
Notes for a Response to Typology and Covenant Membership in Hebrews (Reformed Forum) on the 

Particular Baptist Podcast 

https://contrast2.wordpress.com/2021/06/26/podcast-responding-to-reformed-forum-on-2lbc-8-6-the-

particular-baptist/ 

1. Renihan: “When one considers the grand scope of covenant theology, the precision of its 

distinctions, and the balance of its continuity and discontinuity, the teacher, writer, and student 

of covenant theology should pause and hesitate long before continuing. Each one of us should 

pray earnestly and humbly for the Spirit’s help to have the wisdom necessary to understand the 

depth of the riches of God’s eternal purposes. *In light of the humility that covenant theology 

ought to instill in its students, the way in which believers have turned it into a battlefield is 

unacceptable. When the revelation and explanation of the mystery of Christ becomes a source 

of aggression and division between brethren, a diligent self-examination and repentance is in 

order for all parties involved. The mystery of Christ and His covenant is not a weapon of war, 

means of mischief, or source of schism. It is the gospel for the nations. It is union with God and 

communion with all His children in one Lord, one Spirit, one baptism, one covenant.” (The 

Mystery of Christ, His Covenant, and His Kingdom – p. 25) 

2. Vos is trying to explain how the earthly sanctuary could be an antitype  

a. Normal understanding of type/antitype:  

i. An Old Testament type is a sketch or shadow or prefiguring of a New Testament 

reality, the antitype.  

b. But Heb 9:24 calls the earthly sanctuary the antitype (“antitupa”) of “the true things"  

c. How? Heb 8:5 says the earthly sanctuary was made after the pattern (type/“tupos”) 

shown to Moses on the mountain  

i. They serve a copy (ὑπόδειγμα (hupodeigma)) and shadow of the heavenly 

things. For when Moses was about to erect the tent, he was instructed by God, 

saying, “See that you make everything according to the pattern (τύπος (tupos)) 

that was shown you on the mountain.” (ESV)  

ii. Thayers “antitupon”  

1. a thing formed after some pattern  

2. a thing resembling another, its counterpart  

d. The significance of the type/antitype relationship depends on context. A painting can be 

considered an antitype. Its type could be a sketch. In that case, the painting is the true 

reality and the sketch was just a shadow of the painting. Thus the type (the sketch) was 

a shadow of the antitype (the painting) and the type (the sketch) is discarded. That’s 

how we normally understand typology. However, let’s say the painting is of an actual 

landscape. In that case, the painting is still the antitype because it is based on the actual 

landscape. The actual landscape would be the type, or pattern. But that would mean 

that the antitype was just a copy of the type and the type was the reality or true form 

itself. 

i. Contextual 

ii. Sketch (type)/painting (antitype) 

1. Sketch (shadow)/painting (true reality) 

2. Type = shadow of antitype 
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iii. Landscape (type) / painting (antitype) 

1. Landscape (true reality) / painting (copy) 

2. Antitype = copy of type 

e. Vos’ triangle simply explains how the earthly sanctuary can be a copy and shadow of the 

heavenly things while also being the antitype of the heavenly things. It's the antitype 

because it was made after the pattern of heavenly things, but it is only a shadow of the 

true things, the true form.  

i. We can agree with Vos’ triangle here. He says the OT was a shadow of the 

heavenly reality, however Vos says “The New Testament is not merely a 

reproduction of the Heavenly Reality, but its actual substance, the Reality itself.” 

“A equals C” (The Teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews, p. 58) Kline: “realized 

eschatology"  

3. Disagreement: OT sacrifices were not “realized eschatology embodied in types” (Boothby 

@23:30-24:30)  

a. Vos’ idiosyncratic view of types:  

i. Symbol: a visible representation of a present spiritual reality (“present 

existence” and “present application”)  

ii. Type: related to “what will become real or applicable in the future"  

1. “The things symbolized and the things typified are not different sets of 

things. They are in reality the same things, only different in this respect 

that they come first on a lower stage of development in redemption, 

and then again, in a later period, on a higher stage. Thus what is 

symbolical with regard to the already existing edition of the fact or truth 

becomes typical, prophetic, of the later, final edition of that same fact 

or truth. From this it will be perceived that a type can never be a type 

independently of its being first a symbol. The gateway to the house of 

typology is at the farther end of the house of symbolism." (Biblical 

Theology) 

iii. Not found in Beale or others  

b. Contrary to Vos, types function on two levels. They have a first level meaning or 

function distinct from their second-level typological meaning.  

