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Thoughtful and accessible. An up-to-date, comprehensive overview of the most important issues
in dispensationalism, underpinned with accurate scholarship and summarized with clarity.
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IndexBack CoverPreface to the Paperback EditionSeven years have passed since the initial
publication of Progressive Dispensationalism, and a new millennium is beginning! The
convergence of these two events is purely coincidental, but the coincidence furnishes the
occasion to ask what contribution this book makes to advance the church’s understanding of the
plan of God and what purpose there might be for the book’s continued publication. Over the past
seven years, reader interest has remained steady. If simply for that reason alone, the authors are
grateful that Baker Books has chosen to make it available in a paperback edition.We have found
that many use the work as a textbook, focusing especially on part 3. Of the book’s four parts
(three parts in the previous printing), part 3, the longest section, offers an exposition of the
biblical covenants and the kingdom of God in relation to the Pauline structure of oikonomia
(dispensation). However, interest in the other essays also remains high. Readers have
commented that each part of the book is valuable as much for its unique contribution to an
individual subject as to the overall development of the book. Readers interested in
hermeneutical method continue to regard part 2 as a readable essay relating the key issues in
canonical hermeneutics. Others are interested in part 1 for its helpful definition of
dispensationalism and its overview of the movement’s history and development. In this printing,
chapter 9 has been designated as part 4, Theology and Ministry, in order to call attention to its
content, which goes beyond the purpose of the chapters in part 3. When taken together, the
different parts of the book still provide a complete survey of the issues and concerns that
characterize what has become known as progressive dispensationalism.Books and articles
have been written responding to Progressive Dispensationalism. Regrettably, many of these
have not helped to advance a true understanding of the continuities and differences between
progressive and traditional dispensationalists. A notable exception, however, is the recently
published Three Central Issues in Contemporary Dispensationalism: A Comparison of
Traditional and Progressive Views, edited by Herbert W. Bateman IV. The reader who wishes to



pursue the dispensational discussion of issues raised in Progressive Dispensationalism would
do well to consult that work. In addition, one should note the following articles written by Darrell
Bock that further the discussion beyond what has been written here: “The Son of David and the
Saints’ Task: The Hermeneutics of Initial Fulfillment,” Bibliotheca Sacra 150 (1993): 440–57;
“Current Messianic Activity and Old Testament Promise: Dispensationalism, Hermeneutics, and
New Testament Fulfillment,” Trinity Journal 15 n.s. (1994): 55–87; and “Why I Am a
Dispensationalist with a Small ‘d,’ ” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 41 (1998):
383–96.Darrell Bock and I wish to express our appreciation to the publishers for making this
book available and to you the reader for choosing it. We pray that it will bring honor to the Lord
Jesus Christ and serve in some way to advance the knowledge of his word.Craig A. BlaisingPart
One: HistoryChapter OneThe Extent and Varieties of DispensationalismDispensationalism may
not be a household term, but it designates one of the most widespread and influential traditions
in evangelical theology today. If you are an evangelical Christian, it is most likely that you know of
some who call themselves dispensationalists. And it is just as likely that you have certain beliefs
and interpretations of Scripture that have been shaped in some way by dispensationalism.This
book explains a significant change presently taking place in dispensational interpretations of
Scripture. This change affects the way dispensationalists understand key biblical themes such
as the kingdom of God, the church in God’s redemptive program, the interrelationship of the
biblical covenants, the historical and prophetic fulfillment of those covenants, and the role of
Christ in that fulfillment.Changes of this sort are not entirely new to dispensationalism, as we will
see. And yet certain beliefs and emphases have remained much the same or have varied only
slightly through the history of these changes. Such beliefs constitute the abiding identity of
dispensationalism, while the process of rethinking and reinterpretation reveals its vitality.Where
did dispensationalism come from? How widespread is it? What are its common features, and
what changes have taken place? This chapter seeks to answer these questions. The
significance of the present form of dispensationalism can best be understood in this light, for it’s
only as we know where we’ve come from and how we got here that we have a better
appreciation for where we are.The Rise and Spread of DispensationalismDispensationalism first
took shape in the Brethren Movement in early nineteenth century Britain. The Brethren
Movement emphasized the unity of all believers in Christ and the freedom of Christians to gather
in His name without regard for sectarian or denominational divisions. They rejected the special
role of an ordained clergy, which perpetuated such ecclesiastical divisions, and stressed instead
the spiritual giftedness of ordinary believers and their freedom, under the Spirit’s guidance, to
teach and admonish each other from the Scripture.By enhancing the integrity and responsibility
of the laity, Brethrenism witnessed a surge of interest in Bible study and private devotions. The
movement generated a large volume of expositional and devotional literature, some authors of
which became well known, including John Nelson Darby, Benjamin Wills Newton, George
Müller, Samuel P. Tregelles, William Kelly, William Trotter, and Charles Henry Mackintosh.The
writings of the Brethren had a broad impact on evangelical Protestantism. This is especially true



in the United States, where they influenced prominent ministers such as D.L. Moody, James
Inglis, James Hall Brookes, A.J. Gordon, J.R. Graves, and C.I. Scofield. While not following the
Brethren in a radical rejection of clergy and denominational ministry, they founded a new forum
alongside established ministries which promoted the Brethren experience of freely gathering in
Christ to worship and study the Scripture: the Bible Conference. Beginning with the popular
Niagara Bible Conference in the 1870s, Bible conferences began to spring up in various parts of
the country, becoming what has been called the Bible Conference Movement by the early
twentieth century.C.I. Scofield, a participant in this movement, formed a board of Bible
conference teachers and in 1909 produced through Oxford Press a reference Bible (second
edition in 1917) which became famous throughout the United States and around the world. The
Scofield Reference Bible was filled with expositional and theological annotations which put a
“Bible Conference” into the hands of thousands of evangelical Christians. The interpretations
presented in the notes formed a recognizable system of biblical interpretation. That system was
soon tagged “dispensationalism,” a label which has come to mark the tradition which both led to
and developed from the Scofield Reference Bible.The term dispensationalism comes from the
word dispensation which refers to a distinctive way in which God manages or arranges the
relationship of human beings to Himself. Recognizing different dispensations in Scripture, such
as the dispensation of Israel with its distinctive regulations and ceremonies and the dispensation
of the church today, has been quite common in the history of biblical interpretation.
Distinguishing between these different dispensations can be helpful in understanding the
complexity and diversity of the Bible. Dispensationalists, however, had some distinctive views
about these dispensations which differed from most other interpreters of Scripture. Because of
this, they were especially tagged with the label dispensationalism whereas others who referred
to different dispensations in Scripture were not. We will refer to some of these distinctives in the
next sections of this chapter.Through the Bible conferences and the Scofield Reference Bible,
dispensationalism came to characterize the views and beliefs of a large constituency of
American evangelicalism scattered throughout mainstream Protestantism. But it was especially
concentrated in Presbyterian, Baptist, and Congregationalist circles. When the struggle between
fundamentalism and modernism broke into the open, dispensationalists were found on the
fundamentalist side, their ecumenical emphases contributing to the cohesion of the
fundamentalist movement.As fundamentalists proceeded to establish new churches and new
denominations in reaction to the modernist control of traditional churches, dispensationalism
came to characterize some of these resulting groups almost completely. These include, for
example, The General Association of Regular Baptist Churches, The Conservative Baptist
Association, The Fellowship of Grace Brethren Churches, and the Independent Fundamentalist
Churches of America.Some of the schools associated with these churches have become well
known for teaching dispensationalism. They include Grace College and Grace Theological
Seminary, Northwestern College, Grand Rapids Baptist Seminary, Western Conservative Baptist
Seminary (now Western Seminary). Dispensationalism has also been taught (though not



exclusively) at Denver Seminary (formerly Denver Conservative Baptist Seminary). Over the
years, some of these schools have become more self-consciously “evangelical” than
fundamentalist, and the dispensationalism which they teach has undergone changes as
well.Dispensationalism has also been well represented in other denominations such as the
Evangelical Free Church of America, and dispensational theologians have taught at Trinity
College and Trinity Evangelical Divinity School. The Christian and Missionary Alliance, of the
holiness tradition, has advocated dispensational views. And dispensationalism has also
impacted Pentecostal and charismatic churches as well.A number of Bible schools, institutes,
colleges, and seminaries have taught dispensationalism. Moody Bible Institute, founded through
the revivalist ministry of D.L. Moody is a well known example. The Bible Institute of Los Angeles,
founded on the model of Moody, is now Biola University and includes the Talbot School of
Theology. Philadelphia College of Bible and Dallas Theological Seminary were direct products
of the Bible Conference Movement. Graduates of Dallas Seminary have staffed many of the
aforementioned dispensational schools and founded others, including, for example, Multnomah
Bible College/Biblical Seminary and William Tyndale College (formerly Detroit Bible
College).Not only do graduates of these schools minister in the associations and denominations
we have noted (including some mainline churches), but they have established and pastored a
number of independent Bible churches so that the Bible Church Movement mostly reflects a
dispensational exposition of Scripture.In this century, the broadcast media has helped to
highlight the ministries of prominent pastors, some of whom teach dispensational views. These
would include, to name only a few, the late Donald Grey Barnhouse (Presbyterian), W.A.
Criswell, Adrian Rogers, and Charles Stanley (Southern Baptist), and Chuck Swindoll
(Evangelical Free Church). Popular radio ministries featuring a dispensational view of Scripture
have included the late Charles Fuller and the “Old Fashioned Gospel Hour” (which led to the
founding of Fuller Theological Seminary—though broadly evangelical today, Fuller’s early faculty
included the well-known dispensationalists Wilber Smith and Everett Harrison), the late M.R.
DeHaan and Richard DeHaan on the “Radio Bible Class,” the late Theodore Epp and Warren
Wiersbe on the “Back to the Bible,” the late J. Vernon McGee’s “Through the Bible,” Jerry
Falwell’s “Old Time Gospel Hour,” and Chuck Swindoll’s “Insight for Living.”Dispensationalists
have participated in and encouraged the founding of faith missions (such as Central American
Mission, founded by C.I. Scofield) and parachurch ministries (such as Young Life, founded by
Jim Rayburn). Dispensationalists have ministered with Campus Crusade for Christ, the
Navigators, Youth For Christ, and InterVarsity Christian Fellowship. Dispensational themes
appear in some of the teaching materials of these ministries. In addition, some of the most
famous evangelists including Billy Graham have affirmed and taught dispensational views.[1]In
summary, clergy and laity alike who share dispensational views of Scripture can be found in
most Protestant denominations, mission agencies, and parachurch ministries to varying
degrees. From its introduction in the Bible conferences to the present day, dispensationalism
has expanded to become one of the most common expressions of evangelical



