Living as the People of God (1983)

and

Old Testament Ethics for the People of God (2004)
- Some Observations

introduction

Christopher Wright put forward his "paradigmic" approach to applying OT Law to Christians and society in Living as the People of God (LPG) in 1983, and updated his views in Old Testament Ethics for the People of God  (OTE) (which also updates another earlier book, Walking in the Ways of the Lord) in 2004. The original book, LPG, dealt with other OT topics also, such as the land of Israel, economics etc., however in this article I wish to focus in on his paradigmic approach to OT law, and I wish to do this in three main respects:  first I wish to see whether some selected statements in the earlier book regarding the Law have been changed in the newer book, and if so how. Secondly, I wish to attempt to see whether the arguments put forward for the paradigmic application of Old Testament law to Christians, which Christopher Wright has advanced with considerable rhetorical acumen, are in fact biblical  - particularly in the light of the new situation brought about by coming of Christ and the inauguration of the New Covenant -  and/or logical. Clearly there will a certain amount of my personal assessment of the arguments in this article, and I would therefore greatly welcome correction on anything I say that the reader considers false/unscriptural. Thirdly, I was hoping that this analysis would provide, en passant, some pointers to C. Wright's views on some of the "standard" questions regarding the relationship of OT law to Christians today. Typically these questions might include:

 i) Paul says that Christians are not under law (e.g. Rom. 6:14), that the law has been abolished (Eph. 2:15) etc. etc. So what function should these old laws have for Christians and/or society today?

 ii) Christians frequently distinguish the Ten Commandments from the rest of the OT law (e.g. a survey amongst American Evangelicals showed that 88% of Evangelicals believe that the Ten Commandments are binding on Christians today). Are they right, and does C. W. hold to this view? An alternative and/or additional view to the above is that the Ten Commandments are (simply?) a summary or "contents page" of all the other laws (over 600!) given by God to Israel under the Old Covenant. Does C. W. hold to a "contents page" view of the Ten Commandments?

 iii) Besides the above, many Christians do not seem to know about "New Covenant Theology" (e.g. as described by Jon Zens). Does C. W. know about this view and if so does he mention this view in any of his books and discuss how New Covenant Theology understands the role of OT law in the New Covenant?

 iv) A further point which I personally look for in discussions/articles etc. by Christians regarding the law is whether they regard the "split" between the Old Covenant and the New Covenant as "coinciding" with the break between the Old Testament and the New Testament. An alternative would be so see that the split comes with the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, and that some of the events described in the NT - particularly the Gospels - are "situated", at least partially, in an Old Covenant context: Jesus was, after all, "born under the law" (Gal. 4:4) and He became a "servant of the circumcision" (Rom. 15:8).

 v) My current general view about Christopher Wright's theology in this area of applicability/authority of OT law for Christians is that is basically a form of "Covenant Theology" (e.g. see his footnote on p.317 of OTE: " . .while appreciating much that goes by the name "covenant theology" . . "), and that it gives an authoritative status for the law that is, I believe not found in the New Testament. Thus, I believe, it pays too little attention to what the New Testament, (and in particular Acts and the Epistles), tells us about the end of the Mosaic dispensation and how we as Christians should "read" the Old Testament, and in particular these Old Covenant laws. Unlike his understanding of "the land" (i.e. the physical land of OT Israel) - which he interprets, (correctly in my view), as typologically fulfilled in Christ - he seems to have developed a (paradigmic) "theology of the Mosaic law for Christians" which, I feel, in many instances, unfortunately does not attempt to see as fulfilled in - and which often seems to by-pass - Jesus Christ " . . in Whom all fullness dwells" (Col. 1:19). I hope I'm wrong about all of this, and will most gladly retract and correct anything I have written - please let me know if/how I am wrong here.
OK let's begin:
The particular passages being considered are found on pages 160-161 of the original book, Living as the People of God, (LPG) (to which a friend kindly drew my attention) which contain key statements of C. Wright's views regarding the applicability of  OT Law in the New Testament or the New Covenant and in the following extracts I go through them in order, without gaps, comparing them with equivalent extracts from the newer book.
Extract 1:

"It was emphasised in chapter 1 that the law was given to frame the response to a redemption and a relationship already accomplished by God's grace." (LPG p. 160)
"The law was not given as a means of salvation but as a gift of grace to those whom God had already redeemed. . . Another way of expressing this is to point out that the Old Testament law was covenantal. That is to say the covenant relationship stood behind and was prior to the law itself." (OTE pp. 316-317)
Comment:

I think that CW is saying essentially the same things in both books, and clearly he is describing true things about the law from an Old Covenant perspective. (Aside: I'm not sure that it is quite right however to claim that "the covenant relationship . . was prior to the law itself": clearly a relationship between God and Israel was established prior to the law, but since the law was the "charter document" of the covenant, the covenant relationship surely started with (and not before) the covenant.) (In context, C. W. appears to be speaking of the Mosaic, not the Abrahamic covenant - the latter indeed being prior to the law (and also prior to the redemption referred to in the above extract.))
Paul in the NT, however, writing from a NT perspective, has a more negative assessment of the actual functioning of the law during the OT period  - namely that it reveals sin without providing a solution, but nevertheless in awakening a desire for holiness (Romans), and keeping Israel "within bounds" until Christ came (Galatians) it served a useful purpose within the overall economy of God. Perhaps one should note too that the grace extended to Israel was not effective for many Israelites such as those who perished in the wilderness. The word was not effective for them since it was not "mixed with faith" (Heb. 4:2). Also the redemption/salvation was "earthly" - it was physical freedom from slavery and into a physical land of promise. This contrasts with the New Covenant in Christ.
Extract 2:
"The whole law, especially the Decalogue, enshrines both the vertical and the horizontal dimensions that are integral to the covenant: God's redemptive act and man's responsive obedience expressed in love for God and for one another" (LPG p.160)
"The whole law, especially as summed up in the Decalogue, enshrines both the vertical and the horizontal dimensions integral to the covenant: God's redemptive initiative and Israel's responsive obedience, expressed in love for God and for one another" (OTE p.317)
Comment:

There is a very minor alteration in that the newer book expresses the (entirely reasonable!) view that the Decalogue can be understood as a summary of the whole law. However, there is also what seems to me to be an interesting alteration: CW refers to man's responsive obedience in LPG, but to Israel's responsive obedience in the corresponding passage  in OTE. Does this mean that CW originally (i.e. in LPG) believed in the applicability of the Decalogue to all of us, but has more recently (i.e. in changed to  restricting the applicability of the Decalogue to Old Covenant Israel? No, I don't think so. I think what he has recognised is that, in LPG, he "jumped the gun" in his line of reasoning a little bit in the above extract by applying the Decalogue to man rather than strictly to Israel before he justified or proved this extension in applicability. CW does in fact go on in both books (see Extract 3 et seq. below) to immediately argue for the applicability of the Decalogue beyond Israel, but I think the argument is now more logically presented in the newer book - well done to CW for recognising what is quite a subtle point and amending it! 
[My suggestion: We are not surprised to see CW subsequently arguing for this extension in applicability since we have already been alerted to this possibility by
 i) the transition from his use of the past tense in Extract 1 to his use of the present tense in Extract 2. The usage of the present tense can indeed - as has been pointed out to me! - be explained as the use of the "immediate present" in order to bring the text to life - Mark's Gospel uses the "immediate present" repeatedly!  However this transition from the past tense to the present tense can create an impression in the mind of the reader - well, it did in my mind! -  that C. W. believes that, although the Decalogue was delivered to Israel in the past, the applicability of the Decalogue was not to be restricted to Israel's obedience but has a present applicability in terms of obedience, and
 ii) the use of the word "covenant" without further specification (rather than, say, specifying that it is the Mosaic Covenant). This lack of specificity  suggests that C. Wright is going to take the argument in the direction of a "continuing covenant"-type theology. We have thus been subtly prepared for the argument ahead!]  

Extract 3:

"It is this covenant dimension which provides the bridge between the status of the law in the Old Testament and the use made of it, particularly of the Decalogue, in the New." (LPG p. 160)
"This covenant dimension also provides the bridge between the status of the law in the Old Testament and the use made of it, particularly of the Decalogue, in the New." (OTE p.317)
Comment:

These sentences are almost word-for-word the same. The only comment that I would like to offer is that the use of the word "bridge" subtly prepares us for a "Covenant Theology"-type understanding of the law/Decalogue that sees it as straddling both covenants, rather than, say, an abrogation of OT law and its replacement with Christ in the New Covenant. After all a bridge typically joins two, approximately equivalent, banks e.g. of a river! Well done to CW for rhetorical skill here: without needing to offer a substantive argument, he has subtly pre-conditioned and steered our thoughts in his preferred direction!
         [image: image1.jpg]



[A reviewer of one of Christopher Wright's books (The Mission of God) has actually drawn attention to this clever use of images to nudge the argument in a particular direction. The review is by Mike Gilbart-Smith and can be found at: www.9marks.org/review/mission-god/. It is, in my view, an insightful review of the frequently unbiblical view of mission held and propounded by Christopher Wright.]
Extract 4:

"It is not that the Decalogue is some universal moral law imposed inexorably and equally upon Israel and the church. It is rather the fact of the continuity of relationship between God and his people and the nature of that relationship which is the constant factor. There was an old covenant and there is a new covenant but in both cases we are dealing with covenant and in both cases it is the prior action of the same God in redemptive grace demanding our response of love and obedience." (LPG p.160)
"We are not dealing with some universal moral law imposed externally and equally upon Israel and the church. It is rather the continuity of relationship between God and God's people and the nature of that relationship which is the constant factor. Although we speak of old and new covenants, in both cases we are dealing with covenant relationship, and in both cases it is the prior action of the same God in redemptive grace that calls for our response of love and ethical obedience." (OTE p. 317)
Comment:

There has been a slight change - inexorably has been replaced by externally. I think that inexorably is probably the correct reading, and externally may be an error in OTE. Also obedience has been replaced by ethical obedience.
There is another difference. Whereas LPG spoke of the Decalogue (specifically) as not being "some universal moral law . . ", it is clear from the fact that OTE's extract 4 follows directly from Extract 3 (above) that it is " the law and especially the Decalogue" that is not to be seen as "some universal moral law . . ". I don't think this is a major difference however, as CW (and others) see the Decalogue as being, amongst other important things, a sort of contents page or summary of the whole law (see Extract 2 above), and also that the "response of love and obedience" corresponds very closely to  "loving God and one's neighbour as oneself" - also a summary of the law. I think what CW is "getting at here" is that the law applied directly to Israel, but that CW sees it as applying paradigmically in the New Covenant - and that it is the "paradigmic principles that apply in the new situation of the New Covenant. Therefore, in this view, the law, but particularly the Decalogue, "applies" to Christians (and to people generally) but the specific paradigmic outworking of each commandment depends on the new situation - and he gives as an  example Paul's famous teaching about preachers and oxen in 1 Cor. 9:7-12).
In this explanation, it is assumed that our response, in the New Covenant, is or should be,  a similar response to that of Israel under the Old Covenant - i.e. one of love and ethical obedience.

