November &4, 1978

To! the Faculty and Board

Frm: Rn B. GBffin. J!'-

Among the dissents from the Faculty Report addressed to the May
1978 meeting of the Board, the communication of Dr. Hughes is signif=
icant because it does not mention Prof. Shepherd by name nor refer
spacifically to his views, Instead he deals with the Faculty Report
in itself, and seeks to show that it takes a position which seriously
confuses the gospel (p. 10). The majority of the PFaculty, not just
one member, he alleges, is in fundamental error.

Consequently, it seems important, even essential, that there be
soma response in writing, The actcompanying paper was prepared for dis-
cussion at the November Jrd meeting of the faculty committee erected
last May to continue consideration of the justification issue, By ac-
tion of that committee it is now being sent for information, with slight
modifications made by myself, to the other members of the Faculty. Onm
my own initiative I am sending it to the members of the Board also.

It should be made clear that, while I write in defense of the Faculty
Report, I write as an individual and not on behalf of the drafting com~
mittee or the faculty majority. 1 ask also that the specific purpose
gand limited scope of my remarks be kept in mind. They are obviously not
to be taken as a complete statement of tne doctrine of justificatiom, al-
though on their positive side they certainly express biblical considera-
tion which I believe to Le basic to that doctrine.

I truly appreciate the gracious spirit in which Dr. Hughes has
prosecuted his concerns. I hope that in response I have been granted
a measure of his exemplary blend of candor and courtesy.



Dr. Hugnes fiuds in tie Faculty Report (FR) two statements in par-—
ticular whicii are disturbing ana unacceptable to ihim, statements which
he velieves crystallize tne issue before the Faculty and Board (p. 1,
par. 2). dis remarks as a whole may be taken as elaborating his objec~
tions to tuese two (and relateda) statements in the FR.

1. Dr. Hughes rejects tue statement: "Hebrews 12:14 speaks of
the 'holiness without waicn no one will see the Loru,' which surely
involves standing justified vefore the Lord" (FR, p. 4, top). For him
the sum of the matter is tnat lieb. 12:14 "is speaking about sanctifica-
tion, not justification" (p. 3, par. 1).

(a) heb. 12:14 does in fact speak about sanctification.
And it is important to appreciate just now that is done. Believers
are here exuorted to "pursue peace with all men, and tne holiness with-
out which no ome will see the Lord." While tne u1t1mate perspective on
this holiness (hagiasmos) is no doubt the absolute holiness of Christ

waich will be 1mparted to velievers in their glorlflcatlon at hxs re-

turn, such pertect contormxty to Cirist is not (primarily) in view here.
Tae writer 1s not exaorting to aoliness conceived of absolutely, as a
goal or 11m1t1ng reallty, unattalnable prior to Chrxscwg_;gturn. ‘Rather

he is concerned witn noliness as presently (to be) realized in the life
of tae uellever.r

Tnis can be seen from several angles. (1) In vs. 14 "peace with
all men," coorainate with "aoliness" as the direct object of the common
imperative ‘'pursue,” plainly is (to be) a present reality. So likewise,
in view of the syntax, the holiness spoken of is (to be) present. (2)
The negative counterpart to peace and holiness in vs. 14 is "the root
of bitterness,'" which presently "causes trouvle and defiles many" (vs.
15). (3) "The peaceful fruit of righteousness" (vs. 11) is one result
of sunaring, presently produced by God's LlSCIPILDE, in his holiness
(haglotes vs. 10). (4) The indicative of God's absolute holiness in
1 Pet. 1:15, lu, cited by Dr. Hugnes, entails the presently realizable
demand that believers now be noly in conduct (vs. 15) and that, as obe-
dient children, taey now no longer Le conformed to former lusts (vs.
14).

Heb. 12:14, taen, does speak about sanctification. Specifically,
the noliness in view is uot the perfect conformity to Christ's image
to be imparted to believers at glorification, but that (partial, imper-
- fect) conformity being worked in them presently. Wnether or not Dr.
Hughes agrees witn tuis 1§ not clear to me from his comments. But this

point is vital for understanding Heb. 12:14, as it is presently being
Gebated.

(b) But now, is it true that ieb. 12:14 says nothing about
justification? What about the future seeing of the Lora at stake in
tnis verse7 Seeing tne Lord is not some subordinate, penultimate future
blessxng, ‘for some Lelievers only in distinction from others. Seeing
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the Lord is the focus of comprehensive hope for all those he has made
to be his cnildren (I John 3:1-3). To see the Lord will be to enter
into tne all-encompassing vlessing of the new heaven and earth revealed
at Christ's return (Rev. 22:4 in context). At stake is neaven or hell.
To see the Lord will be to snare in tne consumwation of eternal life;
not to see nim will mean everlasting cestruction from his presence (II
Théas. 219).

Only those, and all those, who have nad their sins forgiven and
been received into the fellowship of sons will see the Lord. Only his
justified and adoptea children will see the Lord. In other terms, stand-
ing justified before the Lord is integral to seeing the Lord. The onme is
simply inconceivable without the otner: to see the Lord will be to stand
before him justified. Can we deny that the believer's justified state
is implicit in the notion of seeing the Lord in Heb. 12:14?

"Without holiness no omne will see the Lorc." 1In other words, Heb.
12:14 teaches that without at least some measure of conformity to Christ
presently realized in tne believer's experience, ne will not stand justi-
fied before Goa. Sanctification, the writer inaicates, is a sine qua
non for (continuing in the state ot) justification. In this sense, no
Justification without sanctification; sanctification Is mecessary for
justification.

