Where's the Grace?

Session One:  Grace:  A New Topic Among Us?

Point:  It is not a new topic and has always been part of our core beliefs, but we have not always have given attention to its depth and application.

Session Two:  The Way of Salvation.

Point:  There is a distinction between the ground and the means of our salvation.  Salvation is neither legalistic righteousness nor is it universalism.  It is "by grace through faith."  This is seen as the way of salvation under both covenants; it is part of the unity of the covenants.

Session Three:  Grace is Free!

Point:  The doctrine of justification is the application of God's righteousness to our sins.  Assurance must rest in a biblical view of justification.

Session Four:  Grace is not Cheap!

Point:  Sanctification is necessary for the continued status of justification.  There can be no grace without commitment, submission and responsibility.

Session Five:  How Can I be Sure?

Point:  Assurance is rooted in the concept of submissive faith within a covenant of grace. While assurance is present in faith from the beginning, it is also a process of maturation in Christ.

Session Six:  How Much Will Grace Cover?

Point:  The grace of God extended to you must be extended to others.  Within the covenant of grace, the grace of God covers our sins as long as we seek him in submissive faith.
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SESSION ONE:  GRACE?  A NEW TOPIC AMONG US?


I.  Historical Perspectives.



A.  Beginnings.


B.  Late Nineteenth Century.




1.  General Perspectives.




2.  The Nashville Bible School (1893).





a.  David Lipscomb (d. 1917).





b.  James Harding (d. 1922).



C.  Early and Mid-Twentieth Century.




1.  Controversy at the Gospel Advocate.




2.  G. C. Brewer (d. 1956) on Grace.




3.  K. C. Moser (d. 1976) and the Shift.

   
II.  The Theology of Grace in Practice.


A.  Our Hymns.



B.  Our Practice.



C.  Our Preaching.

  
III.  Grace As a Problem Among Us. 


A.  Problem of Assurance.



B.  Problem of Thinking Theologically.



C.  Problem of Perfectionism.
SESSION TWO:  THE WAY OF SALVATION

I.  The Goodness and the Severity of God (Rom. 11:23).


A.  God is Love (Goodness).




1.  Love as Benevolence.




2.  Love as Mercy.



B.  God is Light (Holiness).




1.  Ethical Holiness.




2.  Holiness as Law.




3.  Holiness as Wrath.



C.  Wrath as the Sinner's Fundamental Problem.




1.  Wrath Evoked by Sin.




2.  Wrath as Retribution.

  
 II.  Reconciliation of God and Sinner.


A.  Distinction between Ground and Means of Salvation.



B.  The Ground External to Us:  No Legalism!




1.  Righteousness before God.




2.  The Man or the Plan?


 III.  Unity of Covenants:  Grace Through Faith.


A.  "The Just Shall Live By Faith."



B.  Abraham Without the Law (Gen. 15:6; Rom. 4).



C.  David Under the Law (Ps. 32; Rom. 4).



D.  The Continuity of the Way of Salvation.

SESSION THREE:  GRACE IS FREE!

I.  The Meaning of Justification.


A.  Definition of Justification.




1.  Imputation of Righteousness.




2.  Gift of Divine Righteousness.



B.  The Righteousness of God in Christ.




1.  Gospel Reveals the Righteousness of God.




2.  The Atonement of Christ.


   II.  Grace, Law and Justification.


A.  Legalistic Justification.




1.  Inherent Partial Righteousness.




2.  Equivalence of Grace and Obedience.



B.  Grace Alone as the Basis of Justification.




1.  Exclusion of Personal Righteousness.




2.  Justification as God's Work.



C.  Law and Grace.




1.  Freedom from Law Under Grace.




2.  Servants to Law Under Grace.

 
 III.  Faith, Works and the Righteousness of Justification.


A.  Works Excluded from Justification.


B.  Works as Inevitable Fruit of Faith.



C.  Reconciling Paul and James.




1.  Inadequate Reconciliations.




2.  Proposed Reconciliation.
SESSION FOUR:  GRACE IS NOT CHEAP!

I.  The Problem of Sanctification.


A.  Costly Versus Cheap Grace.



B.  Grace, the Destroyer of Sanctification?

  
 II.  Definition of Sanctification.


A.  Justification and Sanctification Contrasted.




1.  Justification as Divine, Completed Act.




2.  Sanctification as Process Divine-Human Act.



B.  Definitive and Progressive Sanctification.




1.  Definitive Sanctification.




2.  Progressive Sanctification.



C.  Sanctification as Active and Passive.



D.  Goal of Sanctification.

 
 III.  The Theological Extremes of Sanctification.


A.  Antinomianism.




1.  Current Discussion.




2.  Protestant Response.



B.  Perfectionism.




1.  Confusing Perfection and Maturity.




2.  The Experience of Paul.




3.  Growth as Key, not Perfection.



C.  The Problem of Legitimate Assurance:  1 John.

SESSION FIVE:  HOW CAN I BE SURE?


I.  Looking in the Wrong Place.



A.  Antinomianism.




1.  Disconnecting Justification and Sanctification.




2.  No Cheap Grace.



B.  Legalism.




1.  Subsuming Justification under Sanctification.




2.  Free Grace.

 
  II.  Submissive Faith.


A.  Submissive Faith as Means of Justification.




1.  The Just Shall Live by Faith (Gal. 3:10-11).




2.  Faith-Baptism as Submissive Act.



B.  Submissive Faith as Means of Sanctification.




1.  The Just Shall Live by Faith (Heb. 10:38).




2.  The Life of Faith as Sanctification.



C.  Linking Justification and Sanctification.




1.  The Just Shall Live by Faith (Gal. 5:6).




2.  A Faith That Works Through Love.


  III.  Covenantal View of Grace and Assurance.


A.  Principles of Assurance.




1.  Objective Work of Christ.




2.  Subjective Appropriation.



B.  Assurance, Good Works and the Believer.

SESSION SIX:  HOW MUCH WILL GRACE COVER?

