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Abstract

What does the Bible teach us about economic lifefhainstream economic analysis an
acceptable framework for Christians to use? Hosukhwe begin to think about
economics from a Christian perspective? Originpigpared as part of the “Shedding
Light on Our Disciplines” series held in the Covenh@ollege chapel assemblies during
the 1999-2000 academic year, this paper provide® sotroductory answers to these
guestions in an attempt to frame our approachiiditing with the “mind of Christ” about
economic life.



|. Introduction

| have been asked to “shed light on economicghfeobiblical perspective. |
have rarely been as concerned over a chapel spewdmy-speech for that matter—as |
am about this one. My concerns stem from severakces. First, the matters about
which | am speaking are very complex. | do notersthnd these issues fully and have
changed my opinions on many of them over the coofrsey studies and research. |
anticipate changing my opinions further in the fatuSecond, the matters on which | am
speaking are extremely divisive within the Refornaed broader evangelical
community. For example, it would be easy for madme Christians who hold to the
inerrancy and authority of scripture and agree withsystem of doctrine taught in the
Westminster Confession of Faith who would argu¢ fiteee-market capitalism is God’s
ordained economic system. At the same time, Iccaldo name Christians who hold to
the inerrancy and authority of scripture and agvitle the system of doctrine taught in
the Westminster Confession of Faith who would artipa¢ Marx was essentially correct
and that the government ought to intervene heavitiile economy.

Given how divisive these issues are, | have sewgl@itional concerns. First, |
fear that some of you may be quick to write measffa heretic if | say something that
sounds wrong to you. Second, | am concerned abguwn behavior. | care
passionately about my discipline and about what daing. And quite frankly, | am
angry with many of the statements and positionsdtieers in the Christian community

have espoused as being “the word of the Lord.pdl@gize in advance if anything that |

! For a helpful review of the wide range of persjwest on Christianity and economics, see Gay (1991).



say or do is not characteristic of the love thatuth characterize a member of the body

of Christ. |feel | must speak the truth as bast@an, but | will try to do so in love.

Il. Two False Voices

Economists study how individuals, groups, and matianswer three questions:

1) What is to be produced? 2) How is it to be piazatl? and 3) For whom is it to be
produced?

Ever since | began studying economics, | have li@gncommitted to the notion
that | must seek to answer these questions fromerspective of a biblical worldview.
As a Christian economist, | want to know how Godildovant us to answer these three
qguestions. Unfortunately, | now realize how littlemy thinking has flowed properly
from a coherent biblical worldview for much of the that | have been studying and
working in this field. And | realize that | havetnyet arrived.

As | have struggled and continue to struggle saelin what is a biblical response
to the three basic questions that economics adesekbave come to realize that there are
two voices out there that have had a major infleemt my thinking. Unfortunately,
neither of these voices—in my opinion—emanates fsonnd biblical teaching. The
first voice—the voice from the formal discipline @onomics as it is presented in
college textbooks—is based on a dangerous seestippositions that are never clearly
articulated. Rather, the entire discipline worksdito deny that it has any
presuppositions at all, claiming that it is valueef, when it is not.

The second voice that has misinformed me—I am dorsay--emanates from the

evangelical Christian community itself. This vomemes from people who hold the



Scriptures in very high regard and who are trukssy to discern what the Scriptures
teach us about the economic dimension of God'dioreaHowever, this voice makes
claims that do not stand up to sound hermeneytrtatiples.

As | said, | have been profoundly influenced bytbot these voices, and | am
now re-examining virtually all of the things thatdve believed. Let me illustrate with a
story.

Back in the fall of 1984, in a political sciencass at a small, Reformed Christian
College in Northwest lowa, a guest lecturer waskijmg about the crisis in American
farming. Prices for milk and crops had plummetdulevthe prices for the farmers’
inputs had skyrocketed. Thousands of farmers Weireg forced to sell their farms and
to embark on another way of life. The professonto@ed in passing that “clearly the
government was going to have to step in and do songeabout this situation.”