(c) A brief glance at the controlling soteriological struc-
ture of debrews provides a helpful perspective on this and related state-
ments of tue writer. Tne model used to explain and address the present
experience of believers as & wnole comes out particularly in the expo-
sition of Ps. 95:7ff. beginning &t 3:7: The church is the new wilderness
community. The situation of tne people of God unger the new covenant,
between the exaltation of Christ (1:3, 4) and his return (9:28), compares
to the circumstances of Israel in the Sinail desert, between the Exodus
and entrance into tne promised land. On the one hanad, the churca has
had a real experience of tne exocus-redemption accomplished in the death
and exaltation of Christ. On the other hand, the church nas not yet
entered into God's promised land-rest in its full finality (4:8-11);
believers nave not yet attained to an experience of salvatiom which
is unthreatenec and unchallenged. To be sure, by virtue of their soli-
darity with tiheir exalted aigh priest (3:14), they may be said to have
arrivea (e.g., 12:22: "you nave come to Mount Zion, to the city of the
living Gou, tihe neavenly Jerusalem,...'"). But in terms of their exper-
ience--their tninking, willing, doing--believers are on the way, a pil-
grim people. Like wandering, alien Abraham, they are seeking the city
"with founcations" (11:10), "wnica is to come" (13:14).

This present wilderness-identity of the church provides the frame-
work for tne urgent exhortations and serious warnings to believers which
pervage Hebrews, ana which nave provea to be a stumbling block from
the anti-iWovatianists down to Luther. This parenesis needs to be read
in its totality to appreciate its full impact (esp. 2:1, 3:12-14; 4:1;
6:4-6; 10:26£.; 12:15, 25). bdecause of its desert-existence the church
is in a2 time of great nardship and temptation. It is under pressure
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from forces that would cetour or destroy it. So, in various ways be-
lievers must be exnorted to "liold fast our confession" (4:14; 10:23).

Tne severe, almost ominous tone of some of this exhortation snould
not be suppressed (e.g., 2:1; 3:12, 13). This is not intended to unset-
tle the readers or to undermine their confidence that they are partakers
of the heavenly calling and that Jesus is their apostle and high priest
(3:1). They are not to fear that they nave been left to their own efforts
or that their high priest will abandon them. But they must be made aware
that the only mode of their being partakers, of their undeniable security
in Christ, is in holding fast to the end of their wilderness-ordeal.

The (cefinitive) indicative of participation in Christ includes the
partaker's response to tne imperative to hold fast; (compliance with)
the imperative is integral to (the reality oit) the indicative.

(d) One nortatory statement in particular is worth examin-
ing more closely for the way it raises the issues encountered in 12:14.
3:14 states, ''We nave come to snare im Christ, if we hold firmly till
the end the confidence we had at first" (NIV; cf. vs. 6: "We are Christ's
house, if we hold on to our courage and the hope of which we boast").
To have come to suare in Carist, to ve his house, refers in an all-encom—
passing way to tine saving venefits already enjoyed by believers. This
union 1s not a particular blessing alongside of justification and dis-
tinct from it; it includes and brings justification. Similarly, to hold
firmly till the end our first confidence brings into view the Christian
life in its entirety (cf. 5:9-11, where, in contrast to tnose who have
apostasized and will be cestroyed, vss. 4-5, tne writer is convinced
of "better tnings" in the case ot his readers, "things that belong to
salvation," a confidence resting in part on the fact that '"God is not
unjust so as to forget your work and love...," which show their "dili-
gence to realize the full assurance of hope until the end").

Heb. 3:6, 14 teacn that we have been justified if we holu fast
till the end. The inaicative consequent of (belng in the state of)
justification is conditioned on persevering in serving the Lorc¢. There
is no justification without sanctification; sanctification is necessary

for justification.

(e) 2r. llughes finds the FR in serious error for its view:
no goou works of sanctification, no salvation (justification) (p. 1,
bottom, p. 2, dottom). But tanis, in one legitimate manner of statement,

as I nave tried to show, 1is preClsely what the writer of Hebrews teaches,
not.to mention the rest of Scripture.

Dr. Hughes' concern in this connection seems clear. iie fears com—
promise or enial of the truth that Christ's righteousness reckoned to
the sinner is "the sole grouna (my ital.) of his acceptability before
God" (p. 1, top), that good works "can never be even partially a basis
(my ital.) for our standing justified before the Lorgd" (p. 3, top). He
fears lest works be viewed as "a further basis (my ital.) for justifica-
tion" (p. 4, oottom). But where in the FR (or in tne views of Shepherd,
for that matter) is there even a suggestion that something the believer
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aoes is the grouna or basis ot justification, or supplements tue right-
eousness of Carist as toe sole foundation of our standing berore God

as justified? Is "necessity'" necessarily synonymous with "ground," as
Dr. iHughes seems to think? Certainly the qualification of good works
as non-meritorious, to waica ane alludes (p. 1, bottom, p. 10, miadle),
is not made in order somenow to reintroduce good works as the (partial)
basis for justification, after tney have been rejected as the meritori-
ous ground. (Uy the way, what 1s a "nommeritorious ground"? In my
judgment, a contradiction in terms, at least in the present context,
for if it is ground, then it ultimately is what is worthy of, deserves,

that is, merits tne justifying verdict.)

But if good works are excluced as in any sense a ground of justifi-
cation or supplement to Carist's righteousness, where tnen is the threat
to the gospel? Are we not to ove zble to say witn Calvin, "Thus it is
clear now true it 1s that we are justifiec not without works (non sine
operibus) yet not through works (neque...per opera),..." (Institutes,
3:16:1, last sentence)? Doesn't This ''not witnout', this _sine qua nonm,
this necessity, simply pick up on iew Testament language? More impot-
tantly, doesn't it capture an integral aspect of biblical teaching on
good works (sanctification) in relation to justification?