i. Beale: "For example, [typological] escalation would be the correspondence of 

God providing literal manna from heaven for physical sustenance and providing 

the manna of Christ from heaven for spiritual sustenance" (Handbook on the NT 

use of the OT, p. 14 fn 37) 

1. Literal manna for physical sustenance = first-level meaning  

2. Manna of Christ for spiritual sustenance = second-level meaning  

3. Poythress agrees  

4. Not compatible with Vos - manna must be a sacrament (per Calvin)  

a. WCF 27.5. The sacraments of the Old Testament in regard to the 

spiritual things thereby signified and exhibited, were, for 

substance, the same with those of the new.*1 Cor. 10:1-4  

ii. OPC Report on Republication  

http://campus.wts.edu/~vpoythress/wws/presentn/W72Typology.pdf
https://opc.org/GA/republication.html


1. "By adding obedience to the ceremonial law to the essential condition 

of the covenant, the subservient covenant position gives Mosaic 

typology a fundamentally works-based character, rather than an 

evangelical one. Proponents did not deny that these various types also 

signified spiritual benefits, but they insisted that they only did so 

“secondarily” or indirectly, while their primary reference was to 

temporal things promised in the covenant.169  

2. [169] Cameron put it this way: “The Sacraments, Sacrifices, and 

Ceremonies of the Old Testament did set forth Christ, and the Benefits 

by Christ; not primarily, but secondarily…but the Sacraments of the New 

Covenant do shew forth Christ primarily, and that clearly” (as translated 

by Samuel Bolton in his True Boundes, 399). Thus circumcision primarily 

signified the separation between the seed of Abraham and the rest of 

the nations and sealed to them the earthly promise. The Passover 

primarily signified the passing over of the destroying Angel. The 

sacrifices and washings primarily represented only a carnal holiness. 

Only secondarily did these benefits signify Christ...  

3. [A]nything that functions as an “administration” of the covenant of 

grace must, in fact, administer grace to those who are under it. Such it is 

with the other types, ceremonies, and other ordinances delivered to the 

Jews. The administrative aspects of the old covenant were to function 

as the “outward and ordinary means whereby Christ communicates” to 

Israel “the benefits of redemption” (SC 88)… [T]ypology is a subset of 

the broader category of the administration of the covenant… According 

to our standards, typology is an aspect of the administration of the 

covenant of grace in the Old Testament, which in turn is described as 

the outward means of the Old Testament era for communicating grace 

to the elect of that era. Saving grace was not simply administered 

merely as a consequence or by-product of these types.275 Rather, 

saving grace was present by and in these types, and in this way 

communicated grace to believers.276 In terms of our confessional 

definitions, to say that something is an administration of grace means 

that grace is communicated by and in that thing."  

iii. Tipton on Israel’s union with Christ, 2014 

https://reformedforum.org/podcasts/rf14_09/  

1. ~@12:30 "Israel is redeemed by blood out of Egypt, redeemed by the 

blood of the Paschal lamb, spared the judgment that befell the first-

born in Egypt… Israel, the typological son, is redeemed by the blood of 

the eschatological Son as that blood is typified in the Passover - even 

though the benefits of that blood are mediated in the modality of a 

typological blood sacrifice… such redemption can only be understood in 

terms of union with the Redeemer, union with the Messiah. Israel as 

https://reformedforum.org/podcasts/rf14_09/


son of God, redeemed by blood and brought out of Egypt, is united to 

the promised Messiah, typified in the sacrificial offering."  

