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Introduction 

Throughout the existence of the church various doctrines emerge and wane, bringing with 

them tremendous scrutiny.  One of the bigger discussions of the past century has centered on 

God’s plan throughout history.  Two prominent doctrines maintain front row seats: Covenant 

Theology and Dispensationalism.  Both desire to systematize the workings of God throughout 

past, present, and future times.  It is important to recognize each system has richly contributed to 

the growth of the church and often evangelical Christians ascribe to both.  Consequently, the 

debate is not as cut and dry as other theological issues.
1
  In fact, it is very likely that within a 

given church congregation, there are members who would vie for each position.  That being said, 

there are important differences that distinguish the two.  The goal of this essay is to clarify the 

points of contention and to discover which system finds greater Biblical support. 

Thesis Statement 

 Exegetical research demonstrates that covenant theology finds stronger Scriptural basis as 

the means God has determined to use in interacting with mankind throughout history.  

Statement of the Doctrine of Dispensationalism 

 Dispensationalism views history, especially Biblical history, as segregated into separate 

economies or dispensations.  Within each economy God relates to His people in a slightly 

different way, providing different tests of obedience and means of displaying faith.  This leads to 

a Biblical pair of reading glasses that views certain passages as strictly historical accounts which 

record specific aspects of God within different time periods.  The most distinctive feature of 

dispensational theology is its declaration that God deals with two separate people groups: Israel 

and the church.  As prominent dispensationalist C. C. Ryrie states, “One who fails to distinguish 

                                                           

1 One thinks of the sharp contrasts formed by Augustianism and Pelagianism or Calvinism and 

Arminianism.  In these cases there was a clear separation between followers of both groups.   
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Israel and the church consistently will inevitably not hold to dispensational distinction; and one 

who does will.”
2
  Thus, the dispensationalist sees God working to accomplish two purposes – 

one for Israel and another for the church.
3
 

Statement of the Doctrine of Covenant Theology 

 Covenant theology understands God to have one purpose and one goal for all humanity.  

There are different periods, governed by covenants, during which God progressively reveals His 

will.  However, they are not separate eras, but rather build upon each other.  The covenants God 

enacts throughout the Old Testament are understood as finding their consummation in the person 

and work of Christ.  They all point forward to Him just as everything after Christ points back to 

Him.  As a result, the glasses worn by covenant theologians view Jesus as foreshadowed 

throughout every page of the Old Testament.  These are not simply recordings of history, but 

preludes to Christ. 

Historical Overview 

Both systems are relatively new in the progression of church history.  While one could 

argue that the elementary foundations of dispensationalism and covenant theology are detectable 

in early church literature, neither system came together in its concise form until after the 

Reformation.  The first confession to proclaim covenant theology was the Westminster 

Confession of Faith.  This was followed by Johannes Cocceius’ published work on the subject in 

1648.
4
  Dispensationalism truly came to the forefront with the original publishing of the Scofield 

                                                           

2 Ryrie, C. C. Dispensationalism (Chicago: Moody Publishers, 1995): 46. 

 

3 As will be discussed later, dispensationalists staunchly maintain that their theological system 

does not promote two means of salvation.  By using the term “two separate purposes” here, I do 

not intend to state anything other than God has two paths for Israel and the church.  

 

4 Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 217. 
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Reference Bible in 1909.
5
  While C.I. Scofield pulled heavily from multiple predecessors, he was 

the first major spokesman and advocate for dispensationalism.
6
  Since both dispensationalism 

and covenant theology are relatively new, any argument based on historical longevity is a moot 

point.   

Biblical Foundations 

 This leads to the heart of the issue: which system finds stronger Biblical support?  One 

must allow his theology to be solely governed by the Word of God.  No theological system, 

regardless of how logical it may sound, is viable apart from clear Scriptural precedence.  Clearly 

both dispensationalists and covenant theologians are convinced that their respective 

understandings are firmly planted upon the foundation of the Bible.  Consequently, we should 

examine the Biblical evidence to evaluate the weight of each argument.                         

 Dispensationalists note that while the terminology “covenant theology” finds no origin in 

Scripture, “dispensation” does.  Verses such as Ephesians 1:10 and 3:9 are often listed as prime 

examples.  The Greek word for “dispensation”, oikonomia, carries with it a connotation of 

stewardship or administration.
7
  The mere fact that a word exists in certain Scripture translations, 

certainly is not conclusive proof of anything.  More hermeneutical evidence is necessary.  