(£) Bavinck, as usual, is instructive at this point. After
noting the ''protracted and heated conflict" witnin Lutheranism over
the relationship of gooc works to salvation and the judgment of the
Formula of Concord, rejecting any formulation that goes beyond saying
that good works are 'evidences of eternal salvation" (inaicia aeternae
salutis), he continues:

The judgment of the Keformed was more moderate. They saw
in the conflict among t..e Lutherans a battle over words and
could not see the great difference Letween the rejected

_expression: gooa WOrKS are necessary for r salvation | (bona

opera necessaria esse ad_ salutem), and another endorsed

by sogg_pgpherans“};gg Quenstedt ana dedeu5' good horks

are necessary for those wno are to be savea (bona opera
salvandis esse necessaria). They nad no objection to call-
ing good Works necessary for salvation, provided this neces-
sity was not thougnt of as a causal necessity or a necessity
of merit or efficacy (necessitas causalitatis vel meriti vel
efficientiae), Dut as a necessity of presence, means and way
for obtaining eternal salvation (necessitas presentiae,
medil et viae ad salutem aeternam obtinendam) (Dogmatiek,
4:239f; cf. Hodge, Systematic Ineology, 3:238-241).

And taen, after noting tie view of Voetius, Bavinck adds, "In speak-
ing in this way, they undoubtedly uad Scripture on their side."
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in-isolation” (FR, p. 2, par. 2). e insists strongly that that is
precisely wnat Laltﬁ is in relation to justificatiom (pp 3, 4). HNot
to ac«nowledge tiais isolation involves a ceprecatory ' exten51on of jus-
tification into the spnere of sanctification" (p. 3, bottom).

2. Dr. lughes repudiates the statement: "Faith is never faith-

(a) Dr. Hugnes wmanifest concern is for the sola fide of
the Reformation. But is "jsclation" a nelpful or even appropriate word
to protect that concern? Do we really want to say, even with tne quali-
fication Dr Hughes makes (where justification is concerned), tnat good
works are "intrinsically in competition with the unique role of faith"
(p. 3)? 1Is the faith sovereignly worked by God in the sinner ever in
any sense "intrinsically in competition wita" good works, which are
its integral and inevitable fruit ana which are likewise wrought by
the Holy Spirit?

(b) Tae valance of Dr. Hughes' paper is taken up in develop-
ing his opposition to the FR on tais point of the isolation of faith.
For the most part, his "argument is based on the biblical teaching tihat
the good works of the Charistian veliever are still works of the law"
(p. 9). Tais position, particularly as it is applied to tne one pole
of the faith-works antithesis iu Paul, nas come up before in our dis-
cussion, apparently, I had thought at one time, as a side issue. But
now because it proves to be so Lasic for Dr. Hughes' argument and is
also maintained in one Way Oor anotner in the various communications
to tone Board of iessrs. Goufrey, Knudsen, Kuschke and Robertson, some
response to it here is necessary.

Let me say, first of all, that the issue is not the permissibility
of viewing the good works of tne bellegggwﬁgxyorks of the law, This
certainly has its good biblical sense. God's law is the norm and guide
at every point in the life of the believer, and obedience, wnich his
good works are, is defined by the law. This is obvious and should
not need to be discussed. The issue, agsin, is not whether it is war-
ranted biblically to call believers' obedience the works of the law.
Rather, the issue is the meaning of the expression "works (of the law)"
in Paul. In what sense uoes he use it? liust nis usage incluae all
the senses which in one way or cther can be sanctioned from Scripture?
VWnat is its reference, especially wiere he sets it in opposition to
faitn? Pointedly, does Paul include the gooa works of believers among
“the works of the law?

It seems clear to ‘me tnatﬁtne good works of Dellevers are not in

view in Paul's use of "works of the law." In Paul, 'gooaq : uorxs are

the Splrlpfyorked ooedlence ot alreaaz'Justlfled Dellevers' works of
the law" are the efforts ot those trying to earn their salvaclon (justi-

fication) by their own striving.

I won't repeat the arguments for this position given in my Commun-
ication to the Faculty of iarch 22, 1978 (including the additional page
5a sent along several weeks later), except to say that I am still bound
to maintain them. I limit myself nere to a telling consideration in Dr.
Hughes own argumentation.
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In appealing to Gal. 3, he cites Paul's climactic rhetorical ques-
tion in vs. 3: "Having vegun w1t tae Spirit, are you now ending witn
the flesn?" (p. 4, bottom). This question Dr. Hughes repnrases, as his

surmise cf tie apostle s reaction to the Fk: "Havxng begun with faith,
are you now encing with works?" (p. 5, top). Just how decisive this

rephraslng is to uls entlre Outlook appears from its use as his conclud-
ing exhortation: '"Having Legun with faith, let us not end with works!™
{p. 1I}.

I could uot zgree with Ur. Hughes more thoroughly that he has accu-
rately repurasec the apcstle (cf. vs. 2). 3ut als own restatement re-
veals that for tue purposes of Paul's argunent, the Spirit and faith,
ou the one hand, the flesh ana works, on the otaer, are interchange-
able. Further, Spirit-flesh is the more fundamental of these two anti-
theses: faith is created by tne Spirit, "works" are an expression of thne
flesh in its sinful 'self-pretence and rebellion against God. Pointedly,
as Dr. Hughes' rgphrasxng itself makes plain, "works (of the law)" are
works of the flesh, in opposition to the work of the Spirit. Tnis camnot
possibly be said of good works, for which believers have been created in
Christ Jesus (Eph. 2:10). 1In terms of Paul's question and its rephras-
ing, good works are on the side of tne Spirit and faith in opposition
to the flesh ana "works." Within the framework of Paul's teaching as
a whole, the expresa19ns "vorks (of the law)“ always (either explicitly
or implicitly) in antithesis to faith, and "good works," always "the
work of faith" (I Thess. 1:3), cannot possibly be brougnt unaer some

common denominator, or gqg_ggtter subsumed unger the former, from 2
_perspective. For Paul (and the rest of Scripture) it would be just
as possible for the Spirit and flesh to share a common dencminator or
for life to be subsumed under death (cf. Rom. 8:6). (WNote Heb. 9:14
(cf. 6:1), where the writer speaks of 'deau works," possibly overlapping
in their reference with "works" in Paul, and sets them in antithesis to

"serving the living God.")