A hand immediately shot up from the back of themnpand a rather
incredulous—and slightly obnoxious—student bludett “How do you know that the
government is supposed to do something? Don'trgalize that markets work best at
allocating society’s resources? What possibladabjustification could you give for
your assertion that the government ought to inteeva the economy in this fashion?”
That hand was mine, and in my questions you canlbbah of the voices that |

mentioned coming through.



1. The First Voice: The Teachings of the Disciplifideconomics

Let us consider the first voice, the voice of tbefal discipline of economics.
Consider my question: Don't you realize that mé&skeork best at allocating society’s
resources?

What would make me assert this? | had started/stgdhe formal teachings of
my discipline. | loved its mathematical rigor gmecision. In fact, | spent so much time
mastering its tools and techniques that | unconstyocadopted the ethical standards of
my field without even knowing it. Now, | don’t wato be too hard on myself. My
discipline denies that it has any ethical stan@ad claims to be value-free. My teachers
had told me to read the standard textbooks, aad diigently complied with their
wishes. | assumed that my teachers, who werehaistians, agreed with the teaching of
these books. After all, they had assigned themeo

Standard textbooks claim that economics is abaiptsitive not the normative.
Positive statements are statements that descebadl things really are. They are
statements of fact that are incontrovertibly titlere is no discrepancy about positive
statements, says the economist. There are siragly that anybody can observe in the
same way whether that person is a Muslim, a Hiaddhristian, a Jew, an Arab, white,
black, male, or female. One's worldview does natten for observing these facts, says

the economist.

2| am focusing my attention on the "Neoclassicalial of thought, which dominates academia and
policymaking in the west. There are other schobthought as well, with their own pros and cors, f
example the Austrian, Institutionalist, and Mariistditions.

% In this sense, neoclassical economics remainsoaém" as opposed to a "post-modern” discipline,
creating considerable tensions for the disciplinitt wespect to current intellectual trends. Fdulker
discussion of this from a Christian perspective, lsenn and Klay (1994) and Halteman (1994).



The second kind of statement, says the econoiigtnormative statement, a
statement about the way things should be or ougbét And, says the economist,
economics as a discipline does not meddle in thtiags. We economists simply
engage in describing the way the world really 5] hence we do not make normative
statements.

Let me give you some examples to illustrate. Aifpe statement is a statement
of fact: this podium is made out of wood; the fledmade out of parquet; and the sky is
blue. These are things that all people can agnessdeing true, says the economist.
Normative statements are statements such as tbwiiod: all students should study
hard; all children should be seen and not heaad; ®bviously, people can hold different
opinions about the veracity of such statements.

The modern discipline of economics claims thdbks not engage in the
normative, that it does not prescribe the way thisigould be, but simply describes the
way things really are. There is a bit of a probleith this approach, one of which is that
it simply does not worK! For example, | started to notice that we econtsmigre
constantly asking--and answering--normative quastidWhat should the United States
do with regards to Japanese trade policies? Witalld the Federal Reserve Board do
with regard to interest rates? What should theeguwent do about unemployment?”
Indeed, the word “should” popped up all the time] &noticed that economists had an
answer for what we should do even though we claithatiwe never addressed the
guestion of what we should do. | started to agkhat is the ethical standard that is

being applied here? They are answering 'shoukbtepns; how are they doing it?"

* For a sophisticated treatment of the importangere$uppositions in interpreting the cosmos, see Ma
(1954).



| soon began to realize that my discipline hadlicitty adopted an ethical
standard called "pareto optimality,” which statest economic system A is better than
economic system B if system A allows for more "naliubeneficial transactions” to
take place than system B. Note that these "muytbaiheficial transactions” are
determined to be mutually beneficial by the pe@pigaged in the transactions
themselves. Who could be opposed to this? Shyddaople be allowed to decide for
themselves what makes them happy? And shouldn&ytstem that allows people the
maximum amount of freedom to pursue such happinegseferred over all other
systems?