Is this true?

Well, actually, no, not entirely. The correct response to the New Covenant is initially to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ! It is this that is the big difference between the Old and New Covenants. In the Old Covenant, Israel was (physically) saved from slavery by God's grace, and then God gave them the law to be kept, and their entrance into the land, and their continued (earthly) life in this earthly land depended on their obedience. In the New Covenant, however, there is an extra step! Christ is the one fulfils (pleroo) or accomplishes the Exodus on our behalf. The faithful Christ is the One Who is the anti-type to which unfaithful Israel in the wilderness was the type. But this Exodus - the most important Exodus! - is, for us,  from our slavery to sin and to His holiness (see Luke  9:31). The extra step is that to participate in this Exodus we must be in Christ and we do this by faith - by believing on Him. Then we are in a position to try, with the help of the Holy Spirit (He is another difference between the covenants) who is received by faith also (Gal. 3:2), to bring our lives into conformity to Christ by love and by ethical obedience, not to the law but to Christ who really is the living embodiment of God's ultimate standard of righteousness. But ultimately, our salvation is underwritten by Christ Himself - it is His righteousness that counts for us in the sight of God, and so eternal, (rather than earthly) salvation is secured for us from sin because Christ is God,  because He is eternal, and because He is righteous! It is thus Christ who is our ethical imperative, and it was/is to him that the OT law pointed/points (in various ways!) The OT law can thus corroborate and witness to and point towards the "law of Christ", but it is not law for us - the law for us as New Covenant believers is the person and work of Christ: "A new commandment I give to you that you love one another as I have loved you".
Although CW speaks of continuity with regard to the covenants, we should remember that unfortunately the Old Covenant, (which only ever promised continuing earthly benefits), was not, even with that limited objective, effective for many Israelites - the Exodus generation itself for example nearly all perished in the wilderness and did not enter the promised land. Many of God's people in the Old Covenant did not continue as God's people. We should be most grateful for the discontinuity between the covenants in this respect, and also in respect of the earthly/temporal vs. spiritual/eternal contrast between the covenants. 
How were Old Covenant believers eternally saved? Well, through Christ! The faith aspect was presumably, at least in many instances, in seeing how the Old Covenant symbols pointed forward to Him. They "embraced the promises from afar" (Heb. 11:13). 

I would like to offer another suggestion here. It has to do with the way C.W. has argued in this extract. He says that "the Decalogue is not imposed equally upon Israel and the church. It is rather the continuity of relationship . . . that is the constant factor."
What does C.W.  mean when he says the laws are not imposed equally on Israel and the church? And how does his appeal  to the "constant factor" of the  covenant relationships explain and/or justify his views regarding how the law should be differentially imposed on or applied to Israel the church?
Knowing that C.W. believes in a paradigmic application of OT law to  New Covenant Christians, I think that what he is saying is that the OT laws, and particularly the Decalogue are imposed on New Covenant believers i.e. the church, but not "equally" with Israel - in other words, the laws which applied directly to Israel have to be applied (by the paradigmic method - explained elsewhere) so that they are appropriate for the new situation of the church.
Next, he seems to attempt to justify this way of understanding this paradigmic applicability to the church of the laws of the OT by appealing to some  "continuities" or constant factors between Israel/the church (or between Old and New Covenants). These continuities are: 

 1) The continuity of the relationship between God and His people

 2) The continuity of the nature of that relationship

 3) The fact that both the Old Covenant and the New Covenant are covenants

 4) The fact that the same God who has acted in redemptive grace in both covenants.

As a result of points 1-4, C. W. argues that God demands a response of love and obedience from Christians in the New Covenant, just as He did from Old Covenant Israel, but the actual outworking of that response will vary between the two groups - it will be "unequal" because Christians are not in exactly the same situations as Israel. 

My immediate response to this is to challenge points 1 and 2. Yes there were some, hopefully many, individuals within the fleshly nation of Israel who, in addition to being saved in the sense of being delivered from slavery and settled for the duration of their physical lives in the Promised Land, were "saved" in the NT sense (i.e. in the sense of eternally saved by the work of Christ on the cross),   and with these indeed, Christians are privileged to consider themselves in continuity and to admire them for having "embraced the promises from afar", when we, the heirs of all the ages, seem so often to struggle despite our enormously privileged position. Paul refers to some of these people as the Remnant, and as "those 7000 who did not bow the knee to Baal" etc. But we surely do not recognise our continuity with those in Israel who rejected God, with those who perished in the wilderness, and with the nation who in large measure rejected Jesus Christ and who were judged by God in AD 70. C.W. uses the expression "the people of God" as a "blanket expression" - as though it is a homogeneity consisting of all Israel under the Old Covenant together with the church. 
Likewise, the nature of the relationship (point 2) is not the same. One was an earthly covenant (e.g. see Gal. 4:3) with earthly blessings - the other is in Christ and for all eternity, and it is a salvation and relationship which cannot be lost  - Jesus said, "All that the Father giveth Me will come unto Me, and him that cometh unto me I will in no wise cast out". So I don't think the nature of the relationship is the same either.
On point 3, the fact that both the Old covenant and the New covenant are covenants surely points also, perhaps mainly, to discontinuity since, if the Old covenant had been perfect, there would not have been the need for a New and better covenant. (Heb. 8:6-11) Indeed, Heb. 8:8-9 tells us that the New covenant "will not be like the old covenant . . ".
Regarding point 4, all Evangelicals, whatever their view of the law and Christians, hopefully believe that it was the same God who acted in redemptive grace under both covenants: the Marcionite heresy has long ago been refuted! However, not all attributes of God are communicable attributes, so we cannot automatically assume that the attribute of immutability is transferred to the covenants in such a way that the relationship between them is a constant! There are indeed some important similarities between the two, and these are related God's attributes such as His graciousness but Paul is clear in Galatians Ch. 3 that the law was added temporarily during a particular stage of redemptive history (but God is eternal, and was/is immutable before, during and after the temporary imposition of the law!), and that the law's task was that of a "schoolmaster" for Israel till the coming of Christ.

Finally, the appeal to these four (so it is claimed) unvarying aspects regarding people and covenants (points 1-4 above) does not in any obvious way explain the particular (i.e. paradigmic) way in which C.W. proposes the old laws especially the Decalogue are applicable to Christians; this proposed paradigmic way involves a considerable degree of difference between OT and NT application of the laws which cannot, as far as I can see, readily be accounted for by appeal to constant factors. Whatever merits the paradigmic approach might have, direct Scriptural justification does not appear to be one of them.
Extract 5:

"In Christ, we are granted that intimate covenant relationship to which the Old Testament law pointed. Even the pre-Christ experience of it filled devout Israelites with joy. We need to remind ourselves often that the ancient Israelite looked on the law not as a burden but as a gift of grace, a delight, precisely because of the relationship with his God that it enabled and expressed. (cf. Pss. 19 and 119)". (LPG p. 160)
"In Christ we are granted that intimate covenant relationship to which the Old Testament law pointed. Even the pre-Christ experience of it filled devout Israelites with joy. We need to remind ourselves again (as at the beginning of this chapter) that the ancient Israelite looked on the law not as a burden, but as a gift of grace, a delight, precisely because of the warm and personal relationship with the LORD  that it enabled and expressed (see Pss. 19; 119). (OTE p.317).
Comment:

These two extracts are basically similar, the main difference being that in the second extract, it is claimed that the relationship ancient Israelite had with the Lord was, in addition, warm and personal. 

The first comment is that C.W. claims that the OT law pointed to the intimate covenant relationship with Christ that we (i.e. NT Christians) enjoy. I think it might have been more "logical" for him to have said that the relationship that Israel had with God under the Old (Mosaic) covenant, rather than the law per se, pointed to the intimate  relationship that we have in Christ in the New Covenant - since then "like is being compared with like". Similarly I would suggest that the standard of righteousness described in the OT law pointed to the righteousness of Christ which under-girds the New Covenant - again, comparing like with like. But this is not a route followed by C.W. - and deflecting from this possibility perhaps explains why he links OT law with new covenant relationship rather than with what, or Who, corresponds to OT law in the  new covenant. It is nimbly done however by C.W. and will presumably usually  pass un-noticed by his readers.
My next comment is that C. W. speaks of the pre-Christ experience of "it"  - i.e. of a covenant relationship. He says that it filled devout Israelites with joy. But he then goes on to speak of "the ancient Israelite" in general, saying that he looked on the law as a gift of grace and a delight because it enabled and expressed a warm and personal relationship with the Lord. Well, this may have been true, at least to some extent. for some of the Israelites, but for many, perhaps even most, they were in rebellion against God, they hated His laws and His ways: "But Jeshurun waxed fat and kicked . . " (Deut 32:15). God repeatedly judged His people, and only a remnant were preserved. Finally, in AD 70, the entire apparatus of Israel's national life was judged and terminated. It is misleading to speak of Israel under the Old Covenant as though it were a homogeneity.
Next, is it true to say that the relationship between God and even the devout Israelite was "warm and personal" under the Old Covenant? There were very great "gradients" of holiness that related to people, places and times in Israel. Only once a year was one person (the high priest) allowed to enter the Holy of Holies where God sat enthroned, and then it was when clouds of incense would prevent the High Priest from seeing anything. The devout Israelite was a long way down the scale - not even being allowed to enter the sanctuary, and only allowed to approach when offering sacrifices, and the men were only required to visit Jerusalem three times a year. He was nevertheless more holy than the Gentiles, but this is hardly a warm and personal relationship. At Sinai, the Children of Israel were warned not to approach the mountain!
Finally, did the devout Israelite really have the delight in the law and great joy in the relationship with God enabled by the law that C. W. describes and which he sees described in, for example, Psalms 19 and 119? I agree that such Psalms as these speak in a very positive way about the law, and this is a difficulty for me since I do not see the law being spoken about in a corresponding way in Acts and in the Epistles. The nearest that I can get to the delight in the law spoken of in these Psalms is where Paul in Romans 7:22 says, "I delight in the law of God after the inward man". But in this chapter, Paul describes the negative effect of sin, revealed by the law, as making him "wretched" (v. 24)! But the psalmist in the previously mentioned psalms doesn't  describe this negative effect - this despair and wretchedness at the personal sin that the law reveals - at least not to anything like the same extent as the Apostle. Why does Paul have this reaction, but not the psalmist - after all, "All have sinned, and come short of the glory of God" and "there is none righteous, no not one"?
I don't have a definite answer to this, but these psalms, as C.W. observes, seem to describe a righteous Israelite whose relationship with God is enabled by his obedience to the law's demands. This obedience, whilst not sufficient for the relationship (God's grace is the sine qua non),  is nevertheless necessary - "the one that doeth them shall live by them".