Dr. Hughes apparently pelieves that the critical factor overloocked
in these observations is tast the Galatians were not unbelievers seeking
to Juscxfy chemselves Uy their own efforts, but that their Srror was
one of "reversion' (hxs ital.) t to works for justification "as an ad-
junct to faitu" (p. 5, midcle). But wnat wvas their reversion? Not to
works, generically or austractly considered as (external) conformity
to Gou s law, lior to works as good works in the Pauline sense. It is
a widespread but, I believe, fundamentally wrong and misleading view
that the Galatlans hac a2n essentially correct understanuxng of faith
_and good works, uut erreqmdpec1f1ca11y in joining works to faith for
justification. Ratuer their heresy was that, whether wlctlpgly or
not, they cenied tne sutflc1ency and finality of Christ's work and were
seekxng to supplement that work by their own as the basis for justifica-
tion. In this tney revealed that they aid not properly grasp the true
character of either faith or good works. Their reversion was precisely
what Paul s says it is, to tne flesh, that is, to the sinful human pretense
and striving (of the present evil age, 1:4) which is in opposition to
anag irreconcilable with the work of the Spirit, faith and (new creation,
6:15) good works (in Christ). Their reversion is so serious because it
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does not differ esseuntially from the unvelieving and self-assertive ef-

forts toward justificaticn from waich tuey have oeen delivered by Christ.

The aviding relevance of Galatians for tne Cuurch is that it warns
against tnis reversion. It cautions believers caught up 2s they are in
tne struggle between the Spirit ané flesh (e.g., 5:10f££.), against the
temptation to view anything we co, be it faith or any of its fruits, as
in some cegree supplementing or completing Christ's righteousness as
the basis for receiving tne forgiveness of sins and the fellowship of
sons. Where this tomptation is actually succumbed to, then to that ex-
tent faitn in Ciirist is abandoned and the good works wrought by Christ's
Spirit are perverted into their opposite, deeds of the flesh, "works
(of the law)" (cf. my paper of 3722/78, p. S5a).

I nope taat these remarks make clear (ana provide some measure of
conficence) that, in gxcluazng 'good works" from Paul's polemic agzainst
"works (of the law)," it is not the purpose of the FR (or Shepherd,
witn whose views it is concerned), indeed that it is contrgry to our
purpose, tinereby to reintroduce tne believer's WOTKS, even implicitly,
as the (even partxal) basis or foundation or in any séhsé the "justifi-
cation" for ais justificationm. That ground is Larist's perfect right-
eousness.

(¢) It is perhaps not idle to note that the view that '"works
(of the law)" do not include "good works'" 1s, at least by implication,
the view ield, across a iroad front, by most contemporary interpreters
of Paul. uoreover, it is the position of liachen. He could not make
that more clear than ne does in brief, but succinct statements addressed
to the apparent contraciction between Paul and James (The Hew Testament.
An Introduction to its Literature and History, p. 239):

rioreover, as the fraith vnich Jesus condemns is different from
the faith which Paul commends, so also the works which James
commenus zre different irom the works which Paul condemns.
Paul 15 speaklng about "yorks of tue 1aw ——that 1s, works
which are intended to earn salvation by fu1f1111ng the law
through anuman effort. James says no;ﬁ;ng in ch. 2: 14-26

about works of the law. The works of whzch he 15 speak1ng

are works that spring from falth and are the express10n of
faitia. ST

In my judgment, tuis is also the view of Professor lwrray. Although
he coes not deal with this issue formally, unow he ought to be read with
reference to it comes out perhaps most clearly just in a paragraph ap-
pealed to at cifferent times by more than one of those opposed to the
FR.

In this paragraph (Romans, 1:123) Murray addresses the question "how
tae principle of faith is so rigidly exclusive of and antithetical to works
of the law in the matter of justification." The answer lies in ''the spe-
cific quality of faith as opposea to that ot works," tne "antithesis of
principle" between them. ne then proceeus to uelineate, more pointedly
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than anywhere else in ais writings that I am aware of, the “specific
quality," respectively, of faith ana works negated for justification.
The specific quality of taith is "trust and commitment to another'; it
"looks to what God uoes' and i1s "essentially extraspective" and "sgelf-~
renouncing." Works are the "uiametric opposite.'" "Justification Dy
works always finds its ground (my ital.) in that which the persom is
and does;..." '"Works have respect to what we are" and are "self-con-
gratulatory.

But is this waat we want to say about the good works of the believer?
When it 1is "God who is at work in you, both to will and do his good plea-
sure"” (Phil. 2:13) and who is "working in us that whicih is pleasing in
his sight” (Heb. 13:21), now can we possibly say that gooc works have
respect '"'to wnat we are" to the exclusion of "what God does," or that
their "specific quality" is ''self-congratulatory"? Am I wrong in hear-
ing Professor Murray say to us at this point that such a conception is
nothing less tiaan "monstrous'? Good works, as well as faith, are "extra-
spective" and "self-renouncing.'" To be sure, faith in its c¢istinctiveness
is extraspective in a unique and heightened way (as receiving and resting
upon Carist alone for salvation). DBut good works, the fruit of faith,
are surely not otherwise motivated and directed. Certainly they are
not essentially self-preoccupied and self-congratulatory. For sancti=-
fication no less than justificatiom (I Cor. 1:3Q), it holds true: "Let
him who boasts, boast in the Lord" (vs. 31).