Christianity.Dispensationalism is not a monolithic movement; diversity exists today on a number
of matters of interpretation. However, there are some broad features which unite these diverse
elements into a common tradition. Together, these features provide a descriptive definition of
dispensationalism.Common Features of the Dispensational TraditionAuthority of
Scripture. From the early Brethren Movement, through the American Bible conferences, the
Scofield Bible, Bible institutes, colleges and seminaries, to popular expositional ministries in
churches and parachurch movements, dispensationalism has been known as a Bible exposition
movement. It has produced a number of popular expositors of Scripture who not only helped
spread dispensationalism but have impacted large portions of evangelicalism.Dispensationalists
have upheld the belief that the Bible is the sole inerrant verbal revelation of God available to the
church today and that it provides a sure foundation for Christian life and faith. They believe that
dispensational ideas and interpretations help people understand the Bible and help make the
Scripture more intelligible to them, allowing them to more knowledgeably appropriate it in their
everyday lives. Furthermore, the dispensational system of relating the various parts of Scripture
together has helped to give people a sense of having an answer to attacks upon Scripture’s
integrity by theological liberalism.The Bible Conference Movement was an attempt to make the
Bible a sure basis for evangelical ecumenicity—an ecumenicity that was not seen as structural,
administrative, or denominational, but an ecumenicity of faith, hope, and love.
Interdenominational schools and ministries have attempted to carry on that vision to varying
degrees, a vision which has helped contribute to the sense of evangelical identity in some
quarters of evangelicalism.Dispensationalists, of course, were not the only evangelicals to
emphasize the authority of the Bible. But their transdenominational vision and their practical
orientation to expositional ministry made an emphasis on Scripture a hallmark of the movement,
one that continues today as well.Dispensations. The word dispensation refers to a particular
arrangement by which God regulates the way human beings relate to Him.[2] Dispensationalism
believes that God has planned a succession of different dispensations throughout history, both
past, present, and future. Furthermore, dispensationalists believe that these dispensations are
revealed in Scripture, in both biblical history and prophecy. Understanding these dispensations,
these different relationships God has had and will have with humanity, is crucial for
comprehending the teaching and message of the Bible.Of course, a primary concern for us
today is our own relationship with God. As a result, a dispensational exposition of Scripture will
focus especially on the present dispensation and the Scripture dealing explicitly with it. We then
seek to interpret other portions of Scripture in light of the dispensations to which they belong or
of which they speak. We have a better understanding of how those Scripture texts relate to us
when we know how their dispensation relates to or differs from our own. Consequently,
understanding the dispensations is crucial to understanding how the whole of Scripture relates
to Christian faith and practice.[3]For example, suppose we speak of the old dispensation which
covered Israel’s relationship to God under the Mosaic covenant. Then we speak of the present
dispensation which refers to the church, the body of Christ, first constituted as such by Christ



Himself on the Day of Pentecost just after His ascension to heaven. We then speak of the future
dispensation as the arrangement of God’s relationship to humankind after Christ’s return to
earth. Practically all of the Old Testament was written under—and most of it refers to—the old
dispensation, as we have just defined it. Much of the New Testament refers to the present
dispensation. But we find prophecies in the Old Testament and in the New Testament that speak
of the future dispensation.Also, when a Christian today reads the Old Testament, it helps to
know that he or she is reading literature which speaks directly about Israel and her relationship
to God under the old dispensation. God commanded certain forms of worship. He specifically
instructed Israel on national policy as it related to events in the first and second millennia
B.C.God, of course, is the everlasting God. We are dealing today with the same God. So, there
are a lot of lessons to learn from the way God related to people in the old dispensation. The New
Testament guides us here. It also reveals the fact that God’s relationship to the church differs in
some significant ways from the dispensation with Israel. In the present dispensation, God is
blessing Jews and Gentiles equally with certain blessings of the Holy Spirit to a degree which he
had only promised in the old dispensation. This includes, for example, the permanent indwelling
of the Holy Spirit. There are also new forms of worship (as Jesus revealed to the Samaritan
woman in John 4:21, 23). Consequently, although there are similarities, there are also important
differences between the church and Old Testament Israel. Understanding the different
dispensations helps a reader of Scripture know how to relate to what he or she reads in the Old
Testament.The dispensations are structured by various covenants God has made or promised.
Since the Bible has much to say about these covenants, a dispensational understanding of
Scripture will place special emphasis upon them. In this book, we will examine both
dispensations and covenants in chapters 4–6.Uniqueness of the Church. Traditionally,
dispensationalism has always viewed the church as a distinctively new dispensation in biblical
history. The church finds its historical origin in the “Christ event”—that is the death, resurrection,
and ascension of Jesus Christ—and particularly in the “baptism of the Spirit” which Christ has
bestowed equally upon believing Jews and Gentiles since that feast Day of Pentecost following
His ascension.What makes the church a new dispensation are these blessings of the Holy Spirit
which are qualitatively different from the blessings of the Holy Spirit in the Old Testament. Also,
contributing to the uniqueness of the church is the fact that these blessings are given equally to
Jews and Gentiles. Furthermore, in this dispensation, God has not been granting certain political
and material blessings to the degree that He promised by covenant to Israel (with implications
for nations). Biblical prophecy predicts these blessings for a future dispensation to be
established when Christ returns to earth.Understanding the uniqueness of the church helps
Christians interpret both Old and New Testaments intelligibly. Knowing, for example, that
believers in Christ have been sealed with the Holy Spirit assures them of His permanent
indwelling and helps them not to be alarmed by David’s prayer (Ps. 51:11) that the Holy Spirit not
be taken from him. They can understand David’s prayer historically in the context of the
dispensation in which David related to God.At the same time, Scripture speaks of the Holy



Spirit’s blessing in this dispensation as a deposit, a down payment, toward our full redemption in
the future (Eph. 1:13–14). This qualitative progression from David’s experience of the Holy Spirit
to that of our own and then to that of the future dispensation shows how the dispensations do
not simply follow or replace one another but actually progress forward to a future eschatological
goal.Practical Significance of the Universal Church. Dispensationalists have always supported
the belief that the reality of the church is to be found in Christ, and that reality transcends the
denominational divisions which separate Christians from one another.The Brethren Movement
began as open assemblies of Christians having communion with one another in Christ’s name
alone, without reference to denominational authorities or memberships. However, a part of the
movement, known as Exclusive Brethren, soon viewed their local assemblies as true Christianity
over against other churches and denominations. This exclusivity extended even to the point of
excommunicating other Brethren assemblies over trifling issues. As a result, the early
ecumenicity of the movement was greatly diminished or lost entirely for some.What was lost in
Brethrenism was pursued anew in the American Bible Conference Movement. But it required a
different vision of the church. While the Brethren had focused their attention on the local church,
the leaders of the Bible conferences sought to draw out the practical significance of the
universal church, that one body of Christ which transcended local churches and denominations.
The Bible conference was a visible, tangible Christian communion based solely on the reality of
the universal church. It could not and did not try to replace local church communion and
ministry.American dispensationalism has been a strong force seeking and encouraging other
such ministries which bring out the practical significance of the universal church and thus give
tangible expression to the true Christian unity which transcends denominational and local
church ministries. These include many faith missions and parachurch evangelistic and discipling
ministries. Also included are interdenominational Bible institutes, colleges, and seminaries
which carry on the Bible conference ideal in lay and ministerial training.The true spirit of
American dispensationalism would view these ministries as neither in competition with nor as a
part of local church ministry but as complementary to local church ministry. Admittedly, practice
sometimes falls short of the ideal, but the ideal remains a goal, the vision of which needs to be
renewed.Early fundamentalism also affirmed an ecumenical evangelical identity, although it
affirmed that identity in conscious opposition to modernism. However, eventually
fundamentalism turned in upon itself, practicing degrees of separation, fracturing and splintering
the earlier unity. Dispensationalism suffered some of the same effects; some dispensationalists
lost sight of the practical value of an intra-evangelical biblical dialogue. Like some other
evangelicals, they resorted to isolation and separation, betraying an earlier confidence in the
Spirit of Christ guiding the body of Christ in the knowledge of the Scripture.In recent years,
however, there have been positive signs within evangelicalism of mutual appreciation and
affirmation contributing to the healing of some old wounds and divisions stemming from the
fundamentalist and post-fundamentalist eras. There are signs that dispensationalists today are
also beginning to reaffirm the positive value of mutual evangelical biblical dialogue.Significance