2. Note the conflation of type and anti-type. Redemption by the blood of 

the four legged animal is redemption by the blood of Christ. Animal 

sacrifice is not distinct from Christ's sacrifice. It is simply a different 

modality of Christ's sacrifice.  

c. The earthly sanctuary was not a means of effecting any change in the heavenly 

sanctuary. It was a copy of the heavenly sanctuary, not a mediary of the heavenly 

sanctuary. Animal sacrifices did not change anything in heaven, but they did change 

things on earth in the earthly holy land and earthly temple.  

d. The entire Old Covenant earthly theocracy was a grand analogy for heavenly and 

eschatological realities, not an application of heavenly and eschatological realities.  

e. Camden @26:14-27:30 regarding holy war “Final judgment being projected and played 

out in a microcosm in an anticipatory form. So it’s a window into what final judgment 

is... But it’s merely a copy and pre-rehearsal” 

i. It was an analogy of the final judgment, not the final judgment itself.  

ii. Likewise the animal sacrifices in the earthly sanctuary were an analogy of 

Christ’s sacrifice in the heavenly sanctuary, not Christ’s sacrifice itself.  

1. The blood of bulls was not the blood of Christ in animal form  

2. Hebrews says that the blood of Christ does something that the blood of 

bulls and goats did not do. There must be a functional difference 

between the two. The blood of bulls and goats did purify the flesh. That 

is something it did apart from the blood of Christ. The blood of Christ 

sanctifies the conscience, the inward - something the animal sacrifices 

did not do.  

iii. Holy war meant the death of other nations in the holy land (they were cherem 

(“karem”) - burnt offerings) but not for Israel because they were covered by the 

animal sacrifices (just as they were spared Egypt's punishment by the death of 

the Passover lamb).  

1. Poythress "Since God’s standards of justice are truly universal, we are 

bound to ask how Israel comes to be under God’s rule without suffering 

the same fate as the Canaanites. How can anyone approach God’s 

presence without dying on account of sin? Does a different standard 

apply to Israel? The Old Testament contains ample indications that God 

brings the Israelites under his rule by a process of holy war similar to the 

conquest of Canaan. In the case of the Canaanites the approach of God 

and his rule means consecration to utter destruction. In the case of 

Israel the approach of God involves the use of substitutes that are 

consecrated to destruction: the passover lamb substitutes for the first-

born of Israel, and animal sacrifices substitute for the people more 

generally." (The Shadow of Christ in the Law of Moses) 

a. (see also McDurmon “Consuming Fire: The Holy of Holies in 

Biblical Law”) 

https://frame-poythress.org/ebooks/the-shadow-of-christ-in-the-law-of-moses-part-2/
https://www.patreon.com/posts/consuming-fire-28832988
https://www.patreon.com/posts/consuming-fire-28832988


2. The blood of the Passover lamb saved the Israelites, not the blood of 

Christ.  

a. (Common-grace platform to work from)  

f. When the OT sacrifices were offered in the earthly sanctuary, there was no sacrifice yet 

offered in the heavenly sanctuary. The heavenly sanctuary was not yet purified. That 

was still “to come.” Thus any real “intrusion” of heaven into the OT tabernacle at that 

point could only have brought wrath, not grace.   

i. Thus OT salvation could not have come from “A” in Vos’ triangle. It could only 

come from “C.” “A” was not “redemption accomplished” or “realized 

eschatology." Only “C,” the New Covenant, is “redemption accomplished” and 

“realized eschatology." (Note Vos says “A equals C”) 

ii. @24:30-24:50 Boothby 

iii. Retroactive NC quotes  

1. Augustine “These pertain to the new testament [covenant], are the 

children of promise, and are regenerated by God the Father and a free 

mother. Of this kind were all the righteous men of old, and Moses 

himself, the minister of the old testament, the heir of the new . . .  Let 

us, therefore, choose whether to call the righteous men of old the 

children of the bondwoman or of the free. Be it far from us to say, of 

the bondwoman; therefore if of the free, they pertain to the new 

testament [covenant] in the Holy Spirit, whom, as making alive, the 

apostle opposes to the killing letter. For on what ground do they not 

belong to the grace of the new testament [covenant]?” -Augustine, A 

Treatise Against Two Letters of the Pelagians, 406-407  

2. Aquinas "As to those under the Old Testament who through faith were 

acceptable to God, in this respect they belonged to the New Testament: 