(d) iy concern here can be gotten at briefly from another
angle. The sola fide of the Reformation concerns sanctification as
much as lgstlflgégtgp. This has been pointed out most effectively,
with extensive citations, vy Berkouwer ("'Sola Fide' and Sanctifica-
tion," ch, II in Faith and Sanctification, pp. 17-44). Sanctification,
no less tnan justification, is by "faith alome." "Faith is the act by
which tie soul receives and rests on Him for sanctification as well as

for justification" (ilodge, Systematic Theology, 3:241).

Care must be taken not to leave the superficial and misleading
xmpre381on that Rome and the neformatlon agree on the doctrine of sanc-
tification anc that dlisagreement is "limited" to the issue “of "justifica-
tion or the fuszng of Justxflcatlon and sanctification. In holding to
the (imputed) righteousness of ¢nrist as the sole (meritorious) ground
of justification, the Reformers knew themselves to be in a life and
death struggle with an overall misconception of grace. According to
tnis misconception, in all its early, mid- and late medieval variations,
grace, institutionalized in the sacraments of the churcl, functions as
supernatural assistance to the sinner, who, cespite the fall, is still
by nature disposed toward God «nu fellowship with him; so the sinner
is still capable, with this supernatural aic, appropriated by a dili-
gent use of the sacraments, of achieving this flawed but essentially
uncnanged inclination of his nature toward God and thes supernatural.
Such a conception ¢f grace has no more room (and no more need) for the
new creation renewal of the sinner, as taught in Scripture, than it
does for the imputed righteousness of Carist.
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It is against this massive misconception in its entirety that the
sola gratia (and so the sola fice) of the Reformation is opposed. The
1ssue for the Reformers was sanctification no less than justification.
Tue "isolation'" of faith applies equally to sanctification as to justifi-
cation. Tiis comes out more clearly and mucii more adequately, I think,
in the Reformea tnan in the Lutheran tradition. But I can see no essen-
tial difference vetween the two, at least at their funuamental level
of concern.

Calvin's nancling of the application of redemption in the Insti-
tutes is particularly instructive here. At first glance the structure
of Book III can appear downright "un-Protestant." Right at the outset
he accents tne inner work of the Holy Spirit in uniting the sinner to
Christ and producing faith. de then moves con to an extensive descrip-
tion of faith (ch. 2) and a lengthy discussion of sanctification (chs.
3-10). Only afterward is there a thorough treztment of justification
(chs. 11-18). This scneme was followed, ne tells us, "because it was
more to the point to understand first how little devoid of good works
is the faith, througn which also we obtain free righteousness by the
mercy of God; and wnat is the nature of the good works of the saints,
with which part of this question is concerned” (11:1). The Reformation
at its best is not in any sense a polemic against good works, understood
biblically. In fact, just in the article on justification the Reformed
tradition particularly has not nesitated to say 'mot without works"
(Calvin) and of faith as the alone iunstrument, 'yet...not alone...,
but...ever accompanied with all other saving graces,..." (WCF, 11:2).

(e) I truly wish that both those for and those against the FR
could agree at least on this polnt that the biblical (Pauline) antithesis

——— e P i A o et

bqgggen faith and "works (of the law)" does not involve a polemic against
"good works,'' except where the latter are pervertea into an illusory (even
partial) ground of Justlflcatlon " "Good works' are aluays in Chrisct;
therefore they are always the 'obedience of faith" (Rom. 1:5; 16:26),
obedience of already justified believers. Until there is agreement on
This, I doubt that progress coward _resolving our larger differences is

poSSlble-

3. Dr. Hughes (and the other opposers of the FR) find in it (and
Shepnerc's views) a confusion of justification and sanctification that
touches the heart of tae gospel. 3Some of us supporting the FR see in
its opposers a tendency to isolate justification from sanctification
in a2 way that eclipses tne latter and distorts both. I, for one, do
not doubt that tihe FR opposers are adeeply concerned for sanctification
and its integral and necessary place in the Christian life. Only it
seems to me that they uare taking a position in which this integral
necessity of sanctification can not be mzintained as convincingly (and
as biblically) zs it might.
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Stated in these terms the current struggle within the Faculty and
Board repeats a perennial debate within the churches of the Reformation.
But what is the way out ot this impass? Put another way, how ought we
to view the relationship between justification and sanctification?

(a) I would like to suggest that the answer lies in both
sides embracing the soteriological framework set out anc developed by
Calvin in Book III of the Institutes. Briefly, union with Christ is
the uecisive and dominating reality from m beginning to end. This union
1s an experiential union (by faith) with the exalted Christ forged by

“the secret energy of the Splrlt" (1:1). As such it is not merely the
preSuprSLtLon or foundation for a series of aivine acts toward or in
the sinner that are in addition to it. Rataer, this spiritual union is
the alpha and omega of our experience of salvatlon The rich, multiple
benefits of salvation are but different facets of this umion. Apart from
Carist we have nothing; united to him we share everything he is and has
accomplished for us. Theologlcally,ffor Calvin, the heart of the gospel
is not the forglveness of sins, his statement that justification is "the
main hinge on which religion turns" (11:1) notwithstanding, but union
with Christ (ftom which, of course, the forgiveness of sins, is insepar-
able). Y Ty