One possibility that I tentatively suggest here is that the NT draws attention to a verse in the Psalms spoken by King David that is not true when taken in its literal sense, but which the NT ascribes to Christ, and so is true Christologically with David speaking prophetically concerning Him: in Ps. 16:10, David says, "Thou wilt not leave my soul in hell, nor allow Thine Holy One to see corruption", and in Acts 2:27, 31 (see also Acts 13:35) this is applied to Christ. It was normal in earlier periods of church history for expositors to recognise the Christological meaning in the psalms generally - that "spiritually" they are actually "about" Christ and the church, and so perhaps in Pss. 19 and 119 we have Christ speaking of His own righteousness - both legal and intrinsic -  or we have the church (under either covenant!) speaking spiritually of the righteousness that she has in Christ (proleptically in the case of the OT church) - the law in this case being understood spiritually and typologically as Christ, the anti-typical fulfillment - He to whom the law typically points in exactly the same way (as C.W. recognises elsewhere in his books) that the land of Israel points typically to Christ. This way of reading the Psalms is not widely practised today. A couple of helpful books here (in my opinion!) are Andrew Bonar's (1860) commentary on the Psalms, Christ and His Church in the Book of Psalms (freely downloadable from the Internet) and The Messiah and the Psalms - preaching Christ from all the Psalms by Richard  Belcher.
(Another possibility for understanding the "optimistic" reading of "the law" found in the previously mentioned Psalms is that it appears that God accepted a less-than-perfect adherence to the law as sufficient for Him to continue His earthly blessings to Israel in the land. For example, God continued to work with Israel during the period of kings when, as frequently remarked in Scripture in the reports of their reigns, "the high places were not taken away". This continuous "sliding scale" from obedience to outright rebellion seems to have characterised Israel in the OT, and contrasts with the "all-or-nothing" standard of righteousness in the NT for individuals (e.g. James 2:10) and which is embodied in Christ Himself. In the NT, the required standard of righteousness is discrete, "binary", all-or-nothing:  one either is, or is not, in Christ. On this way of looking at these Psalms, the Psalmist can truly rejoice in the law since even a partial obedience resulted in blessings for Israel, but better obedience resulted in more blessings. It was only when Israel's sins had become truly heinous that rejection, exile etc. resulted. In this way, God gave human "works-righteousness" every chance of succeeding, and the subsequent failure of human works-righteousness required that God would, in Christ, demonstrate His righteousness by bringing about His faithfulness to the covenant thus giving Him all the glory. I'm not sure about this suggestion however, and would welcome correction on this.) 
Extract 6:
"But also in Christ, that part of the promise of the new covenant which related to the law is fulfilled in us:

                I will put my law in their minds

                 and write it on their hearts (Jer. 31:33)." (LPG p.160)
"But also in Christ, that part of the promise of the new covenant which related to the law is fulfilled in us:

                I will put my law in their minds

                 and write it on their hearts (Jer. 31:33)." (OTE pp.317-318)
Comment:

As will be clear from later extracts, C.W. understands the fulfillment of this prophecy to be God's writing of the OT law on the hearts of the believer in the New Covenant. This really begs the question regarding the appropriate way of interpreting OT prophecy! Whereas C.W. (correctly in my view) sees prophecies that are specifically about the land of Israel fulfilled spiritually in Christ - even though the original language is unequivocally couched in "land" terms - he seems unwilling to extend this mode (i.e. spiritual interpretation) when the prophecy refers to OT law.  This is (again in my view) clearly inconsistent, and reveals a pre-suppositional, methodological bias on the part of C.W. Since it is Christ who dwells in our hearts by faith (Eph. 3:17), surely, He, the true standard of God's holiness, is the NT fulfillment of the OT law, and the fulfillment of this prophecy in Jeremiah regarding the New Covenant. (OT law always contained an element of compromise or "accommodation" to man's sinfulness - e.g. "Moses allowed divorce because of the hardness of your hearts".) If there were any doubt about this, Paul makes it clear in 2 Corinthians 3 that the letter of the law is carved on tablets of stone, but that the Corinthians are a letter from Christ written on the fleshly tablets of the heart by the Spirit - they are a letter from Christ, not Moses! Finally, Jeremiah precludes the sort of application of his words made by C.W. since in the very same passage (and repeated in the NT) he specifically says that this new covenant will not be like the covenant which God made with the house of Israel on the day when he took them out of Egypt. the house of Israel. There is therefore no warrant for requiring that the "law" spoken of be the Mosaic law, and C.W.'s earlier claim that it is "continuity of covenant" that provided the link between OT law and the use made of it in the NT: the Jeremiah passage clearly describes a major element of discontinuity between the old and new covenants - undermining C.W.'s earlier claim! When Zechariah speaks of "holiness to the Lord" being "written on the bells of the horses" in the new covenant, it's not really about physical horses and bells: typologically and spiritually speaking it describes unclean creatures being made as holy as the High Priest and therefore points to a total abolition of the OT hierarchy of cleanliness; In the New covenant, all are holy - in Him, we are counted, amazing words, as holy as our Great High Priest Himself! I think we should try to interpret OT prophecy consistently and Christologically - this is what the NT does! (See also Acts Ch. 2 when "the sun being turned to darkness and the moon being turned to blood" is described as happening on the Day of Pentecost!)
Extract 7:
"So while the Christian is certainly no longer "under the law" (Rom. 3:19; 6:14), i.e. bound by the law of the old covenant, he is nevertheless not "without the law" (1 Cor. 9:21), as though it has nothing whatever to say to him". (LPG  p. 160).
"So while we Christians are certainly no longer "under the law" (Rom. 3:19; 6:14) (we are not bound by the law of the old covenant as a defining mark of our membership of the ethnic community of ancient Israel), we are nevertheless not "without the law" (1 Cor. 9:21) (as though the law had nothing whatever to say to us about our behaviour). (OTE p. 318).
Comment:

Oh dear!! There are so many things that I feel need to be addressed in this extract, I hardly know where to start!
Perhaps I could start with two immediate observations: the first is that many (most) Evangelical Christians seem to be "closet legalists": no sooner do they quote verses, such as the ones from Romans above, which show that we are not under the law than they immediately feel the need to explain that these verses don't actually mean that we are not under the law, but that we are, in fact, under the law! For example, the Westminster Confession of Faith claims that the law being spoken of, which Christians are not under, is just the ceremonial/civil aspects of the OT law  - we are still under the "moral" component of OT law. Many Evangelical Christians interpret Paul's words as meaning that Christians are not under the law as a means of getting saved, but that once they are saved, they are under the law. Martyn Lloyd-Jones understands the law spoken of to be the Mosaic law - the Ten Commandments in particular - seen as an external set of rules, and that "not being under the law" means that for the Christian, the law has now been internalised and he understands that "the essential thing about the law is the principle, the spirit, that belongs to true obedience" and he begins  to "see now the vital distinction between observing the mere "letter" of the law and being concerned about the "spirit" of the law". I have to say, this is not how I read Paul.
The second immediate observation is C.W's  use of the "false dialectic": you are, apparently, (at least in this extract) either under the law, or you believe that it has "nothing whatever to say to you" (note the emphatic "nothing whatever"). How many times have I had the accusation flung at me - "So you don't think we're under the law, eh? So I suppose you think its alright to go around stealing and committing murder then!"

There have been several changes in going from LPG to OTE.

The main change has been the expansion from "i.e. bound by the law of the old covenant" - a clause that made straightforward and perfect sense - to the heavily qualified and far from obvious "(we are not bound by the law of the old covenant as a defining mark of our membership of the ethnic community of ancient Israel"). 
What it this all about?
This use of the expression " a defining mark of membership" of the ethnic community of ancient Israel" is really quite bizarre! This use of these words seems to me to be possibly related to a recent trend in NT scholarship called "the New Perspective on Paul" in which various scholars have proposed that by "works of the law" Paul didn't really mean the whole of OT law, but just some bits of the law namely circumcision, dietary laws and Sabbath keeping - since they were the badges or marks of membership of ethnic Israel as the people of God! Here , however, C.W. seems to be referring to the whole of OT law as the  "mark of membership of ancient ethnic Israel."   Well, I'm not sure whether C.W. is suggesting a connection between his views about the law and those of "new perspectivers", though  the key words "defining mark(s) of membership" are perhaps intended to be significant in this regard.
However, the real question for us here is not really about the New Perspective, but whether Paul, in claiming that Christians are not under the law meant that Christians are not under the law full stop, or that they are only not under the law in the sense that they are not ancient ethnic Israelites - with the possibility left open that they are under the law in other possible respects. Since the Christians are not ancient Israelites, then C.W.'s claim simply makes (his view of) Paul's assertion about Christians not being under the law  totally meaningless: they may very well be under the law according to C.W. since no restriction, apart from an impossible one  - has been placed on that legalistic possibility for Christians!
This is C.W.'s argument in OTE:

Ancient ethnic Israelites were under the law
Christians are not ancient ethnic Israelites

Therefore, according to Paul, Christians are not under the law on the basis of being ancient Israelites.
But for every other reason, they can still be under the law.

Hmm!