of Biblical Prophecy. Dispensationalism finds the historical meaning of biblical prophecy
relevant for understanding God’s purpose for the earth and for its human inhabitants. There are
other theological traditions which interpret Bible prophecy almost exclusively in relation to the
present ministry of Christ in the church or to a believer’s personal experience of salvation.
Dispensationalism, however, interpreting these prophecies in a more “literal” manner, has always
expected God’s future blessings to include earthly, national, and political aspects of life. Many of
these blessings belong to a future dispensation which will be marked by the return of Christ to
earth.As a result, the dispensational tradition has offered a broader concept of redemption than
found in some other theologies. Redemption extends to political and national levels as well as to
spiritual renewal. However, at the same time, early dispensationalism also embraced a strong
dualism which disassociated these broader prophetic features of redemption from the blessings
of the church. Consequently, the broader aspects of redemption were effectively irrelevant to the
church. As a result, for some dispensationalists, much of Bible prophecy has tended to be more
of a curiosity feature than a vital aspect of Christian hope. This kind of dispensationalism has
offered little restraint to (and even contributed to) the sensational tendencies of popular
apocalypticism.There has been a gradual revision of early dispensationalism’s dualism, as we
will see in the next section. There has also been reaction to the excesses of apocalyptic
sensationalism. This does not mean that prophecy possesses less significance. Rather, it has
become much more relevant for the actual faith and hope of the church.Futurist
Premillennialism. Dispensationalism is a form of premillennialism. That is, it holds to the belief
that Christ will return to this earth and rule over it for 1,000 years. Like most premillennialists,
dispensationalists interpret biblical prophecy to teach that Christ will return during a time of
trouble traditionally called “the Tribulation.” However, unlike most premillennialists, most
dispensationalists have advocated the doctrine of the pretribulational Rapture—the doctrine that
Christ will come for the church prior to the Tribulation, resurrecting the dead in Christ, translating
living believers into immortal life, and then taking the church with Him to heaven prior to His
millennial return in which He will visibly rule the nations on earth.Because they have believed
that the church will not be on earth during the Tribulation, dispensationalists have traditionally
rejected attempts to identify present events as the fulfillments of Tribulation prophecies. As a
result, dispensationalism should be classified as a form of “futurist” premillennialism. They
believe that Tribulation events will be fulfilled at some time in the future (that is, after the Rapture)
as opposed to the “historicist” view which believes that such events are being fulfilled today.At
the same time, however, some dispensationalists have been drawn into and have actually
carried forward historicist interpretations of popular religious apocalypticism. Events in the post-
war world seemed to follow some dispensational interpretations of political and military
movements envisioned in Daniel and Revelation. As a result, in the latter twentieth century, the
lines between futurism and historicism have weakened. The writings of Hal Lindsay (Late Great
Planet Earth [1970], There’s a New World Coming [1973], and The 1980’s: Countdown to
Armageddon [1980]) are typical of dispensational forms of historicism. But even more respected



theologians have ventured in this direction, such as John Walvoord (Armageddon, Oil and the
Middle East Crisis; [1974, rev. ed. 1990]) and Charles Ryrie (The Living End, [1976]).One of the
results of futurist premillennialism is the eschewing of setting dates for the second coming of
Christ. A major factor in the spread of dispensationalism in the United States in the late
nineteenth century was the fact that it offered a premillennialism which avoided the date-setting
hermeneutic of the Millerite Adventist movement. William Miller distinguished himself by
claiming to have discerned the date of Christ’s return. When Christ failed to appear by Miller’s
calculations, premillennialism generally suffered disgrace. Dispensationalism saved face by
rejecting the Millerite hermeneutic. However, the blurring of lines between historicism and
futurism within some quarters of late twentieth century dispensationalism has led some
perilously close to the same mistake.[4]The Imminent Return of Christ. In the Bible and
prophecy conferences of the late nineteenth century, the imminent return of Christ meant belief
in premillennialism. Postmillennialism taught that Christ’s return was at least 1,000 years away,
after the church had finished the task of Christianizing the world. Premillennialists believed that
Christ would return before the millennium, they believed that He would return in a time of trouble,
and that the present time evidenced sufficient trouble for Him to return at any time.Historicist and
dispensational premillennialism both also took great interest in the apocalyptic descriptions of a
Tribulation prior to Christ’s descent to earth. Dispensationalists interpreted apocalyptic
chronologies in Daniel and Revelation to mean that Christ will return to the earth to rule the
nations after a Tribulation of seven years.[5]Since dispensationalists were futurists, believing that
the Tribulation lay completely in the future, they consequently believed that the Lord’s descent to
the earth was at least seven years away. But dispensationalists also believed that Christ would
come for the church before the Tribulation. That coming could take place literally at any moment.
Consequently, when dispensationalists spoke of imminency, they spoke primarily of the
pretribulational Rapture. By the insistence of Arno Gaebelein, C.I. Scofield, and others at the
turn of the century, imminency came to be defined exclusively by the doctrine of the
pretribulational Rapture.Most dispensationalists to the present day have held to a
pretribulational Rapture. In his 1976 book, The Blessed Hope and the Tribulation, John
Walvoord recognized the existence of dispensational posttribulationalism. Although not a
doctrine of imminency by later standards, it nevertheless held to the nearness of Christ’s
coming, and was recognized as a variant within the dispensational tradition.A National Future for
Israel. One of the most well-known features of the dispensational tradition is the belief in a future
for national Israel. That future includes at least the millennial reign of Christ and for some
dispensationalists, extends into the eternal state as well. Because of this strong belief, some
early dispensationalists, such as W.E. Blackstone, played a key role in garnering support for the
Zionist movement. That has carried forward to present times in the pro-Israeli political activities
of Jerry Falwell and Pat Robertson.While not all dispensationalists have strongly supported the
modern Zionist movement, still they have traditionally held that prophecies regarding the
political, national restoration, and blessing of Israel will be fulfilled in the next dispensation. And



while other theologies have also come to the point of according the future of Israel serious
consideration, it has often been due to the insistence of dispensationalists who have always
made national Israel a prominent feature of their biblical interpretation.Forms of
DispensationalismThe preceding eight features constitute the abiding concerns and emphases
that characterize the dispensational tradition. However, dispensationalism has not been a static
tradition. There has been no standard creed freezing its theological development at some
arbitrary point in history.[6] As dispensationalism has developed, the characteristics noted
above have been reconfirmed through the dynamics of renewed biblical interpretation. The
evidence of this continuity testifies to the strength of the dispensational tradition.However, the
same dynamics of continued biblical study have modified the ways in which some of the above
features have been understood. While it is not easy to classify all the differences between
various dispensational theologians, three broad forms of dispensational thought can be
identified. These need to be understood in order to grasp the history of the tradition.[7]We will
use the designation classical dispensationalism to refer generally to the views of British and
American dispensationalists from the writings of John Nelson Darby, the foremost theologian of
the early Brethren Movement, to the eight volume Systematic Theology of Lewis Sperry Chafer,
the founder and first president of Dallas Theological Seminary. The interpretive notes of the
Scofield Reference Bible might be considered a key representative of classical
dispensationalism, although there are various points at which different dispensationalists of that
period would differ with it. The designation dispensationalism was first applied to the
interpretations offered in the Scofield Reference Bible. And it has functioned as a reference point
for the future development of the tradition.Revised dispensationalism designates the views of
dispensational theologians writing primarily between the late 1950s and the late 1970s, although
it also applies to some publications in the 1990s as well. The designation revised is taken from
the revision of the Scofield Bible, completed in 1967 and offering views much more compatible
to writers of this second period. Some of the more well-known revised dispensationalists include
Alva J. McClain, John Walvoord, Charles Ryrie, J. Dwight Pentecost, and Stanley
Toussaint.Progressive dispensationalism, the subject of this book, is a more contemporary form
of dispensational thought which has developed through continued biblical study of the concerns
and emphases of the dispensational tradition. Progressive dispensationalism offers a number of
modifications to classical and revised dispensationalism which brings dispensationalism closer
to contemporary evangelical biblical interpretation. Although the name is relatively recent, the
particular interpretations that make up this form of dispensationalism have been developing over
the past fifteen years. Sufficient revisions had taken place by 1991 to introduce the name
progressive dispensationalism at the national meeting of the Evangelical Theological Society
that year. This present book along with the publications: Dispensationalism, Israel and the
Church: The Search for Definition and The Case for Progressive Dispensationalism are key
representatives of this viewpoint.[8]As we evaluate the different forms of dispensationalism, we
will see that some of the issues distinguishing them from one another are of a technical nature.