for they were not justified except through faith in Christ, Who is the 

Author of the New Testament…No man ever had the grace of the Holy 

Ghost except through faith in Christ either explicit or implicit: and by 

faith in Christ man belongs to the New Testament. Consequently 

whoever had the law of grace instilled into them belonged to the New 

Testament… at all times there have been some persons belonging to the 

New Testament, as stated above.” -Aquinas Summa Theologica I-II, 106-

107  

3. Catholic "There were . . . under the regimen of the Old Covenant, 

people who possessed the charity and grace of the Holy Spirit and 

longed above all for the spiritual and eternal promises by which they 

were associated with the New Law… [E]ven though the Old Law 

prescribed charity, it did not give the Holy Spirit, through whom “God’s 

charity has been poured into our hearts.”” -Catechism of the Catholic 

Church, quoting Aquinas (1964)  

a. Joshua Moon’s dissertation “Jeremiah’s New Covenant: An 

Augustinian Reading"  

https://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS_Q106_A3.html
https://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS_Q106_A3.html
https://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS_Q106_A3.html
http://www.vatican.va/archive/ccc_css/archive/catechism/p3s1c3a1.htm


4. Calvin “[W]hatever spiritual gifts the fathers obtained, they were 

accidental as it were to their age; for it was necessary for them to direct 

their eyes to Christ in order to become possessed of them… There is yet 

no reason why God should not have extended the grace of the new 

covenant to the fathers. This is the true solution of the question.” -

Calvin (Commentary Hebrews 8:10)  

5. Owen "These things being observed, we may consider that the Scripture 

doth plainly and expressly make mention of two testaments, or 

covenants, and distinguish between them in such a way, as what is 

spoken can hardly be accommodated unto a twofold administration of 

the same covenant… Wherefore we must grant two distinct covenants, 

rather than a twofold administration of the same covenant merely, to 

be intended... If reconciliation and salvation by Christ were to be 

obtained not only under the old covenant, but by virtue thereof, then it 

must be the same for substance with the new. But this is not so; for no 

reconciliation with God nor salvation could be obtained by virtue of the 

old covenant, or the administration of it, as our apostle disputes at 

large, though all believers were reconciled, justified, and saved, by 

virtue of the promise, whilst they were under the covenant… This 

covenant thus made, with these ends and promises, did never save nor 

condemn any man eternally. All that lived under the administration of it 

did attain eternal life, or perished for ever, but not by virtue of this 

covenant as formally such… [T]herefore I have showed in what sense 

the covenant of grace is called “the new covenant,” ... The greatest and 

utmost mercies that God ever intended to communicate unto the 

church, and to bless it withal, were enclosed in the new covenant. Nor 

doth the efficacy of the mediation of Christ extend itself beyond the 

verge and compass thereof; for he is only the mediator and surety of 

this covenant.” -Owen (Commentary, Hebrews 8:6, 9)  

6. Frame "Everyone who has ever been saved has been saved through the 

new covenant in Christ… the shedding of Jesus’ blood, a datable 

historical event, is the substance of the New Covenant, the Covenant 

that purifies, not only the flesh, but the conscience, the heart. 

Nevertheless, as we saw earlier, the efficacy of the New Covenant, 

unlike that of previous covenants, extends to God’s elect prior to Jesus’ 

atonement. When believers in the Old Testament experienced 

“circumcision of the heart,” or when they were Jews “inwardly,” they 

were partaking of the power of the New Covenant.” -John Frame, 

Systematic Theology, p. 79-81  

7. Horton "There are clear passages indicating that ‘the forgiveness of sins’ 

is unique to the New Covenant (“remember their sins no more”; Jer 

31:34)… Kuyper seems to confirm this conclusion. He argued that the 

energies of the Spirit at Pentecost worked retroactively in the lives of 

OT saints." -Horton, Rediscovering the Holy Spirit, p152ff.  



8. Camden clip starting at 16:51 here https://t.co/vZYWuHZnn3?amp=1 

a. “Pentecost. Pentecost is the pouring out of the Holy Spirit, 

giving the Holy Spirit to the Church. Now we might be confused 

and say ‘Well how were people saved in the Old Testament? If 

the Holy Spirit was given at Pentecost, recorded at Acts chapter 

2, then they must not have had the Holy Spirit beforehand. 