What my discipline is essentially doing is allogitihe personal preferences of
fallen human beings to determine the allocatiosaafiety’s resources. But clearly there
are all kinds of transactions that people engaglkanare not mutually beneficial from
God’s perspective. What about a drug deal, famamse? If the drug dealer likes it and
the buyer does as well, then the transaction isiallytbeneficial from the economist's
perspective. There is nothing in my disciplinet tten be used to argue that the
transaction should not take place. The prefereattdlen human beings act as the
economists' ultimate standatd.

Now, it is quite easy to show mathematically thadler certain assumptions the
free market will ensure that the greatest numbenwtually beneficial transactions take
place® Stated differently, if the government interveriesiill reduce the number of

mutually beneficial transactions in an economy.né¢g in spite of economists' assertions

*Numerous Christian economists have made similticistins of the "positive/normative" distinction and
of pareto optimality. For example, see Cramp (39Fay (1989), Monsma (1986b), Stapleford (2002),
and Vickers (1982).

® This result is commonly referred to as the "Fik&tlfare Theorem." See Varian (1984).



that their discipline is not concerned with themative, they are generally in favor of
laissez-faire capitalism because it is the systénclwbest serves the god of pareto
optimality.

My entire discipline—and the vast amount of poladyvice that economists give
to governments around the world--stems from thgcat standard. Do your actions
inhibit or encourage mutually beneficial transaati®o take place? If your actions
encourage such transactions, they are good. Hactions discourage such transactions,
they are bad. |think it is quite clear that asi§ttans we cannot adopt such an ethical
standard. "The earth is the Lord’s and the fubnéereof” (Psalm 24:1). It's not about

us; it's about Him.

V. The Second Voice: The Christian Right's Commitntentaissez-Faire

Capitalism.

Let us now consider the second voice--the voicmwch of the evangelical
Christian community. The influence of this voisgprominent in the second question
that | blurted out from the back of the politicalence classroom: “What possible
biblical justification could you give for your agstien that the government ought to
intervene in the economy in this fashion?”

As | have mentioned, evangelical Christians spasda spectrum in their views
concerning economics. However, | have decideddad my attention today on the
Christian Right, because it has had far more imib@eon most of us here than the

Christian Left.



Let me give you an example of what | experienca oagular basis as | visit
churches in our own denomination. As soon aséhdce is over, | always make it my
goal to find where the coffee and donuts are latatgsually, somebody will come up to
speak with me and—after we have gotten throughrinatable tall jokes that | have
heard a thousand times—they will inquire about mofgssion. When | tell them that |
am an economics professor, they will almost inNdyidaunch into a speech about how
glad they are that there are Christian professkeshhe who teach our children about
God’s economic system: free market capitalismeyTiell me that they are so glad that |
am at Covenant to counter the pagan, "socialisthimgs of other colleges. It is at this
point that | usually try to return the conversatiorthe tall jokes, for | realize that these
folks are using the term “socialist” in such a spiag manner that it applies to me, a
person who voted for Ronald Reagan, for George Bui®, and for Bob Dole. | did
vote for a Democrat once in a senate race, buithatonly because he was more
conservative on most issues than the Republicavaseunning against. Indeed, |
generally think that capitalism works pretty welet, | bristle at the widespread notion
in our denomination—and in other evangelical cgeldhat free market capitalism is
written in large letters across the pages of Sargot

How do people arrive at this conclusion concerrtireggBible and capitalism?
In my own limited experience, people’s argumenenséo fall into three basic
categories.
Category |

There are a large group of folks out there who §meguate America, apple pie,

Chevrolet, and the free market with Christianitypelieve that this type of uncritical
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thinking has heavily influenced most of us, inchglimyself. We tend to accept our own
upbringing—which had large doses of apple pie, @bley, capitalism, and
Christianity—as being normative, even though weeni&spent a whole lot of time
justifying this upbringing with biblical exegesis.

Cateqgory 1l

A second category of folks is quite a bit moregkous, for they manage to read
into biblical texts what they want those textsag.sThese folks then claim that they
have the authority of the Word of God behind tlasisertions that free market capitalism
is God’s way.