These issues can only be mentioned briefly here. But the reader will find a more extended
discussion of biblical interpretation, the different dispensations, the biblical covenants, and the
kingdom of God in the following chapters. The following pages should be read in conjunction
with those chapters.Classical DispensationalismThe Central Dualism. Perhaps the most
important feature of classical dispensationalism is its dualistic idea of redemption. In order to
understand the Bible, one needed to recognize that God was pursuing two different purposes,
one related to heaven and one related to the earth. These two purposes affected God’s dealings
with humanity. In fact, they resulted in an anthropological dualism: a heavenly humanity and an
earthly humanity.To put it another way, one of God’s purposes in redemption was to release the
earth from the curse of corruption and decay, and to restore upon it a humanity free from death
and sin. This was the earthly purpose of God. God will restore permanently the paradise lost in
the Fall, granting immortality to earthly humanity. Some writers envisioned these blessings in
quite physical terms, including human reproduction to increase the plenitude of the human
race.It is important to understand that in classical dispensationalism this earthly humanity is
eternal. It first appears in the Millennium (the future 1,000-year reign of Christ), but it will not
have reached its eternal glory until the end of that time. It will then continue onto the new earth
populating it forever.But God has a second purpose, a heavenly purpose which envisions a
heavenly humanity. This heavenly humanity was to be made up of all the redeemed from all
dispensations who would be resurrected from the dead. Whereas the earthly humanity
concerned people who had not died but who were preserved by God from death, the heavenly
humanity was made up of all the saved who had died, whom God would resurrect from the
dead.By the nature of the case, the heavenly humanity would be a “transdispensational”
community. All the saved of previous dispensations are dead, and all those of the present
dispensation prior to this generation are likewise dead. They are, of course, with the Lord now.
But their future hope lies in the resurrection, by which they will fully receive their heavenly
salvation in a heavenly inheritance.The earthly humanity will begin with that generation of the
saved who are present on earth at the Lord’s return. They will be preserved from death, as will all
their descendants who are of faith. They will not be resurrected from the dead, for they would
never have been dead nor will they be transformed into a resurrection mode of life. They are
earthly people and they experience the earthly salvation which God has designed according to
His purpose for the earth.In summary, the central dualism of classical dispensationalism asserts
that God is pursuing two purposes in redemption, one relating to heaven and a heavenly people
and one relating to the earth concerning an earthly people. Both purposes will be accomplished
and confirmed forever.The Dispensations. Classical dispensationalism saw the dispensations
as different arrangements under which human beings are tested. God arranged the relationship
of humankind to Himself to test their obedience to Him. In the earlier dispensations, God gave
promises regarding earthly life, but humans repeatedly sinned and failed to obtain the promises
in any lasting sense. The present dispensation of the church is the first dispensation which
clearly presents God’s heavenly purpose. When Christ is revealed at the end of this



dispensation, He will confirm the two purposes, first in a millennium, which tests humanity one
last time before the judgment, and then in eternity.One of the differences between the church in
this dispensation and the people of God in past dispensations is that the church is supposed to
know that it is a heavenly people destined for an eternal inheritance in heaven. People of past
dispensations sought to obtain the earthly promises. They died however, without obtaining them.
They either did not know of a heavenly destiny or were dimly aware of it. Although they failed to
attain the earthly promises, God in His grace will include those who trusted in Him (that is, the
elect) in the heavenly salvation.But the church is supposed to know that she has a heavenly
future and is called to a heavenly way of life. The failure of this dispensation comes when the
church thinks that it has an earthly purpose, when it begins to think of itself as an earthly people
and becomes preoccupied with earthly things. Such preoccupation has brought about what is
called “Christendom”—that political cultural phenomena of the Western Christian” nations.
Classical dispensationalism viewed Christendom as a perversion of sinful humanity which tries
to substitute itself for the real church of God. Christendom, the human failure of this
dispensation, will be judged at the return of Christ.[9]THE DISPENSATIONS AND THE
PURPOSES OF GOD IN CLASSICAL DISPENSATIONALISM1. The earthly people of past
dispensations failed to realize God’s earthly purpose. Instead, the saved will be included in
God’s heavenly purpose when that purpose is fulfilled.2. Many classical dispensationalists (such
as Scofield) did not regard the eternal state as a dispensation.With this central dualism in mind,
we could visualize the dispensations of classical dispensationalism in the manner illustrated on
page 25.[10]The Nature of the Church. The heavenly nature of the church’s salvation was
interpreted by classical dispensationalists in an individualistic manner. Political and social issues
were earthly matters which did not concern the church. The church was a spiritual unity found in
Christ. This unity manifested itself not only in the oneness of Christ but in the oneness of
personal salvation—the individual nature of salvation. Issues in the church were individual,
private, spiritual matters, not social, political, earthly matters.[11]We could illustrate this in the
following manner.THE CHURCH AS A PARENTHESIS IN CLASSICAL
DISPENSATIONALISMThe heavenly, individualistic, and spiritual nature of the church could not
be more distinct from the earthly, social, and political nature of Israel and the Gentile nations.
The difference helped underscore the well-known classical dispensational belief that the church
is a parenthesis in the history of redemption, the history of earthly redemption, that is. The
church is not related to that earthly purpose and so is like a parenthesis inserted into history.
Lewis Sperry Chafer felt that parenthesis did not go far enough, so he called the church an
intercalation.In fact, the new, hitherto unrevealed purpose of God in the out calling of a heavenly
people from Jews and Gentiles is so divergent with respect to the divine purpose toward Israel,
which purpose preceded it and will yet follow it, that the term parenthetical, commonly employed
to describe the new age-purpose, is inaccurate. A parenthetical portion sustains some direct or
indirect relation to that which goes before or that which follows; but the present age-purpose is
not thus related and therefore is more properly termed an intercalation. The appropriateness of



this word will be seen in the fact that, as an interpolation is formed by inserting a word or phrase
into a context, so an intercalation is formed by introducing a day or a period of time into the
calendar. The present age of the Church is an intercalation into the revealed calendar or
program of God as that program was foreseen by the prophets of old. Such, indeed, is the
precise character of the present age.[12]Biblical Interpretation. Classical dispensationalists
interpreted the Bible in accordance with their central dualism. They believed that if the Old
Testament were interpreted literally, then it would reveal God’s earthly purpose for the earthly
people. However, if it were interpreted spiritually (which they usually termed “typologically”), then
it would reveal God’s spiritual purpose for a spiritual people. The spiritual purpose and spiritual
people were found literally revealed in the New Testament.As for the meaning of “literal”
interpretation, classical dispensationalists sometimes spoke of grammatical and historical
interpretation. Some classical dispensationalists were especially skilled in grammar and offered
helpful commentaries on the grammatical sense of Scripture. By historical interpretation, they
meant the historical references in a text (i.e., to rulers, geographical areas, chronology, etc.) or
the text’s dispensational setting.In the American Bible conferences, classical dispensationalists
promoted what was called “Bible Readings,” which was a practice of stringing texts together
dealing with a common word, phrase, or theme. These texts were then read one after the other,
sometimes without much regard for context. Implications were then drawn from the exercise.The
Biblical Covenants. Classical dispensationalists saw God’s covenant with Abraham (in Gen. 12
and following) as the foundational covenant in Scripture. One of the promises God made to
Abraham was, “I will make your descendants as the dust of the earth” (Gen. 13:16). Classical
dispensationalists believed that this promise revealed God’s earthly purpose for earthly peoples.
It first of all promised physical descendants to Abraham who would become a great nation in a
territory which God specified. They would be blessed above all peoples and would mediate
God’s blessing and curse to the Gentile peoples on earth.This covenant could also be
interpreted spiritually, however, to reveal the heavenly purpose and heavenly people of God.
God promised Abraham, “I will greatly multiply your seed as the stars of the heavens” (Gen.
22:17). Interpreting this promise spiritually would lead to the spiritual descendants of Abraham,
the heavenly people. It was believed that the New Testament follows this spiritual interpretation
when it interprets the church as descendants of Abraham.The Mosaic, Palestinian, and Davidic
covenants[13] were all interpreted as earthly covenants. They dealt with God’s earthly purpose,
not with the heavenly/spiritual purpose.The new covenant (a covenant prophesied in Isaiah,
Jeremiah, and Ezekiel) was interpreted primarily or solely as an earthly covenant, even though it
promised that God would put His Spirit in His people. Darby believed that when it appeared in
the Bible, the new covenant always referred to Israel and consequently had nothing to do with
God’s heavenly people. Chafer followed Darby as closely as possible, but had to recognize that
the New Testament did speak of a “new covenant” which was in force for the church in this
dispensation. He argued that this was a completely different “new covenant” than that which will
be made with Israel. (In the same manner, he argued that the spiritual blessings which would be



given to Israel under the new covenant of Jeremiah and Ezekiel, would be distinctly different
from those given to the church today.) Scofield, on the other hand, interpreted the New
Covenant in the same manner as he did the Abrahamic covenant: literally it had to do with God’s
earthly plan for Israel; spiritually it revealed God’s spiritual plan for the church (the blessing of the
Spirit for Israel in Ezekiel 36 typified the church’s blessing of the Spirit). So, even though there
was general agreement about the covenants in classical dispensationalism, there were always
differences in how the details worked together to support the overall position.Classical
dispensationalists believed that the biblical covenants would be fulfilled for earthly people in the
Millennium and eternal state. Since the covenants did not concern heavenly people (except in a
typological or spiritual sense) it was not proper to say that they were being fulfilled in the present
dispensation (except in a spiritual or typological manner).CLASSICAL DISPENSATIONALISM
AND THE BIBLICAL COVENANTS IN LITERAL AND SPIRITUAL
FULFILLMENTKEY:ACAbrahamic CovenantMCMosaic CovenantPCPalestinian
CovenantDCDavidic CovenantNCNew CovenantNCPNew Covenant PredictedThe Kingdom of
God and the Kingdom of Heaven. The kingdom of God is one of the most important themes in
the Bible and an important concern for dispensational interpretation. The most well known
classical dispensational view of the kingdom is that of C.I. Scofield. His view depends on a
substantive distinction between the terms kingdom of God and kingdom of heaven. He believed
that the term kingdom of God, found in all four Gospels, referred to the moral rule of God in the
hearts of those subject to Him. It is everlasting in extent. The kingdom of heaven, found in the
New Testament only in Matthew, was thought to be the fulfillment of the covenant made to
David, in which God promised to establish the kingdom of His Son. The kingdom of heaven
begins to appear with Jesus Christ, a descendant of David, culminates in the Millennium, and
merges with the kingdom of God in the eternal state. (Prior to the kingdom of heaven, we find the
Davidic kingdom which had been interrupted by the times of the Gentiles—the kingdom of
heaven is the eschatological [that is, “last days”] fulfillment of the Davidic kingdom.)Scofield
taught that the kingdom of heaven had three forms. The first was in the preaching of Jesus. The
kingdom of heaven was present, or “at hand” in Jesus’ preaching. He offered the kingdom to
Israel. But Israel rejected it, so it was postponed to a future time.The kingdom of heaven is now
present in mystery form. That mystery form is Christendom, the earthly, political, liturgical reality
which names Christ as its king. Two things should be noted here: for Scofield, the mystery form
of the kingdom is not the church, it is Christendom. Also when Scofield speaks of the mystery
form of the kingdom, he means a mystery form of the kingdom, that is of the kingdom of heaven,
the kingdom of the Davidic covenant.[14] Accordingly, the Davidic covenant finds a form of
fulfillment today. But, it is not the church. On the other hand, the presence of the church gives
Christendom whatever legitimacy it has. Consequently, the church has some connection to the
present reality of the kingdom of heaven.The kingdom of heaven will be fulfilled in the
Millennium. One recalls that for Scofield, like other classical dispensationalists, the Davidic
covenant is merely a political covenant. It will be fulfilled according to its earthly purpose for the