Well, that’s a category mistake. Because the Holy Spirit is 

required to save any sinner, that we would be effectually called 

and regenerated, even before the working of Christ. Christ can 

work out of that finished work in the future because it’s been 

decreed and ordained. So the Holy Spirit can be active according 

to ordo salutis even in advance of the historia salutis pouring 

out."  

b. Compare with John Ball "The Covenant of Grace is either 

promised or promulgated and established… the fruit of [Christ’s 

work of redemption] was communicated to the Fathers under 

the Old Testament, by force of the divine Promise, and certainty 

of the thing to come with God.” (27-28)  

g. 2LBCF 8.6 but not WCF 7.5? Boothby @~32:50-35:35  

i. WCF 7.5-6 says one covenant; 8.6 doesn't  

1. 7.5-6 equivocate on “substance"  

a. WCF 7.6 Under the Gospel, when Christ, the substance,[13] was 

exhibited, the ordinances in which this covenant is dispensed 

are the preaching of the Word, and the administration of the 

sacraments of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper:[14] which, 

though fewer in number, and administered with more 

simplicity, and less outward glory, yet, in them, it is held forth in 

more fullness, evidence, and spiritual efficacy,[15] to all nations, 

both Jews and Gentiles;[16] and is called the New 

Testament.[17] There are not therefore two covenants of grace, 

differing in substance, but one and the same, under various 

dispensations.[18]  

ii. 8.6 "Although the price of redemption was not actually paid by Christ till after 

his incarnation, yet the virtue, efficacy, and benefit thereof were communicated 

to the elect in all ages, successively from the beginning of the world, in and by 

those promises, types, and sacrifices wherein he was revealed, and signified to 

be the seed which should bruise the serpent's head; and the Lamb slain from 

the foundation of the world, being the same yesterday, and today and for ever."  

1. Boothby: “shadowed down” = substance conferred. Animal sacrifices 

were the “shadowing down” of Christ’s work 

iii. How can promises, types, and sacrifices communicate the benefits of Christ?  

1. By revealing and signifying Christ to the minds of people in the OT  

2. What is the primary means of grace? The Word of God.  

https://t.co/vZYWuHZnn3?amp=1
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3. Berkhof: sacraments “are not absolutely necessary unto salvation…  

[M]any were actually saved without the use of sacraments. Think of 

believers before the time of Abraham[.]” (ST 618-19)  

a. Robert Reymond notes “I would add that Paul expressly states 

that Abraham himself was justified by faith some years before 

he was circumcised (Rom. 4:9–10).” He adds "the Word does 

indeed take priority over the sacraments in that the Word is (1) 

essential to salvation while the sacraments are not”  

4. Calvin "[T]he word of God has such an inherent efficacy, that it quickens 

the souls of all whom he is pleased to favour with the communication of 

it… I refer to that special mode of communication by which the minds of 

the pious are both enlightened in the knowledge of God, and, in a 

manner, linked to him. Adam, Abel, Noah, Abraham, and the other 

patriarchs, having been united to God by this illumination of the word, I 

say, there cannot be the least doubt that entrance was given them into 

the immortal kingdom of God." (2.10.7)  

5. Hodge "a fourth… characteristic of the Reformed doctrine on the 

sacraments… is that the grace or spiritual benefits received by believers 

in the use of the sacraments, may be attained without their use… [They] 

are not necessary means of salvation. Men may be saved without 

them.” (ST III.XX.V)  

6. William Cunningham "Protestants have been accustomed to maintain 

the great principle, that the only thing on which the possession by men 

individually of the fundamental spiritual blessings of justification and 

sanctification is, by God’s arrangements, made necessarily and 

invariably dependent, is union to Jesus Christ, and that the only thing on 

which union to Christ may be said to be dependent, is faith in Him; so 

that it holds true, absolutely and universally, that wherever there is 

faith in Christ, or union to Him by faith, there pardon and holiness – all 

necessary spiritual blessings – are communicated by God and received 

by men, even though they have never actually partaken in any 

sacrament, or in any outward ordinance whatever." (Zwingli and the 

Doctrine of the Sacraments)  

7. So promises that Christ will come to reverse the curse communicate the 

benefits of his death and resurrection by preaching the Word to men 

(propositional revelation). In the effectual call, God enlightens the 

minds of the elect in the OT to understand and believe these promises 

of Christ.  

a. How was Abraham saved? Paul says that the gospel was 

preached to Abraham in the revelation that he would be the 

father of the Messiah (Gal 3:8).  

i. V8 "And the Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify 

the Gentiles by faith, preached the gospel beforehand 

https://www.monergism.com/zwingli-and-doctrine-sacraments
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to Abraham, saying, “In you shall all the nations be 

blessed.”"  