The figure that Calvin himself uses to illustrate his position
is difficult to improve on. He introduces this figure in the course
of his refutation of Osiander (11:5-12). ify admiration is almost un-
bounded for the theological command ana biblical fidelity with which
Calvin conducts this polemic. Osiander's error, a surrender of the
Reformation, lay in confusing justification ana renewal by making justi-
fication the infusion of Christ's (divine) essence, so that the sinner
becomes substantially righteous. The temptation was surely great, in
opposing tils doctrine of "essential righteousness" and for more easily
distinguishing his own position from Osiander's, tc lay all the empha-
sis on the imputation of Christ's righteousness. But Calvin does not

abandon his own ground for the sake of argument. To be sure, he sharply
rebukes Osiander for *eJeotlng 1mputat1on (11:11). But he recognizes
that the more profound error is Osiander's misconception of union with
Christ. '"Because he does not observe the bond of this unxty, he ae-
ceives himself," (11:5, 2nd par.). Osiancuer has fallen into such ser-
ious error in the doctrlne of justification not primarily because he
denies the imputation of Christ's righteousness but because he does not
understand union with Christ. He "spurns this spiritual bond” (11:10,
lst par.) and does not grasp that we are "united with Christ by the
secret power of his Spirit" (11:5, 2nd par.).

In this context Calvin employs the following figure to illustrate
his soteriology as a whole (11:5, 2nd par.): Christ is the sun; justifi-
cation and sanctification, its light and heat, respectively. Osiander's
error is in confusing lzght and heat; heat does not illumine, nor does
light give warmth At the same time, they are "inseparable"; there is
between them '"a mutual and indivisible connection,"

This model helps to clarify a couple of issues before us. (i) 1In
terms of it the question of the priority of justification and sanctifica-
tion relative to each other is a secondary one, and one which has differ-
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ent answers depending on the perspective from which it is raised. The
crucially decisive priority belongs exclusively to the act of being united
to Christ which carries with it, coincidentally, the distinct, yet insep~
arable benefits of forgiveness and renewal. The sun has "priority" such
that neither light nor ueat have prlorlty relatlve to each other; nor is
our experlence of tune sun's 11ght and heat somenow in addltlon to our

experience of ‘the sun ltself

Accordingly, when Dr. Hughes writes that tie believer's sanctifica-

tion "flows from" his Justlflcatlon Lp. Gy top), E certainly agree in
the sense that sanct1f1catlon has a progressive aspect which obviously
follows in time and 15 conq1tloned on the believer's being justified

at conver51on. ﬁut I can t accePC this statement, as Dr. Hughﬂs seems

to intend it, as an adequate overall Tepresentation of the relationship
between Justlflcatlon and sanct1f1catlon It omits entxrely the defini-
tive aspect of sanctification, on which Professor Murray, for one, put
Considerable stress in the closing years of his teaching and writing
(Collected. ertlngs, 2:277-293). Integral to sanctification, as its

beginning, is the decisive, once-for-all experiential breach with sin
as a controlling power that takes place wvhen we are united to Christ
(e.g., Rom. 6:2ff.). Justification (deliverance from the guilt of sin)

and sanctlflcatlou (delzverance from the power of s n} without confu-
sion, yet without separation, “together "flow from'" union with Christ.

(ii) cCalvin's figure also bears on the question of the neces-
sity of justification and sanctification relative to each other. Light
and | heat, each with its particular qualities, are necessary to each
ggggr :here is no light Wlthout "heat, and no_ neatuﬁlghout lxght. The
one is not "more necessary' or more 1mpoE | _And this
reciprocal necessity exists, of course, b e of the nature of the
gggér Given that nature, things could not be otherwise. Accordxngly,
Calvin says, as he does in the sentence already cited, that ''we are

ustified not without works..., since,'" as he concludes this sentence,
in our sharing in Christ which justifies us, sanctification is just
.8 much included as righteousness' (16:1, last par.).

(b) I submit that in the Westminster Standards the soterio-
logical structure of Calvin, while perhaps not so explicit, is nonethe-
less the one which essentially controls. In the Shorter Catechism,
the application of redemption in its entirety roots in that work oOf
the Spirit which consists in "working faith in us, and thereby uniting
us to Christ in our effectual calling' (A. 30). The primary effect of

effectual calling is that we embggqgwgesus Christ" (A, 31). Justifi-
cation, adoption, sanctification, and all other sav1ng benefzts are
enjoyed, then, by the "effectually called," that is, those unlted to
Christ (A. 32). The Larger Catecnism has basically the same pattern
and speaks of "justification, adoption, and sanctification, and what~
aver else,...manlfests tggag union with n{m (4. 69, my ital.). In the
chapter on justification, the Confession says, not to express something
different than or addxtxcnal to the imputation already described (11:1)
but as a restatement of that reality, "nevertheless, they are not justi-
fied, until the Holy Spirit doth, in due time, actually apply Christ
unto them' (11:4).
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(c) Finally decisive, much more than either the Institutes or
the Westminster Confession, of course, are the soteriological patterns
of Scripture itself. This 1is a vast and rich territory so that I limit
myself here to surveying it briefly and tentatively from a single angle.
I want to draw attention to some of those passages where it seems to me
justification and sanctification are intertwined and drawn together more
closely than would appear to be permissible to the FR objectors.

To begin with there is Gal. 5:5. It seems undeniable to me that
in this verse Paul's primary concern is justification. The context
enforces this couclusicn. In verses 2 and 3 he refers to those who
are insisting on the necessity of circumcision. As such, according
to verse 4, they are "seeking to pe justified by law." Consequently,
the issue at the beginning of verse 6 is plainly justification, not
sanctification: "in Christ Jesus neither circumecision nor uncircumcision
means anything' for justification. Justification is not based on human
status or performance of any kind. To observe, then, that the latter
part of the verse ("but faith working through 1ove”) has sanctification
in view is right but at the same time concedes our point: in pointed
antithesis to the wrong way of justification Paul sets sanctification
(faith at work, in action). Further, to observe that '"working through
love" is an incidental addition and not really integral to faith, as
justifying faith, is purely gratuitous and hardly a probing exegesis
of the apostle. What does matter for justification, he says, is faith
working through love.