I.  The Covenantal Structure of Grace.


A.  Grace for God's Covenant People.




1.  For Israel.




2.  For the Church.



B.  No Grace for God's Rebellious People.




1.  In Israel.




2.  In the Church.

  
 II.  Grace and the Principle of Submissive Faith.


A.  The Principle of Submission.



B.  Grace and the Golden Rule.




1.  The Principle.




2.  Questioning Yourself.



C.  Grace and the Sovereign Will of God.

 
 III.  Grace and Visible Fellowship.


A.  Fellowship:  Both Visible and Invisible.




1.  Invisible is the Fellowship of the Spirit.




2.  The Visible Church as Covenant People.



B.  Broad Contours of Visible Fellowship.




1.  Fundamental Beliefs.




2.  Fundamental Ethics.




3.  Fundamental Attitudes.



C.  The Principle of Mercy in Fellowship.
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Important Note:  ***These materials were designed for my own use at the retreat.  Some parts have now been published in various forms with revision.  In the form present here they were never intended for publication but as a guide for lecturing and discussion.  Sixteen years later, my opinion, phraseology (including gender related terminology), etc. may have changed significantly in some ways. For example, I would significantly change the way I talk about “wrath” these days,  the sinner’s “fundamental problem,” locating justification in a wholly forensic category, etc.  I offer them here as is without attempting to correct, update or otherwise adapt to my present understanding of the issues raised.***

WHERE'S THE GRACE?


LESSON ONE:  GRACE!--A NEW TOPIC AMONG US?

Point:  It is not a new topic and has always been part of our core beliefs, but we not always have given attention to its depth and application.

Recent Books:  Cruciform Church by Allen and Core Gospel by Love. It is a current topic among us.  My recent lecture on K. C. Moser.

I.  Background History:


A.  The restoration movement began as a unity movement--to unite Christians from various denominations into a single visible church according to the simple New Testament pattern.  As a result, our movement assumed some basic theological principles.  One of these was the atonement and the doctrine of grace.



1.  Campbell himself was a strong believer in the centrality of the atonement.  He took the classic evangelical view of penal substitution.  He even attacked Stone on his view of the atonement which was a moral influence theory.  These exchanges in the 1830s, at the beginning of the union of the Stone and Campbell wings, had the tendency to throw the doctrine of atonement into the background since it was a source of tension.  Indeed, Campbell said as much, "The fear of irritating these old sectarian sores has, I verily opine, kept the minds of many brethren and of the public in suspense, if not in comparative darkness, upon the greatest question in this earthly world" (CM, 1840, 9).



2.  However, in our preaching, the atonement was largely assumed since our goal was to unite Christians.  This was, in fact, what Campbell counseled:  "To begin to proclaim that all men will die, and to prove it by argument, would not be more unnecessary and superflous, than to proclaim that there will be a judgment--that there is a Savior, and a future state of bliss and woe, to them who doubt not any of these things.  It is necessary to proclaim reformation to such a people who, with all these acknowledgments, are serving diverse lusts and passions, living in malice and envy, hated and hating one another" (CB, 8:639-40).



3.  Nevertheless, there was a strong belief in the atonement and the redeeming grace of God.  "There is no subject so vital to man as the death of Christ...Christ crucified is the most transcendent mystery in the moral dominions of God" (CM, 1840, 9).  It was assumed.  But there was a tendency to proclaim the fact as an assumption, and to leave the theological meaning on the sideline as a matter of opinion and dispute.  This goes hand-in-hand with Campbell's restoration program:  only the explicit facts are matters of restoration (not opinions or inferences).  The meaning of the atonement is a matter for light discussion.  


B.   Due to this lack of theological reflection, our movement settled into a proclamation of the facts instead of the meaning.  We concentrated on man's part, rather than on God's part.  There are two reasons for this:  (1) dicussion of theories was divisive and opinionated and we were a unity movement; and (2) proclamation of the facts of reformation were the important point.



1.  McGarvey exhibits this same disinterest in theology of the atonement--as to its exact meaning.  He fully affirmed the reality of the saving blood of Christ, and that no sin can be forgiven except through that blood.  But he refused to speculate on the "theories of atonement."  Instead of trying to understand "God's reasoning" on this subject, we should concentrate on "the part which addresses itself to man"--the human response to the atonement (or man's part; Sermons, "Redemption in Christ," p. 51).



2.  By the late 19th Century, a clear division existed among Churches of Christ.  I do not mean the division between the instrumental and non-instrumental churches (though this was increasingly clear by this time), but I mean the division between the Firm Foundation and the Gospel Advocate.  The former was begun in 1884 as a Texas paper by Austin McGary in explicit opposition to the Gospel Advocate and its editor David Lipscomb.  The main issue was rebaptism, but it also involved a difference on apocalypticism and the ground of grace.