earthly people of the Millennium, that is, Israel. Of course, as the promises are eternal, the
fulfillment continues forever, but the glorifying and preserving grace of God will eliminate the
possibility of sin and rebellion in eternity. Since God will rule morally in every heart in the eternal
kingdom (the unsaved having been consigned to hell), the kingdom of heaven is said to merge
with the kingdom of God.THE KINGDOM IN CLASSICAL DISPENSATIONALISM
(Scofield)Revised DispensationalismRevision of the Central Dualism. The most important
revision introduced by the dispensationalists of the ’50s and ’60s was their abandonment of the
eternal dualism of heavenly and earthly peoples. They did not believe that there would be an
eternal distinction between one humanity in heaven and another on the new earth.
Consequently, they mostly dropped the terms heavenly and earthly peoples. Instead, they
reworked the dualism in more of an organizational sense (closer to the meaning of the term
dispensation). There were simply two groups of people. Not heavenly versus earthly, but those
represented by Israel and the church. These two groups contain different people (a person could
only be in one group or the other, not in both at the same time). They are structured differently,
with different dispensational prerogatives and responsibilities. But the salvation which they
receive—the eternal life—is the same for both, with the one exception that some belong to one
group and others belong to another. There will be an eternal distinction between Israel and the
church, not in metaphysically distinctive kinds of salvation, but in name—the church is always
church, Israel is always Israel.[15]The Eternal State. In the eternal state, all will be resurrected
from the dead or transformed into a resurrection mode of life. There will be no difference in the
kind of eternal life experienced by saved humanity, whether they be Israel or the church. Revised
dispensationalists differed among themselves, however, on the nature and sphere of that eternal
life. Whereas classical dispensationalists placed the heavenly people in heaven and the earthly
people on the new earth, revised dispensationalists either placed all the redeemed in “heaven”
or they placed them all on the new earth.As a result there are two different conceptions of
eternity in revised dispensationalism. McClain, Pentecost, and Hoyt envision eternity as
resurrection life on the new earth where the city of God is located. For them the promises of an
everlasting kingdom on earth are literally fulfilled on the renewed earth.Walvoord and Ryrie,
although using the terminology of “new earth,” actually work with a more platonic conception of
“heaven” which bears closer relationship to the “heaven” of classical dispensationalists. They
claim that promises about an earthly kingdom forever do not really mean forever. Or, they say
that they only apply to time and history such that when time and history have come to an end
and give way to a timeless eternity, then the everlasting promises, which only apply to time and
history, will be considered as having been fulfilled. The key in their mind is that the promises
must be in a state of fulfillment at the moment that time and history end. This leads to the curious
view that a slightly more than 1,000-year possession of some of the land, plus a 2,000-year
dispossession, plus a future 1,000-year possession of all the land just before time and history
end equals an everlasting possession of the land!Ryrie speaks of Israel being taken up into
heaven at the end of the Millennium in the same book in which he claimed to interpret Scripture



in a consistently literal manner. Classical dispensationalists, however, argued that only a spiritual
interpretation would place Israel’s eternal future in heaven.The Dispensations. Revised
dispensationalists were able to retain much of classical dispensationalism’s structure on this
side of eternity. They usually retained the Scofield division of dispensations. They distinguished
between God’s purposes in the dispensations prior to Grace (the dispensations prior to the
church), His purpose in the dispensation of Grace (the church), and His purpose in the Kingdom
dispensation (the Millennium). Prior to the present dispensation, God was pursuing His purpose
for Israel and the nations. This purpose is political, national, and territorial. But it was also
spiritual. God granted eternal life to those who were of faith. In the present dispensation, God is
pursuing an individual, spiritual purpose only. The spiritual purpose is the same as that given to
Israel past and future except for certain ministries of the Spirit such as baptism, sealing, and
permanent indwelling. Also, the structure of the church is unique in this dispensation (e.g.,
offices and ministries), and she has a unique dispensational relationship to Christ. She relates to
the Christ who is in heaven, not the Christ to come or the Christ on earth. He is her Head, not her
king since the church is not a political, national entity.Putting the above features together, we
might visualize the revised views of dispensationalism as indicated in the charts on page 34.The
Nature of the Church. Like classical dispensationalists, revised dispensationalists saw the
church as a spiritual entity. Salvation and sanctification were viewed primarily in an individualistic
manner. Little thought was given to the social nature of the church. However, in the early ’70s the
Body Life movement began with strong leadership from dispensationalist Ray Stedman.[16]
Dispensationalists began to consider the community nature of the church. Gene Getz also
contributed to this change of view by stressing the “one another” commands of the New
Testament.[17] The result has been a gradual modification of the highly privatized view of
Christianity in early dispensationalism.[18]THE DISPENSATIONS AND THE PURPOSES OF
GOD IN REVISED DISPENSATIONALISM1. HEAVENLY FULFILLMENT VIEWTHE
DISPENSATIONS AND THE PURPOSES OF GOD IN REVISED DISPENSATIONALISM2. NEW
EARTH FULFILLMENT VIEWBiblical Interpretation. Revised dispensationalists continued
classical dispensationalism’s emphasis on the literal interpretation of prophecy. They spoke of
the grammatical and historical interpretation of Scripture, and they continued the “Bible Reading”
hermeneutic in the way they taught and presented theological themes.However, they differed
from classical dispensationalists in their gradual withdrawal from “typology,” the spiritual
hermeneutic of the earlier dispensationalists. Revised dispensationalists claimed to follow only a
literal interpretation of Scripture, and they claimed that the results of such an interpretation
would yield dispensationalism (that is, revised dispensationalism). In Dispensationalism Today,
Charles Ryrie insisted that consistent literal interpretation belonged to the essence of
dispensationalism.[19] Only dispensationalists, he claimed, were consistently literal in their
interpretation. While, as we have noted, this was not true for classical dispensationalism,
nevertheless, revised dispensationalists came to understand themselves in this way.In the
1950s and ’60s, other evangelicals were also shying away from “spiritual hermeneutics” in favor



of grammatical-historical interpretation. However, evangelical grammatical-historical
interpretation was also broadening in the mid-twentieth century to include the developing field of
biblical theology. Grammatical analysis expanded to include developments in literary study,
particularly in the study of genre, or literary form, and rhetorical structure. Historical
interpretation came to include a reference to the historical and cultural context of individual
literary pieces for their overall interpretation. And by the late 1980s, evangelicals became more
aware of the problem of the interpreter’s historical context and traditional preunderstanding of
the text being interpreted. These developments are now shared by evangelical biblical scholars
of different traditions, including many dispensationalists. They have opened up new vistas for
discussion which were not considered by earlier interpreters, including classical and many
revised dispensationalists. These are the developments which have led to what is now called
“progressive dispensationalism.”Hermeneutics has become much more complex today than
when Charles Ryrie affirmed literal interpretation as the “clear, plain, normal” method of
interpretation. Perhaps we can explain it this way: Ryrie set up an equation: dispensationalism =
literal interpretation = clear-plain-normal hermeneutics = grammatical-historical interpretation.
Then he claimed that only dispensationalists practiced consistently literal interpretation. If a
person practiced consistently literal interpretation (as defined by the equation) then he or she
would be a dispensationalist.Now, even at the time this was published, evangelical biblical
scholars were beginning to move toward a more consistent grammatical-historical interpretation,
but it was a grammatical-historical interpretation which was developing in sophistication beyond
that which was practiced by classical dispensationalists or even early revised dispensationalists.
Over the past three decades, the practice of consistently grammatical-historical interpretation
(where “grammatical-historical” has developed to a more advanced form of literary study) has
not led evangelicals to become classical or revised dispensationalists. Furthermore, a number of
dispensationalists who today practice consistent grammatical-historical interpretation (in its
more developed sense) have revised some of the distinctive interpretations of earlier
dispensationalism. Literary interpretation has developed so that some things which earlier
interpreters thought they “clearly” saw in Scripture, are not “clearly” seen today at all.This raises
a question both about the meaning of “literal” interpretation and the claim that its consistent
practice is the essence of dispensationalism. It seems that “literal” is often used to mean the
system and tradition of revised dispensationalism. But traditional interpretation must always be
tested by ongoing historical-literary interpretation as that interpretation develops in its
understanding, methods, and procedures. It must, that is, if one remains committed to Scripture
as the primary authority in theology.When we read Ryrie’s claim that consistently “clear, plain,
normal” hermeneutics is the essence of dispensationalism, we have to interpret the remark
historically. It may have been true as an ideal or goal for revised dispensationalism, but the
statement is not true as a comprehensive principle inclusive of classical dispensationalism.
When we substitute the phrase grammatical-historical for literal or clear-plain-normal, then we
have these observations: (1) once again, the remark is not true of classical dispensationalism