But does Paul give this as the reason why Christians are not under the law, namely  that they are not ancient ethnic Israelites?
No, of course not. The reason Christians are not under the law is that the law is a dead husband (Rom. 6), the law is the ministration of death (2 Cor. 3), the law is the bondservant who is to be cast out (Gal. 4), it is included in the "enslaving principles of the world" (Gal 4), Christ has come (Gal 3) and the Holy Spirit is received by the hearing of faith, not by works of the law (Gal. 3) etc.
C.W. then follows up this misrepresentation of Paul's meaning about Christians not being under the law with a wrong translation and exegesis of 1 Cor. 9:21.
Here is C.W.'s mistranslation. Paul according to C.W. claims to be  "not without the law", and by "the law" C.W. understands the OT law. However, does Paul really claim to be "not without the OT law" in this section of the letter?
No.
Here is  a literal translation of 1 Cor 9:21-23a: (please note that Paul nowhere uses the definite article with reference to law or lawlessness):

"1) And I became to the Jews

 2) as a Jew

 3) that Jews I might gain,
 1) to those under law

 2) as under law

 3) that those under law I might gain,

 1) to those without law

 2) as without law

    not being without law of God but in law of Christ

 3) that I might gain without law

 1) I became to the weak

 2) as weak
 etc. 

Paul modifies the "triplet" pattern in order to reassure his hearers that he is not an antinomian. But he does this, not by affirming allegiance to OT law but to the law of Christ: Christ, not OT law, is the law of the New Covenant, and Paul is not "under" law (hypo nomos) but "in" law of Christ (ennomos Christo). It is, in my view, really poor exegesis to attempt to smuggle Mosaic law into the new covenant using this verse!!
Extract 8:
"Rather the power of the indwelling Spirit makes it possible "that the righteous requirements of the law might be fully met in us, who . . . live . . . according to the Spirit" (Rom. 8:4). And the principal fruit of the Spirit is love, which is the fulfilling of the law, especially of the commandments (Rom. 13:8-10). For to love God wholly and exclusively and to love your neighbour as yourself constitute the very essence of the Decalogue, and indeed of the whole law and the prophets. But both are only possible within the freedom of the new covenant relationship in Christ.
So the law has abiding theological and ethical validity, as Christ himself affirmed." (LPG,  pp. 160-161)
"Rather the power of the indwelling Spirit makes it possible "that the righteous requirements of the law might be fully met in us, who . . . live . . . according to the Spirit" (Rom. 8:4; C.W's italics). The indwelling Spirit, far from removing us from any connection with the law, actually enables us to live in the way the law originally intended the Israelites to. And the principal fruit of the Spirit is love, which is the fulfilling of the law, especially of the Ten Commandments (Rom. 13:8-10). For to love God wholly and exclusively and to love your neighbour as yourself constitute the very essence of the whole law and the prophets. But both of these are ultimately possible only within the freedom of the new covenant relationship in Christ and in the power of the Spirit. Only in other words on the basis of God's grace. So the law has abiding theological and ethical validity, as Christ himself affirmed (Matt. 5:17-20). (OTE p. 318)
Comment:
An immediate comment concerns another "false dialectic" - found the OTE extract. C. W. claims:  "The indwelling Spirit, far from removing us from any connection with the law, actually enables us to live in the way the law intended the Israelites to." Now I think this statement is factually wrong since the work of the indwelling Spirit is to conform us to Christ! I do not accept the notion that the work of the Holy Spirit is to enable me to live like an obedient Israelite. However, I believe it is wrong in another way too - namely it presents a false dialectic. C. W. seemingly has presented us with two alternatives - either we believe that the Holy Spirit enables us to live like Israelites or we think that the Holy Spirit removes us far from any connection with the OT law. My inability to agree with C.W.'s view does not, logically, mean that I or others like me can be  "pigeon-holed" as those who believe that the Holy Spirit wishes to sever us from any connection with the OT law. This is a false dialectic, and, although effective rhetorically, is inappropriate in Christian debate. The OT Scriptures are God-breathed, and in Christ are profitable for a number of things including our training and equipping in the New Covenant. (Please note, I believe that 2 Tim. 3:16 has been somewhat mis-translated - the expression, "through belief in Christ Jesus", which occurs at the end of v. 15 "belongs" every bit as much to the "every God-breathed Scripture also profitable . . for training in righteousness" of v. 16 as it does to the "wise into salvation" of v. 15; there are no verbs in v. 16 in the original Greek, a clever technique used by Paul to enable this double-reference). Furthermore, Paul tells us that the law is spiritual (Rom. 7:14), so I refuse to be pigeon-holed by polemics! I never suggested that the Holy Spirit intends to separate me from any connection with the OT law, and I don't know anyone who believes that the Holy Spirit does so intend! 
Apart from the addition discussed above, the other main addition is the words "and in the power of the Spirit. Only in other words on the basis of God's grace."

I think my major difficulty with this extract is the way C.W. has concatenated three New Testament passages, Rom. 8:4, Rom. 13:8-10 and Matt. 5:17-20 and used them as an argument for the continuing validity of OT law for New Covenant believers. Let's look at these three  passages to see whether they really bear the weight that C.W. has placed upon them:
First is the quotation of Rom. 8:4: the power of the indwelling Spirit makes it possible "that the righteous requirements of the law might be fully met in us who . . live  . . according to the Spirit"

Well, is this a correct translation of Rom. 8:4? No, the word "live" is absent - it is actually the word "walk", but that is a relatively minor point since "walk" is often a metaphor for the way one conducts one's life. However, there are two other mistranslations. The first is the expression "the righteous requirement of the law". There is no word corresponding to "requirement" in the original Greek. This fact immediately undercuts the way this incorrect translation attempts to put a legalistic "spin" on the passage - if it is not a requirement of the law - that is, a legal requirement - that is being referred to then it allows the possibility, (indeed the likelihood given what we know about Paul and the law), that it is something else about the law rather than its legal demand or requirement to which reference is being made in this verse. This important possibility is by-passed by the insertion of the word requirement into the translation, and this, I suggest, reflects an underlying legalistic mind-set on the part of the translators: despite Paul's repeated, repeated, repeated insistence that Christians are not under the law of Moses, Christians, including translators, just do not believe Paul: surely Paul must really believe that the law imposes a legal requirement on the New Testament believer! Well, (they quietly say!) let's help Paul out by putting the word requirement into the translation anyway! 
The remaining mistranslation is the use of the word "met": " . . that the righteous requirement of the law might be met in us . . .". Again, usage is consistent the idea that the Holy Spirit enables the believer to meet the legal requirement for righteousness laid down in the OT law (or presumably, as C.W. will argue, with the paradigmic equivalents of that requirement for NT believers). The problem is that the word met does not occur in the original text. The word used instead is fulfilled - a rich New Testament word having to do with prophecy rather than law. It is, for example, the word used in Matthew of  Christ's birth in Bethlehem fulfilling the prophecy in Micah.  It is used of "filling out the full meaning, significance etc." of something or somebody, or of "a reality corresponding to an earlier promise" etc. Prophecy thus points to a reality and/or something greater beyond itself, and I'm suggesting that something like this may be what Paul is describing in this verse.
OK, let's look at Rom 8:4 again and try to see at least part of its likely meaning:

 . . ἵνα τὸ δικαίωμα τοῦ νόμου πληρωθῇ ἐν ἡμῖν τοῖς μὴ κατὰ σάρκα περιπατοῦσιν ἀλλὰ κατὰ πνεῦμα
. . in order that the "righteous thing" of the law might be fulfilled in us, the ones not according to flesh walking but according to spirit.
I have put the translation of dikaioma in inverted commas. I'm really not clear how this word should be translated. Although there are many common words in the dikaio word group, Paul has used a rather unusual word here. Strong's concordance has the following: a thing pronounced (by God) to be righteous (just, the right); or the restoration of a criminal, a fresh chance given him; a righteous deed, an instance of perfect righteousness.

Other definitions stress the outcome or results of the pronouncement. The KJV has simply "righteousness", which, I suggest is probably better than "righteous requirement" since, in keeping with the definition, the emphasis should really be more  on the new possibilities opened up by passing the exam than on the examination paper itself! Coupled with the expression " . . might be fulfilled", I would suggest - please let me know if I am wrong -  that we have here a picture of the law which can, theoretically, confer a certain righteousness, but that this righteousness is aiming at or sees the fullness of what it is trying to achieve in the ones who walk according to Spirit: their righteousness is the true righteousness which surpasses legal righteousness since it is Christ's righteousness.

Loosely then, I suggest that Paul is saying something like: ". . in order that the verdict "righteous" - which would have been pronounced on anyone who successfully kept the law - and which was always pointing prophetically towards a  "full righteousness" has now (through Rom. 8:1-3) come to fruition and reality -  namely in those who walk according to the Spirit.
I think that the main difference between the attempt at a translation that I have offered and the translation given by C.W. is that in my translation, the emphasis is not really on the law's requirements, but on that righteousness to which righteousness, or a righteous verdict, under the OT law pointed - namely the righteousness enabled by the Holy Spirit working in the believer. I think I am offering a "New Covenant Theology"-type  translation, whereas C.W.'s translation seems to accord well with Covenant Theology, but would welcome correction on this. 
Another reason why I think that "meeting the law's requirements" is perhaps not the best translation is that the Christians in Rome to whom Paul was writing, besides Jewish and former proselyte believers (e.g. see Acts Ch. 2) would have included Gentiles who "didn't know the law" (after all, Paul specifically addresses those "who know the law" in Rom. 7:1 - which suggests that there were others also besides these in the audience). But all had the ability to walk according to the Spirit, not just Jewish Christians, and their "fulfillment of the thing of the law" clearly did not mean meeting the requirements of that law - since the law was only given to Israel - to those who came out of Egypt. However, against this, Paul in Rom. Ch. 2 speaks of Gentile Christians (e.g.  see N.T. Wright's Romans commentary) showing that the work (singular) of (?by) the law is written on their hearts (i.e. that which the law was trying to achieve, and to which it prophetically referred?) (vs. 14-15), and that they have achieved what physical circumcision pointed to (vs. 26-30). 
Although Rom. 2 refers both to the "moral" aspects of the law (vs. 21-24), it also refers to a "stoicheic" aspect - namely circumcision. (Paul discusses the termination of the Mosaic law as the controlling system of morality and as a stoicheic system in Galatians.) In Rom. 8 (following on from Rom 7) however, I think, in context, Paul is looking more narrowly at the moral aspects - those found in the "second tablet" of the law. Here I would like to point out that "life in the Spirit" goes beyond what is laid down in the law. For example, a man could hand his wife a bill of divorce and marry another under the Mosaic law, but Jesus in the Gospels says this is a concession to the hardness of Israel's hearts, and He pronounces it adultery. (The Psalms that say the law is perfect must surely be speaking prophetically in some way!) Yes the person who walks in the Spirit will meet the requirement (in the sense of the "Romans Ch. 2 required standard") laid out in the Mosaic law, but will do so by at least equalling, and, I suggest, frequently exceeding, that standard. (See below also!)
The next passage to which C.W. refers is also in Romans - Rom. 13:8-10.
"Owe no man any thing, but to love one another: for he that loveth another hath fulfilled the law.