1. How did he respond? V6 Abraham “believed 

God, and it was counted to him as 

righteousness”?  

2. 2LBCF 20.1 "The covenant of works being 

broken by sin, and made unprofitable unto life, 

God was pleased to give forth the promise of 

Christ, the seed of the woman, as the means of 

calling the elect, and begetting in them faith 

and repentance; in this promise the gospel, as 

to the substance of it, was revealed, and [is] 

therein effectual for the conversion and 

salvation of sinners." ( Genesis 3:15; Revelation 

13:8 )  

8. Types and sacrifices communicated the benefits of Christ’s death and 

resurrection in the same way that promises did, just in a more indirect 

way. Types and sacrifices were “word pictures” that taught men about 

the promised Messiah, helping them to better understand and believe 

the gospel.  

a. Vos 64-67 (The Teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews) on how 

OT saints saved  

i. “The Old Testament law is dispensed with because of its 

weakness and unprofitableness. Its weakness is not 

merely a matter of degree, for in reality it accomplished 

nothing, since it made nothing perfect and did not lead 

to the goal. This is further implied in the quotation from 

Jer. 31:31, quoted in Heb. 8:8-12. The fathers did not 

continue in the covenant made with them. But in the 

new Berith the law would be put in their minds and 

written in their hearts. And the further promise is 

added: “Their sins I will remember no more.” In both 

these respects, therefore, the Old Testament law is 

inefficacious. In verse 7 the author goes on to say that 

God found fault with the first covenant, for otherwise 

there would have been no place found for a second…” 

(Note that this includes the ceremonial law. Consider 

Acts 13:38-39 "Let it be known to you therefore, 

brothers, that through this man forgiveness of sins is 

proclaimed to you, and by him everyone who believes is 

freed from everything from which you could not be 

freed by the law of Moses.")  

ii. “But how could a true religion exist under such a system 

at all? Several observations are in order. First, we may 



turn to the types of the Old Testament as something 

which should have led the people to something better. 

The author does not make much of this, however. The 

types were primarily for the people, but objectively they 

were for the mind of God. Nowhere in the Epistle has 

the author set himself really to solve the problem as 

stated above. Nor is it really solved in Paul’s epistles.  

iii. Still there was a possibility of the significance of the 

sacrificial system entering into the subjective mind of 

the Old Testament believers, by the latter raising 

themselves to a higher state through the types. We see 

an indication of this possibility first at 10:3. In the Old 

Testament sacrifices there was a remembrance made of 

sin year by year. This was necessary, since it was 

impossible that the blood of bulls and goats could take 

away sins. This yearly practice was not intended merely 

for an objective purpose; it was a remembrance in the 

minds of the people. Because of this remembrance the 

Psalmist, in Psalm 40, was led to speak concerning 

sacrifices which would satisfy the will of God. It should 

be noted that it was the Psalmist who rose to this 

consciousness - an inspired writer, not an ordinary 

individual believer under the Old Testament. Still, he did 

write it, with the result that higher consciousness later 

became the common property of Old Testament 

believers. It was with the aid of revelation, therefore, 

that this higher consciousness was brought about.  

iv. Likewise Psalm 110 is quoted. Here we have the 

prophecy of a future Priest, after the order of 

Melchizedek. Thus there was the consciousness of a 

higher order of priesthood than the Levitical being 

possible, and there was the prophecy that at a future 

time such higher priesthood would become actual.  

v. Psalm 95 is also quoted, which speaks of the rest of 

Canaan. This idea of rest is eschatological, looking 

forward to the true rest which is to come in the future. 

The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews here again 

recognized, in one of the Old Testament Psalms, a 

certain higher consciousness on the part of the people 

of the Old Testament...  

vi. The Old Testament, however, had more than these 

mere symbols and ceremonies. It also contained direct 



promises, many of which were spiritual in content. And 

these promises were given repeatedly, form age to age. 