People are often swayed by such an approach; leeansn era when so many
are disregarding the authority of scripture—thesksfappear to be basing their
arguments on the Word of God. However, it is astvrong to add to Scripture things
that it is not saying, as it is to ignore Scriptal®gether. To say, “Thus saith the Lord,”
when the Lord has not said “thus” is wrong.

Let me give you an example. There are a numbéhoktians who are
committed to the notion that it is evil for the gomment to force us to use its fiat-based
currency. Some of these folks believe that citszeimould be able to choose their own
currency, and some believe that this currency shalways be backed up with
something of intrinsic value such as silver or golNow these folks are welcome to their
opinions, but | do not believe they are correct mtieey claim biblical authority for their
views on the basis of Isaiah 1:22.

The first chapter of Isaiah is a passage in whiold Gses imagery to rebuke Israel

for her sins against Him. For example, he caliads"Sodom and Gomorrah" in order to
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emphasize how detestable their actions have bderalso compares Israel to a harlot in
order to emphasize her unfaithfulness.

It is in that context that we read the followingwerse 22, “Your silver has
become dross, your choice wine is diluted with wat®Vhat is this verse about?
Commentators will tell you that Isaiah is using gaesy to try to convey the notion of
hypocrisy® Israel looked good on the outside, but on thielenshe was corrupt. Indeed,
we read in other parts of Isaiah that Israel waggad in all the outward expressions of
worship, but inside they were not really concem#ti the things of the Lord (Isaiah 58).
So what Isaiah is doing is presenting imagery inctvisrael is compared to things that
look good on the outside but are corrupt on theleisThe point in Isaiah 1:22 is that
Israel is full of hypocrisy. Isaiah is not speakiabout the Federal Reserve System of the
United States government. In fact, the passagadtasng to do with whether or not we
should have fiat money. It has nothing to do witiether or not we should have a gold
standard, a silver standard, or any standard. paksage is not talking about monetary
systems at all!

Category Il

These folks are my favorite ones, because at tirmgsone of them. These folks
are not as egregious as the previous category secdleast they try not to read into the
text things that the text is simply not even tatkabout. However, these folks fail to take
into account that when God spoke to Old Testansatl he was not giving commands
that apply directly to every nation in every placel time. Many of the texts these folks

use to inform U.S. economic policy were given tangque people at a particular point in

'See, for example, Beisner (1988) and North (1973).
8See Keil and Delitzsch (1969) and Young (1965).
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redemptive history who were operating in a différ@rtural setting and had a special
purpose as part of God’s plan.

When God gave commands to Israel, he was not spg#ki'everynation.”

Rather, God was speaking to a unique people whadestastical, geographical,
economic, and political dimensions played a uniee in redemptive history. The
United States is not Israel; hence, the commanasgp Israel’s various institutions do
not apply in a one-to-one matching to our own togtns’

Let me give you an example of how this comes uplLéviticus 19:9-10, property
owners were commanded to leave the edges of ibklsffor the poor to come and
glean. I|read the other day an entire debate leet\weo sincere, Bible-believing
Christians, both of whom are in the Reformed cafjphe essence of their debate was
the following: Both authors were trying to discevhether or not there were civil
penalties in Israel for those who did not allow plo®r to come and glean from the edges
of their fields. The entire debate hinged on whethere was evidence that the Israelite
state would punish landowners who did not allowgber to glean.

The premise that both participants in the debatiewes this: If there is a clear
command that the Israelite state was to punisketiM® did not obey the gleaning law,
then there is a clear command that the governmethiei United States today must have a
welfare system in place to help the poor todayonfthe other hand, there was no civil
penalty in place for those who failed to allow gaor to glean, then it is clear that the