For this, Thou shalt not commit adultery, Thou shalt not kill, Thou shalt not steal, Thou shalt not bear false witness, Thou shalt not covet; and if there be any other commandment, it is briefly comprehended in this saying, namely, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.

Love worketh no ill to his neighbour: therefore love is the fulfilling of the law."
I would just like to make three very brief points.

First, C.W. introduces his comments on these verses by pointing out that the principal fruit of the Spirit is love - a reference to Gal. 5:22-23. Well, love is the first of the nine fruits mentioned, but the remaining eight are not reducible to love itself. These eight, some of which do not have, so far as I can see, any clear or obvious correlates in OT law, are nevertheless also part of that "greater righteousness", the Christ-like pattern, of walking in the Spirit, and constitute part of the way in which walking in the Spirit exceeds the legal requirements of OT law.

Secondly, Paul does not claim here that the law applies to Christians - he points out that the Christian attitude of love will enable the Christian to fulfill the law (i.e. to do the fullness of that which the law with its commands was pointing towards), not to obey it. C.W.'s conclusion to his comments of Rom. 13:8-10 in this extract is, "So, the law has abiding ethical and theological validity . .". Well, that just cannot be demonstrated from Rom. 13:8-10.
Thirdly, although Paul's quotation from Leviticus 19:18, "You shall love your neighbour as yourself" expresses the obligation to love in an apparently positive way, it is presented as the conclusion of a series of commands (starting in v.9) regarding "one's neighbour" that are largely prohibitions. There are some positive commands, but in my view, they seem to follow from the negative prohibitions. For example, the negative prohibition on gathering gleanings is the means by which the gleanings are (positively) left for the poor, the prohibition of injustice in court is the means whereby one judges one's neighbour in righteousness. The negative and the positive are essentially different ways of saying the same thing. Likewise, the not hating or taking vengeance is the negative counterpart of the command to love. Could we then say that the way I show love to my brother or neighbour in the OT law is by not bearing a grudge or taking vengeance? This same "negative" approach to ethics is also found in the Ten Commandments - you shall not commit adultery, steal, covet etc. These are prohibitions. Likewise in Rom. 13, Paul describing the law retains this "negative-positive" duality - he gives a series of negatives from the Ten Commandments, and sort of sums them up with the positive "love your neighbour as yourself". And he confirms this "negative-positive" aspect by concluding finally, "Love does no wrong to a neighbour. Therefore love is the fulfilling of the law". In the Ten Commandments then, the negative emphasis suggests that love in the OT law largely seems to consist in avoiding wronging one's neighbour. Why does the law not say, for example, "You shall love and cherish your wife" or, "You shall prefer your neighbour's interests over your own interests" etc? Can I suggest that it is because these are New Covenant principles and that they constitute the Christian's ethical response to Christ's redemptive act? The best wine has been saved till last - the righteousness of the New Covenant is not a paradigmic reworking of the Old Covenant laws, though the Old Laws bear witness to this higher righteousness which has been manifested "outside the law".
Finally, in his attempt to bind the Christian to the Old Covenant laws, C.W. claims that Christ Himself affirmed the continuing theological and ethical validity of the Old Testament, and C.W. refers us to Matt. 5:17-20. 
Well actually, Jesus confirms the theological and ethical validity of every jot and tittle of the Old Testament law - not just the Ten Commandments, and not the paradigmic approach to the authority of the OT law - it is every jot and tittle. He is not inviting his hearers to engage in a process of thoughtful "abstraction of the principles of OT law" and develop appropriate paradigms for their particular situation. Indeed, whilst affirming that there are weightier and less weighty matters of the law, Jesus tells his hearers that they should not have neglected the tithing of mint and cumim (Matt. 23:23). The real questions however are: 1) to whom was our Lord speaking and 2) when was he speaking?
He was speaking to Israel under the Old Covenant - Jesus says, "I was not sent but unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel" (Matt. 15:24). He also says that the Law would stand in its entirety until "all things have happened", (which I think refers back to Christ's fulfillment of the Law and Prophets mentioned in v. 17) and "until heaven and earth pass away". I believe that the passing away of heaven and earth has occurred, and Paul the Apostle agrees! He says, (2 Cor. 5:17), "If any man be in Christ - a new creation - the old things have passed away and behold all things have become new" (see also Gal. 6:15). There is much more to be said about this - for example, the most holy place in the whole earth in the old creation was the Holy of Holies (which was itself a symbolic representation of heaven in this old creation) and the holy of Holies was opened up at Christ's crucifixion, and it was finally totally destroyed in AD 70. In the language of prophecy - see for example the lovely prophecy of the New Covenant in Is. Ch. 66, esp. v.22 - the sort of cosmic symbolism found in this passage occurs in connection with major changes and judgements which it is prophesied that God will bring about.  Thus, for example, on the Day of Pentecost, "the sun stopped giving its light and the moon turned to blood". Actually, in truth, something far more dramatic than that was happening! 
So, with this genuinely Scriptural understanding of Jesus' words, Matt. 5:17-20 can, and I believe should, be interpreted as predicting the abrogation of OT law when "all is accomplished or has happened" - which I believe occurred at Calvary - the cosmic event for which the whole universe was created. There is much in all this that is not clear to me, but I hope the above is at least a plausible beginning of an explanation. If not,  perhaps we'd better start obeying every jot and tittle of the old law as soon as possible!!
Extract 9:
"So the law has abiding theological and ethical validity as Christ Himself affirmed. This is not because of what it is in itself, but because of what it was the expression of, in the case of Israel and for what it points towards, in our case - a redemptive, covenant relationship with God." (LPG p. 161)
"So the law has abiding theological and ethical validity, as Christ Himself affirmed (Matt. 5:17-20). This is not because of what the law is in itself, but because of what it was the expression of, and response to; namely a redeemed, covenant relationship with God founded upon his initiative of grace." (OTE p. 318)
Comment:
These extracts are quite similar, but there are two significant differences - the first regards the differing use of present and past tenses between the two extracts and the second is as follows: in LPG, C.W. draws a distinction between how the "abiding validity of the law" expresses a covenant relationship in the case of Israel, but points towards a covenant relationship in the case of Christians today; however, in OTE this distinction has been removed - we are now being presented with the view that the law is/was the expression of and response to a covenant relationship founded on grace. We note that C.W., in the second extract, does not attempt to specify to whom the statement regarding the law-covenant relationship applies. Of course it applies to Israel, but what about the church? I suggest that he wants the reader to imply that the church is being spoken of, and he does this be rhetorical techniques including the  following: 1) he prefaces the statement concerning law and covenant by the statement that the law has abiding theological and ethical validity, 2) he gains "applicatory flexibility" by the use of the indefinite article "a", rather than "the", in relation to the expression "redeemed/redemptive covenant relationship", 3) his earlier demonstration that both covenant relationships, Old and New, are characterised by redemptive grace sets up a context in which we as readers are susceptible to making this implication and finally, 4) by the subsequent direction of C.W.'s discussion.
So why doesn't C.W. just simply state that he is speaking about both covenants?

I suggest two possible reasons below, and they are both related to his "paradigmic" method of making the OT laws apply to Christians. And, related to this, why did C.W. alter the original text - the one in LPG - in the first place?

 1) C.W.'s understanding of Jesus' words about the jots and tittles of the law applying until heaven and earth pass away does not support the paradigmic method that C.W. proposes for Christians. This method involves an initial process of "abstracting principles" from the law - the sort of thing that "jots and tittles" opposes - after all, Jesus tells his interlocuters that they should continue to tithe mint, cumin etc!! If C.W. makes the claim that Jesus' words in Matt. 5:17-20 apply to the New Covenant and that they argue for the paradigmic method, then C.W. will be involved, I suggest, in a false argument. I hope to return to this in the next extract where we discuss C.W.'s removal of his reference to typology - found in LPG but not in the corresponding passage in OTE. So he leaves us to make the inference that Jesus' words support the "abiding ethical and theological validity of OT law for Christians today" - which only later in the discussion turns out to be  C.W's "paradigmic" ethical and theological method - which Jesus' words do not support! I'm tempted to use the word sneaky, but let's just say that C.W. has helped the reader to be misled at this point!
 2) C.W. cannot actually say that the law has abiding ethical and theological validity in the New Covenant because he would be open to the charge that he has failed to take on board all the statements in the NT to the effect that Christians are not under the law. On the other hand he cannot actually say that the law does not have ethical and theological validity in the new covenant since that would undermine his paradigmic method. So he says nothing, but he leaves us as readers to make the inference that there is a level of continuity as regards OT law - a continuity which C.W. needs the reader to believe for his subsequent "paradigmic" argument, but we would be less likely to make this inference if C.W. specifically stated or asserted - in contradiction to the NT - that there is such continuity - since it might remind us as  readers of a whole raft of relevant NT verses which undermine this continuity and which would thus also undermine C.W.'s proposed "paradigmic" method which depends on a considerable amount of  continuity.
Extract 10:

"There is, therefore, a continuity and discontinuity in biblical ethics as regards the law, which is parallel to the continuity and discontinuity in biblical theology as regards redemption.

The relation in both cases is typological". (LPG p. 161)
"Similarly therefore, what God required of Israel ethically must speak to us also, because of the moral consistency of God and the continuity of the people of God to whom we, along with them, belong."
"Having affirmed this basic unity and continuity, we must also, of course, recognise the balancing discontinuity as well, but see it in proper perspective. It seems to me that there is a continuity and discontinuity in biblical ethics as regards the law that is analogous to the continuity and discontinuity in biblical theology as regards redemption." (OTE p. 316)
Comment:
We now come to deeply flawed and misleading extracts. I am sorry to speak in this way about C.W.'s writings at this point but he is, in my opinion, using rhetoric to try to reach conclusions that he clearly desires, but that neither Scripture nor logic, singly or together, support.