3.  The Nashville Bible School was a center for the doctrine of grace in opposition to the Texas tradition.  It was thought "uncertain" by the Texas preachers.  Lipscomb and Harding were strong advocates.  In 1968, at the age of 91, Stanford Chambers recalled his days at the Nashville Bible School in the mid-1890s.  He remembered that Harding proclaimed an especially powerful doctrine of grace.  "To Harding," he recalled, ". . . the Holy Spirit was a personality and His help in our infirmities was real.  Salvation 'by grace . . . through faith' rather than by 'works' or deeds of merit was a cherished truth."
  The students, he remembered, were divided into two camps on the issue, but that the leaders of the institution were strong advocates of grace.  This can be confirmed by looking at their writings of the period.




a.  Lipscomb--he believed that there are two kinds of righteousness.  There is a righteousness which God gives through his gracious imputation of the righteousness of Christ, and there is a righteousness which we possess by our obedience to law.  Imputed righteousness "comes only when a man trusts Jesus and does what he can to obey him."
  While one is required to live "a life like that of God," this is done "by faith" as the medium through which God imputes righteousness.  Lipscomb's doctrine of grace is well illustrated in the following paragraph:

Even when a man's heart is purified by faith, and his affections all reach out towards God and seek conformity to the life of God it is imperfect.  His practice of the righteousness of God falls far short of the divine standard.  The flesh is weak, and the law of sin reigns in our members; so that we fall short of the perfect standard of righteousness; but if we trust God implicitly and faithfully endeavor to do his will, he knows our frame, knows our weaknesses, and as a father pities his children, so the Lord pities our infirmities and weaknesses, and imputes to us the righteousness of Christ.  So Jesus stands as our justification and our righteousness, and our life is hid with Christ in God.





b.  James A. Harding began a new paper in 1899 entitled The Way.  In its second issue, Harding commented that it is "right and appropriate" that The Way should discuss "grace through faith" at the beginning of its publication.
  This signals the centrality of the theme for Harding.  He rejected any law principle as the means of justification.  "There is no hope," he wrote, "that any of us can be justified by the deeds of the law (whether Gentiles under law in the heart, Jews under law of Moses, or Christians under law of Christ)."
  Rather, it is on the basis of grace, not law, that "wherever an [immersed believer] is, if he is daily, diligently seeking the truth, if he is promptly walking in it as he finds it, we may expect him to be saved. . . But for the man who is contentedly abiding in error there is no such hope."



c.  A great number of preachers/teachers trained in the 1890s at the Nashville Bible School—J. N. Armstrong, R. H. Boll, R. C. Bell--carried this doctrine of grace to others.  Escpecially as Armstrong began the forerunners of Harding College, Bell at Abilene University and Boll among the premillennial churches.  For example, Bell is an interesting example.  In Bell's autobiography "Honor to Whom Honor is Due," Firm Foundation 68 (6 November 1951): 6, he emphasizes the tremendous impact Harding had on his life and thought that the church as a whole needed the kind of life-changing experience of Harding's teaching to revive it.  For example, he believed Harding's doctrine of special providence, personal indwelling of the Spirit and empowerment of the Spirit as a divine-human encounter are "needed to save the church from changing divine dynamics to human mechanics."  As with R. H. Boll and S. H. Hall, Harding's influence on R. C. Bell was transformational.


C.  Another major advocate of this tradition was G. C. Brewer.  He also illustrates the difference between the Gospel Advocate and the Firm Foundation.  And He was present at the shift.



1.   The Way of Salvation by K. C. Moser (1932).




a.  
The significance of the book, however, is to be judged by the difference it highlighted between two influential contemporaries, G. C. Brewer and Foy E. Wallace.  When the book appeared, Wallace, the editor of the Gospel Advocate, noticed it in an editorial.  His tone is noticeably negative though tempered by his brother Cled's preface to the book.  "We do not think," he wrote, "that [Moser's] 'approach' to these subjects is more effective than the plain preaching of faith, repentance, confession, and baptism as 'conditions' of salvation, like all faithful gospel preachers have always preached . . . Such preaching is not to be criticized."
  Towards the end of his life, Wallace reflected on his role in noticing the book in 1932.  In an appendage to his last published book, Wallace regretted "having contributed to its circulation" and noted that his brother Cled regretted having written the preface.  Wallace blamed Moser for "indoctrinating young preachers with denominational error on the plan of salvation."  Moser's "'salvation by faith' hobby" is contrary to the "gospel plan of salvation" and is "no more nor less than denominational doctrine."




b.   G. C. Brewer, on the other hand, had almost nothing but praise for the book.  One year after it was published Brewer specifically commended it and suggested that it be read "two or three times".
  It is "one of the best little books that came from any press in 1932," according to Brewer.  Further, he commended Moser for going to Scripture first instead of first searching for what is taught among Churches of Christ and then going about to establish it by Scripture.  Brewer wrote:  "The author's independence of all denominational views or brotherhood ideas, or of what the 'fathers' taught, or of what has been 'our doctrine' is the most encouraging thing that I have seen in print among the disciples of Christ in this decade."




c.  It is clear, then, that Wallace and Brewer had two entirely different views of this book.  Wallace believed that it was too critical of brotherhood preaching and offered denominational doctrine in the place of biblical preaching on the plan of salvation.  Indeed, he noted that the renowned Baptist debater Ben Bogard used to flaunt Moser's book in his debates with gospel preachers.
  Brewer, on the other hand, welcomed the critique of legalism among the Churches of Christ.  In his review, Brewer noted that "some of us have run to the extreme of making salvation depend on works."
  It is apparent that either Brewer or Wallace were misreading Moser, or that there was a clear theological difference concerning the biblical doctrine of grace between these two pillars of the Churches of Christ.



