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The Disposition of Grace, |11

| would like to begin class today by reading Dedeth section of Psalm 119, which is verses 25-32.
Psalm 119 is best taken in these eight-verse sdgnieis an acrostic psalm. Each of the versabef
eight-verse segment begin with the same lettdrarHebrew alphabet, and the idea of that is to show
the completeness of the Word of God for all of ees. So it was a creative way of dealing with the
writing of Scripture. So | would like to read tBaleth section for us as we begin this session. “I anh lai
low in the dust; preserve my life according to yaurd! | recounted my ways, and you answered me;
teach me your decrees! Let me understand the tepolfilyour precepts, then | will meditate on your
wonders. My soul is weary with sorrow; strengthemancording to your word! Keep me from deceitful
ways. Be gracious to me through your law! | havesem the way of truth; | have set my heart on your
laws. | hold fast to your statutes; O Lord, do lebtme be put to shame. | run in the path of your
command, for you have set me free!” It is marvelasig not? We do not usually use grace and law in
the same breath, but the psalmist does. “Be grat¢mme through your law.” It is God’s graciouslwil
for our lives, and He provides the dynamic forfitillment. This segment is typical in praying tioe

Lord to teach His statutes, make me to know them,raake me to go in those ways. That last verse
really brings home to us what we were talking abdasittime. “I run in the path of your commands, fo
you have set my heart free!” You know, Eric Liddelk the pleasure of God in his running and in the
kind of races that he did. Well, it is our great jo know that God’s pleasure is on us as we rudisn
commands, because He has set our heart free.

Let us pray together.

Lord, we are not worthy of the least of Your mes@ad all of the truth that You have revealed to us
but we praise You for Your grace, Your grace tlest et us free. And now we ask that You will teach
Your statutes that we may live in Your grace, taimay do your good pleasure, and that we may be
Your servants in the situations to which You callthese things we ask for Jesus’ sake. Amen.

In the last session we were talking about the digiom of grace, and we had looked at the three
characteristics that the Holy Spirit brings aboutageneration: faith, hope, and love. That is
coordinated with the theme of Christian libertgddom to yield obedience to God not out of a shavis
fear, but out of a childlike love and a ready mibdve, then, is the summary of thabitusthat the
Spirit implants and the summary of the dispositiwet we have. It proceeds from faith. Faith works
itself out with love, and the love is threefoldvéofor God, which as we saw last time is both twe lof
delight in the Lord as our goal and also the digmwsto serve Him and to do what He delights ine W
started briefly last time on the issue of neighbee, and Romans 13 is one of those key texts where
neighbor love is the summary of the Law and théllfmlent of the Law. “Love your neighbor as
yourself,” Paul says, is a summary command. Evergtls summed up in that command, and although
it is very general as a precept, it is still vesgful to have that summary command. It is also the
fulfillment of the Law; that is, it provides the tivation for the fulfillment of all the specific
commandments. So “love your neighbor as yoursslfiath the summary of the Law and the general
principle that love is the fulfillment of the Law.

| want to expand just a little bit on neighbor laued offer this definition of neighbor love. Takestin
and react to it. You can improve on it, | am sim, this is the way | think we should understand
neighbor love. Neighbor love is the dispositiorséek the good of another person created in theemag
of God. It is important that we include “createdhie image of God” because the kind of love we are
talking about is the kind of love that recognizes value of beings for what they are as createéldan
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image of God. So, neighbor love is a dispositiosgek the good of another person created in thgama
of God as a family member, a member of the bod@tuist, or a member of the human community. We
need also those component parts, because peramasiistto us in various relationships. And it begin
with the closest and most innocent, the familyleir@here is a sense in which charity does begin at
home. That is, we learn what love is in seekinggthed of another person within the family unit as w
treat others in the family as God wants us to éatérd. The next most intimate circle is as fellow
members of the body of Christ. There are specsgoesibilities and special affections that are
developed within the body of Christ, but then therknally the relationship that we sustain toasl
members of the human community. And that dependsronmstances as to how we go about
ministering, serving, loving, and seeking the gobdthers. But those are the three relationships in
which God has placed us and in which love is exgg@sBasically the disposition of neighbor lovéois
seek the good of another person created in thedrab@od as that person is related to us in thelyam
in the church, or in the wider human community.