U.S. government has no role in helping the poarthBides of the debate were in

° For an elaboration of these points, see Kline §)@hd Gordon (1994).
12 See Mason's interaction with Beisner in Mason 6)99
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essence in agreement that what you're lookingsdevhat happened in Old Testament
Israel's state to determine what should be dorted{).S. state today. The only
difference in this debate was concerning what shaelite state had actually been
commanded to do. Both sides believed that thetiomof the state in Old Testament
Israel should be the same as that of today. Thasea time, not that long ago, that |
would have found that debate fascinating. | wdwdsle wanted to know if God had told
the Israelite state to punish the landowners or not

| fear | have too often fallen into the trap ofrtking that the commands of God to
the institutions of Old Testament Israel apply ion@-to-one mapping to U.S. institutions
today. But there are all kinds of instances wimeost of us do not want to apply such a
one-to-one mapping. For example, in LeviticusiZ®death penalty is prescribed for
cursing parents, adultery, and homosexuality. Bomant our state today to do exactly
those things? More importantly, do the Scriptunescate that the state ought to do those
things in all times and places? | do not think $be apostle Paul would have had to turn
over large segments of the church in Corinth tocilig magistrate because that is what
some of them were: homosexuals and adulterersr(1829-11). Paul does not do so,
and | believe this stems from Paul's understanttiagOT Israel is a foreshadowing of
the NT church, not of the U.S. government (Galatiar28-29).

As | said before, these three categories of pewjiten the evangelical church

have heavily influenced me, and | am still tryilmguindo that influence.

V. Towards a Biblical Approach

How then, shall we use the Bible to inform econohf&? This is not an easy
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guestion to answer, and | do not claim to havefalhe hermeneutical issues resolved in
my own mind. However, | will attempt to point usthe right direction.

Recently in chapel, Professor MacDougall encourageid apply a number of
principles as we approach Scriptdté? | am in complete agreement with everything he
said, so | would like to review—hopefully accurgtelsome of the points that he touched
upon.

First, Professor MacDougall said we must alwaygkee big picture before us,
the story of Creation, Fall, Redemption, and Consation. God created the earth and
made it good. Through Adam and Eve’s sin, theertsmos was distorted. Christ's
redemption has been announced and accomplishedt, aulies to every facet of the
cosmos. We will see the full manifestation of tretemption when Christ comes again.

Professor McDougall encouraged us to always remethbeJesus Christ is the
centerpiece of this big story. The entire Old &estnt points forward to Him and His
coming. The entire New Testament is about howslesatinues His mission until His
second coming. Jesus is the centerpiece of thetbig, and we must interpret
everything in light of Him.

Note that the big story is not primarily about eaoncs. Although the Scriptures
do inform economic life, they were not primarilysitpned to lay out in exhaustive detall
what an economic system should be for th&@éntury. We should not expect to be
reading a textbook on economics when we open thieBit was not designed to be this

for us.

' MacDougall (1999).
12 Similar hermeneutical principles can be found io@4rtney and Clayton (1994).
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Finally, Professor MacDougall encouraged us to gbnask: What was the
author trying to communicate in a particular textd how does this text fit into the big
story?

There are several additional things we need toidenthat | think are corollaries
to the principles Professor MacDougall mentionEdst, when we approach a text we
must ask: To whom is God speaking in this paréicteéxt, and what was the role of this
audience in God'’s overall plan of Creation-Fall-Begbtion-Consummation? For
example, God told Joshua to march around Jerichbthia walls came down. That was
a particular command given to a person who hadtecpkar function (he himself was a
type of Christ) at a particular point in God’s reg#ive plan. That was not a command
to all Joshuas. Contrary to the belief of my 3ry@d, who also bears the name Joshua,
it was not a general command to all Joshuas evanamio try to knock things down.

Secondly, we must consider the genre of literatiuaé God chose to use to
communicate the message in the text. Poetry isonoe interpreted in the same fashion
as the law. Parables are not the same as theitadtioooks.

| recognize that nothing | am saying here is new,is it rocket science. However,
quite a few errors have been made as a resulhofiigy these basic principles.