Therefore it was not necessary for the Old Testament 

believers to live exclusively on the basis of insight into 

the meaning of the types. Of these promises the author 

of Hebrews speaks much. (64-67)  

iv. So it is not Jesus’ blood hidden inside the bulls’ blood that saves. Rather, it is the 

blood of bulls as an analogous word picture teaching men about the need for a 

sacrificial death to forgive them of their sins eternally in heaven, not just on 

earth, by which they understood the need for Christ to die for them (by the 

illumination of the Holy Spirit). 

h. Renihan: Mystery p. 33 “The blood of goats and bulls did not eternally forgive sins, but it 

made eternal forgiveness of sins in Christ known... Animal blood was a way to satisfy the 

demands of the Mosaic covenant in order to remain in Canaan. But it could never satisfy 

the demands of the covenant of works in order to escape Hell.” 

i. In sum: OT sacrifices were word pictures teaching about the Christ who was to 

come. They were not Christ in animal form. Sprinkling the people with the blood 

of bulls was not the blood of Christ shadowing down on them. 

ii. We are affirm that OT saints possessed the benefits of Christ, that they were 

united to Christ, that they had communion with God through Christ. But all of 

this was by virtue of the New Covenant, not the Old. The New Covenant is union 

with Christ. It is our marriage union with Christ, our covenant, legal, and 

mystical union with Christ our head. OT saints had New Covenant union with 

Christ. In other words, the “core” of the “intrusion principle” was the New 

Covenant. Thus we reject WCF 7.5-6 but affirm 8.6.  

4. Mosaic cannot be a covenant of works 

a. Vos triangle shadowing down means mosaic cannot be a covenant of works 

i. It doesn’t mean that at all. The copy is not the true form. The Old Covenant is 

not the New Covenant. The Old Covenant reveals the Covenant of Grace but it is 

not itself the Covenant of Grace. (Just like how they think the Old Covenant 

reveals the CoW but is not the CoW). See Sam Renihan’s dissertation “From 

Shadow to Substance"  

ii. 45:17 Shouldn't use Paul's statements on the law and the old covenant because 

those are more difficult, less clear. Venema on Lev 18:5 Responding to Judaizers 

Paul speaks of the law in its narrow sense, the naked or bare law, which is its 

role apart from its broader place in the covenant of grace  

b. JIRBS article, interacts with Ben C. Dunson’s essay in the WTJ titled “The Law Evidently is 

Not Contrary to Faith"  

i. “Bare law” interpretation doesn’t work because “the one who does them shall 

live by them” is not bare law. It’s a term of the Mosaic Covenant. Murray 

“Leviticus 18:5 does not appear in a context that deals with legal righteousness 

as opposed to that of faith. Lev. 18:5 is in a context in which the claims of God 

upon his redeemed and covenant people are being asserted and urged upon 

Israel… [It] refers not to the life accusing from doing in a legalistic framework 



but to the blessing attendant upon obedience in a redemptive and covenant 

relationship to God."  

1. That is specifically what led Murray to reject the covenant of works. "In 

connection with the promise of life it does not appear justifiable to 

appeal, as frequently has been done, to the principle enunciated in 

certain texts (cf. Lev. 18:5; Rom. 10:5; Gal. 3:12), ‘This do and thou shalt 

live’. The principle asserted in these texts is the principle of equity, that 

righteousness is always followed by the corresponding award."  

2. He added Lev. 18:5 and Matt. 19:17 as proof texts for WCF 19.6  

c. Heb 9 sprinkling of blood of bull = sprinkling of Christ’s blood on the people of Israel = 

water baptism. Heb 10:29 = outward sanctification (consecration), setting apart for holy 

use/worship = water baptism.  Blood of the covenant has been applied to them 

symbolically through baptism. We're not saying Christ's blood has atoned for their sin   

i. Owen: refers back to Her 9:12 "he entered once for all into the holy places, not 

by means of the blood of goats and calves but by means of his own blood” He 

notes "The design of the apostle is only to declare by virtue of what he entered 

as a priest into the holy place. And this was by virtue of his own blood when it 

was shed, when he offered himself unto God. This was that which laid the 

foundation of, and gave him right unto the administration of his priestly office in 

heaven."  