As we saw last time in looking at Leviticus 19hink that the biblical ethic, not just the New Tasent
but also the Old, is a dispositional ethic. It lmsgivith the heart: “You shall not hate your brotimer
your heart, but you shall love your neighbor asrgeli.” So | think that it is right to say that levor

our neighbor, like love for God, is rightly underst as a dispositional complex. It is rationalhattit
recognizes other human beings as the image of iGisdaffectional in that it relates to other human
beings at the level of emotion, and it is volitibmathat it seeks to do them good. So love for our
neighbor is beneficent affection that is based proger understanding of who human beings ars. It i
beneficent affection for persons like ourselvesvd acts for the good of other persons out of an
affection for them. It is not the same degree difmacy within the family as in the church and ie th
wider human community, but even our enemies arémbé dismissed as human beings. Rather, the
challenge is to do them good because they areett@athe image of God. So even at that level etieer
a recognition of their value.

It is the disposition that affects our perceptidnvbat other human beings really need. We cannot
expect the same degree of spontaneous affecticvéry person that we have for people for whom we
have a natural affinity. Love-agapeor agapaois the verb—is a decision, but it is a decisiohjaost
about actions. It is a decision about the objecr®'s affections. We are responsible for our Iseast
well as for the outward actions. It is not enouglsdy love is a decision and that as long as | do
somebody good | have fulfilled the Law. No, you mainremove the emotional element from love, so |
say, and you can test it out, that neighbor loviess of all a disposition. And really our heahave to

be changed, just as with respect to love with &dd.have to have that disposition implanted in as, s
neighbor love is first of all a disposition to sebk good of another person. It is more than astl@tito

do the right thing; it is a rational and volitioreffect.

| would like to cite John Murray’Brinciples of Conducat this point. | think that Murray really got this
right. In the background of what Murray says isviev of Emmanuel Kant, which has had a
tremendous influence on ethics. Murray does nottimerKant, but Kant wrote, “Love out of inclination
cannot be commanded, but kindness done from ditiauegh no inclination impels us, is practical,
residing in the will and not of melting compassiadow, that is Kant and it is very widespread, even
among people who do not know the source is in Klamie out of inclination cannot be commanded.
What can be commanded is kindness done out of @hre are several problems with that when you
begin to look at the biblical data. First Corintigal 3, for example, says, “If | sell all my goodde¢ed
the poor and have not love”—that is, if | do novéahe disposition that moves me to that out of
affection for God and for my neighbor—in terms afd3 judgment on it, it does not receive His
approval. It is worthless. It is good in and oglfsit helps somebody, but it is not the biblie#hic.
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Bear that in mind when Murray writes, “We must sé¢hat perverse conception of the nature of love
that we cannot be commanded to love, that love Imispontaneous and cannot be evoked by
demand.” What does he say? Well, love is both era@nd motive. This is John Murray. “Love is
feeling and it impels to action. And since the lawvén the category of feeling which creates affini
with the object, the fulfillment which loves corstrs is not the fulfillment of coerced and unwigin
formal compliance, but the fulfillment of cheerfarhd willing obedience. It is impossible for the
prescriptions of law to have scope in our relatimps to our fellow man unless loves reigns supreme.
Love is both expulsive and impulsive affectionthink it is necessary to meditate on that. You lcak
up this quote if you want to pursue it, but theaidethat love is feeling and it impels to action.

This does not mean that we are always on the \@drggars. Emotions in that sense are not in view in
terms of what is being commanded, but the subfpadiition, or the affectional attitude, of our heaar
become a compassionate person is the biblical.ethid God has give us the means by which that
dynamic is developed in us by the way in whichiuody Spirit works in us faith, hope, and love. We
ought not to think of love as just a decision toadaght action. | often get the expression “I |gaay,

but I do not like you.” | think that creates a faldichotomy. And we know what it means, that treeee
some people for whom you have a natural affinityaose of various interests and so forth, and o lo
should not be limited to those whom we like. Tha¢slnot mean that we are not responsible for
developing the affective side of our neighbor Idvecause it is that which really does impel us to
action. It enables us to really understand whagrgpleople need in terms of the good we seek t@do f
them, and to do it in terms of the steady praatideve.