2.   Brewer on the Righteousness of God.  




a.  On January 24, 1946 the Gospel Advocate published a lengthy article by Roy Key entitled "The Righteousness of God".
  Key articulated the themes of Moser's The Way of Salvation without mentioning Moser by name.  He argued that the righteousness of God revealed in the gospel is the gift of God's righteousness through faith.  Faith-righteousness is a divine righteousness which God gives to the one who trusts in Jesus as Savior whereas works-righteousness is a human righteousness obtained through obedience to law for salvation.  Under a section entitled "Let Us Beware of the Mistakes of the Jews," Key specifically reflected the language of Moser.
  For members of the Church of Christ, according to Key, the tendency is to "trust in the law for salvation."  It is possible, he wrote, "to reject the righteousness that God offers through faith in Jesus as Redeemer and look to a plan or system of justification, rather than to the one who died on our behalf."
  He feared that many had placed their hope in the system or the plan instead of Christ.  The plan is, indeed, "God's revelation of man's true way of responding to the offered grace," but "if this 'law' becomes foremost in our minds and affections, then true faith as personal reliance upon Christ is weakened.  This leads more and more to legalistic Pharisaism."
  Key believed this is what had happened in the light of calling repentance, confession and baptism "steps" of salvation in a "plan of salvation."  "The personal element [became] overshadowed by the legal."




b.  Apparently, Key's article shocked some readers of the  Advocate.  G. C. Brewer received several letters questioning the article.
  It promoted "some ideas," one reader said, "that I have not been accustomed to hearing."  In response, Brewer commended the article as substantially summarizing the Pauline teaching of the "righteousness of God."  The phrase "not been accustomed to hearing" caught Brewer's attention since it was his own experience that many were "astonished at this teaching" and others were "offended by it at first."  Indeed, Brewer was anxious about both the ignorance and the "false teaching" that prevailed concerning Paul's gospel of God's righteousness.




c.  As a younger preacher Brewer was influenced by ministers who denied the concept of imputed righteousness.  He summarized the teaching of one of these ministers, whom he highly respected, as this:

You hear people talk about God's righteousness or Christ's righteousness being imputed to man--of the righteousness of Christ covering a man like a garment, etc.  This is all false doctrine.  The Bible says, 'He that doeth righteousness is righteous, even as he is righteous' (1 John 3:7); and David says, 'All thy commandments are righteousness.'  So you see that a man who does the commandments of God is righteous--no one else is.  You can have no righteousness except the righteousness that you do.

In his youngest years Brewer embraced this teaching.  He taught the same message and used the same Scriptures to defend it.




d.  However, he "learned the truth on this point" when he began to study Romans to see what it teaches rather than studying "to find something to offset what someone else teaches."
  Brewer underwent a theological shift from a legalistic concept of faith--a faith where we have no righteousness except our own so that we contribute to the righteousness that achieves for us a righteous standing before God--to an affirmation of the divine righteousness which is given to us through faith.  It was a change from the legalism of works-righteousness to a Pauline doctrine of salvation by grace through faith.




e.  Further, in his commendation of Key's article, Brewer noted that many of his contemporaries had made a similar change.  They had begun in legalism but now teach a doctrine of righteousness by faith and "not by doing."  To counter the charge that his teaching was innovative, Brewer reminded his readers that J. W. McGarvey, E. G. Sewell, T. W. Caskey, David Lipscomb and James A. Harding "knew the truth on this great question and taught it faithfully."  "Harding," he added, "was especially strong on this doctrine."
  He recalled that on one occasion he saw "tears flow down [Harding's] cheeks and his countenance brilliant with the very thought as he shouted the story of the rich provision that God had made for our salvation."
  Brewer saw himself in continuity with the Lipscomb-Harding segment of the Churches of Christ.  He believed that "our brethren had always taught the truth upon this point . . . but some of us may have given so much attention to certain errors that are connected with the subject that we only refuted the error and didn't make the truth plain."



3.   Brewer's Speech at Abilene.  In 1952, Brewer gave a speech at the Abilene Lectures which J. D. Thomas regards as a turning point in the history of Texas churches on grace. Thomas had invited him because of his known position, and Thomas had been directly influenced by his mentor K. C. Moser.  
One of Brewer's consistent themes was salvation by "faith" and not by "doing."  This was his primary point at the 1952 Abilene Christian College Lectureship.
  God's part is giving, not selling; and man's part is believing, not doing.  Salvation is "not a matter of law;" a matter of doing or achieving or working.
  We are free from law, any law, because God has "offered us a righteousness which comes to us on account of our faith in Christ Jesus."
  To affirm otherwise is to render void the grace of God in Christ.  If "we are just as righteous as we do--that is, if we have no righteousness but our own, which we achieve by doing the commandments--by observing laws--we make the death of Christ unnecessary."



4.   The Historical Shift.




a.  The West-East Shift in the 1930s:  Texas invasion of the Advocate.  J. D. Tant, "In the Lower Rio Grande Valley," Firm Foundation 50 (21 March 1933): 2: "I feared when he went to Nashville that he was wandering from his earlier training.  But Foy tells me he still holds the Bible ground he always has held. . . Since C. R. Nicol, R. L. Whiteside, and John T. Lewis have been added to the staff--men who have always stood firm against sect baptism--it may be they will yet bring the Advocate out on Bible Ground along all lines."




b.  The East-West Shift in the 1950s:  The Lipscomb-Harding tradition is revived west of the Mississippi in the persons of Moser, Bell, Thomas and others.  A revival of grace, prepared by Moser and Brewer, sweeps across the west, and issues in the "Man or the Plan" controversy in the 1960s.