1. 10:29 The second aggravation of the sin spoken of, is its opposition to 

the office of Christ, especially his priestly office, and the sacrifice that he 

offered thereby, called here “the blood of the covenant.”… The last 

aggravation of this sin with respect unto the blood of Christ, isthe 

nature, use, and efficacy of it; it is that “wherewith he was sanctified.” It 

is not real or internal sanctification that is here intended, but it is a 

separation and dedication unto God; in which sense the word is often 

used. And all the disputes concerning the total and final apostasy from 

the faith of them who have been really and internally sanctified, from 

this place, are altogether vain; though that may be said of a man, in 

aggravation of his sin, which he professeth concerning himself. But the 

difficulty of this text is, concerning whom these words are spoken: for 

they may be referred unto the person that is guilty of the sin insisted 

on; he counts the blood of the covenant, wherewith he himself was 

sanctified, an unholy thing. For as at the giving of the law, or the 

establishing of the covenant at Sinai, the people being sprinkled with 

the blood of the beasts that were offered in sacrifice, were sanctified, or 

dedicated unto Gel in a peculiar manner; so those who by baptism, and 

confession of faith in the church of Christ, were separated from all 

others, were peculiarly dedicated to God thereby. And therefore in this 

case apostates are said to “deny the Lord that bought them,” or 

vindicated them from their slavery unto the law by his word and truth 

for a season, 2 Peter 2:1. But the design of the apostle in the context 

leads plainly to another application of these words. It is Christ himself 



that is spoken of, who was sanctified and dedicated unto God to be an 

eternal high priest, by the blood of the covenant which he offered unto 

God, as I have showed before. The priests of old were dedicated and 

sanctified unto their office by another, and the sacrifices which he 

offered for them; they could not sanctify themselves: so were Aaron 

and his sons sanctified by Moses, antecedently unto their offering any 

sacrifice themselves. But no outward act of men or angels could unto 

this purpose pass on the Son of God. He was to be the priest himself, 

the sacrificer himself, — to dedicate, consecrate, and sanctify himself, 

by his own sacrifice, in concurrence with the actings of God the Father 

in his suffering. See John 17:19; Hebrews 2:10, 5:7, 9, 9:11, 12. That 

precious blood of Christ, wherein or whereby he was sanctified, and 

dedicated unto God as the eternal high priest of the church, this they 

esteemed “an unholy thing;” that is, such as would have no such effect 

asto consecrate him unto God and his office.  

d. Notice:     They are interpreting Jesus’ blood through the lens of animal blood. The blood 

of Christ washes an individual to purify them for New Testament worship without 

purifying their heart. Is that consistent with NT worship? Or are they importing OT 

purification of the flesh into the NT? Does the NT teach that Christ can purify the flesh in 

order to make one holy without purifying the conscience or heart? 

i. John 4:20 Our fathers worshiped on this mountain, but you say that in Jerusalem is 

the place where people ought to worship.” 21 Jesus said to her, “Woman, believe 

me, the hour is coming when neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem will you 

worship the Father. 22 You worship what you do not know; we worship what we 

know, for salvation is from the Jews. 23 But the hour is coming, and is now here, 

when the true worshipers will worship the Father in spirit and truth, for the 

Father is seeking such people to worship him. 24 God is spirit, and those who 

worship him must worship in spirit and truth.” 

ii. Romans 8: 8 Those who are in the flesh cannot please God. 9 You, however, are 

not in the flesh but in the Spirit, if in fact the Spirit of God dwells in you. Anyone 

who does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him. 

iii. (1 Cor 7 = legitimacy of marriage between believers and unbelievers) 

iv. Diminishes the efficacy of the blood of Christ. Makes it equal in efficacy to the 

blood of bulls and goats. Teaches the blood of Christ can cover someone 

without it purifying their heart. 

5. Heb 6 - see Owen  

6. Visible/Invisible Church  

a. visible church = formal covenant  

7. Jer 31 “all show know the Lord” = consummation (like v38 land promise)  

a. Agree with baptist interpretation (all elect), but disagree over timing 

i. Similar to how Dispensationalists read prophecy of Christ on the throne of David 

literally and therefore put it off into the future, not recognizing that Scripture 

says Jesus is now on David’s throne 

1. It's talking about inward illumination of the Holy Spirit 



b. Owen  

c. Jesus (John 6:45) 

8. John 15  

9. Romans 11 Olive tree. Root = Jesus 

 

 

 

 