One of the most effective testimonies in the Newtdment is the character reference of Dorcas, who
was raised from the dead in the book of Acts. Betbat mighty event, folks were bringing to the
apostles things she had done with her own handfiégooor, and the verse read, “She was always
doing good and helping the poor.” That was heirtesty. That is her character reference. Now, we
might do good once in a while and help the pooragtioally, but Dorcas is an exhibit of the affeatio
that leads to continuous action on behalf of oth®csl think that Murray is right. Do not get catgh

the idea that love cannot be commanded as thoughiaam cannot be commanded. We think we are to
cry on cue and that we are always on the vergeasét That is not the kind of emotion that we are
talking about, but we are talking about the affexgide of our being, which identifies with persams
their needs, and not just their needs abstractly.

One reason | emphasize this point is because affithg distinctions that have been made between
sacrificial love and mutual love in the discussiohagape and | think that it is false. There is Nygren’s
book onAgape and Erasvhich leaves you with the lie thagapeis spontaneous love for the unworthy.
Well, that is really not the biblical idea of lovEhe best article that | have seen on love is Ime&r
DeWitt Burton. It is an appendix to his commentanyGalatians from the International Critical
Commentary Series. He has an excursuagapeandagapao He looks at how these verbs and nouns
were used in classical Greek, in the Septuagimtjmthe New Testament. And he gives a better
analysis than Nygren, which is written at aboutgame time, in terms of the flexibility afapagq the
verb that is used for “to love” in the Greek tratign of the Old Testament and in the New Testament
and the corresponding noun that derives from that.basically parallel to the English word “loVe.
Sometimes it is lamented that the English word élog deficient, but when you really look ajapao

in Greek, it is basically the same as the Englishdwlove.” It has that same kind of flexibility.

There are three elements, he says, that are inTineefirst element involves recognizing the vabiie
something so that there is an element of admiratimut it. Then there is the element of desire for
something that is valuable. With persons, that wdnd a desire for a relationship. And third and tmos
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distinctive as it is used in the Scriptures, isatement that includes the wish to benefit. Thathat we
focus on inagapaobecause that was in the background in the cldssege. But when that element
receives more prominence in the Septuagint traoslaf the Old Testament and in the New Testament,
the other elements do not disappear. Therefore meape is more volitional than the other terms for
love that are used in Greek, but not with the abser this recognition of value, the desire for
relationship, as well as the wish to do someonealgblere is the bottom line for Burton after this
excursus. He says, “It is this type of love in whiecognition of worth is the foundation and theide
to benefit the leading element that Paul exalts @orinthians 13 and of which he says in Romans 15
that it is the fulfillment of the Law.” | would plmably want to substitute “recognition of valuehs t
foundation and the desire to benefit is the leagiegnent.” It is those two components together that
bring together the affective and the volitionald agally the rational. Because the rationale given
Scriptures for our love, even of enemies, is thaytare made in the image of God. And we are myiti
them to cease their hostility and become recon¢deéod.

| think we could put the three elements in sumnfargn in this way: to admire, to desire, and to bgne
when it comes to the Lord, admiration turns to atlon. But that is also recognizing the worth egén
our enemies. We confuse being worthy and beingrdesg | think that is why | would rather seek to
recognize the intrinsic value of human persons evieen they are opposed to us in the family, in the
church, or in the wider community. We still shotilalve an affective element in our approach to them
and a desire for the relationship to be what ithwuig be. Now, remember, it is not all the sameeeg
of intimacy. We do not level everything odigapedoes not level out all distinctions, but it enhesall
relationships in terms of this volitional and affenal element. It is basically, as | have defiitetb do
someone good, or to seek the good of another.i3tnaw the disposition issues in action, but wehtug
not to identify love just with the action and neest also as the disposition that lies behindihis
means, since we are responsible for who we ar@esd to attend to the development of our
disposition, our attitude for other people. Thawksy you have Paul spending so much time rehearsing
what God has done for us, so that we become forgipersons as God has forgiven us. There is the
disposition to forgive, a disposition to be patie#ith others, and so on through the list of thétfofithe
Spirit or the characteristics of love in 1 Corimtihg 13.