II.  Our Theology in Practice:


A.  Singing:  Our Hymns!

I have frequently said that we sing a much better Gospel than we preach.  I believe with all my heart that this is true.  Too many of us do not preach Christianity; we preach "churchanity."  Too many of us instead of preaching Christ, preach a creed.  And too many of us instead of trusting Christ, depend upon working out our own salvation as though this means that we should achieve it by works of merit in this life.  If we believe the songs we sing, none of us would have this kind of a hope which practically amounts to no hope at all.  If we believe the songs that we sing, we will never be doubting our salvation.  We will be rejoicing because our names are written in the Book of Life.

  Examples:


Rock of Ages:


  Rock of Ages, cleft for me, Let me hid myself in Thee;


  Let the water and the blood, From thy riven side which flowed;


  Be of sin the double cure, cleanse me from its guilt and pow'r.


  Not the labor of my hands, Can fulfill the law's demands;


  Could my zeal no respite know, Could my tears for ever flow;


  All for sin could not atone, Thou must save and Thou alone.


  Nothing in my hand I bring; Simply to Thy cross I cling;


  Naked, come to Thee for dress; Helpless, look to Thee for grace;


  Vile, I to the fountain fly:  Wash me, Savior, or I die.


My Hope is Built on Nothing Less:


  My hope is built on nothing less


  Than Jesus blood and righteousness;


  I dare not trust the sweetest frame,


  But wholly lean on Jesus' name.


  When darkness veils his lovely face,


  I rest on His unchanging grace;


  In every high and stormy gale,


  My anchor holds within the veil.

       
  His oath, His covenant, His blood,

           Support me in the whelming flood.

           When all around my soul gives way,

           He then is all my hope and stay.

           When He shall come with trumpet sound,


  O may I then in Him be found,


  Dressed in His righteousness alone,


  Faultless to stand before the throne.


Amazing Grace:


  Amazing Grace--how sweet the sound--


  That saved a wretch like me!


  I once was lost, but now am found--


  Was blind, but now I see.


  Twas' grace that taught my heart to fear,


  And grace my fears relieved;


  How precious did that grace appear


  The hour I first believed!


  Thro' many dangers, toils and snares,


  I have already come;


  'Tis grace has brought me safe thus far,


  And grace will lead me home.


  The Lord has promised good to me:


  His word my hope secures;


  He will my shield and portion be


  As long as life endures.


O Thou Fount of Every Blessing


  O Thou Fount of every blessing,


  Tune my heart to sing Thy grace;


  Streams of mercy, never ceasing,


  Call for songs of loudest praise.

            Teach me ever to adore Thee; 

            May I still Thy goodness prove,

            While the hope of endless glory


  Fills my heart with joy and love


  Here I raise my Ebenezer; 


  Hither by Thy help I've come;


  And I hope by Thy good pleasure


  Safely to arrive at home;


  Jesus sought me when a stranger,


  Wand'ring from the fold of God;


  He to rescue me from danger


  Interposed His precious blood.


  O to grace how great a debtor


  Daily I'm constrained to be!


  Let Thy goodness like a fetter


  Bind my wand'ring heart to Thee;


  Never let me wander from Thee,

 
  Never leave the God I love;


  Here's my heart, O take and seal it,


  Seal it for Thy courts above.


B.  Sacraments:  Our Practice!


Baptism:  We have been a people who emphasized the essentiality of baptism, and we have spoken of the contacting the blood in the water.  I do not think we have ever confused the blood and the water; we have kept distinct the sign and the thing signified.  Baptisms point us to the death, burial and resurrection of Jesus.


Lord's Supper:  The Lord's Supper is a constant proclamation of the Gospel, the body and blood of the Lord.  We always reminded through the prayers and the presiders of the gospel event through the Lord's Supper.  


C.  Preaching:  Our Sermons!

Brewer received a question from a reader concerning the place of confession in the "plan of salvation."  The reader wanted to know if the "plan" had "four steps or three,"
 and if one "dies following baptism without confession with the mouth, what will Jesus do on the judgment day about it?"
  Brewer immediately commented on the prominence of the idea of a "plan" in the mind of the reader.  He wrote:
He is not alone in this manner of thinking, either.  Some of us have observed this in the writing and preaching of some of our young preachers.  It is hoped that the attention of these fine brethren will be attracted to this article, and that the point here will be given serious thought by them . . . there seems to be a tendency on the part of some to think of this "obedience of faith" (Rom. 1:5, 16:26) as a ritual, a legalistic rite, a ceremony comparable to the "divers washings" or purification processes of the Mosaic Law.  This is a grievous mistake.  To put stress upon a "plan" and the specific items and steps of that plan may lead to a wrong conclusion.  We are saved by a person, not by a plan; we are saved by a Savior, not by a ceremony.  Our faith is in that divine personage--that living Lord--and not in items and steps and ordinances.  We are saved through faith in Christ and on account of our faith in Christ, and not because of a faith in a plan.  Sometimes we are led to fear that some people only have faith in faith, repentance, confession and baptism. . . We must trust his grace and rely upon his blood

and look for and expect his healing mercy.  To trust a plan is to expect to save yourself by your own works.  It is to build according to a blueprint; and if you meet the specifications, your building will be approved by the great Inspector!  Otherwise you fail to measure up and you are lost!  You could not meet the demands of the law!  You could not achieve success!

