeamwhenwe askaboutits relationship
to the whole, especiallywhen we ask how this fits in with the doctrine of the Trinity and
creation. How do the Personsf the Trinity relatein the eternalcovenant?ls the relationship
betweenthe Fatherandthe Sononein which the Sonis on eternalprobation? How doesthe
Spirit fit into this? What doesthe fact of creationitself mean? In otherwords,why did God
create the world?

Whenwe askthesesortsof questionsthe Covenanof Works modeloffersratherstrained
answersat best. After all, if we agreewith KuyperandVan Til N andapparentlyKline, too N
thatthe Personof the Trinity sharean eternalcovenantalelationship,we haveto understand
thatcovenantasbeinglogically morefundamentathanGodOslanto createthe world, to allow
thefall, andto redeemman. The Covenanbf WorksN howeverit is understoodN canonly be
partof GodOplanwith relationto the world, which is what we haveto assumehatKline also
meanswhen he speaksof the intratrinitarian covenant. He is referring to the Covenantof
Redemption, not to essential intratrinitarian relations.

This raisestwo very importantquestions. The first questionis an extensionof the issue
raisedby AbrahamKuyper. Kuyperpointedout thatit would be oddto imaginethatthe Persons
of the Trinity enteredinto a covenantin orderto savemanif covenantwas not something
essentiato theway Godis in Himself. Thesamekind of logic canbe appliedto the Covenanbf
Works. Why would a God who existsin aneternalcovenantdescribedy the absolutdove of
mutual indwelling, createHis imageinto a covenantthat is essentiallydifferent from the
covenant relationship enjoyed by the Father, Son, and $pirit?

The secondquestionconcernscreationitself, the mostbasicquestionone canask: Why
would Godcreateatall? TheBiblical answeriis thatcreationis anunnecessargxpressiorof the
love of the Father,Son,andSpirit for oneanother. God createdheworld becausédie wantedto,
becausdhe Fatherdelightedto give the Sona gift of His love, becausehe Sonandthe Spirit
delightedto work with the Fatherin the creationso thatthey could glorify the FatherQOgift and

2 Kingdom Prologue: Genesis Foundations for a Covenantal Worldview (OverlandPark,KS: Two Ages
Press, 2000), p. 20. KlineOs argument that the creation is a covenantal process includes very helpful material.

3 |_et mereiterateherethatthe Covenanif Works canbe formulatedsothatit is in harmonywith the eternal
Trinitarian relations. Van Til himself did so.
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returnit to Him. Creationresultsfrom the overflowing abundancef the love of Father,Son,
and Spirit for one another.

This leadsto anotherquestion. If the creationof the world is an expressiorof the love of
the Personsof the Godheadfor one another,why would God createAdam in a Covenantof
Worksratherthana Covenanof Love? Thetwo covenantseemto be quitedifferentin essence,
eventhoughthey both canincludecommandments period of testing/training punishmenfor
sin, anda plan of redemption. Understandinghe creationof the world asthe expressiorof the
covenantalove of Father,Son,andSpirit for oneanotherseemsgo requirethatthe covenaninto
which manwascreatedwvasan extensionof thatcovenaniove. As Kline definesthe Covenant
of Works paradigm, it does not fit in hefe.

Thesequestionsconcerntheologyproper,the highestconcernof theologyin generaland
Reformedtheologyin particular. They presenta very real challengeto our thinking aboutGod,
creation,andthe covenant.Of coursejf we hadincontrovertibleBiblical evidencehatGodhad
in fact createdheworld into thekind of Covenanbf WorksthatKline speaksof, we would have
to acceptthat astrue, evenif it provokedquestionsve could not answer. In fact, however,|
believethe Biblical evidencesupportsthe view that the creationcovenantwas a Covenantof
Love, not a Covenant of Works in the Klinean mold.

This is wherethe history of Reformedtheologyis especiallyinteresting. KlineOsiew of
the Covenantof Works as a strict law-covenants a revision of the Reformedtradition. As
Karlbergexplained KlineOsriticism of the WestminstelConfessiorand Catechismgorrectsan
errorthatmay havecomein throughthe influenceof scholasticism.On this point, | agreewith
Kline andl expecthis view to becomestandard.His expositionof the creationof theworld asa
covenantal act is Biblically persuasive.

But evenif we agreewith Kline and understandthe creationwithout the implicit
nature/gracealichotomyin the Confessionwe do not haveto follow his understandingf the
Covenantof Works. The traditional Reformedemphasison the Ograce©f the Covenantof
Works is thoroughly Biblical and is not a mere deductionfrom a scholasticnature/grace
dichotomy. Reformedtheologianshavenot beenwrongin emphasizinghe abundangoodness
of God to Adam in the Garden. Nor havethey beenwrong in stressingthe fact that GodOs
promiseinfinitely surpasseshe value of any work that Adam, or eventhe whole raceof man
together, could perform.