since they did not seek to practice such a hermeneutic consistently or exclusively. Consequently,
if the word “dispensationalism” in the phrase “essence of dispensationalism” is meant to identify
the dispensational tradition, then the remark is at best oversimplified, at worst false. (2) The
remark is not true of revised dispensationalism’s actual practice (as we saw with the
“everlasting” promises of Israel and as we will see with the biblical covenants), although it did
function as a stated goal. (3) The remark is not true if one reads back into the term “grammatical-
historical” what that phrase has come to mean hermeneutically today. This risks the error of
anachronism. Finally, (4) as a goal, consistently grammatical-historical interpretation, in the
sense in which grammatical-historical is meant today, is much closer to being realized in the
hermeneutics of progressive dispensationalism.Consequently, Ryrie’s remark, even though it
failed as a description of dispensationalism’s unchanging essence, nevertheless pointed a
direction in which dispensational hermeneutics was to develop. The old principle of
spiritualization has been left behind, and dispensationalists, first revised and then progressive,
have pursued the goal of consistent historical-grammatical hermeneutics even as they
developed it in meaning and method and in consultation with other evangelicals.The Biblical
Covenants. Revised dispensationalists generally accepted the way in which classical
dispensationalists viewed the covenants. The Abrahamic covenant was seen as fundamental.
The Mosaic, Palestinian, and Davidic covenants were seen as earthly, political, and national. In
spite of revised dispensationalism’s insistence on consistent literal interpretation, they believed
that the church was the “spiritual” seed of Abraham, that is, the Abrahamic covenant was fulfilled
“spiritually” in the church. Literally, however, they believed that it would be fulfilled in national,
political terms for Israel in the future.Revised dispensationalists who were disciples of Lewis
Chafer, notably Ryrie and Walvoord, originally defended Chafer’s opinion that the new covenant
which the New Testament saw fulfilled in the church, was not the new covenant predicted by
Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Charles Ryrie wrote in 1953 that if the doctrine of two new covenants
were given up, dispensationalism would be weakened.[20] Soon after that, however, both he
and Walvoord abandoned the view, for the simple reason that it was not biblically defensible.
Moreover, the opposite view, that the same new covenant predicted by the Old Testament
prophets was in fact regulating God’s relationship to the church today, was undeniably taught in
Scripture! This was argued convincingly by John F. McGahey in 1957 in a doctoral dissertation
at Dallas Theological Seminary. (McGahey became a long-term faculty member and chairman of
the Bible and Theology department at Philadelphia College of Bible until his death in 1986.)To
acknowledge that the New Testament “literally” taught that spiritual blessings of Israel’s new
covenant were being fulfilled by the church today required explanation. What about the “literal”
interpretation of the Old Testament? Generally, revised dispensationalists fell back on classical
dispensationalism’s spiritual hermeneutic to interpret the Old Testament’s relationship to the
church: the new covenant was being fulfilled spiritually in the church today, but Israel would
experience the national and political aspects (the earthly features) of the covenant in the future.
This was also the way the Abrahamic covenant was handled and the way Scofield had treated



the new covenant as well. Nevertheless, they had to acknowledge a covenantal link between
Israel and the church in the “literal” teaching of the New Testament.Once again we can see the
tension between revised dispensationalism’s hermeneutical method and their actual
hermeneutical practice. Nevertheless, the acknowledgment that the New Testament actually
taught a covenantal link between Israel and the church was important especially in light of how
vigorously the opposite viewpoint (two new covenants) had been defended as systematically
important for dispensationalism. However, the linkage could not for long be explained by a
“spiritual” interpretation since dispensationalists had been set on a course of following the
literary-historical meaning of Scripture wherever that might lead. Eventually, the church would
have to be seen as standing in the line of a historical fulfillment of the new covenant promise to
Israel. It would be a dispensation in the historical progress of redemption, not a parenthesis (or
intercalation) unrelated to it. Consequently, the revised view of the new covenant proved a
significant breakthrough for rethinking the relationship of Israel and the church in Scripture,
leading to further developments in dispensationalism.The Kingdom. The kingdom of God versus
the kingdom of heaven distinction in classical dispensationalism was important for expressing
the central dispensational dualism. The spiritual (kingdom of God) was seen to be distinct from
the earthly (kingdom of heaven) even as the heavenly and earthly purposes were kept distinct.In
1952, George E. Ladd, working with the methods of biblical theology, strongly criticized the
classical dispensational distinction of these terms.[21] Two criticisms are particularly important:
(1) a substantive (or metaphysical) distinction of these terms is exegetically indefensible, and (2)
the separation of earthly and spiritual kingdom characteristics into two separate kingdoms is
inaccurate. Revised dispensationalists strongly criticized Ladd for failing to adequately account
for the political and national aspects of Jesus’ teaching on the kingdom. Mostly, however, he was
critiqued for advocating a view which “might lead to” amillennialism (even though Ladd himself
was one of the foremost defenders of premillennialism).[22] Nevertheless, although they refused
to acknowledge him, revised dispensationalists appear to have taken part of Ladd’s criticism to
heart. They dropped the classical distinction between the terms kingdom of heaven and
kingdom of God. Furthermore, many revised dispensationalists began to find a way to speak of a
spiritual kingdom in the present dispensation. A number of alternative kingdom views were
proposed.In the following paragraphs we will survey four representative kingdom theologies
fielded by revised dispensationalists. The main point in this survey is to demonstrate that there is
no one revised dispensational view of the kingdom. Several alternate views have been
proposed. However, for the reader who has some awareness of revised dispensationalism, we
believe that a survey of the differences might be helpful, since such differences have rarely been
set out side by side.Alva J. McClain: McClain introduced the terminology universal kingdom and
mediatorial kingdom in his book The Greatness of the Kingdom.[23] The universal kingdom was
defined as God’s sovereignty over all things. The universal kingdom has been constant through
all dispensations. The mediatorial kingdom referred to God’s rule over the earth through a
divinely chosen mediator. McClain believed that Abraham was the first such mediator. A



succession of mediators followed through the kings of Israel. Jesus Christ is the rightful Davidic
heir and the mediator of the messianic mediatorial kingdom. However, since Jesus is not
presently on earth, McClain believed that there is no mediatorial kingdom present on the earth
during this dispensation. Consequently, he titled the present dispensation the Interregnum, the
period between the reigns. The mediatorial kingdom will appear again at the return of Christ. At
the end of the Millennium, the mediatorial kingdom will merge with and become simply the
universal kingdom of God.Stanley Toussaint agreed with McClain that there is no mediatorial
kingdom present today. He argued that all passages in the New Testament that speak of the
presence of the kingdom should be understood proleptically. They refer to the future kingdom.
[24]THE KINGDOM THEOLOGY OF ALVA J. McCLAINCharles Ryrie: Ryrie agreed with
McClain on the idea and terminology of the universal kingdom. One should recognize that God
is, always has been, and always will be sovereign over all things. Some of what the Bible has to
say about God’s kingdom refers to this attribute of divine sovereignty. With regard to a political
kingdom on earth, he preferred to follow the substance of Scofield’s doctrine of the kingdom of
heaven, but without Scofield’s terminology. Instead, he simply spoke of the Davidic kingdom.
The Davidic kingdom had appeared in the old dispensation, but it had been put on hold in the
Exile and had not been restored even to the coming of Jesus. With Jesus, a threefold kingdom
program begins. First is the Davidic kingdom offered by Jesus to Israel, but rejected by them
(this is essentially the same as Scofield’s kingdom of heaven in the preaching of Jesus). Next is
the mystery form of the kingdom which Ryrie defines as Christendom (identical to Scofield’s
kingdom of heaven in mystery form). Next is the Davidic, millennial kingdom which is the final
fulfillment of the Davidic kingdom (again equal to Scofield). At the end of the Millennium,
however, Israel and the church will both be in heaven under the universal kingdom of God.
[25]Ryrie also supplements Scofield’s scheme by adding another kingdom in the present
dispensation: the spiritual kingdom. This spiritual kingdom is the rule of Christ over believers
today. It is precisely equal to “the true church, the body of Christ.” This is an important revision for
it defines Christ’s relation to the church as a kingdom. His rule is spiritual, the power of
regeneration.[26]Ryrie’s spiritual kingdom appears to be equivalent to Scofield’s kingdom of
God, however Ryrie limits it to this dispensation only. In that regard, his view is similar to Ladd,
except that Ryrie completely distinguishes it from the fulfillment of the Davidic kingdom.The
dispensational uniqueness and isolation of the spiritual kingdom produces a number of
inconsistencies in Ryrie’s theology. On the one hand, he says that the spiritual kingdom is the
sphere of new birth. Since the spiritual kingdom is limited to this dispensation, logically it would
seem that regeneration is likewise so limited. However, elsewhere Ryrie teaches that
regeneration is transdispensational. Also, the existence of a spiritual kingdom which is the
church would indicate that Christ relates to the church as a King. On the one hand, Ryrie
acknowledges that Christ rules the church as His kingdom and that He is a King today. However,
in the same work he contradicts himself by denying that Christ is the King of the church or by
asserting that even if He is king, He does not rule![27] What we have here is an example of a