Love can be commanded. Love as disposition anddsvaclination can be and is commanded. That is
the biblical ethic. You know, it sounds right asfithat you cannot command emotion, and we takie th
to mean you cannot just tell somebody to cry on Ehat is true, but emotion is a fluctuating
psychological state of being. Affection is a sulaifétude of mind and heart toward others thatheac
out to them. It is based on the creation and tlegarof God. We take the same attitude toward them
that God takes toward them.

Now, a related question is the question of seleldyow does this fit with the biblical ethic? Ilettwo
great commandments are to love the Lord your Gal &4 your heart, mind, soul, and strength and
love your neighbor as yourself, it seems like &l is not really in there anyplace. It seems thist
does not need that much attention, is somethingatgrally do or even sinfully are engaged in, and i
not appropriate to an authentic Christian ethidobking at “Love your neighbor as yourself” in egd
to self-love, there are three ways in which this baen construed. And you can find good theologians
taking each of these positions. One position isttimeaning of the commandment is love your
neighbor as you now sinfully love yourself. Calta@kes that position. Calvin says that our self-
absorption as sinners, the degree of attentionntbdavish on ourselves, is now made the pattern on
which we approach others. And so, as | say, yowcitargood theological support for all three of the
positions | am representing. A student once asked‘How do you know when to cite Calvin?” My
answer was, “When he agrees with you, of coursat't® be fair, sometimes even Homer nodded
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occasionally. | think that Calvin had a preacharterest here because he saw so much attentiog bein
given to self-love in the scholastics. In Aquina® much was being made of love for self, andnkhi
that that explains Calvin’s response. But reallgaihnot be that we should make as the model ofiew
love others our self-absorption, the worship of. deloes not compute. That does not really fithwi
Leviticus 19 or any of the places where it goegoli take a sinful attitude, self-absorption, on@ern

for self to the exclusion of God and everybody gty can that be made the pattern for loving ather

There must be another way. Love your neighbor agyst naturally love yourself. Now that seems
more plausible. That is John Stott's position, badarticulates it very well. He is another madtir.is a
masterful exegete, but this does not seem quite rigme either. It seems to me that there is an
equivocation here, because it is saying love yeighbor morally as you just naturally love yourself
Those are two different kinds of love. The ideaghisrwe just have a spontaneous natural desim@ufor
lives and to keep ourselves going, and that speotanatural affection that we have for ourselses i
now to be transferred to our neighbor. Well, | khihat is an equivocation. It is the use of twarter

So | think there is a third way. Love your neighlasryou rightly love yourself. That is, you areatesl

in the image of God and there are certain prinsipbetake care of yourself, because you belongo. G
As you rightly love yourself those principles shibble applied to others. | think that, in readinig th
light of the first commandment, there are self-rdgay obligations that stem from the fact that we
belong to God. Not to trivialize it, but He sayaus take good care of yourself, you belong to Mae
body is a temple of the Holy Spirit,” and thereftinere are certain principles about which you are t
take care. We do not usually have a problem with this only in highlighting it in this way.

But take the question of suicide. Where is thabiftoten in the Ten Commandments? Where in The Ten
Commandments is suicide forbidden? Well, some fe#l§sit is not and that “you shall not murder”
refers to your actions toward other people. Thabisthe way that we have taken that. Suicide is
basically self-murder. The real problem with itaking a human life that belongs to God. And, there

a rightful love for ourselves. It is something thagt does not naturally happen; it is somethirad tie
choose and we choose in relation to God. And yougcathrough our Shorter Catechism in which it
understands all of those commandments to meanvehahould be concerned about our own and our
neighbor’s property, our own and our neighbor’s,libur own and our neighbor’s chastity, etc. There
are self-regarding principles that stem from tret that we belong to God. And we should extendehos
principles to those who God has created in His Bnag