Summary:  We are a people who have lived in the light of the cross, however imperfectly we may have done so.  But I do not believe we have ignored the cross nor the theology of the cross as much as some have claimed.  But why have some seen as legalistic?  Why do we so lack assurance among so many members?

III.  What has been our problem?


A.  Problem of how grace functions in the Christian's life.  No covenantal view of grace.  Do we worry about whether we are in grace or not?  Are we in the light or not?  Does being in the light mean that we are knowledgeable of every sin?  If we are certain of our salvation, why are we certain that we are in the light because of our righteousness?  What is the basis of our assurance?  What is meant by "walking in the light"?


B.  Problem of understanding a theology of atonement.  No depth of insight into what the atonement was about.  We have been largely happy with the surface references to the atonement rather than understanding the full ramifications of the the doctinre of Christ's priesthood.  Cf. Heb. 5-6.  Preaching of the facts rather than the meaning; proclaiming the history rather than the theology of the cross.  A theology of the cross ought to be part of everything we say and do; we are to see everything in the light of the cross which is the revealtion of God's righteousness--both redemptive (love) and judgment (wrath).


C.  Problem of Perfectionism.  Our ecclesiology has influenced our soteriology.  Our ecclesiology has received more attention than the ground of our salvation; and our ecclesiology has shaped our soteriology because of what we believe to be necessary for a true church.  Denominational issues.  We ought not to get the cart before the horse.  Rather, root our ecclesiology in our soteriology which is rooted in our Christology which is in turn rooted in who God is (our theology).

It is my intention to address these three concerns as we study together this weekend.  Hopefully, by the end of the last session, we will have looked at these questions biblically and theologically.

JOHN MARK HICKS

CAMP IDLEWILD

OCTOBER 8-9, 1993


WHERE'S THE GRACE?


LESSON TWO:  THE WAY OF SALVATION

Point:  There is a distinction between the ground and the means of our salvation.  Salvation is neither legalistic righteousness nor is it universalism.  It is "by grace through faith."  This is seen as the way of salvation under both covenants; it is part of the unity of the covenants.
I.  Theological Grounding:  Love and Wrath of God (Rom. 11:22).


listnum "WP List 0" \l 2  God is Love (Goodness).



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  "God is Love" (1 John 4:8,16) which Brunner calls "the most daring statement that has ever been made in human language."
  This is a statement about the very essence of God; his very nature is love and to love.  It is a natural act for him to act lovingly.  However, this is not to equate it completely with God's nature rather than to think of it as an attribute.  John's assertion that "God is love" must not be taken to imply that he is love only.  It must be balanced by the statement that "God is light" (1 John 1:5).



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Goodness as Benevolence:  he is good to others (Ps. 145:9,15-16).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  It is concern for the welfare of those whom he loves; a kind of benevolence.  It is an unselfish interest.  He cares whether we are truly happy and self-fullfilled.  This is God's kindness or philantrhopy.  We are his creatures, and he cares about what happens to us.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  It is an affectionate disposition; a feeling or disposition of emotions.  God has tender and affectionate feelings for his creatures.  God is emotionally identified with humanity.  He can feel and be affected.  God has philia love (John 5:20; 16:27; Titus 3:4).  God delights in his people (Is. 62:4).  Note some of the metaphors of tender affection in Det. 32:10 and Is. 66:13.  Even for sinful man, God has tender affection (Jer. 31:20; Is. 30:18; Mt. 23:37; or the parable of the prodigal son).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  It is self-giving.  He desires to give of himself in whatever way necessary to achieve his creature's happiness.  It is the eternal sharing or giving of himself.  This is expressed in the very act of creation itself.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  It is action on behalf of his creatures.  The previous two characteristics are internal movements, but God externalizes his love for his creatures.  Love is active.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Love as Mercy.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Love is expressed as mercy when man is contemplated as sinner rather than creature (Eph. 2:4).  Mercy is God's love directed toward man in his pain, suffering, need, misery and distress as caused by sin.  Barth, Church Dogmatics, II/1, pp. 369, 371-372:  "The mercy of God lies in his readiness to share in sympathy the distress of another, a readiness which springs from his inmost nature and stamps all his being and doing."  It refers to God's "compassion at the sight of the suffering which man brings upon himself, His concern to remove it, His will to console man in this pain and to help him to overcome it."  It is the compassion that is elicited by the sight of sinful man (Mt. 9:36; 14:14).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Mercy, as a form of love, is of the very nature of God.  God is merciful.  God does not choose to be merciful; he is merciful.  Note the revelation of God to Moses, Ex. 34:6 (which is repeated Neh. 9:17; Ps. 86:15; 103:8; 145:8; Joel 2:13; Jonah 4:2).  Note Lam. 3:22-23.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 God is merciful; he desires to relieve the suffering of all mankind.  He wants to forgive.  This is his nature.  It is this mercy which motivates God to act in Christ.  We are saved by grace.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 God, however, acts redemptively (merciful redemption) to those who fear him.  Mercy is sometimes pictured as conditional (Det. 30:1-3; 2 Chr. 30:9).  It is this mercy that is applied to those who believe in Christ.  We are saved through faith.


listnum "WP List 0" \l 2  God is Light (Holiness).