tradition trying to deal with biblical criticisms brought against it. Nevertheless, problems
remain.THE KINGDOM THEOLOGY OF CHARLES RYRIEJohn Walvoord: Walvoord
distinguishes between a universal kingdom and a spiritual kingdom. The universal kingdom is
God’s sovereignty over all He has made. This concept is essentially the same as McClain’s
doctrine of universal kingdom. The spiritual kingdom is God’s rule over the saved of all ages
including the present dispensation. He also defines it as the sphere of voluntary submission to
God, which is essentially the same concept as Scofield’s kingdom of God. A third kingdom, the
Davidic kingdom is defined as a subdivision of the universal kingdom. He understands the
Davidic kingdom merely as a political kingdom. It is God’s theocratic rule through David or a
Davidic descendant acting as God’s mediator. Hence, Walvoord’s Davidic kingdom is practically
the same as McClain’s mediatorial kingdom except that for Walvoord, such a kingdom begins
with David, whereas for McClain it began with Abraham.Walvoord then introduces two terms
related to the Davidic kingdom: the postponed kingdom, which is the Davidic kingdom that
Jesus offered to Israel but was postponed when they rejected Him; and the millennial kingdom,
which is the fulfillment of the postponed kingdom, that Davidic kingdom which is realized in
Christ’s 1,000-year rule on earth.Walvoord gives us yet another category of kingdom in the
mystery form of the kingdom. This is the spiritual rule of Christ in the church today. In his
scheme, this is really the spiritual kingdom. Yet he believes that the parables of Matthew 13
predict this kingdom in a special sense for this dispensation when they speak of mysteries of the
kingdom of heaven. He also connects the mystery form of the kingdom to the New Testament’s
teaching on the kingdom’s presence for the church. He believes it is a mystery because the Old
Testament had not anticipated the presence of the spiritual kingdom apart from the Davidic, the
purely (according to him) political kingdom. Note that Walvoord uses Scofield’s language (also
used by Ryrie): the mystery form of the kingdom. But he defines it in a way that is completely
different from Scofield (and from Ryrie). Whereas Scofield saw today’s mystery form of the
kingdom (predicted in Matthew 13) as Christendom, an aspect of the Davidic kingdom, and
stressed that it was not the church, Walvoord argues (from the same passage) that it has
nothing to do with the Davidic kingdom, but is precisely the church.Walvoord still defends a
distinction between the kingdom of heaven and the kingdom of God. As noted above, his
category spiritual kingdom is essentially the same as Scofield’s category kingdom of God. Like
Scofield, he believed the kingdom of heaven is a sphere of profession different from, but
inclusive of, the kingdom of God (or spiritual kingdom). And he continues to believe that the
usage of the terms in Matthew’s Gospel supports the distinction.[28]At the end of the
Millennium, Walvoord sees the earthly (Davidic) kingdom coming to an end. The universal and
spiritual kingdoms will be united forever. Although he sometimes uses the new earth language of
Revelation 21, Walvoord makes a radical distinction between the millennial and eternal states.
He does not relate the everlasting promises of Old Testament hope to this eternal state, but sees
them fulfilled in the Millennium. In fact, Walvoord is insistent that they cannot be fulfilled on the
new earth. This is due to the radical difference between the two states, such that the latter does



not possess the conditions for the fulfillment of these promises. It would seem that Walvoord is
working with a view of the new earth that differs little from a classical non-earthly, nontemporal
view of heaven.[29]THE KINGDOM THEOLOGY OF JOHN WALVOORDWalvoord’s doctrine of
the kingdom illustrates a persistent problem for revised dispensationalism. Whereas Jesus
preached the coming kingdom of God, Walvoord transforms that message into the proclamation
of several kingdoms. He is not able to see how these different “kingdoms” are actually different
aspects of one eschatological kingdom. Jesus announced this kingdom, revealed some of its
aspects in Himself, and began to bring it into progressive fulfillment, inaugurating some aspects
today while promising to fulfill all aspects completely in the future.J. Dwight Pentecost: Like
other revised dispensationalists, Pentecost uses kingdom terminology to distinguish between
God’s absolute and relative attributes. He uses the term eternal kingdom to refer to God’s
omnipotence over all He has made. Eternal is taken in the sense of timelessness. He even
postulates the order of the Trinity itself as the divine kingdom. Like McClain, he sees this eternal
kingdom mediated in a temporal, contingent manner through a divinely chosen mediator.
McClain called this the mediatorial kingdom; Pentecost terms it the theocratic kingdom. Unlike
McClain, however, Pentecost sees this mediated kingdom revealed in ten successive stages
running from the Creation to the Millennium. The first four and last two stages are equivalent to
six of Scofield’s seven dispensations. Pentecost divides Scofield’s dispensation of Law into four
successive theocratic kingdoms: Judges, Kings, Prophets, and Christ.[30]It is important to note
that Pentecost believes the theocratic kingdom is present today in this dispensation.
Furthermore, he believes that the church itself is an aspect of that theocratic kingdom. In this
belief, he is noticeably different from McClain and Toussaint. His view is similar to Walvoord’s
except that he uses terminology which connects the kingdom in this dispensation to earthly
manifestations of the kingdom in past and future dispensations. This connection points the
direction in which dispensationalism has modified and developed its understanding of the
kingdom.Pentecost also sees the kingdom continuing in an earthly form in the eternal state. He
believes that both Israel and the church will be together with Christ on the new earth after the
Millennium. Pentecost also envisions national identities continuing into the eternal state, with
distinctions drawn between Israel and Gentile nations. Here the promises of Christ’s everlasting
kingdom will be fulfilled on a new earth forever.[31]THE KINGDOM THEOLOGY OF J. DWIGHT
PENTECOSTIt seems that Pentecost sees a closer interrelationship between his categories
eternal and theocratic than Walvoord saw between his different forms of kingdom. But that
relationship appears to be confined within each stage of the theocratic kingdom. Although the
terminology is the same, the various theocratic kingdoms seem relatively independent of each
other, like the dispensations of classical dispensationalism. What is lacking is a real sense of
historical continuity and progression linking them together. To put it another way, the unity of the
theocratic kingdoms is found vertically in the timeless eternal kingdom. It is not found in an
eschatologically converging work of God in history.As an example of this, while Pentecost
recognizes a manifestation of spiritual blessings in the present theocratic kingdom, as well as a



manifestation of spiritual blessings in the future theocratic kingdom of Christ’s return, he does
not see these as connected in an unfolding revelation of the kingdom of Jesus, Son of David. He
does not see them as part of a progressive revelation united in the person of Christ
Himself.Conclusion. In the late ’50s and ’60s, some dispensationalists introduced important
revisions to classical dispensationalism. Those revisions became widely accepted such that
many graduates of dispensational schools in the ’60s and ’70s hardly knew what classical
dispensationalism was. Many have not even been aware of the variety of views within revised
dispensationalism. Nevertheless, revised dispensationalism is a distinctive form of the
dispensational tradition, which through its modifications and the problems it was dealing with
prepared the way for the eventual development of progressive dispensationalism.
[32]Progressive DispensationalismHolistic Redemption in Progressive
Revelation. Dispensationalism is known for its recognition of multiple purposes in divine
redemption. These include earthly, national, political, social, and spiritual purposes.
Dispensationalists generally have recognized that these purposes will be fulfilled in eternal
salvation (except for some revised dispensationalists who believed that earthly and political
purposes would be terminated in the Millennium). Dispensationalists have also recognized that
some of these purposes have been emphasized more strongly in some dispensations than
others. However, understanding the relationship between these different purposes has always
been a problem.Classical dispensationalism advocated an eternal heavenly/earthly dualism in
order to explain the different purposes of redemption. Revised dispensationalism rejected this
eternal dualism, which forced them to choose between a more heavenly or a more earthly view
of eternity. Some chose one, some chose the other. The collapse of the heavenly/earthly dualism
brought believing Israel from the Old Testament and Millennial Israel together. Believing Gentiles
were also brought together in one eternal redemption. However, Jews and Gentiles of the church
dispensation were thought to be an entirely separate group of people.[33] Many revised
dispensationalists could not comprehend how the church could be related to the plan of
redemption without sacrificing the future fulfillment of ethnic, national, and political promises
which distinguish between Jews and Gentiles. Many of their opponents interpreted those
promises as having been “transformed” into the church, leaving no “literal” fulfillment of national
promises to Israel in the future.Progressive dispensationalists agree with revised (and classical)
dispensationalists that God’s work with Israel and Gentile nations in the past dispensation looks
forward to the redemption of humanity in its political and cultural aspects. Consequently, there is
a place for Israel and for other nations in the eternal plan of God.On the other hand, progressive
dispensationalists believe that the church is a vital part of this very same plan of redemption.
The appearance of the church does not signal a secondary redemption plan, either to be fulfilled
in heaven apart from the new earth or in an elite class of Jews and Gentiles who are forever
distinguished from the rest of redeemed humanity. Instead, the church today is a revelation of
spiritual blessings which all the redeemed will share in spite of their ethnic and national
differences.Consequently, progressive dispensationalism advocates a holistic and unified view