These are the three traditional ways of constrtyog shall love your neighbor as yourself.” | think
there might be a better fourth way of doing thrg] #hat is to love your neighbor as a person like
yourself. | think if we would not try to get thistb a command to love yourself, but recognize tihat
force of the commandment is to recognize the péroa of others and that the same legitimate
concerns that we have for ourselves are now totsnded to other persons in the image of God, it
would, | think, resolve that problem. And | wouldipt out that it is true that, strictly speakingyé
requires another for its object. He who loves ttiephas fulfilled the Law. So | think that thoseople
are right who say that you never have self-lova asmmand. You do have the Proverb “He who gets
wisdom loves his own soul.” In the Septuagint, ikdtoves himself,” and it isgapao So, self-love is
not wrong, but it is not the clearest way of expneg ourselves. | think there are better ways dffipg

it because it is liable to be confused with a disglf-love or autophilia, love of one’s self, whics
specifically condemned in the Scriptures. But iatttontext in 1 Timothy, self-love is substituting
oneself for God. Egolatry is really the self-loat is being condemned there. The Bible does not
condemn what | call a theocentric self-regard.ohlthe compounds of self—self-esteem, self-assertio
self-worth—are true or false, depending on how theyattended and basically whether or not they tak
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God into account. For example, self-assertion amappropriately setting oneself forward, or ih e
standing up for one’s God-given rights, dependingh® circumstances. The pattern is getting us to
think of other people in light of what we rightlyibk about ourselves. How we are to rightly love
ourselves is a matter of looking at the Scriptaned seeing what the Scriptures have to say about
ourselves.

This leads into the fourth major topic, which | going to call “The Direction of Grace.” It overlaps
with the chapter in the book that | call “The Ditiea of the Christian Life.” When we talk about the
disposition of grace, thieabitusthat God implants, this is not just an arbitrangaiege. That is a better
way of understanding and getting at the kind ogperwe ought to be, and | think that the paratiel t
that is the direction that God gives us in His grddad that in the Dalith section of Psalm 119iea
this session. We gave for disposition a theologdigah, habitus For direction, we should use the
Hebrew wordorah. Now, let me get a running start at this. | trieday that love for God includes the
disposition to walk in His way. In addition to dgiiting in Him, it is the disposition to walk in Hgays.
To walk in His ways is not just the ways that Hs peescribed; it is the way He has gone before. In
both the Old Testament and the New Testament yoa tine paths that God has laid out for us, or the
paths that He has trod before, so that God’s retlempf Israel from Egypt becomes then that pattern
of their conduct. And preeminently with the exampleChrist in the New Testament, He has given us
the same example to follow. But love for God inésdhe disposition to walk in His ways and to fallo
Him out of reverence for who He is and gratitudevithat He has done. If you can put it in a phrase,
would call it obedient love. That is, love that suts itself to the will of God. And true human
fulfillment lies in the path of obedience—thatiis,submissiveness to the will of God. Sometimes
people react to the idea of obedience as beingram&oncept that cannot be from Scripture. The
incarnate Son of God Himself during His days oritearhibited the reverent submission by which
human nature is affected. That is Hebrews 5:8-Ql&alience is a key category, but it should be ased
an adjective—obedient love—because love is thegymesponse that God desires. But the divinely
appointed way to good works is of course throughgifacious gift of faith that God gives us in
salvation.

Ephesians 2:8-10 is the key text. “By grace yousared through faith and that not of yourselveis, it
the gift of God.” “That not of yourselves” refeis the whole phrase “by grace you are saved through
faith.” It includes faith, but it is not restricted it. “It is the gift of God.” This whole process$

salvation by grace through faith is the gift of Gtds “not of works lest any man should boastuy
cannot earn that. We are totally dependent on Gadiative. Not just His initiative, but we are
dependent on His power to change us. Grace iste#aa bringing about this change from the
unbelieving to becoming believers. Of course, weehaelieved, but we believed because we are
impelled to that by the work of the Holy Spirit. 8inverse 10 goes on to say, “For we are his
workmanship [craftsmanship], created in Christ 3dsugood works, which God has foreordained that
we should join in them.” So good works are parthaf process; they are part of the salvation. Thay f
from salvation by grace through faith. But underdiag the proper order, good works are part of God’
plan for us. They cannot be ignored, because Gsghtngposed that we live in them, and the handiwork
of God’s new creation in Christ is exhibited inai@eship. Before faith came, before we came tthfai

in Christ, our attitude was autonomy: “Nobody tefle what to do.” Now since God has redeemed me
and brought me from death to life, the properwadttis “show me what you want me to do.” And God
gives direction for the good works He has prepamnextivance for believers to do.