 Further Biblical support is gathered from passages which dispensationalists state show 

God’s distinctive workings throughout the Bible.  The Mars Hill discussion in Acts 17:30 is one 

                                                           
5 Ibid, 81.  One could advocate for John Darby (1800 – 1882) or Pierre Poiret (1546 – 1719) as 

the fathers of dispensationalism.  However, it was Scofield’s work that drew major attention to 

the system.   

 

6 This can be seen by the multiple references to the Scofield Reference Bible by covenant 

theologians.  In particular see Robertson, O. Palmer. The Christ of the Covenants (Phillipsburg: 

Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing, 1980): 203. 
 

7 Strongs Greek #3622 from Thomas, Robert L. Greek Dictionary of the New American 

Standard Exhaustive Concordance. La Habra: The Lockman Foundation, 1998. 
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example uplifted as pointing to two separate economies in God’s dealings with humanity.
8
  

John’s statement in John 1:17 that “the law was given through Moses; grace and truth came 

through Jesus Christ” is used to justify distinct administrations – law oriented and grace based.  

Similar passages have led the dispensationalist to conclude that God interacts in different ways 

with His people at various times.  While some things are considered to span dispensations, God’s 

relationship with mankind is something that typically isn’t viewed as consistent.  Sinful man’s 

failure to uphold his end of the bargain is understood as the explanation for the change.  This has 

led to the conclusion that dispensations can be identified based on the clear presence of a failed 

test or trial.
9
  There is considerable debate over the exact number of dispensations.  Most 

dispensationalists seem to advocate for seven.
10

   

 The true pivotal point upon which dispensationalism hinges is its insistence that Israel is 

separate from the church.  Paul’s treatment of Israel in portions of Romans is the Scriptural basis 

for this.  Particularly, his prayer in Romans 10:1 that “they [Israel] might be saved” is seen as 

demonstrating God’s future, special treatment of the Jewish nation.
11

  The concept that Israel is 

not the same as the church is even more important when it comes to the eschatological views of 

dispensationalists.  Since that is a topic beyond the scope of this paper, it will not be addressed in 

                                                           

8 “The times of ignorance God overlooked, but now He commands all people everywhere to 

repent,” Acts 17:30.  Unless otherwise noted, all Scripture references are taken from the English 

Standard Version.  See also Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 37. 

 

9 Ibid, 41.  Ryrie notes that while this is not an essential characteristic since dispensations can be 

test/trial free.  However the presence of a large or climactic test will almost certainly signal a 

new dispensation is about to begin. 

 

10 Ryrie lists these as being: Genesis 1:3-3:6 (Innocency), 3:7-8:14 (Conscience), 8:15-11:9 

(Civil Government), 11:10-Exodus 18:27 (Patriarchal Rule), Exodus 19:1-Acts 1:26 (Mosaic 

Law), Acts 2:1-Revelation 19:21 (Grace), and Revelation 20:1-15 (Millennium). Ibid, 62. 

 

11 Ibid, 148. 
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any depth.  However, it has led dispensationalists to construct a premillennialist view of the end 

times.
12

  One verse used to support this is Romans 11:25-26, “…I want you to understand this 

mystery, brothers: a partial hardening has come upon Israel, until the fullness of the Gentiles has 

come in.  And in this way all Israel will be saved…”.     

 While the term “covenant theology” cannot be found within the Bible, there is no doubt 

that covenants themselves are to be found in abundance.  This fact forms the basis of the 

covenant theologian’s outlook.  As one studies the interactions of God with man, it becomes 

apparent that covenants are the governing structures.  The first Scriptural reference containing 

the word “covenant” is Genesis 6:18, “But I will establish my covenant with you, and you shall 

come into the ark, you, your sons, your wife, and your sons’ wives with you.”  There is no 

dispute that the Noahic covenant, the Abrahamic covenant (Genesis 15-17), the Mosaic covenant 

(Exodus 20-34), and the Davidic covenant (2 Samuel 7) all exist.  Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Christ 

all speak of a new covenant that is covered by the New Testament era. 

