Theology Seminar R. K. McGregor Wright
COMMENTARY ON
R. SCOTT CLARK’'S COVENANTALISM 19)

We continue with Dr. Clark’s eighth “Ecclesiastic@r Ecclesiological) category of theses.

8:9. The proclamation of the Gospel is the dilirerdained means by which the Holy Spirit
works faith in the hearts of members of the coveohgrace.

This slanted thesis is the result of equatingcth@ditions of the New Covenant with the make-up
of a visible local church, as if God makes the N&wvenant with all in a local Presbyterian churdlimne
thesis can be amended to read that “the Gospetisrtlained means of the Spirit’s begetting faitthe
hearts of the Elect,” since the New Covenant iy omhde with the regenerate who “know the Lord”
according to Jeremiah’s definition of it, and byig¥hhe carefully distinguishes it from the Mosaic
system. (31:31-35). Clark’s phrase “members ofttheenant of grace” just means “members of a local
Presbyterian church.” Jeremiah expressly statashtére is no need to evangelize the membetke
New Covenant, as the Prophets needed to underdhdl@ere arao versesn the Bible to suggest that
there are any non-believers in the New Covenathitpagh any local church might contain mere
professors and hypocrites of various kinds. Anystil“under the Law” is under itsurse and is
therefordost until joining with the New Covenant by faith in @t.

10. There are two signs and seals (sacrament$ieofovenant of grace, Baptism and the Lord’s
Supper.

Change “covenant of grace” to “New Covenant” dmelthesis is correct. It should be pointed
out however, that strictly speaking, the “sealtltd New Covenant seems to be regeneration as the
effect of the “seal of the Spirit” in Paul’'s thoud® Cor 1:22, Eph 1:13, 4:30). One verse (Ron) 4:4
calls circumcision a “sign and seal” of the Abral@@ovenant, but no such language is used in the NT
about baptism, although it could perhaps be argju@icthe Lord’s Supper was designed as a “sign” of
that Covenant at its original announcement (Lukd220). Specifically, it is never said that “biapt
replaces circumcision” (not even in Col 2, ofterotga for it), because Paul shows that circumcisan
typeof regeneration replaceubt by yet another typéut by the fulfillment or antitype, which is the
regeneration of all in the New Covenant; shadost,fsubstance after. Then, Baptigaints backas
circumcisionpointed forward to the reality of which both are types only. Twrd’'s Suppepoints
backto the Cross, angoints forwardto the Second Coming (1 Cor 11:23-26). The ticuk
covenantalist language of “signs and seals” ig¢kalt of the attempt to make the two “administnasi”
of the “covenant of grace” look more symmetricalritthey are in the Bible. This symmetry is an
illusion. The Neweplacesthe Old. It is not a fresh version of it. Thé&eo question however, that
under the New Covenant, Baptism and the Suppénaans of grace” because they are acts of
obedience with blessings of grace flowing from thia¢dience. The fact that the notion of a “means”
(medium or mechanism) of grace has an unfortuniaterly, and is beset by connotations in Romanism
related to sacramentalism, does not alter thid. tlisy are not the only means by which grace cdmes
us; preaching, prayer, and Bible reading could batianed as “means” of grace in the believer’s life
Thousands of believers would testify to the powleeading Christian biography or apologetics, also.
We must not treat the “sacraments” as exclusivegip conduct grace to us as if it were a fluid.

In the covenantalist tradition, there has alwasmsrba level of uncertainty about the status of
their physical descendants as “covenant childrd&oth infant communion and a “half-way covenant”
have been proposed to solve this problem in vamoesmstances.



11. The sacraments signify and seal the idewniitty and union of the believer with the death
and burial of Christ.

If this statement is correct (and is sure looksex to me), how can it be true of an infant-in-
arms? This proposition reveals the fundamentadlpro ofequating physical descendants with
“covenant children.” This error is the reason Abraham Kuyper insisted in the Dutch Reformed
churches, members should assume their childreregemerate and raise them accordingly (the
“presumptive regeneration” theory). This of coym@cludes addressing them as the unbelieving kids
they are, and thus evangelizing them. Baptistswkin@ir own kids better than that. We tell theratth
unless they believe in Christ they will be lostourcan’t go to heaven on your parents’ ticket.

The Lutherans (or at least Luther himself) taught when a baby is “baptized,” God
regenerates the baby and gives it saving faitherctadle (Yes, he actually did teach that). When
lived in Norway | attended an IVF conference atetha Lutheran Bishop “preached the Gospel” to the
attendees (mostly Lutheran college kids). He tioéan that they had to remember tHRARNE-TR@or
“child-faith” that they had had in the cradle, tdfill the Scripture, “Except you beconas a little child
you cannot enter the Kingdom of heaven.” [No, fiot kidding.]

Let me make again the key point about all thogééNew Covenant according to Jeremiah:
they don’t need to be told to “Know the Lord” besathey all know Mdrom the least to the greatest
(31:34). The NC is “not like” the Mosaic, “whichdy broke,” many beingnbelievers

So Baptists should agree with thekls but Presbyterians shouldn’t. Perhaps they shagide
with Luther that the baby has saving faith in thedte, being a “believer.” Read that thesis agéin.
definitely says “believer.” Covenantalism is détfehy not the evangelical Gospel.

12. As signs and seals of the covenant of graeg,dre Gospel not Law.
Change “the covenant of grace” to “the New Coveéfiamd NC thinkers can agree.
13. The sacraments are signs to all and seatlsde@lect.

Several things must follow from this clever distion worthy of a true scholastic; | understand
how baptism might be a “sign” to an unbeliever, ibeannot be also a “seal”’ to a baby who later
apostatizes. What would it be sealing? Thesisaid they are seals of “the uniontieé believemwith
the death of Christ.” Would the Covenantalist ligeadd that the non-believing baby is sealed iorun
with the resurrection of Christ also? That theyblass “died with Christ” as in Romans 6:3-4 and
Colossians 2:12? Recall also that Col 2:11-1:eaf the main passages used by Catholics to prove
the baptismal regeneration of infants....

“Seals to the elect”? Yes indeed. They are baiformly presented in Scripture as acts of
believing obedience. They are acts fafith working through love” (Gal 5:6).

We should not be surprised then, that B. B. Wilaelmitted that there is no evidence of infant
baptism in the New Covenant, so we must go to tlleGdvenant for evidence of it. Naturally, he was
referring to circumcision. “Brutus was an honogeafyian,” and Warfield was an honest theologian.
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