When we come to the question of economics, | wbkidto start with that basic
Creation-Fall-Redemption-Consummation motif and agkhat was God's original intent
for economics® How did he set things up at the point of creaiofhere are some
things one gets very quickly out of Genesis chaptesind 2. The first thing one sees is

that God created the earth, and it is His. Thabtisa particularly insightful point, but it

13 For discussions similar to the one in this sectime Hay (1989) and Vickers (1982).
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has profound implications. The earth is His, and not ours. He made it, and it belongs
to Him. You and | do not have an absolute righatg portion of the universe. These
elementary points already gives us a very diffecgi@ntation from pure, laissez-faire
economics as espoused by many folks who believe then absolute right to private
property. Itis not yours, folks, it is God’s. lHeade it, He sustains it, and He is
redeeming it.

Furthermore, God who is the creator and owner ®Ftiitire universe, spoke to Adam
and Eve and gave them some commands. Who are Addrave? They are the human
race! They are not a particular people in the thay Israel was. Rather, they are
“everyman.” He is speaking to the representatofdaumanity. And what did God tell
“‘everyman”? He tells everyman “Be fruitful and rpily, fill the earth and rule over the
earth.” In essence: "Be stewards over my creatlds not yours, it's mine, but I'm
putting you as a steward, or a manager, over it."

In addition, as a result of Adam and Eve's stewapdshey would be able to eat and
to support themselves! God designed His worlduthsa way that we would be able to
sustain ourselves through our work of stewarding¢ieation.

Note also that Adam and Eve had different calliagd roles. Because God has given
to various people different callings as part ot therall task of subduing the earth and
being stewards of His creation, there will necabsbe a need for economic exchange.
We are doing different things. | might be a farpard you might be a musician. We are
going to have to trade with each other so thatttegene can fulfill humanity's mission
to subdue the earth and sustain ourselves in tieeps. Hence, economic exchange is

embedded in the creation design, and God calledd#sign "good."
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Then the Fall happens. The harmony is disrupfédee callings or tasks of both men
and women are affected: the soil is cursed andlmdaring becomes painful. The whole
thing is broken: sickness, poverty, and deathrente the system. It is no longer the
case that if people work hard to fulfill their gatis—which many will no longer want to
do because of their sinful natures—they will beeablengage in economic exchanges
that will enable them to do what God had initiatiyended.

No economic system can restore this harmony. Ghlyst can. Don’t expect
utopia. Itis silly to think that either communisimlaissez-faire capitalism is going to
give you this utopia, in contrast to the claimsoime of their leading proponents. The
fall happened, and its effects are cosmic in scope.

Then we get to the notion of Redemption and Consatiom. God promises a
savior who will come to restore humanity to itshtigl state in relationship to God, to
each other, and to the rest of creation. He presmgssavior who will reverse the effects
of sin far as the curse is found. In particulasuk promises to restore proper economic
relationships. When He announces his Kingship, éssdo—in part—by saying that he
will remove the effects of the curse on the ecomodimnension of creation. In Luke 4, at
the start of His earthly ministry, Jesus says lsedwene to preach good news to the poor
and to declare the year of Jubilee, the year irtlwdebts were to be cancelled and land
was to return to its original owners so that therpmuld continue to live in the land. Of
course, although Christ announces His kingdonmgstiot yet been consummated, but we
know he is in the process of applying His heali@demption to the entire cosmos.

Now let us take this basic motif and examine softe@specific commands

given to Old Testament Israel regarding her econdrahavior. Again, the first thing we
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must do is ask: To whom is God speaking, and wdlatdid this audience play in His
overall plan of Creation-Fall-Redemption-Consumuna® Unlike His commands to
Adam and Eve, He is not speaking to “everyman’ddietverynation” but rather to His
specific, chosen people, His royal priesthood, Wad a particular function as part of
God’s redemptive plan. Furthermore, these pedel lat a particular point in cultural
development in a particular part of the world. fieere an agrarian society living in the
Middle East, not an industrial or post-industriation living in the 2% Century. The
commands given to Israel were right and good foy igen who she was meant to be.
But, these specific commands might not be apprtpfa other societies who have a
different role in God’s overall plan and who livedifferent points in time.