 Thus, the debate does not center on the existence of covenants, but rather whether these 

covenants govern the economies.  The covenant theologian states that all the covenants are 

pieces of the same puzzle.  Instead of having multiple disjointed sections, there are two major 

covenants that structure God’s redemptive work as proclaimed in the Bible – the Covenant of 

Works and the Covenant of Grace.
13

  What this means is that all the other covenants in the Bible 

are merely progressive revelations of the larger two groups.  It is here that the hermeneutical 

                                                           

12 Ibid, 46. 

 

13 There is debate within covenant theological circles over this outline.  In particular there is a 

discussion as to whether there is a third – the Covenant of Redemption.  O. Palmer Robertson is 

only in favor of two (see Robertson, 53-54) whereas D. Martin  Lloyd Jones and others favor 

three (see Lloyd-Jones, D. M. God the Father, God the Son. (Wheaton: Crossway Books, 1996): 

243-244.).  For the sake of contrasting and comparing dispensationalism with covenant theology, 

I will presume under the concept that there are at least two covenants – works and grace.   
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scrutiny lies since the Word of God does not specifically speak of a covenant of works or of 

grace.  Furthermore, it does not spell out that these are the two umbrellas under which all else 

falls. 

 Covenant theologians and dispensationalists alike agree that God and man related 

differently prior to the fall.  Thus it is likely none would raise serious objects to the concept of 

the Covenant of Works.  All the elements found in every other covenant are also present in Eden.  

There are two parties (Adam and God), a promise given (eternal life) that hinges upon a 

condition (obedience), and a penalty for violating the condition (death).
14

 

 The bigger debate, then, centers on the Covenant of Grace.  The covenant theologian 

notes that the very words God speaks condemning humanity, creation, and Satan for violating the 

first covenant, also usher in the second.  In Genesis 3:15 God tells the serpent that “I will put 

enmity between you and the woman, and between your offspring and her offspring; he shall 

bruise your head, and you shall bruise his heel.”  The Hebrew structure for this verse indicates a 

single individual will crush the serpent.
15

  Consequently, it is not simply a veiled reference to 

humanity and Satan, but rather to a specific being and the devil.  There is consensus among 

theologians that this is a foreshadowing of the cross of Christ.
16

  God’s immediate response to 

mankind’s failure is to promise redemption through a coming Savior.   

 This is not the only foreshadowing of the coming Messiah in the Old Testament.  A 

plethora of prophecies and symbols picturing Him are scattered throughout the Bible.  The writer 

                                                           

14 Robertson, 24-25.  

 

15 Ibid, 99-100. 

 

16 See Jamieson, Robert, A. R. Faussett, and David Brown. Commentary Critical and 

Explanatory on the Whole Bible. Oak Harbor: Logos Research Systems Inc., 1997. and Lloyd-

Jones, 229. 
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of Hebrews describes the sacrificial system itself as finding its perfect consummation in Christ 

(Hebrews 9:11-28).  In particular, Hebrews 9:23 spells out how Christ is the ultimate fulfillment 

of what the “copies of the heavenly things” pointed toward.  Additionally, Christ draws a parallel 

to Himself and the serpent in the wilderness during His discussion with Nicodemus in John 3:14-

15.  The combination of all this is seen by the covenant theologian as indicating a unity which is 

explained through the Covenant of Works and Grace. 

 Furthermore, Abraham is declared by Paul to be justified based upon his faith, not on his 

outward actions.  “He [Abraham] received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the righteousness 

that he had by faith while he was still uncircumcised.  The purpose was to make him the father of 

all who believe without being circumcised, so that righteousness would be counted to them as 

well.”
17

  Thus Abraham’s salvation was grounded on faith and was a gracious act on God’s part.  

Covenant theologians see this Old Testament example as a clear link to how Paul describes the 

means of salvation in the New Testament.             

 The unifying theme of the Covenant of Grace is the promise by God to be our God.  As 

Robertson states, “Both ‘kingdom’ and ‘covenant’ unite under ‘Immanuel.’”
18

  The “Immanuel” 

promise clearly appears in the Abrahamic Covenant in Genesis 17:7, “And I will establish My 

covenant between Me and you and your offspring after you throughout their generation for an 

everlasting covenant, to be God to you and your offspring after you.”  God repeats this under the 

Mosaic covenant in Exodus 29:45, “I will dwell among the people of Israel and will be their 

God.”
19

  Later, this is reiterated during the prophesy in Jeremiah 31:33, “For this is the covenant 

                                                           

17 Romans 4:11 

 

18 Robertson, 51.  See also Lloyd-Jones, 236. 

 

19 This is one of many times God repeats this promise.  See also Leviticus 26:44-45. 
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that I will make with the house of Israel after those days, declares the LORD: I will put my law 

within them, and I will write it on their hearts. And I will be their God, and they shall be My 

people.”  Both Paul and the author of Hebrews reference this in their letters (2 Corinthians 6:16 

and Hebrews 8:10).  The final mention is found in Revelation 21:3, “Behold, the dwelling place 

of God is with man. He will dwell with them, and they will be His people, and God Himself will 

be with them as their God.”  Covenant theologians see this as a proof of one common purpose 

and desire of Almighty God toward underserving mankind.   