I have not been able to match the extracts exactly - the main reason for this is that, in OTE, C.W. has removed the claim regarding typology that was found in LPG. I will discuss this further below, but I believe that he has been quite correct in removing the reference to typology since, whereas the relation between the redemption from slavery in Egypt and the NT redemption in Christ is indeed typological, the proposed paradigmic application of OT law to Christians is not a typological appropriation (as has, I expect, been pointed out to C.W. repeatedly between LPG (1983) and OTE (2004)). The claim in LPG that the relation in both cases is typological is thus, from C.W's standpoint false. (I believe that this statement in LPG regarding typology is in fact a true statement, and is in accord with the typological method that underlies the NT use of the OT Scriptures. There is perhaps something ironic in the fact that a statement which people who hold to a New Covenant perspective can wholeheartedly support is one which C.W. found necessary to remove in going from the earlier to the later  book!)
C.W. is now discussing the analogous patterns of continuity and discontinuity as they relate, in his understanding, both  to law and to redemption. However, in the newer book, the nature of these continuity/discontinuity aspects is now no longer held to be typological - instead, it is described as a personal impression or view: C.W. says, "It seems to me . . ." in OTE whereas he appealed previously, in LPG, to the objective reality or fact of typology.
The LPG version of Extract 10 follows directly from Extract 9, and by looking at the two together, it is clear that the expression "points towards" corresponds to the "discontinuity" aspect of the law, (just as the continuity aspect had been explained earlier - partly by reference to Jesus' words in Matt. Ch. 5). And now in extract 10, we can see that this "pointing towards"  does its pointing by means of typology. 
In the OTE version, the "discontinuity" aspect has been initially dropped - C.W. claims a (modified)  continuity of OT law for the Christian (the OT law "ethically speaks to us") because  of 1) the moral consistency of God and 2) the continuity within "the people of God" of Israel and NT Christians. Both these arguments are flawed. Yes, the OT law ethically speaks to us, and God is morally consistent. The question is "in what mode does the OT law speak to us?" It is clearly not as law since we know that we are not under law. But the paradigmic method (which has conveniently not been mentioned in this section) is a form of legal appropriation. By using this very general expression "i.e. speaking ethically", C.W. suggests continuity, and we are thus deflected from our most reasonable challenge to the "paradigmic" method by it not being identified here as the mode of speech to which C.W is really referring. Good rhetoric, poor theology! The other basis is the claimed continuity in the people of God of Israel and Christians. Well, there were indeed Old Covenant believers, but not all - some of the branches were removed, and Jesus calls his detractors "sons of your father the devil". So that argument that cuts both ways.
OK, in OTE, C.W. has, initially anyway, removed the discontinuity that was present in LPG. As he says, "having affirmed this basic continuity . . .". He noe goes on to establish his personal impression regarding the "balancing discontinuity . .".

This idea of a discontinuity that "of course" balances the earlier continuity is strange! Typology does indeed provide a good explanation for continuity and discontinuity as the type bears  a typical relationship to the anti-type, but is exceeded by the anti-type. (The discontinuity is therefore entirely consistent with the moral consistency of God whose progressive plan is fulfilled in Christ.) The type-anti-type explanation for continuity/discontinuity is thus not one of "balance" but of progression, and of the contrast between Christ and everyone and everything else made in His image which can act in any sense as a type of Him, the perfect Anti-type. However, C.W. does not invoke typology, rather he invokes the "balancing discontinuity" to the continuity in ethics that he has just described.

OK. C.W. states, without proof, that there is "of course" "the balancing discontinuity" to the previously described continuity
This is a classic example of rhetoric! The use of the words "of course" subtly discourages questioning! The reader may well be beguiled into assuming  that "C.W. knows what he is talking about", and so, not wanting to appear ignorant himself, allows the entirely bogus argument that "for every continuity there must be an equal and opposite discontinuity" - a sort of  Newton's Third Law for continuity! - to pass unchallenged.

Why must a continuity be balanced by a discontinuity?  The image  is of a pair of scales in balance. But why if there is a continuity and a discontinuity must they "of course" be in balance? Why can they not be unbalanced, or be in tension rather than balance etc. etc? Even if in some situations there is an approximate balance in the amount of each, and the relationship between them can be described as balance rather than tension or contradiction etc. there is, almost certainly, no "of course" about it - each case has to be argued!
Also, C.W. seems to undermine the balance aspect since he gives preference to continuity: the "discontinuity" is not an equal and opposite weight on the other side of the balance. Rather, it - unlike the continuity - has, we are told, "to be seen in proper perspective". But proper according to whom? By "proper" I suspect C.W. means a "small and far away"-type perspective!  - see for example his (highly edited!!) comments on Theonomy (a "hard-line" version of Reformed Covenant theology) and Dispensationalism:

"I have nothing but applause for theonomists' concern to restore the validity and authority of the Old Testament  . . to the life and witness of the church. . . I agree with the theonomists' premise that the Old Testament law was given by God for a purpose that had a wider ethical relevance than solely the shaping of Israel . . it is my view that the Reformed, covenantal understanding of the unity of the testaments . . . is a more adequate framework for biblical interpretation than Dispensationalism" (OTE p. 405)
Whilst the above is a highly selective quotation, I think it illustrates fairly accurately that, insofar as C.W. sees the balance between continuity and discontinuity in the applicability of OT law to the Christian as corresponding, at least to some extent, to the Scylla of Theonomy and the Charybdis of Dispensationalism, C.W.'s preference makes him something of a modern day Odysseus!
               [image: image2.jpg]



This "balance" sets the scene for his paradigmic method for the application of OT law to the Christian since this does indeed have both continuity and discontinuity. However, it has more continuity than discontinuity - is C.W.'s finger on one side of the scales? However, the claimed balance is based on upon how the matter seems to C.W., as he acknowledges, and as he will now describe. Let us see whether the particular continuities and discontinuities that he describes correspond to those continuities and discontinuities needed for a successful biblical defence of the paradigmic method . . . 
Extract 11:

"We perceive the correspondence between the "new thing" in Christ and the "former things". With Peter, we can say "this is that . . ." (Acts 2:16 AV). Thus we know that neither we nor our personal ancestors were delivered from slavery in Egypt, but we recognise the redemptive purpose of the same God, to whose victory in the cross and resurrection we owe our own redemption" (LPG p.161)
"In relation to the story of redemption we can see the correspondence between the "new thing" in Christ and the "former things". With Peter, we can say, "this [the events of Easter and Pentecost] is that [what the prophets were talking about]" (Acts 2:16, AV, C.W's italics). In the same way we know that neither we not our ancestors were literally delivered from slavery in Egypt (discontinuity), but we recognise the redemptive purpose of the same God, to whose victory in the cross and resurrection of Jesus we attribute our own redemption (continuity). Thus we can use the story and metaphors of exodus to describe our own experience of salvation. We did not participate in the story historically (discontinuity), but we certainly share it spiritually, and even more fully in Christ (continuity)." (OTE p. 316)
Comment:
The later extract (OTE) is basically a much fuller version of the earlier extract (LPG), and it does not follow on from a reference to typology (whereas the LPG extract follows on from the reference to typology in Extract 10), so I will base my comments on the OTE extract as it more closely represents C.W.'s current views.

This is, as far as I can see, a piece of rhetoric, which may very well persuade those already predisposed to C.W.'s point of view. However, it is not a logical argument. C.W. uses the fulfillment of an OT prophecy in the NT - which is an example of something in which the OT is in 100% continuity with the NT: Peter can truly and accurately say that "this is that . ." because this really is that which was spoken by the prophet - we have the 100% assurance of Scripture itself for this! But C.W. claims our "solidarity with Peter" when he argues for a mixed pattern of continuity and discontinuity in the relationship between the redemption of the Exodus and our redemption in Christ! No, we cannot say with Peter "this is that" when it comes to the OT Exodus and the Cross of Christ. This reference to Peter has been brought in, misleadingly I believe, to buttress up the claim for continuity between the Exodus redemption and the Christian's redemption in Christ. It has, I suggest, been cleverly introduced, as a rhetorical ploy, to give us something we can all agree with (i.e. Peter's identification of Pentecost with the Joel prophecy) and he is using the "feel-good" factor of agreement to take our mind off, and act as a cover for, the fact that there are no good arguments for the sort of continuity he wants at this point - as I hope to demonstrate below. This is really sneaky of C.W. and really needs to be "called out" and addressed.  
Well, under firing cover from the Apostle Peter, C.W. quickly introduces an element of discontinuity with the words "In the same way . . "!!! Er, no, not in the same way actually, in the opposite way - Peter provided continuity, C.W. here provides discontinuity! Great rhetoric, dreadful theology!

Ok, so we were not literally delivered from slavery in Egypt. What comes next in C.W.'s argument? Answer: " . . but we recognise the redemptive purpose of the same God . . .". Why does C.W. need to remind us that it was the same God? He surely doesn't believe that his readers are Marcionites and/or believers in the Gnostic demiurge?! No. The word "same" is entirely unnecessary from a logical and scriptural perspective since we all know that God did both of these different redemptions. However, I suggest that, rhetorically, it functions in the same sort of way as C.W.'s "this is that" reference earlier - namely to create the impression of  continuity, when in fact discontinuity is being described. (Rhetorically, the possibility exists that the reader will unconsciously transfer or extend the word "same" from its actual link with God to the word redemption in the sentence - a desirable outcome for someone who is attempting to convince the reader of continuity between the two redemptions.)  Yes, God is the same God in both the redemption from Egypt and the Christian's redemption from sin through Jesus Christ. but they are not the same redemptions. note how C.W. refers to these two redemptions as being the result of "the redemptive purpose . .". no - there was not a single redemptive purpose, there were two redemptive purposes - one for Egypt - the redemptive purpose being to redeem from slavery, and one for those for whom Christ died - the redemptive purpose being to redeem from sin. This is therefore an example of discontinuity in redemptive purpose. The differences between these are considerable, including the fact that the former was accomplished by the manifestation of great power and wrath by God - the latter by the weakness and self-emptying of Christ on the cross. This latter involved the personal and intense suffering of our wonderful Saviour - the former whilst also wonderful and miraculous, did not require God personally to suffer. 
If I could offer analogy from another of God's acts - creation. We could say that the same God created apples, volcanoes and mathematics. But surely we would not want to argue from that fact that "this is that" or to argue for continuity between these different items, or that the same creative purpose was behind all three, except in the most general sense.

C.W. continues: "Thus we can use the story and metaphors of exodus to describe our own salvation". Yes, we can use the metaphors of Exodus to describe, metaphorically, some aspects of our own salvation (whilst noting the very literal differences too) but to give a literal account of our own salvation we need to describe how it was accomplished. 
Finally C.W. says, ". . but we certainly share it [the Exodus story] spiritually, and even more fully in Christ".