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Ethical holiness, however, is understood in the light of his creation:  in relation to other moral beings.  It is the very nature of God to always choose the right.  "God is light" (1 John 1:5).  God's ethical holiness means that he is separate from all sin.  Note the positive and negative aspects in Ps. 92:15.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  God's holiness means that he is absolute ethical perfection and purity, that he is unconditionally upright in his essence and actions.  Note the thematic requirment of Leviticus (Lev. 11:45; 19:2; 20:7,26; 21:6-8).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  God's holiness means that he is free from all sin, his absolute opposition to it, and his total hatred of it.  Holiness is separation from all that is unclean (Ps. 5:4; Hab. 1:13; Rev. 21:27).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Ethical holiness means that God hates and loathes sin (Ps. 45:7; Dt. 7:25; 12:31; 16:22; Jer. 44:4; Prov. 6:16-18; 12:22; 15:26; Rev. 2:6).  Leon Morris describes God's holiness as a "burning zeal for the right coupled with a perfect hatred for everything that is evil."



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Holiness as Law.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  The holy God is the source of all law.  The Lord is the lawgiver (Is. 33:22; Jam. 4:12).  Law, in its broadest sense, refers to the prescriptive will of God.  It is the will of God's holy nature which regulates human action.  Cf. Ps. 40:8.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  God gives us law basically because he is a holy God who has an infinite zeal for right and wrong.  This is why there is such a thing as law in the first place.  The whole moral code flows from his holiness:  both positive (commandments) and negative (penalties).  Law addresses man as creature made in the image of God.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 The commandments flow from the moral nature of God:  they are God's holiness in a verbalized imperative form.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 The penalties flow from the moral nature of God also:  sin, as a violation of God's holiness, has a penalty -- separation from God (death).  This is the power of sin -- that the law demands a penalty called death (1 Cor. 15:56; cf. Rom. 6:23; Ezk. 6:3; Rom. 4:15).





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 It is in this holistic sense that Paul writes:  "So, then, the law is holy, and the commandment is holy and righteous, and good" (Rom. 7:12,14,16).  But sin wrecks havoc with man in relation to God's holiness.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Holiness as Wrath.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Wrath is the holiness of God as directed toward man as sinner.  The wrath of God is not essentially different from holiness, but as holiness itself in its confrontation with actual sin.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Understanding God's wrath:





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 It is not to be equated with an uncontrolled fit of temper such as is common among human beings.  It is not a sudden flaring up of passion which is soon over.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 It is a strong and settled opposition to all that is evil arising out of God's very nature.  It is the natural and inevitable and eternal recoil of the all-holy God against all that is unholy.


listnum "WP List 0" \l 2  Wrath as the Sinner's Fundamental Problem.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Wrath is evoked by sin.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Wrath is the natural response of holiness toward sin.  If God is truly holy, how could he possibilty not be angry toward sin?  God's wrath is not capricious or fickle or arbitrary; it is the consistent and essential reaction of his holiness to sin.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Why is God angry with sin?





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 Some believe that God is angry when we sin because sin is a rejection of his love toward us; a rejection of the covenant-love the he wants us to have.  It is the wounding of his gracious love, the rejection of mercy that evokes wrath.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 While there is an element of truth here, it is not the whole perspective.  It is not a rejection of God's love, but more fundamentally a spurning of his holiness that evokes God's wrath.  Instead of speaking of the wrath of "wounded love" we need to speak about the wrath of injured holiness and transgressed justice.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Wrath inflicts retribution for sin.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Wrath is not just intense inner displeasure against sin, but also his active, outward punitive response to sin.  Though sometimes mellowed by common grace, eschatological punishment or the retribution of wrath is never cheapened.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  To be under God's wrath means to be God's enemy (Rom. 5:10; Col. 1:21; James 4:4), to be hated by God (Ps. 5:5-6; 11:5; Prov. 11:20; Lev. 20:23; Jer. 12:8; Ps. 78:59), and to be under a curse (Gal. 3:10-14; Mt. 25:41).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  God's wrath is retribution, it is punishment, poured out upon the sinner simply because the sinner deserves it.  God owes us punishment; we have earned it (Rom. 6:23).  It is the penalty of his divine law which expresses his holiness (Rev. 19:1-2; Is. 5:16).





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 There is the biblical line of thought that God will express vengeance (Ez. 24:8; 7:9; Jer. 51:56; Dt. 32:35; Rom. 12:19).  It is a terrifying thing to fall into the hands of an angry God (Heb. 10:31).  The "God of vengeance" (Ps. 94:1-3).  Romans 1:32 - there are things deserving of death!





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 The fact of hell points to the retribute justice of God.  Those who oppose hell are those who see God's love as an overruling attritbute.  Nels Ferré:  "The very conception of an eternal hell is monstrous and an insult to...the Christian doctrine of God's sovereign love."
 




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Is this retribution cruelty?





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 It is always judicial -- it is the wrath of a Judge, administering justice.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 We choose it for ourselves in that we choose to sin.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  The problem for sinful man is how does he escape the retributive justice of God; how does he escape the wrath of God?

II.  Distinction:  Ground and Means (Eph. 2:8).


A.  Distinction between ground and means.



1.  There is a distinction between the ground of salvation and the means by which it is appropriated.  The ground of our salvation is the merit by which we stand before God.  It is that which earns our righteous standing before God.  The means by which we are saved is the method of appropriation.  It is the way in which we receive our righteous standing before God.



2.  The ground of our salvation is something wholly outside of ourselves.  It is external to us; it comes from outside of us.  Titus 3:5 explicitly denies that we are saved by "works of righteousness," that is, works which earn righteousness.  We are not saved on the basis of the merit of our own obedience or works.  We are not saved on the ground that we are good enough.  Rather, we are saved by the merits of Christ and not our own.  It is for the sake of Christ that God saves us.  It is the righteousness of God that is imputed to us as a gift.  The righteousness by which we are saved is not earned or churned up by our own moral and positive obedience.  We are not saved by the righteousness which is inherent to us.  Our obedience, no matter how blameless it may be, will never be sufficient to earn us a righteous, perfect standing before God.