So, the directing principle of the Christian litethe will of God as revealed in Christ and theyHol
Scriptures and illuminated by the Holy Spirit. Wendoreak that down into its component parts. The
direction of grace is, first of all, to do with tNéord of God. As Sanderson remarks, “This is the
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primary means of grace by which God directs owedivt is through His Word.” The second question of
TheShorterCatechisnsays, “What rule has God given to direct us hownveg glorify Him and enjoy
Him?” The answer is “The Word of God, which is ained in the Scriptures of the Old and New
Testament, is the only rule to direct us how we iglayify and enjoy Him.” All Scripture is torah itme
sense that it is the revealed instruction of Gachfaw we should live in His covenant. All Scriptuse
torah in the sense that it is God’s authoritativeaion in the way of life, and you can see itgtpan 2
Timothy 3:14-17. Paul writes that Timothy from in&y has known the Holy Scriptures “which are able
to make you wise for salvation through faith in Shdesus. All Scripture is God-breathed and
profitable for teaching, for rebuke, for correctiamd for instruction in righteousness, so thatntiaa of
God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished to evergdgwork.” All Scripture has that function.

When it comes to specific actions, | think thatst®uld remember that Scripture as torah, as God’s
instruction in the way of life, is not limited t@mmandments or rules. It is all Scripture thahspired
and profitable, so the narratives of Scripture,betry of Scripture, as well as the parts thathirgk of
in terms of law, are all there for our directiomdhit meets us holistically in terms of what we ase
human beings. So if it were just a book of rulegyauld not be the kind of direction that God wamnss
to have. The rules occur in a broader contextlaffahose aspects of literary genre that you havbe
Scriptures. They are all torah. We translate thadwWlaw,” but in English the word “law” has the
narrower connotation of a rule with a penalty. Ahdt is a part of God’s torah, but it is His divine
revealed and authoritative instruction in the wélife. That is the sense in which we mean it here.

Now just to be clear, we are moving from the digfoms, the character issues, and the virtues treta
be developed within us to particular actions. Whe&omes to particular actions, | think that iuiseful

to think about the various kinds of direction thiati get when it comes to specific actions. Firsalgf
there is the category of prohibition. The Ten Comdmaents are largely in this form: do not murder, do
not commit adultery, do not steal. | use Roman&@3s a peg for this category of Scriptural ditti
“Do no harm.” It happens to be the first principlemedical ethics, but it is appropriate all aldhg

line. That is what Paul mentions first of all asharacteristic of love. The disposition we havedoiv
our neighbor is “love works no harm to its neighbdnerefore, love is the fulfilling of the law.” She
first category is in terms of prohibition. And | wid say that the most definitive form of Scriptural
direction is prohibition. Love may be more than hatming other people, but non-maleficence, as it i
called, is a healthy part of love. By the way, Pdogs that also in Galatians 5:15. After the great
presentation of love as the fulfilling of the Lale relates it to gossip. “If you go on biting and
devouring each other, watch out or you will be eoned by one another.” So | would say that though
the Christian calling is fundamentally positive, sfeould not minimize the role of prohibition.

The negative commandments provide direction by stgpws what is always and everywhere
incompatible with God’s kingdom and glory in theage of Christ. The negative commandments
provide direction by showing us what is always aadrywhere incompatible with the kingdom of God
and the other aspects of the goal. They set thedawies. They even take precedence over the pesitiv
commandments in this sense—that we are forbiddeo ®vil in order that good may come. So if God
has absolutely prohibited something, then no madivietention of doing good can justify doing
something that God has prohibited. So the firsigho ask about any proposed action is whether it i
prohibited in Scripture. Now, it is sometimes a teiabf discernment to know precisely what God has
prohibited. In other examples, it is clear-cut &nd only our unwillingness to submit to those
prohibitions that leads us to manipulation andifigdules for getting around the rules. But yourean
take a verse out of context. You have to read probns in light of the whole reading of Scriptuk'e
will come to that in detail when we get to the tason of moral dilemmas.
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But the first category is prohibition, the negatoemmandments that set the boundaries, and they are
the more definitive of the commandments. Even endases of prohibition, it is sometimes perplexog
define them in an absolute way for which thererereonceivable exceptions, and we need to be very
careful about that. But it is more likely that wancexpress absolutes in terms of what is prohibited
universally than what is commanded.