Again, C.W. has used the word "share" to describe something (i.e. the Exodus story) which we don't in fact share, under the rhetorical "covering fire" of words that do involve our sharing or participation - namely "spiritually" and "in Christ". (Great rhetoric once again!) As an aside, I really am not clear to what the words "even more fully" refer. According to C.W. we share the Exodus story "even more fully". But "even more fully" has a comparative adverbial function - so to what other sharing is it being compared? If it is the "spiritual" sharing mentioned in the sentence, how does a spiritual sharing fall short of a sharing "in Christ"? I would value help here - I've clearly failed to understand the point C.W. is making, but I expect when it is explained to me I will not agree with it since the salvation procured by God in the Exodus redemption was not actually effective for almost all of that generation - who perished in the wilderness - so as Christians we surely do not wish to share in that! 
Extract 12:

"In the same way, we do not have oxen threshing our corn in our back gardens, so we are not bound by the letter of Deuteronomy 25:4. Nevertheless we can perceive the moral principle at work in it. We appreciate its Christian application made by Paul in a particular situation in 1 Cor. 9:7-12. Paul's method and assumption should be ours as we read the law: "Doesn't the Law say the same thing? For it is written in the Law of Moses . . . Surely he says this for us, doesn't he? Yes, this was written for us, because . . ."  . . . because we recognise the moral will of the same God behind the specific culture-related Israelite injunction and the principle applied to relationships within the Christian church." (LPG p. 161) 

"In the same way, in relation to the law and ethics, we may not have an ox threshing our corn in our back yard, so we will not feel addressed or bound by the letter of Deuteronomy 25:4 (discontinuity). Nevertheless, we can appreciate the objective of that law and perceive the moral principle at work in it - a working animal should be allowed to feed from what it is producing for your table. So we can understand the Christian application made by Paul in a particular situation in 1 Cor. 9:7-12, applying the principle of the law to working missionaries. "Doesn't the law say the same thing? For it is written in the Law of Moses . . . Surely he says it for us, doesn't he? Yes, this was written for us because . . ". Paul's hermeneutical assumption is that we can recognise the moral will of the same God behind the specific culture-related Israelite injunction and the principle that he applies to practical rights and responsibilities within the Christian church (continuity)". (OTE p. 316)
Comment:

Well, this is the last extract that I will be looking at!

I think that the OTE extract is essentially an expanded version of the LPG extract, and that it clarifies the argument that C.W. is making, so I will discuss this more recent extract.
This is an important extract as it is a "worked example"  by C.W. in OTE and/or LPG of what he sees as actual implementations of the paradigmic method in Scripture. There are others - including a more extended analysis in which C.W. applies the paradigmic method to the "Year of Jubilee" - but this particular one is mentioned by him both here and on p. 73 of OTE).

I am currently in the middle of an analysis of the role that Paul's use of Deut. 25:4 plays in the wider context of 1 Cor. 9. I hope to complete this fairly soon. However, I would like to make some brief preliminary comments here about whether Paul really does use Deut 25:4 in the paradigmic way claimed in the above extract.
First however, I would like to offer a brief comment about the discontinuous aspect described at the beginning of the extract where C.W. says that our not having an ox threshing in our back garden fully entitles us to not feel addressed or bound by the letter of Deut. 25:4. I fully agree with this assessment, but would like to add a further point. The fact is that I am not bound by the letter of Deut. 25:4 for not one, but two reasons. The first is C.W.'s correct surmise that I do not actually have an ox. So far so good. The second, which C.W. does not mention, but which is also sufficient for freeing me from the binding effect of this law is that I as a Christian am not under that law! For example, suppose there is a Swedish law that the owner of a reindeer must not tether the reindeer during daylight hours, and a Swedish policeman approaches me and says, "I'm not authorised to arrest you since you don't have a tethered reindeer", I would have to agree with him 100%  - what he has said is absolutely correct. However, I might feel the need to point out, for a clearer and fuller understanding of the situation, that this is England, not Sweden, and he has no authority over reindeer, or anything else, in England, though of course his likely expertise, as a Swede, in this matter of reindeer welfare is greatly appreciated!

 .
Well, let's move on to the claimed paradigmic use of Deut 25:4 by Paul in 1 Cor. Ch. 9. 
Perhaps I could start by saying that I do not believe Paul is using this OT verse paradigmically for Christians in the New Covenant, and I do not believe that he sees the verse as having any legal authority, paradigmic or otherwise, over Christian behaviour. Rather, the authority for the payment of Apostles comes from the authorisation of Jesus which Paul describes in 1 Cor. 9:14: it is the Lord's command (e.g. Matt. 10:10) that is decisive for Paul - he is, after all "in law of Christ" (1 Cor. 9:21). Paul here uses the OT example of the priests in the temple (v. 13) as a type of this. It does not have the paradigmic force - rather it bears witness to the Lord's command which is decisive.

1 Cor. 9 is a progressive argument in which Paul initially argues that he has a right, as an apostle, to material provision but which culminates in Paul's real aim which is given in v.23 - that he has become "all things to all men" that he might "share with them in its blessings" - that is the blessings of the Gospel. Paul's rationale is that his strategy of not sharing in the material blessings, even though the Lord has given him that right gives him the best chance of maximising the quantity of spiritual blessings (e.g. v.12c). In this context, (as I hope my analysis of the structure of 1 Cor. 9 will show), the "double witness" (of the OT law prophetic pointer or type (v. 13), and the definitive command of the Lord, v.14) of the right to material provision for spiritual service is matched, but at a "lower level of authority" by an earlier "double witness" to the entitlement to hope of sharing the crop - material reward for material service - like for like - in verses 7-10. What is the double witness in this preliminary argument about "payment in kind"? Well, the first witness is the three everyday observations - about the reasonable expectations of the solder, the vineyard planter and the one who tends the flock (v. 7) for a material reward for material service. Paul has put these forward in his capacity as a human - they are put forward "on human authority". (It could be argued that he is a biased witness since he appears to be laying the groundwork for an arrangement or practice in which he stands to benefit personally! But on the other hand, he is unwilling to speak using his apostolic authority - since, as before, he appears to be speaking at this stage in his own interest, and that would be seen as unworthy, and in any case, Paul's apostolic authority would only really apply to a reward for spiritual work. It is only when he has demonstrated the reasonableness of material reward for material work, that he can argue "from lesser to greater" for the reasonableness of his claim for material reward for spiritual work (v.11). and he only then proceeds to suggest  its rightness (v. 12a), - and even then only by pointing out that others less entitled than him have this rightful claim ( a claim presumably undisputed by the Corinthians who were apparently already paying the "less entitled" others!) (another "a minore ad maius" - from lesser to greater - argument) . .  that, after all this,  he renounces it altogether (v. 12b before going on to prove, using the Lord's authority, that he was fully entitled to it anyway!! !) I'm jumping ahead! What about the second witness to Paul's human assertion?  The second witness to Paul's "human" assertion about the reasonableness of "payment in kind" is a higher authority to the first witness i.e. Paul's own human authority (just as Christ's authority was higher than the OT example of temple practice). This authority is the OT practice of not muzzling the ox - described in Deut. 25:4. But I want to stress that this OT authority is as second witness in relation to Paul's human assertion regarding the hope (i.e reasonable, or faith-based, expectation) for payment in kind by a human worker for human work. It is not about the ox - as Paul rightly points out (v. 9b) - it is about the hope of the owner who allows his ox to eat whilst it works. (Luther is thus not entirely wrong  when he says that this command, written in the Law of Moses, is not for oxen because, after all, oxen cannot read!) The view that it is about the ox doesn't quite work because the ox is getting grain as it works (and so it therefore doesn't really need hope (or whatever the "ox-equivalent" of hope might be!) As Paul's argument proceeds he discusses the hope of the plowman and the hope of the thresher, (which, interestingly, are the two agricultural operations that the owner shares with his ox). The hope in both these cases is fulfilled for the human involved at a later time when he finally eats the bread - that is one reason why, for him, it is a matter of hope. Paul then proceeds to speak about sowing and reaping, not plowing and threshing. How does this follow logically? Well, I suggest that this is an "inclusion"-type argument - a sort of "from greater to lesser" (a maiore ad minus) argument: sowing and reaping take place within the operations of plowing and threshing - the sequence is: plow, sow, reap, thresh. Our owner, together with his ox, is thus involved at the beginning and end of the cycle, and so, in a sense, the intermediate stages are included within their "remit", and so an argument about the outside steps of the cycle can validly proceed to an "inner" argument about sowing and reaping which are intermediate stages. 
Paul is not, I believe, here using this passage in Deuteronomy typologically - i.e. in which the ox is the type and the apostles and other itinerary Christian workers are anti-types. (I believe that Paul does indeed use this very same verse, Deut. 25:4 typologically in 1 Tim. 5:18 (which also features a double witness - a typological OT verse and a definitive command of Jesus given in the Gospels). Here, Paul is advocating "payment in kind" for worthy elders - honour in return for teaching - these things being regarded as being on the same elevated level (and, I suggest, above material matters - such as the financial payment frequently claimed for this verse in the Evangelical tradition.)
Well, how does not muzzling the ox have any bearing on the hope of the plowman or the hope of the reaper? Surely, indeed, the argument is the wrong way round! If the farmer stops the ox from eating so much, although unpleasant for the ox, there will be more food at the end of the day for the farmer himself?! To try to answer this question, and explain the apparent paradox, let us look at Deut 25:4 in context.