Comparison of the Two Systems             

 Both theological systems whole heartedly agree that there are dispensations within the 

Bible.  In fact, older covenant theology texts use the term “dispensation” in their writings.
20

  The 

difference is how the two groups define the crossover within the economies of time.  

Dispensationalist sees minimal overlap and certainly not in significant features.  The 

dispensations exist specifically because they are distinctive time periods.  The covenant 

theologian sees the dispensations building off each other as God progressively reveals more of 

His will and His plan for mankind.  Metaphorically, this is similar to a car driving toward the 

mountains.  The details of the destination cannot be seen clearly from far away.  It is only as one 

gets closer that the picture becomes clear. 

 Both groups are also in agreement that the pre-fall existence of man was governed by an 

obedience based system.  Had Adam obeyed, he would have received the blessing of eternal life.  

However, with his failure, the covenant given to mankind based on pure obedience was no 

longer viable.  Debate exists among both dispensationalist and covenant theologians as to 

whether the covenant of works is still in effect.  Since perfect obedience is now impossible, it is 

                                                           

20 As one example see Hodge, Charles. Systematic Theology (Vol. 2. Oak Harbor: Logos 

Research Systems Inc., 1997): 373-377. 
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irrelevant whether that covenant is still available to mankind.  Despite this agreement, the two 

groups do differ in describing when the first period ends.  Ryrie concludes the first dispensation 

at the instance that Eve and Adam ate the fruit.
21

  Covenant theology states that the Covenant of 

Grace was inaugurated during the judgement of God immediately following Adam’s failure.
22

  

Thus, the first covenant ends with God’s speech to the serpent.    

Defense of Covenant Theology 

 The abundant usage of covenants throughout the Bible strongly points to God interacting 

with His people through covenants.  The immediate foreshadowing of the coming Messiah in 

Genesis 3:15, the repeated usage of the phrase “I will be their God” throughout the Old and New 

Testament, and the multiple symbols pointing to the cross all lend significant weight to God 

working in a unified manner as described by covenant theology.  A common thread and single 

goal immerges as one studies the interactions of God with His people.  Christ’s own words in 

Matthew 5:17, “Do not think that I have come to abolish the Law or the Prophets; I have not 

come to abolish them but to fulfill them” point to Himself as the consummation of everything 

after the Fall.  Interestingly, none of the previous covenants are ever clearly revoked by the 

subsequent ones.  Rather, as Christ’s words indicate, they are added to and built upon.
23

  

 In addition to what was already mentioned, the Bible continually underscores the model 

presented by covenant theology.  The Covenant of Grace emphasizes God’s transforming power 

unaided by mankind.  This concept is echoed in the Abrahamic covenant.  As Abraham prepares 

the animals for the symbolic passing through by both parties, something interesting transpires.  

                                                           

21 Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 62.  It should be noted that not all dispensationalists would fully 

agree with Ryrie’s breaks.  However, he is one of the leading dispensationalist writers of this era 

and is cited to attempt to accurately portray the current prevailing views. 

 

22 Robertson, 91-93. 
 

23 Ibid, 63.  
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Genesis 15:17 records how God, in the form of a flaming torch and smoking fire pot, moves 

between the slain animals, but Abraham does not.  This is significant since the action symbolized 

what the covenant partakers agreed would happen to them if they failed to keep the conditions of 

the agreement.  Thus, God Himself undertakes the fulfillment of both sides of the covenant.  This 

is echoed in the declaration of the new covenant given in Jeremiah 31:33-34,  

For this is the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel after those days, declares 

the LORD: I will put my law within them, and I will write it on their hearts. And I will be 

their God, and they shall be My people.  And no longer shall each one teach his neighbor 

and each his brother, saying, “Know the LORD,” for they shall all know Me, from the 

least of them to the greatest, declares the LORD. For I will forgive their iniquity, and I will 

remember their sin no more.  

 

Jeremiah places the emphasis squarely on God.  He is the one who will embed His law into our 

heart and He will make us into His people.  The prophet records the same promise that God will 

fulfill both ends of the covenant agreement – ours and His.  The beauty of this further points to 

the unified nature of God’s redemptive plan.   