None of these considerations is meant to suggasth learn nothing from
reading God’s commands to Old Testament IsraethéRal believe we learn much about
the character of God and about His priorities lmklng at how He dealt with a particular
people at a particular tinfé.

Let me give you an illustration. Let’s imaginettlyau are hired to work as an
assistant to the head Chef in a fancy restaui@ntyour first day at work, the head Chef
calls you into the kitchen and informs you thaeaydistinguished guest—in fact a
King—is coming for supper. The Chef invites younatch as He prepares the dessert—

German chocolate cake—for this King. You copiouake notes: two cups of dark

| am in essential agreement with Donald Hay (1$89,2) who states, "Our method of grappling with
these difficult issues (i.e. hermeneutical issi®$) rely on a systematic theology. This theoleggks to
relate the elements of the biblical revelationuntsa way that the significance and weight attacbezhch
element can be more readily understood in the gbnfehe whole. The possibility of constructingch a
theology relies on a presumption that the biblig#hess is itself consistent, a faithful recordiod
revelation of a consistent God. Our belief is #Bat does not act capriciously or arbitrarily, lsattby
reading of his dealings with man, we can discemsistent patterns in the relationships of God, raad,
the created order." For a similar approach in thretext of economic ethics, see Vickers (1982) ayldta
(1982).
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chocolate; 1.5 cups of sugar; an egg substietause the Chef mentions that the King
has a cholesterol problem; low-fat margarine indt&cbutter for the same reason; the
Chef is constantly washing his hands and weargeima .cleanliness seems to be
important; oven temperature at 400 degrees; thé €&sens concerned about
safety...always using a potholder; cook for 60 misugald strawberry on top for
decoration and place on fine china...apparently prtasen is important.

Now the Chef says, “I'm sorry, | have to leavedgse my wife is sick. You'll
have to cook the main course—beef stroganoff.” ¥awto yourself, “Okay, beef
stroganoff: two cups of dark chocolate, 1.5 cuipsugar, an egg substitute, oven at 400
degrees, a strawberry on the top when done, awe flall on fine china.” How
ridiculous that would be! You're not making Gern@rocolate cake; you're making
beef stroganoff. It's a different thing. The dietd commands for making German
chocolate cake do not apply to making beef strofjano

But did you learn anything from watching the Chedpgare for the King? | think
so. You learned something about the preferencbstbfthe Chef and the coming King.
These all help you to do what the Chef would deeifvere preparing the stroganoff
Himself. You know that the Chef prefers cleanlsesafety, and a nice presentation.
You learned something about the coming King as.wellthis case, you learned that the
King has a cholesterol problem. In summary, therformation you learned from
watching the Chef make the cake that you can usmwheparing the beef stroganoff,

but the exact recipe for the cake does not apply.

15| believe that the approach | am taking is coesiswith the Westminster Confession of Faith's asafg
Old Testament moral and civil law. See "Chapter ©3 the Law of God."
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What can we learn from watching the Chef make Giddtdment Israel, His
German chocolate cake so to speak? Well, théoe tlsere to inform us. For example,
“Leave the edges of your field for the poor to gie@_eviticus 19:9-10). From this we
see that if folks are willing to work, they will h@a something to eat. We've heard that
before in Genesis. There seems to be a patteen Bon't charge interest to tip@or,
and don't sell them food for a profit” (Leviticu$36-37). From this we see that God
does not seem especially concerned with free madatomics or "mutually beneficial”
transactions. He seems more concerned that plixgrdce able to survive.

Furthermore, as the Lord gives these commandsgaell He tells them why He is
doing so. He says that they are designed to etisar¢here would be no poor in the land
but rather that everyone would be able to livedesach other in the land (Deuteronomy
15:4; Leviticus 25:35). The poor will be able tonk on the land and support
themselves, and as a result, they will be resttwrelkat proper position they were to have
had at creation.

The instance of Israel fleshes out for us the bagimns we saw in Genesis
chapter 1, namely that God's creatures would wawdubdue the earth and that a
byproduct of this work would be that they woulddide to support themselves and their
families.