The opening verses of Deut. Ch. 25 (verses 1-10) give three injunctions: first, the restriction of punishment to a maximum 40 stripes, even when the guilty party deserves more, secondly the verse about not muzzling the ox and thirdly, the law of levirate marriage. All three involve the person involved  giving up something for the benefit of another - for another who stands in a dependent and disadvantaged position relative to that first person. In the first case, the need to show honour "lest the other be degraded in your sight . ." requires the innocent party to forgo full justice. This is an act of hope for better relations in the future for all concerned, hope that mercy by the innocent party will later be rewarded (by God) - like for like -  and also points, in a relatively restricted, Old Covenant, sort of way to the hope that the Christological truth that love covers a multitude of sins will eventually triumph. The man who does not muzzle his ox is acting in hope that God, the Lord of the harvest, will bless him if he, in turn shows mercy and consideration to the creature in his care, even though the ox is consuming grain that could have fed him. He is actually putting his generous, all-powerful God under a sort of covenantal obligation to bless him! His act of generosity is, in effect a prayer. (Here, indeed we have intra-testamental typology!!) Finally, in the case of the honourable man who puts the claim of his dead brother for a named share in the land above his own wish for progeny who will perpetuate his own name in the land is acting in hope that God will eventually reward his good behaviour and bless him - even though he seems initially to be acting against his own best interests: His hope is in God for a better sort of society, and is also acting in a Christological way (another aspect of "hope" - Christ after all engages spiritually in a levirate marriage (c.f. Boaz the kinsman-redeemer) to raise up spiritual progeny for those who were dead in sin and with no inheritance, but now, in Christ, they live and "inherit the (spiritual) land". 
So, Paul's explanation that the purpose of not muzzling the ox is so that the farmer has grounds for hoping in God is totally firmly based in the Old Testament context of Deut. Ch. 25. 
I hope I have shown that the explanation given by C.W. for Paul's use of Deut. 25:4 does not, (so far as I can tell anyway) get to grips with the detailed and subtle use that  Paul actually makes of the passage, both intrinsically and in the wider contexts of Deut. Ch. 25 and 1 Cor. Ch. 9: Paul is not actually using this verse typologically, (and certainly not paradigmically!) to link oxen and apostles - he is using it to provide corroborative OT justification for the reasonable expectation or hope of like-for-like blessing or reward for those engaged in the three illustrations that he gives on his own (human) authority. The OT witness also advances the argument by showing that the proper object of hope is God, which then enables Paul to make the transition to the spiritual nature of his own work  in v.11. It takes time for modern readers to unpack the sort of logical constraints under which Paul operates in developing his  arguments, and I'm sure I've missed far more than I've gleaned. Nevertheless, I hope that this view through a glass darkly has been helpful.  
conclusion and reflections
I  have a lot of sympathy for the attempt of C.W. to demonstrate that his paradigmic method is biblical, because I think that this method, would, in many instances, produce a lot of good proposals, which,  if implemented, would likely be very good in many cases for society, and a biblical defence would therefore be welcome. 
In the providence of God, however, it seems to me that we have indeed, in the Old Testament, a lot of very good information about how to "run" society along Old Covenant lines, but in the New Testament, from Acts onwards, we have a lot of very good information about how to "run" church along New Covenant lines! 
(From this perspective (amongst many others!) the Gospels are a bridge between the Covenants - in the Gospels, Jesus addresses and teaches the nation of Israel from its grass roots to its spiritual leaders, but He also has His own disciples - a "church" within the nation at large - and He teaches them also, often separately. What we do not appear to have in Acts and the Epistles is teaching on how society should be run.) 
We can reasonably ask then, why has God, in His providence, not given us, in the New Testament, teaching on how the church, individually and corporately should try to steer society in the direction of social justice, ecology, equality etc - all things that God provided for and required in the OT law, including its "creation" mandates, for Israel? Rather, in the NT, we are required to be church, to live holy lives and to share the Gospel - through Evangelists or personally as we have opportunity, and to do good works and live at peace to all in so far as we are able, and to pray for peace. The only thing that we are told to actually enjoin upon our neighbours is the Gospel - that is, the need to repent and turn to Christ because He is the all-powerful King enthroned in Heaven and because He will forgive us for our sins if we turn to Him in repentance and faith. 

In my reading of the New Testament (always open to correction however), the value of the OT, including OT law, now that Christ has come, is that it can, and must, now be read Christologically as type/example, prophecy and wisdom fulfilled in Him. Then it will teach us in accordance with 2 Tim 3:16 (for which I have offered a different translation above). 

C.W. has attempted in his books to show or argue from Scripture, both OT and NT, that the OT, and OT law in particular, is an appropriate model/paradigm for modern societies. This proposed "general" use of this model or paradigm I currently believe needs to be qualified: I believe that it may be the best procedure in some circumstances when a specifically Christo-centric legislation would be rejected by the people and the range of better options is thus limited. As regards the argument itself, we have in Scripture what God has, in His providence, given us and I cannot find in Scripture a Scriptural argument to justify the use of the paradigmic method by New Covenant believers, for themselves or others, and there are no examples - at least none of which I am currently aware - of the paradigmic method being used in practice in this way in Scripture. C.W. ends both his books on with references to the ultimate fulfilment of OT ethics in Christ and the Gospel: but this, I suggest, is where the books really should have started! 
Now, I've been thinking about all this, and I think that the paradigmic method used by C. Wright is, or can be, good and useful, but  that the justification for it should not be the one provided by C.W. - as I have attempted to indicate above. It seems to me that C.W., having found a way of looking at the OT which clearly produces some good results - particularly are regards how society could or should be run - was subsequently attempting to demonstrate that the method is scriptural according to the New Testament. Could I suggest that C.W.'s recognition of the potential of the paradigmic method has perhaps led to him too readily recruiting NT scriptures to this cause? Well, having critiqued (and I'm afraid, - despite my love of a good old argument! - rather reluctantly criticised) C. Wright's defence of the paradigmic method, can I offer a different defence?!
Well, I think I would currently opt for "second best" and try to reason pragmatically, rather than by close appeal to arguments found in Scripture, as follows:

 1) A lot of OT laws deal, paradigmically or directly with situations that occur in modern societies, but which are not addressed in the New Testament - particularly "civil"-type  laws - and so OT law is a helpful and valuable source of good and wise advice for these situations - e.g. parapets for flat roofs, fallow years in agriculture etc. It's good advice, why not take it?

 2) In Israel, some people were genuine believers, but many, probably most, unfortunately were not.  The law was in some respects a practical arrangement to limit evil and violence and to encourage justice and mercy. A man could demand 40 lashes for his defeated opponent in a court case and still be blameless under the law, or he could divorce his wife so long as he handed her the appropriate bill of divorce  (not just "a piece of paper" but a valuable document within that culture) etc. Well, this is analogous to modern societies: some people, often a minority, are believers but many, unfortunately, are not. So, from this perspective, legislative initatives by Christians may have similarly to attempt to steer a narrow course. When Christians are in a position to legislate and they attempt to be "too Old Testament" in their laws - as for example in Calvin's Geneva or during Oliver Cromwell's Protectorate - a reaction seems to set in, quite quickly, among the populace and the reforms do not last, and an era of libertinism sets in - so wisdom  also would be needed for attempts to implement the paradigmic method. 
 3) However, the line of reasoning in 2) above reckons without difference made by the  New Testament and the New Covenant! Jesus Christ has come. Everything is different now. Faith, as Paul puts it in Galatians, has come! 
The influence that Christians exert in society can indeed be out-worked on the basis of legislative pressure etc., though the way that the NT specifically describes Christian influence as working is two-fold - by our sharing the Gospel and by the beauty and attractiveness of Christ manifested through the Holy Spirit in the Christ-like quality of our lives - in our personal, and church, behaviour.  This is the "leaven hid in three measures of meal which leavens the whole lump". Our influence is, I suggest, not so much in the rules we propose for society, but in the Christ-directed devotion that characterises our lives. Now the Old Laws provided an ethical pattern for the nations, (e.g. Deut. 4:6-8) and pointed them to God under the old Covenant, but now, Christ provides the ethical pattern for the nations, and the New Covenant relationship with God. So, I  fully support any uses of the Old Testament scriptures which find their focus in Christ, and which, through Him, and by bringing glory to Him, can be outworked in society at large. As Christians, we should, I suggest, put any proposed course of action - either for ourselves or as recommendation for others - to this one test - does it conform to Christ, it is appropriate in His kingdom - a kingdom in which they stand under Christ's authority whether acknowledged or not? To persuade modern societies to adopt stoicheic elementary principles of the Old Covenant which have been abolished - at least for Christians - by Christ, or to adopt OT ways of doing things that were appropriate before Christ came, may indeed produce good results, but regardless of this, it is clearly better if the proposed course of action is governed by the pattern of Christ. Is it Christological? Is it cruciform? 
 4) So, is there a role for the paradigmic application of OT laws to secular society by Christians. Well, yes, I suppose there is. If a society will not tolerate specifically Christian, New Testament laws, and we are in the position of legislator, then the OT laws are a lot better than laws based for example on paganism - and they may well be the best option as a way of promoting the good of such a society, and of limiting its evil - with the hope that there might be better, more Christ-like, attitudes in society and or more Christians at a later stage through the witness and example of believers. 
 5) I can attempt to justify this very pragmatic approach: if my "secular" job is as an engineer for example, and I have been instructed to design a bridge, I may well make use of technical tables describing the mechanical properties of different types of concrete. These are based on the "old" creation, even though in Christ all things have become new, and their use is guided by trying to make the best use of the best materials available to me at the time, and I can't find this information in the bible. Likewise if my secular job is as a legislator, I may well be constrained in the options available to me by the terms of the proposed legislation, and I may find that an Old Covenant paradigm, although not as "good" as a specifically Christian NT law or pattern, is the best option available under the circumstances. I may even end up proposing legislation which allows behaviour that I believe to be wrong - just as Moses did in relation to divorce.

For most Christians most of the time though,  persuading from Old Covenant patterns is not required by NT Christians and these patterns for society are not, in themselves, endorsed in the New Testament - rather they now, in the New Covenant, point to Jesus Christ as their raison d'etre, (and I think it is through their fulfillment in Christ and the church, rather than directly or paradigmically, that these old laws should, if possible, be mediated to the wider society. Jesus Christ is the pattern for Christian behaviour and our job as Christians is to be holy, and to proclaim Christ in word and deed. I currently fall far short, and I am currently trying to work out this general idea in my thinking, (hence this somewhat incoherent conclusion to this article!) but it seems to me that the only hope for non-Christians is Christ, and if OT-type law is the best legislative option available for promoting or pointing towards Christ then it is the best option - even for Christian legislators. However, I am greatly encouraged by Poland. This country has not said, "let us return to Judaeo-Christian values". Rather this wonderful country has officially enthroned Jesus Christ as king of Poland. His Kingship and Lordship is what I suggest we should be exhorting for our neighbours too - this is their only hope, and if we Christians become sufficiently numerous in a given society, then we can steer legislation in a specifically New Testament, Christo-centric direction, bypassing the "intermediate" stage of OT-type laws - in effect making the nation as much like a church as possible. There is no NT verse that says this, just as there is no NT verse for making one's nation like Israel. Nevertheless that's what I would try to do!  