of eternal salvation. God will save humankind in its ethnic and national plurality. But, He will bless
it with the same salvation given to all without distinction; the same, not only in justification and
regeneration, but also in sanctification by the indwelling Holy Spirit. These blessings will come to
all without distinction through Jesus Christ, the King of Israel and of all the nations of redeemed
humanity.The Dispensations. Progressive dispensationalists understand the dispensations not
simply as different arrangements between God and humankind, but as successive
arrangements in the progressive revelation and accomplishment of redemption. The plan of
redemption has different aspects to it. One dispensation may emphasize one aspect more than
another, for example the emphasis on divinely directed political affairs in the past dispensation
and the emphasis on multiethnic spiritual identity in Christ in the present dispensation. But all
these dispensations point to a future culmination in which God will both politically administer
Israel and Gentile nations and indwell all of them equally (without ethnic distinctions) by the Holy
Spirit. Consequently, the dispensations progress by revealing different aspects of the final
unified redemption.The dispensations also reveal a qualitative progression in the manifestation
of grace. For example, there were manifestations of grace in the dispensation of Old Testament
Israel which were qualitatively better than that which was revealed to the patriarchs prior to the
Exodus. Likewise, the Scripture teaches that there are manifestations of grace in the present
dispensation that are qualitatively greater than what was revealed to Jews and Gentiles in the
past dispensation. And there will be a qualitative advancement of grace in the future
dispensation as well (our future glorification). Consequently, the dispensations are not simply
different historical expressions of the same experience of redemption (as in some forms of
covenantalism), although they do lead to and culminate in one redemption plan.In progressive
dispensationalism, the political-social and spiritual purposes of God complement one another.
The spiritual does not replace the political nor do the two run independent of each other. They
are related aspects in a holistic plan of redemption. The final dispensation will reveal all these
aspects in complementary relationship to each other. Prior to that, different dispensations may
reveal more of one aspect or more of another, but each dispensation is related to the final
dispensation in which the plan culminates. Because they all have the same goal, there is a real,
progressive relationship between them. As each leads to the goal of final redemption, Scripture
draws various connections between them which relate them together in a truly progressive
fashion. It is from this progressive relationship of the dispensations to one another that the name
progressive dispensationalism is taken.The Nature of the Church. Like earlier
dispensationalists, progressive dispensationalists view the church as a new manifestation of
grace, a new dispensation in the history of redemption. Earlier dispensationalists viewed the
church as a completely different kind of redemption from that which had been revealed before or
would be revealed in the future. The church then had its own future separate from the
redemption promised to Jews and Gentiles in the past and future dispensations. Progressive
dispensationalists, however, while seeing the church as a new manifestation of grace, believe
that this grace is precisely in keeping with the promises of the Old Testament, particularly the



promises of the new covenant in Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. The fact that these blessings
have been inaugurated in the church distinguishes the church from Jews and Gentiles of the
past dispensation. But, only some of those blessings have been inaugurated. Consequently, the
church should be distinguished from the next dispensation in which all of the blessings will not
just be inaugurated, but completely fulfilled (which fulfillment will be granted to the saints of all
dispensations through the resurrection of the dead).One of the striking differences between
progressive and earlier dispensationalists, is that progressives do not view the church as an
anthropological category in the same class as terms like Israel, Gentile Nations, Jews, and
Gentile people. The church is neither a separate race of humanity (in contrast to Jews and
Gentiles) nor a competing nation (alongside Israel and Gentile nations), nor is it a group of
angelic-like humans destined for the heavens in contrast to the rest of redeemed humanity on
the earth. The church is precisely redeemed humanity itself (both Jews and Gentiles) as it exists
in this dispensation prior to the coming of Christ. When Paul speaks of the church as “one new
man” in Christ (Eph. 2:15), he means precisely redeemed humanity as opposed to the unsaved.
Jews and Gentiles outside of Christ are “the world,” the “old man.” When Paul speaks of there
being neither Jew nor Greek in Christ, he is not speaking of some kind of ethnic homogenization
any more than he is of some kind of gender androgyny when he says that there is neither male
nor female in the church. Ethnic, political, national, and cultural differences remain in the church.
But Paul’s point is that the blessings of the Spirit which constitute the church as the new
dispensation are given equally without ethnic, gender, or class distinction.The prophetic
promises envision Christ ruling forever over the nations of the redeemed. The church is not
another “people-group” in that picture. Those Jews and Gentiles who compose the church prior
to Christ’s coming join the redeemed Jews and Gentiles of earlier dispensations to share equally
in resurrection glory. Those who during their dispensation had certain blessings only in promise
or in an inaugurated form will all be brought to the same level of complete fulfillment when they
are raised together from the dead. Redeemed Jews and Gentiles will share equally in the
completed blessings of the Spirit. The church in this dispensation testifies to this aspect of
redemption. The same redeemed Jews and Gentiles will be directed and governed by Jesus
Christ according to their different nationalities. The national identities and political promises of
Israel and the Gentiles in the last dispensation testifies in turn to this aspect of redemption.We
can illustrate this progressive dispensational view of the church in the case of Jewish Christians.
A Jew who becomes a Christian today does not lose his or her relationship to Israel’s future
promises. Jewish Christians will join the Old Testament remnant of faith in the inheritance of
Israel. Gentile Christians will be joined by saved Gentiles of earlier dispensations. All together,
Jews and Gentiles, will share the same blessings of the Spirit, as testified to by the relationship
of Jew and Gentile in the church of this dispensation. The result will be that all peoples will be
reconciled in peace, their ethnic and national differences being no cause for hostility. Earlier
forms of dispensationalism, for all their emphasis on a future for Israel, excluded Jewish
Christians from that future, postulating the church as a different people-group from Israel and



Gentiles.By thinking of the church as a different people group, a race of humanity different from
Jews and Gentiles, some earlier dispensationalists have not been as sensitive as they should
have been to actually existing ethnic and cultural differences within the body of Christ today.
Lack of sensitivity here leads to the cultural domination of one group over another within the
church (such as the Gentilization of Jewish Christians, or the Anglicization or Americanization of
third-world Christians). This in turn becomes a hindrance to the unity of the body. The problem,
not unique to dispensationalists, manifests itself especially in missions as the problem of
contextualization. The work of the Spirit is not cultural domination but reconciliation, not the
elimination of human, ethnic, cultural, and national differences, but the redemption of them from
enmity against the true God to holiness and from a state of hostility against one another to one
of peace.THE DISPENSATIONS AND THE PURPOSES OF GOD IN PROGRESSIVE
DISPENSATIONALISM1. Remnant of Faith = Believing Jews and Gentiles (a remnant of Israel
and the Gentile Nations)2. The Church = Believing Jews and Gentiles (a remnant of Israel and
the Gentile Nations)3. The Redeemed = Believing Jews and Gentiles (a remnant of Israel and
the Gentile Nations), including the church of the present dispensation and the believing remnant
of past dispensations, joined together in resurrection life.4. The Redeemed = Believing Jews
and Gentiles of all previous dispensations raised from the dead.Biblical Interpretation. We have
already noted in our discussion of revised dispensationalism how biblical interpretation
developed from the middle to the latter part of the twentieth century. Dispensationalists changed
from advocating a dual hermeneutic of spiritual and literal interpretation to an emphasis on
consistently literal interpretation. This “literal” interpretation then developed from the “clear, plain”
method of attaching to words whatever meaning “seemed clear” to the interpreter to a more
critical awareness of how bias (or preunderstanding) conditions our intuitions, our impressions
of certainty, and clarity of interpretation. Literal interpretation also developed as grammatical-
historical interpretation. From an early emphasis on the grammatical analysis of words,
interpretation broadened to include syntactical, rhetorical, and literary study. Historical
interpretation expanded beyond dates and chronologies to include the historical setting and
development of themes, words, and ideas. It also came to bear on the history of interpretation,
the matter of tradition, and the historical context of the interpreter.
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MechPebbles, “Something All Diligent Lay Christians Must Read. I am not a Christian with
fanciful theological degrees from one of the acclaimed seminaries. No, I'm strictly a lay believer
who loves the Lord and strives to understand His ways and His will. Before coming to this book, I
had studied the Bible with more than 30 commentaries and thought I knew something about
God's Word. Boy, was I self-deceived.You see, I had never ventured into the area of Biblical
Theology (as opposed to Systematic Theology). I had always considered divine covenants to be
nothing more than an historical footnote in the history of Israel, with little relevance for today's
believer. Thanks to this book I now understand how covenants are probably the most important
theme in Holy Scripture.No, you don't need to be a dispensationalist to learn from this book (I'm
not one). And don't be fooled by people who harbor strong suscipions about dispensational
theology. There's nothing heretic about it's latest iteration, Progressive Dispensationalism. In
fact, this book has only a relatively minor chapter on dispensations. Most of the book focuses on
two important biblical themes: the covenants and the Kingdom of God.One warning though: If
you are a non-scholar like me, you'll probably find this book boring. But push your way through
the pages and by the time you get to see how one covenant links to the next before finally
arriving at the New Covenant, you will see the glorious redemptive plan of God. And when you
get to the final chapter of the book, your soul will be overflowing with praise for the God of
Abraham, Isaac and Jacob.”

Benjamin Morrison, “very helpful and adds balance. really enjoyed this book! it was very well laid
out and helped to explain the progression in dispensational thought since its advent. personally,
it was helpful for me to see the connectedness of the various covenants as being progressive
historical revelations of God's redemptive plan. despite the accusation by some classic/revised
dispensationalists, this book did not present a covenant theology view. the only thing i would like
to have seen is more treatment on the specific role of israel in light of the current dispensational
epoch. overall, a great read!”

Charles Merritt Whittenton III, “Great purchase. Great read. Enjoyed the book”

Ryan Horkavy, “Scholarly yet easy to read.... This book is a wonderful addition to the library of
anyone interested in the subset of Progressive Dispensationalism. It should be read in
conjunction with Ryrie's revised edition of Dispensationalism and Saucey's book on the subject.”

The El, “How to interpret accurately.. This is still one of the key concepts that Christian leaders
need to deal with. The view on the street is that the topic is controversial. Yet, it is something the
most simple believer deals with every time they try to determine why on earth God would have
said what he did in the Bible.”
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