 The author of Hebrews further describes God as one whose purpose is unchangeable.  

“So when God desired to show more convincingly to the heirs of the promise the unchangeable 

character of His purpose, He guaranteed it with an oath” (Hebrews 6:17).  God’s design has been 

the same since the dawn of time.  Even the saints of old were aware of this.  The famous passage 

of faith concludes with the words: “And all these, though commended through their faith, did not 

receive what was promised, since God had provided something better for us, that apart from us 

they should not be made perfect.” (Hebrews 11:39-40).  The Old Testament saints looked 

forward to what we now understand by looking back.   

Evaluating Dispensationalism   

In critiquing dispensationalism, it quickly becomes apparent that several logical 

inconsistencies arise within their theology.  One such example relates to the concept of God’s 
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progressive revelation.  While Ryrie is correct in claiming that “God’s truth was obviously not 

given all at one time”, his conclusion that “the various stages of revelation show that He has 

worked in different ways at different times” is far from justified.
24

  How is God’s steady 

revelation of Himself an indication that He is working differently?  Why can’t it be that over 

time we slowly understand further aspects of His work that were previously unknown?  Passages 

like 1 Corinthians 13:12 suggest that it is our understanding that needs growth, instead of God 

changing His methods.
25

  The picture of a dimly seen object does not invoke separate images, but 

rather emphasizes bringing the same object into sharper focus.  The concept of progressive 

revelation strengthens, not weakens the view of covenant theology. 

Elsewhere Ryrie states that “variety can be an essential part of unity”.
26

  He certainly 

makes a strong case in his prior discussion for unity being an essential part of any historical 

philosophy.  Yet, the idea that variety can be a critical component of unity is not self-apparent.  

By definition, unity will tend to minimize variety.  While it is certainly possible, and even 

desirable, for a group to be diverse, they are not unified based on their differences, but rather on 

their common ground.  Thus, the dispensations, while certainly varied, cannot be considered 

unified simply because they are varied.  This in no way disavows that variety can be and often is 

very important to the composition of a group.  But our differences are not what unite us.  Only 

covenant theology provides a single, unified lens through which to view the Bible.  

Dispensationalism results in a Scripture that is segmented. 

                                                           

24 Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 37. 
 

25 “For now we see in a mirror dimly, but then face to face.  Now I know in part; then I shall 

know fully, even as I have been fully known.” 1 Corinthians 13:12 

 

26 Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 38-39. 
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As previously discussed, the treatment of Israel is something that distinguishes 

dispensationalists from covenant theologians.  Yet, there is ample Biblical evidence to suggest 

that it is improper to segregate Israel and the church in this manner.  In other words, God doesn’t 

appear to have two separate groups in Scripture.  He has one chosen people – the elect.  Even in 

the past, Israel was never restricted to ethnic Jews.
27

  Outsiders could, and did, become part of 

Israel.  Scripture does acknowledge a difference between ethic Israel and spiritual Israel.  

However, the Bible makes it clear that the salvation of the Gentiles is not a new path being 

forged by God, but an addition to the existing plan.  In Romans 11:11-24 Paul speaks of God 

“grafting” in the Gentiles.  They are not pictured as a separate plant, but rather a pairing to the 

current vine.  Furthermore, Paul speaks of God re-grafting Israel back in if they will only turn 

from their unbelief.  This points to one salvific means and purpose for both Israel and the church.   

Paul also refers to the church as the “the Israel of God” in Galatians 6:16.  Just prior to 

this verse, he clarifies that circumcision, the mark given to the Jewish nation, does not mean 

anything in terms of salvation.  Rather, it is the mark of the Holy Spirit that sets one apart as 

God’s child.  To say that God has a special affection for ethnic Israel is something that is 

Biblically sustainable.  But, to say that Israel is on a separate track from the church and has a 

different purpose in God’s sight is inconsistent with what Paul writes.  If this is indeed, as Ryrie 

puts it, the “Sine Qua Non of Dispensationalism”, than it seems the core of dispensationalism is 

Scripturally unsound.
28

       

Possibly the most disconcerting aspect of dispensationalism is how it treats the salvation 

of mankind.  Dispensationalists strongly refute the claim that their system teaches multiple 

                                                           

27 Robertson, 288. 

 

28 Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 45-47. 
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means of salvation.  Yet, one can hardly deny the fact that if God is working and relating to 

mankind in different ways across time, then it stands to reason salvation would also change 

across the dispensations.
29

  Doubtless no dispensationalist would ever blatantly state or claim 

that.  However, as Ryrie’s outline for the time eras show, the dispensationalist does view that 

God requires something different from man within the respective dispensations.  Under the 

Mosaic dispensation, “Keeping the Law” is labeled as tantamount to “Believing on Christ” under 

the Grace dispensation.
30

  This certainly indicates a subconscious view that salvation must be 

procured through different means across the dispensations. 