Sxmllarly, if somewhat more loosely, earlier in Galatians (2:16ff.),
where Paul is developing the thesis that justification is "by faith
in Christ and not by the works of the law” (vs. 16), he amplifies the
thought that he has "died to the law'" (as the means of justification,
vs. 19) with the consiceration: "I have been crucified with Christ and
I no longer live, but Christ lives in me" (vs. 20). Pointedly, in Rom.
8:1, 2 the consideration that supports the ringing affirmation, '"there
is therefore now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus," is
not: "because Christ's rigntecusness has been imputed to me," but: "be-
cause the law of tne Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has set me free from
the law of sin and ceath." Again, in II Cor. 13:5, where the readers
are exhorted: "examine yourselves to see whether you are in the faith,"
the critical factor deciding this ultimate test is not whether they are
depending on Christ's imputec righteousress, but whether they 'recognize
this about yourselves, that Jesus Christ is in you."

What is happening in these passages? (I have only selected several,
more or less at random, from Paul.) Is it, as much of the critical in-
terpretation of Paul has tediously insisted, that he is trying to combine
the forensic aspect of his gospel with the baszcally 1nccmpat1ble ‘elements
of a "Cihrist mysticism"? 1In II Cor. 13:5 ('"Christ in you") for instance,
has the apostle who takes us to the dazzling heights of imputed right-
eousness and justification by faith, himself lapsed into the morass of
introspective mysticism and moralism from which the Reformation was
set free? Hardly. The reason that Paul can express nimself as he does,
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bringing into his discussion of justification matters that pertain to
the believer's inner transformation and renewed life, is that his soter-
iology as a whole is so tnorougnly controllec by the truth of union

with Christ (note the accent, "in Christ," '"with Christ," or "Christ in
you" in all four passages). This Spirit-wrought bond with the exalted
Christ in all its aspects, both cefinitive ana ongoing, is the all-en-
compassing and, in a sense, sole saving reality (in the application of
redemption). Consequently, because of the nature of this union, to

call attention to a particular aspect (e.g., justification) is always
(at least implicitly) to call attention to the whole Christ, and our
union with him (I Cor. 1:30); and the one aspect (sanctification) can

be appealed to in support of tne cther (justification), without confus-
ing the two, because what is finally decisive is union with (the whole,
indivisible) Christ. Only the indwelling Christ is the justifying Christ,
not, to be sure, because or to the extent, by this indwelling, he trans-
forms us (inwrought rightecusness), but because only as he indwells us
is his rigihteousness accounted ours (cf. the opening section of Book III
of the Institutes (3:1:1) and other statements of Calvin cited below,

p. 14). The 1issue here, however, is not the adequacy of my brief treat-
ment of these passages, but their own undeniable pattern of expression.

(d) A recognition of tne controlling place of union with
Christ in biblical soteriology permits two further observations: (i)
Shepherd has frequently been faulted for using "justification" and "sal-
vation'" interchangeably. As a matter of fact, the same charge, it seems
to me, can also be made against Dr. liughes (p. 1, bottom, p. 2, bottom).
But both, albeit with different intentions, are on biblical ground with
this interchange. Both "salvation" (usually the more comprehensive of
the two terms, but not always, e.g., Eph. 2:8) andé "justification" are
a matter of union with Christ--he is our salvation, he is our justifica-
tion; therefore to partake of the whole (salvation) is to partake of the
part (justification), and to partake of the part is to partake of the
whole. Likewise, what is necessary to the part is necessary to the whole,
and what is necessary to the whole is necessary to the part (however that
necessity needs to be qualified).

(i1} It is no coubt true tc acknowledge that in this life
we make "only & small beginning" of obedience (Heidelberg Catechism,
A. 114). Conflict with sin and temptation is a constant of our present
experience (kom. 7:14ff.; Gal. 5:16, 17). But what needs to be appre-
ciated is that it is not from this perspective that the N.T. primarily
views the obedience of believers. The accent is not on what is imperfect
or wrong with what believers do but on wnat is right and even eschato-
logical. This is so because their obedience is seen primarily in terms
of their union with Christ. Their works are "good works'" for which they
have been recreated in Christ and recreated in Christ (Eph. 2:10). There
is no place in tne message of the N.T. for any tension between these good
works anc the imputed righteousness of Christ. For both have an eschato-
logical, age-to-come quality and are together components of the end-time
salvation revealed in Christ and appropriated by union with him. Any
attitude, even if only unintentionally or in practical effect, which
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views sanctification primarily zs ''our part" in response to "Goa's part,"
salvation definec as justification, or wnicia considers gooc works to be
merely expressions uvf our gratitude for the forgiveness of sins (taey are
certainly tnat, to ve suvre), usually with an zccent on the defective and
inadequate cnaracter oI tiese expressions, Strikes at the heart of the
gospel. Sucn attituaes, nowever unwittingly, impoverish Paul's gospel-
proclamation tuat t.ue just shall live by faitn (Rom. 1:17; cf. Gal. 3: al. J:11).

