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7:7. There is a just and necessary distinctiobhé¢anade between those who are in the
covenant broadly (externally) and those who arthencovenant both broadly and narrowly
(internally).

This thesis expands the distinction made in 7dvab It is intended to make more explicit the
claim that there are unregenerate people comprekemuter the New Covenant. NCT notes that in
the predictive announcement of the coming New Cawmerleremiah states thiae main difference
between the Mosaic and the New covenants washbadflbsaic was made withnationand was
conditional“which covenant they broke,” while the New Covenanil be “not like” the Old in that
everyone in the New will be regenerate and willdknthe Lord.” In other words, the New Covenant
will be made with the Elect Remnant only in “thauge of Israel and the house of Judah.” Later itis
shown that into that root or stock, Gentiles wWilaabe “grafted in” (11:17-24), having the samdifai
as Abraham (Rom 4, and Gal 3:23-29). As a Geritde,not support the root; the root supports me.

8. The internal/external distinction is a coralfeof the distinction between the church
considered visibly and invisibly.

This is what Covenantalism claims, but it wouldydme true if the New Covenant were made
with unbelievers as well as believers, and thathiat Jeremiah 31:33-34 flatly denies. As negative
evidence, no verses can be found in the NT thawshat the New Covenant was ever made with an
unbeliever. Nobody denies that all visible chuscheelude hypocrites and non-believers, but noevers
suggests the NC is made with them, which is thergid claim that the Covenantalist needs to prove.

9. Denial of the “internal/external” distinctioleads necessarily to confusing election and the
decree or to positing two types of election, dedraehd “covenantal” (i.e., a temporary, historical,
conditional election) as is evident in the so-calt€ederal Vision” theology.

But the Decreencludeselection. In the meantime, no New Covenant thianies the
distinction between the visible and invisible Chyrbut we don’t have a dog in this Federal Vision
fight; it is simply irrelevant to New Covenant Thegy. The real solution to the Federal Vision Isgre
is to start by abandoning the traditional Covengitaand the “new perspective on Paul” from which
it is derived, and of which it is a fruit.

10. The Gospel is not a promise of electiondbat gracious and sovereign salvation from sin
which salvation is received through faith alone.

We agree. This thesis is presumably intendeddtude the notion that election is somehow
dependent on foreseen faith, or on whether a péstays in the covenant” or not. Election is the
basicconditionof the Gospelnot a fruitof it. NCT preaches faith in Christ, not a “preeii of
election. Nobody can know they are elected uhéytbelieve, and nobody can ever know for certain
that they are reprobate until the final judgemehit.sorts of nasty unbelievers might turn out ® b
elect and be born again of God, as the cases &faBt.or John Newton attest well enough.

11. There are two chief benefits of the covepnégtace: justification and sanctification, of
which justification has logical priority.



Change the phrase “covenant of grace” to “the Kewenant,” and this thesis is correct. In
fact, theprocessof sanctificatiorbeginsthe same instant as theentof justification.

12. The sole ground of justification is the fulfi#nt of the condition of the covenant of works
by Christ in his active and passive obedience.

Even better, “The sole ground of justificatiorthe fulfilment of the condition of the Mosaic
Covenant in its entirety by Jesus in his life apdttl (‘born under the Law’), this active and passiv
obedience being imputed as a gracious gift of égh$ness to every believer, the moment he/she
believes.” For NCT, the notion of a previous “coaat of works” is superfluous. The relations of
promise and inheritance, blessing and curse, tggddfillment, are all fully explained in the N&xtt
without ever referring to a primeval covenant offkg Such an idea does not even appear in the text
when the relation of Adam and Christ is in viewr atsewhere where it would help the argument.

13. The sole object of justifying faith is Chtls¢ Surety of the covenant of redemption for us,
and the fulfillment of the covenant of works forarsd the Mediator of the covenant of grace to us.

Strictly speaking, this proposition means a NCliebver cannot be saved, since | (for example)
do not believe that Christ was the Surety of theifrian covenant of redemption, or that he flefil
a “covenant of works” that never existed. Bettates, this thesis should read, “The sole object of
justifying faith is Christ as the Surety and Medrabf the New Covenant, who by his obedience ‘under
the Law,’ satisfied fully the Mosaic Covenant oe thelievers’ behalf.” Titles likeurety(Ps 119:122,
Isa 38:40 and Heb 7:22nessengefMal 3:1), andnediator(Heb 9:14-16) of the New Covenant label
different aspects of Christ’s atoning work.

14. The sole instrument of justification and dtod of the covenant of grace is a receptive,
resting, extra-spective, faith which trusts in Gtig keeping of the covenant of works.

Better still, “The sole instrument of justificatipproviding entry into the New Covenant, is
assent to the knowledge of the Gospel, and trusteriPerson of Christ the Savior who has fully
satisfied the just wrath of God against sinnera §3:11), as expressed in the Mosaic Law.” This
would satisfy the classical definition sdving faithas includingknowledgeof the true Gospegssent
to that truth, andrustin the Person who presents himself for our faitthat Gospel. This condition
of the New Covenant is supplied as a supernatiftddyyGod himself in our initial regeneration, and
IS not asserted as an autonomous natural abiligrtarian freewill). More briefly, “The sole
instrument of justification is faith in Christ ae bffers himself in the Gospel.”

15. Only believers receive the chief benefithefdovenant.

Better, “Only believers are the subjects of justifion and sanctification because only
believers are in the New Covenant.” Clark meanndicate that the unbelievers comprehended in the
“covenant of grace” will not receive these “chieinefits” although they may experience other
benefits, presumably common-grace advantages. oMbtdhere are common grace fruits flowing
from the Cross experienced by some unbelieversantied by the Gospel, but we cannot see their
hearts, so only God knows that as non-elect, theyat members of the invisible “church which is hi
Body” of Ephesians 1:22-23. In 1 Cor 7:14, “safmedi’ refers to the validity in God’s eyes of a ratk
marriage, and “holy” to the legitimacy of the offsy of mixed marriages. There is no such thimg (i
the NC) as the “covenant holiness” ofarbelievey which is a self-contradictory idea.
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