Answering Common Objections 

How does the covenant theologian understand the same issue of the sacrificial system?  It 

certainly seems that one must face the reality that the cleansing of sins was accomplished in a 

different manner during that time period.  As already mentioned, the covenant theologian sees all 

of history finding its ultimate fulfillment in Christ.  Thus the entire Old Testament points forward 

to Christ while everything after the incarnation points back to Him.
31

  The sacrificial system is 

no different.  The Bible clearly states that the blood of animals themselves had no special power.  

Passages such as Psalm 40:6, Psalm 51:16-17, Proverbs 21:3, Jeremiah 6:20, Hebrews 10:4-8, 

and others indicate that sacrifices themselves are not what pleases God or cleanses man.  

Logically, there must be something more since it is very possible to offer an undesirable sacrifice 

to God.  Thus, the act itself cannot be what procures righteousness.  Rather, the sacrifices 

themselves are a foreshadowing of the ultimate sacrificial Lamb.  Hebrews 10:14 states, “For by 

                                                           

29 For examples of how this might occur see: Reymond, Robert L. A New Systematic Theology 

of the Christian Faith (Nashville: Thomas Nelson Inc., 1998): 543-544. 
 

30 Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 62. 

 

31 Lloyd-Jones, 243. 
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a single offering He has perfected for all time those who are being sanctified.”  The Greek word 

for “all time”, diēnekes, refers to eternality.
32

  Certainly this would include past, present, and 

future!  Perfection came through the sacrifice of Christ, not through the continual offering of 

animals.  In sacrificing animals, the Israelites were relying on something other than themselves 

to remove their guilt.  The author of Hebrews advances the argument that this is a dimly lit 

portrayal of the Lamb of God.
33

 

Another claim leveled at covenant theologians is that they tend to read the New 

Testament back into the Old Testament.
34

  It is certainly never appropriate to read anything into 

God’s revealed truth.  However, a basic, essential principle of hermeneutics is to allow Scripture 

to interpret itself.
35

  To read a clear Biblical principle into a blurry section is certainly far better 

than drawing conclusions from gray material that is not supported elsewhere!  If we are to err, let 

us err on the side of over reading a significant section of Bible into the rest of the God’s Word.  

Based on the previous arguments and Scriptural references given, there is substantial support to 

indicate covenant theology is not an error at all, but the way God intended the Bible to be read. 

Conclusion   

 Certainly the two doctrines examined greatly impact our understanding of Scripture.  

They are both very complex and share many similarities.  As others have noted, often 

dispensationalists and covenant theologians work together to defend the church against various 

                                                           

32 Strongs Greek #1336 from Thomas, Robert L. Greek Dictionary of the New American 

Standard Exhaustive Concordance. La Habra: The Lockman Foundation, 1998. 
 

33 Hebrews 9 and 10 connect Christ with the sacrifices of old. 

 

34 Ryrie, Dispensationalism, 37-38. 

 

35 Sproul. Knowing Scripture (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2009): 51. 
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theological attacks.
36

  Yet, for all their similarities, there are also critical differences.  The 

salvific implications dispensationalism necessarily leads to are contrary to what is revealed in the 

Bible.  There is insufficient proof that Israel and the church are distinct.  Paul’s writings provide 

evidence that they are not, in reality, separate.  The covenants God established under the various 

dispensations never show evidence of negating or nullifying their predecessors.  Rather, they 

build upon each other marching ever forward to the grand finale that is gloriously expressed in 

the coming of the long awaited Messiah.  The cross stands as the apex of all history.  All things 

in all directions point toward it.  Every page of the Bible subtly declares the miraculous work of 

our risen Lord.  Christ, our God with us, is the fulfillment of the redeemer promise given to 

Adam.  Jesus alone is the consummation of every detail found in Scripture.  “And there is 

salvation in no one else, for there is no other name under heaven given among men by which we 

must be saved.”
37

  Covenant theology alone properly accounts for and systematizes God’s sole 

purpose throughout history in redeeming a people for His own glory.  

      

  

                                                           

36 Robertson, 201-202. 

 

37 Acts 4:12. 
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