This traditional Reformedperspectiveon the original covenantfits well with Van TilOs
doctrinethatthe creationrevealsthe covenantalGod. The Godwho is threePersonaho give
themselvedo one anotherin covenantiove createshe world asa gift from Fatherto Sonand
Spirit whichwill beglorified andreturnedagainto the Fatherasagift. Theemphasi®n OgraceO
in Reformedtheologycanbe seenasan expressiorof this. The Fatherwho delightsto give to
His Son,createsAdam andgives him the world also,for hetoo is a sonof God. The Garden
itself, thetreesof the Gardentheblessingof a wife, andeventhe commandegardingthe treeof
the knowledgeof goodandevil areall partof GodOsbundantove andkindness. No doubt,as
Kline emphasizesGodis Lord. But AdamOsord is his heavenlyFather. Law is not the most
basic expression of the covenant, except insofar as it is the definition of the way of love.

! havetried to be clearaboutthe fact thatthereis morethanoneway to understandhe Covenanof Works.
Seemy essay,Olnterpretinghe Covenantof Works,Ohttp://www.berith.org/essays/cov_worksWhat| am
interacting with in this essay is KarlbergOs and KlineOs understanding of the Covenant of Works.
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Love andgraceexpresse the abundancgoodnes®f Godfreely pouredout uponAdam
andEveis basicto the doctrineof the Covenantof Worksin Reformedhistory, asJoelGarver
hasshown® | believeonecould arguethatthe emphasi®n graceis a moreimportantfacetof
the doctrine than scholasticnotions of merit or vestigesof the nature/gracehinking of the
Middle Ages. The traditional Reformedexpositionof the Covenantof Works seemsto have
includedelementghat areinconsistentwith the Reformeddoctrineof the covenantasbasicto
GodOselationshipwith man. However, Reformedtheologianswere certainly not wrong to
emphasizehefact thatthe Gardenandall the blessingsAdam enjoyedwerea gift from the God
who rejoicesto give becausée is Father Son,andSpirit N the God for whommutualgiving in
love defines His covenantal character.

Conclusion

It may be fair to saythat both the Kline-Karlbergview and my applicationof Van TilOs
approachthe questionof the creationcovenantoy readingthe teachingof the New Testament
backinto the creationaccount.Kline seegheforensicissuesof justification by faith, understood
in the light of PaulOgpistles,especiallyRomans5, asthe key to understandinghe creation
covenant. Accordingto Kline, the parallelbetweenAdam and Christrequiresthatthe creation
covenantbe a Covenanof Works becauseChristcameto fulfill the requirement®f the law for
us and to die on the cross according to the demand of the law for our death.

In my book The Eternal Covenant'®, | havearguedthat the parallel betweenAdam and
Christcanbefully maintainedwithout following KlineOsiew of the Covenanbf Works. In this
essay) amstressingvan TilOsdoctrineof creationasthe expressiorof the covenantahatureof
theTriune God. | amreadingthe creationaccountn thelight of the New Testamentoctrineof
the Trinity, the covenantalelationshipof the Father,Son,and Spirit, andthe New Testament
teachingthat creationis a gift from the Fatherto the Son. | agreewith Kline thatwe haveto
interpretthe Genesisaccountin amannerthatdoesfull justiceto PaulOdoctrineof justification.
But the approachsuggestedoy a Covenantof Love doesdo justice to the doctrine of
justification, while also,| believe,takinginto accountthe TrinitariantruthsthatNew Testament
teachingaboutcreationforcesus to consider. The Gospelof Johnbeginswith a Trinitarian
statementboutcreation,PaulOspistlescontainmany Trinitarian statementsboutcreation,and
the book of Revelation has a profoundly Trinitarian understanding of creation.

The Trinitarian covenantshouldbe our startingpoint for understandingreationbecause
the New Testamenemphasizeshat creationwasthe work of Father,Son,and Spirit together,
thatthe creationwasa gift from the Fatherto the Sonthroughthe Spirit, andthatthe Sonhaving
receivedthe gift in love, redeemshe fallen world andglorifies it throughthe Spirit sothatHe
canpresentt backto the Father. This is covenantafellowshipin love. Our understandingf
theoriginal covenanin the Gardenhasto fit into this largerpicture,keepingin mind thatAdam,
astheimageandlikenessof God, is createdo join the Trinitarian covenantafellowship of love,
not, of course,asan ontologicalequal,but asa creaturewhosespecialcalling is to glorify the
Triune God-’

15 http://www.joelgarver.com/writ/theo/covwor.htm
' The Eternal Covenant: How the Trinity Reshapes Covenant Theology (Moscow, ID: Canon Press, 2003).
Y Thanks to my nephew, David Houf, who helped me correct typos and a few awkward sentences.
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