The twc statements lu tue FK particularly disturbing and unaccept-
able to Dr. dughes are iu fact rully consonant with the teacning of
Scripture aund tue Westminster Standards. lis dissent from the FR as
a wnole, I must conclude, rests on a misreading of some parts and a
failure to appreciate tlhe genuinely biblical thrust of otners. This
misconstruction 1s all the wore unfortunate because it nas brought nim
to tne charge, waicu ['m sure ne took no pleasure in making, that the
FR nas (unintentionally) coniused tne gospel at its neart (p. 10),
charge wnose extremely serious implications do not need to be spelled
out. -

4. I want finally to Jroaden the horizon a bit by inaicating briefly
several points apparently common to most, pernaps all of tne objectors to
the FR, points I believe it would prove nelpful to discuss further. How
much tuese touch tue uneart of tue issue Lefore us remains to be seen.,

{a) Tue objectors to the FR seem to isolate tne imputation of

Lnrxst s rlghceousness. ror taem, Ene uemand for an adequte formula-

relatlhg the act of imputation to the (initial) act of faith. But is
tnis acequate? lLiy point .iere 1s uot at all to question tne reality of
imputation. But the coctrine of justification can't ve stated fully
and Liblically witiiout explicit reference to union with Carist. This
is true not only for tieological formalization but also for satisfying
tne souls ¢f the congregation.

Once again, Calvin proves Lnstructive In auis refutation of Osian-
der, he says of justification that "we are deprived of this utterly in-
compardole good until Carist 1s made OurS" (3:11:10, lst par.). "That
lnohélllng of Curist in cur uearts,...taat mystical union (mystica unio),'
ne auds, "are accordeu by us tae nlgnest degree of importance,...' And
tien ue continues: "lie co not, tuerefore, contemplate him outside our-
selves from afar (extra nos procul) in oruer that his righteousness may
oe 1mputed to us dut because we put on Christ and are engratted into
his bouy--in short, bLecause ue ueigns to make us one witu him" (my ital-
ics). We are reckoned righteous because "we have fellowsuip of rigut-
eousuess (iustitiae societas) with aim" ana because of tne "spiritual
bona (spiritualis coniunctio)" between Christ and believers.
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It bears repeating uere that tie tasic error of Aome is not its
aenial of imputation. Rome uas no place fcr imputation because it has
no place for union with tne exalted Christ, escuatologically wrougnt
by the power of nis Spirit. This is the lisight that controls the com-
position or the Institutes, Boow III as a wuole ("The way We Receive
the Grace of Curist"). 1Ine entire medieval tradition, I venture, knows
nothing of this union with Christ, only thae union of mystxcal absorp-
tion or the imitation of (the Jumlllaten) Larlst uncerstooa as tane
striving ot mafl in his nlgner SplrltUdl nature toward Goa and tne su-
pernatural, a strlv;ng wnicn, despite sin, is natural to man ana aided
by supernatural grace. The grace, not only the faith, of waicih Rome
speaks 1s of an entirely uifferent cnaracter than that of the Reforma-
tion and radically opposea to it. It is a superficial anc misleading
representation wf the issues involvea to view Christ as a source or
treasury of merit outside the sinner, the difference being tnat for
tae Reformation Christ's merit 1s received all at once by imputation,
wiiile for Rome tiis merit 1s gradually uppropriateda by the ailigent
use ot the sacraments and deeds or love.

{b) The objectors to tue FR seem to have no _place for the
ongoing, durative comsiceration that attaches to Justlflcat1on For
Taem, all tnat can be legitimately Said in the article on justifica-
tion must be applied to what takes place at conversion. This has led,
in my judgment, to a less than saclsfactory handling of Scripture, for
instance, the exegetlcally questionable insistance on a purely demon-
strative force for James' use of justification terminology ("shown to
have been already justified"), as requisite for preserving the integrity

of the gospel.

We aave our justification Ly uniocn uith Ciarist. Justification is
not an 1solated tramsaction ol God towara the individual sinnmer. It is
the real, definitive Lecause eschatological anticipation of "open ac-
quittal"™ (WSC, 38; WLC, 40) in tne way of jucgment. Its efficacy (just
as tune forgivenmess of sins, tne imputation of Christ's rignteousness
and tne tellowsuip of sons, already received), therefore, is insepar-
able from receiving that open acquittal. Justification (as forgive-
ness and imputation alreaay grantec) is conaitioned on continuing in
"tae state of justification" (WCF, 11:5). Put another way, union with
Christ is a justifying union only as 1t is an sbiding union. Apart
from that union today taere is for me no justification, no matter what
may hzve Leeu my situation yesterday. This last sentence is not written
to creatc fear and uncertainty or to overturn tane Confession, when it
says tnat those justifie« "can never fall from tne state of justifica-
tion"; that is, tue bond of their union with Christ can never be broken.
Dut we must recognize just uow much lorgiveness and imputation are bound
up wita that unlon, not merely &s tueir presupposition, but as taey are
part of :ts very substance. Christ and nis benefits cannot be zbstracted
trom eacn other. Consequently, we must zppreciate now in God's sovereign
and gracious preservation or his people to tie ena, justification is con-
aitionea 2n all tuat 1s necessary not only to the inception, but also to
tne waintenance of union with Carist. we must say of justification with
Calvin, commenting on Paul's use of Ps. 32:1 in Rom. 4:7: "Therefore, we
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must have tiuis blessedness not just cnce but must hold to it throughout
life'" (3:14:11). 1s there not room for this “hold to it throughout 1life"
in our doctrine of justification? Doesn't this express something biblical
(Heb. 3:14; cf. Jam. 2:14ff.; see Jonathan Edward's incisive comments on

this point, Works (Banner of Truth ed., 1974), 1:640-642)?

(c) The objectors to the FR seem to take the position that
anything the believer coes other than believe, any function other than
faith, is a "work' that ss such must inevitebly serve as a ground for
judgment before Ged, if oot ultimately for justification, then as a
grouna for judgment in some lesser sense. Where does this idea come
from? Is it biblical? Is it not perhaps a lingering remmant of the
unbiblical irntrusion of the idea of meriting on the part of believers
in their relationsnip to God, of the notion that the believer's obedi-
ence is meritorious performance before God, even if only in a penulti-
mate sense?

R. B. Gaffan, Jr.
November 4, 1978
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