For the second form of direction | am going to tleeword “command.” | mean by that positive
command. In the book | used “mandates,” but yoliseié why | am substituting “command” for that a
little later on. But the peg here would be Galati&rl0: the good to all. “More fully as you have
opportunity, do good to all, especially those &t the household of faith.” The positive
commandments require discernment in terms of wbpbdunities we have in order to carry them out.
And they include commandments that are open-ersimth, as the cultural mandate to subdue the earth
for the glory of God. We might call it the dominiamandate, to exercise dominion over the earthier t
glory of God. And it includes the Great Commissidhere is the dominion mandate and the mandate to
evangelize all nations. Together those encompasgrdat purposes God has for mankind. Obviously
they cannot be carried out by an individual. Thexyuire corporate responsibility so that we are
responding to what God is calling us, as His redskepeople individually and corporately, to do fos H
glory. The positive commandments, in contrast eogfohibitions that set limits, tend to be openezhd

in their requirements. As in Galatians 6:10, dayogd is only limited by opportunity, with the neeafs
fellow believers to be of paramount concern. Sopib&tive demands of love require two things:
discernment of what opportunities are ours by @gipnovidence, and second, prudence in determining
the means that are most likely to be effectivecioa.

| would like to give at this point an excursus auyd | need to say something about duty in thipees

| think that the Christian ethic is certainly nos§ negative, although | would not minimize the
importance of the prohibitions in establishing blmeindaries. And as | have said, we are more liteely
be able to define universal principles in termsedative command. But we need the positive
commands. And with the positive commands the re#isairthey are open-ended is that the Christian
ethic calls forth not simply a standard of commeuneahcy, but rather one of moral excellence, or
riskful, strenuous activity, as one author puts it.

Although we sometimes use the word duty for the l&lopen-ended positive demands of God on our
lives, | think that duty, as a term, does not waedl to cover the whole thing. | am relying heream
insight of Iris Murdoch, who besides being a nastab also a significant British philosopher. Led m

run this by you. “The demand that we should beueus or try to become good is something that goes
beyond explicit calls of duty. One can, of couesdend the idea of duty into the area of generdlize
goodness by making it a duty always to have puraghts and good motives. | would rather keep the
concept of duty nearer to its sense as somethirlg #rict, recognizable, intermittent so that wan

say that there may be time off from the call ofydbiut no time off from the demand of good. Duty,
then, | take to be formal obligation relating tacasions where it can to some extent be clarifiethink
that that is right. | think that we tend to use tiien duty for the whole thing, and you can makéat.

As she points out, you can understand that it is@sponsibility to always love God and our neighbo
But the actual biblical usage of the language @y teisomething more restricted and precise. Theano
“duty” occurs only three times in the New Testamenice in the sense of a debt in Matthew 18:32,
once in the sense of something due such as taxesmect in Romans 13:7, and once for the reciproca
obligation of husband and wife in bed in 1 Coriatig 7:3. Tyndale translated that as “due
benevolence,” and that was later adopted by thg Bames Version. That may strike us as euphemistic,
but actually it is appropriate for conjugal obligat, which is never a matter of simple justice ditne
some kind of debt that must be paid. Those arenhethree references to duty in the New Testament.
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There is a related verb which means “to be obligeat, it most often refers to conduct that is open-
ended, requiring that we become loving, serving@es in imitation of our Savior. So the will of God
obliges us to aspire to more than what can be pbestas a matter of strict duty. | will have togst
there for now, but | want us to understand thethtions of the word “duty” when it comes to Chiasti
ethics. There is a place for it, and | think evethwespect to duty that can be prescribed, theee |
special way in which it is to be performed. Butwiéd have to come to that in the next session.
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