What sort of economic system would God want usateehtoday? We are not
making German chocolate cake now. We are makiefjsieoganoff. It is a different
thing. But do | know something about what God saxreout from His Word? | think |

do. Ithink he cares that people work, that theykihard, and that as a result of their
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work they will be able to support themselves arartfamilies so that they will be able to
continue in their callings.

So how do we apply this to specific policy questidnLet me give you an
example. One of the primary concerns in our sgégetvhether the government should
have a minimum wage law or not. You see, it mlghthe case that you would be
willing to cut my lawn for $2 an hour. It might biee case that | would be willing to pay
you $5 an hour. We agree that you'll cut my lawn$2 an hour. A "mutually
beneficial" transaction has just taken place adngrtb economic theory. Now suppose
the government comes in and passes a minimum \aageshjuiring that people must
earn $5.50 an hour. Suddenly, | can’t pay your$Baur; | have to pay you $5.50 an
hour. But it's not worth that much to me, so | ddrire you anymore.

How are we to view this legislation? How are wémow if it is good or bad?
The economics discipline says that the minimum wages evil--even though the
discipline claims that it makes no normative staets-- because the law prevents a
mutually beneficial transaction from taking plad&e agreed that it was good to
exchange your labor for my pay, but the governnpeewented that from taking place.

Some in the Reformed or larger evangelical commpumituld say minimum
wage laws are evil because we do not see Old Testdsrael having minimum wage
laws. | have argued that this point is irreleva@bd did not intend for a one-to-one
mapping between Old Testament Israel's instituteonsthose of the United States.

Rather, we must ask the question: What is thecltmsnmand that God has
decreed for His creation? Again, | would arguse that those who work would be able

to support themselves through that work. Our $p@aght to reflect that desire of
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God’s. In this light, | would argue that the minim wage is probably not a good idea,
because somebody who was willing to work is nowblséo do so.

However, this does not imply that the governmeousthdo nothing in this
situation. If the market price of $2 per hour daesenable people to support
themselves, this is unjust, and it would be appabd@ifor the state to intervene to correct
this injustice*®!’ For example, the government might use a wagedybach as the
Earned Income Tax Credit to raise people's effeatrages so that they can support
themselves through their own work. This policylwibt cause the additional
unemployment we saw resulting from the minimum wiage You see, | am not
opposed to government intervention in principlait ie manner in which the
government intervenes should uphold the basicioregtnorms that people are to work
and that they should be able to support themséivesgh that work?® | believe that this
approach to answering this question is quite disfnom that used by either the standard

discipline of economics or by much of the evangglcommunity.

'8 basically accept Brunner's (1945, p. 89) desianipof justice, "The Christian conception of justic
is...determined by the conception of God's orderreation. What corresponds to the Creator's ordiman
is just--to that ordinance which bestows on eveeature, with its being, the law of its being ated i
relationships to other creatures. The 'primal Btdewhich every one refers in using the wordst'jar
'unjust,’ the 'due’ which is rendered to each risatine order of creation, which is the will of tBeeator
made manifest." However, unlike some factions ef@eformed community, | am consciously and
explicitly looking to Scripture for guidance in @emining ethical standards as opposed to tryindjsoern
them directly from general revelation. See Il Tthno3:16-17 and "Chapter 1: Of the Holy Scriptiités
the Westminster Confession of Faith.

Yt is one thing to say that the state may inteniemrinciple, but it is quite another thing to sagt any
particular policy will accomplish what was intendeldam not naive to the difficulty of actually
implementing successfully any government policy.

®This discussion of the role of the state in ecomdifé is very similar to the thought of Abraham yfer.
See Monsma (1986a) for a summary.
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VI. Concluding Comments

| recognize that there is so much left unanswelethése chapel talks. The
issues are complex, and | have only a very partiderstanding of them. At the very
least, | hope you can see that studying economiC®weenant College is a different
endeavor from studying it at a secular institutidnbiblical worldview matters

considerably, even if we do not yet have a complatterstanding of what that is.
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