3.  It is in this sense that we can say salvation is wholly of God, that is, the merit or righteousness by which we are justified in the sight of God is not our own; it is a gift of God.  The ground of our salvation is the grace of God alone as it is offered to us in Christ Jesus.  We did not earn the death of Christ nor did we measure up to the obedience of Jesus himself.  We as imperfect and sinful beings have failed to live up to the standard of God's righteousness.  Thus, when God accepts us, he accepts us on some other basis than our own righteousness.  He imputes to us a righteousness which is not our own.  We are justified on the merits of what Christ has done, not on the merits which we have earned.



4.  Salvation, however, does not come to everyone.  This gift of righteousness is not universally given to sinners.  Rather, it is given to believers.  Without faith no one can please God or enter into his presence since it is through faith that God gives his gift of righteousness.  Faith is the means by which we receive the righteousness that comes from God.  As a means, it does not contribute to the merit of our righteous standing, but it is the instrument by which the righteousness from God is received.  The gift is the righteousness; faith is the open hand which receives the gift.  Faith is an human act which responds to God's gracious offer of the gift of righteousness by accepting it.  Faith, then, as a human act, is the means or instrument by which we appropriate salvation.


B.  The ground is external to us:  No Legalism!  



1.  The Question:  On what ground will I stand before God on the judgment day?  What is the righteousness that constitutes my salvation before God?




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Principle of Divine Holiness:  God will not permit any sin in his presence in the eschaton.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Principle of Salvation:  God must consider us holy and righteous in his sight to permit us into his presence.



2.  Solutions.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Inherent Righteousness.  This view says that some act of righteousness on our part constitutes our righteousness before God.  Our righteous acts form part of our righteousness before God.  This is internal righteousness which forms part of the act of justification.  We actually achieve righteousness or some part of it through our own acts.  God justifies us partly on the basis of our own acts of righteousness.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Imparted Righteousness.  This view says that our entrance into the presence of God is based upon our becoming like God in our righteous acts.  It is our own personal righteousness seen as given to us by God in the sense the he gives us the ability to perform our own good works or righteous.  God justifies us by making us righteous.  This is a confusion of sanctification and justification.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4  Imputed Righteousness.  This views righteousness as credited to our account which is not really ours.  This righteousness is a gift to us that is external to our own internal righteousness.  God justifies us by declaring or counting us as righteous.



3.  Man or the Plan among Churches of Christ.


The essential difference is the theological framework in which the "plan" of salvation is conceived.  Whether exegetically appropriate or not, the meaning of "the righteousness of God" in Romans 1:16 illustrates the point.
  For Moser "the righteousness of God" is God's imputation of righteousness through faith, but for others it is God's law which yields righteousness when it is obeyed.  For Moser "the righteousness of God" is a gift of divine righteousness which is given from above, but for others it is a plan which is given from above, but worked from below so that whoever fully complies with the gospel plan is righteous.  Moser stressed faith in a person who gives us the status of righteousness while others stressed the plan with which one must comply in order to become righteous.


Those who emphasize the plan, then, believe the gospel is God's plan for making us righteous.  God has instituted a new plan, the gospel system, in the place of the old plan, the Mosaic law.  The plan of righteousness under the Old Testament was a system of sacrifices and obedience.  The plan of righteousness under the New Testament is the sacrifice of Christ for past sins and obedience.  Obedience as law-keeping is maintained in both systems, but it is a different law, different requirements, different things to do.  The gospel of Christ, the revealed plan of God, is a new set of requirements, a new law.


Justification is not God's gift of righteousness because "this understanding of God's righteousness emphasizes what God has done and not what man should do."
  God's plan of righteousness is something we must do in order to be righteous.  The righteousness, then, is our own which we achieve by compliance with the plan.  Our obedience is a righteousness which complies with the demands of God's new law.  "God's righteousness," then, means our obedience to God's plan for making us righteous.  When we obey the plan, we work righteousness for ourselves.  God did his part by providing a perfect plan, and now we must do our part by obeying the plan and becoming righteous.  "Our part," then, is to be obedient so that our obedient acts constitute our righteousness before God.  "Our part" is a form of inherent, as opposed to, imputed righteousness.


The righteousness by which we are justified, then, is our own.  This is clearly affirmed by writers of this perspective.  One author wrote, "A simple brief definition of righteousness is, therefore, right-doing; to be righteous is to do right . . .  Who is he?  He that doeth righteousness.  No other is.  He that doeth righteousness is righteous."
  Thus, when you "do" the plan, you are righteous by virtue of God's gracious accounting of your doing.  Even though your doing is not sufficient to merit your standing, it is God's plan that if you do "X," he will count "X" as righteous.  God has lowered his standard of righteousness so that we can measure up to it.  When we obey, then, it is our doing that makes us righteous.  Even faith is regarded as a work of righteousness which is an obedient response to God's commands.  Faith is a righteous act, and when conjoined with obedience, it is a righteous act which God counts as sufficient to place one in a right relationship with himself.  You have measured up to God's standard, and this makes you worthy of justification.


Further, this right relationship with God is maintained by continually doing right.  We maintain our standing with God by our righteous behavior.  Even if the beginning is God's part in the sense that he gave the plan, our introduction into it and our maintenance of it is our doing alone.  Again, hear the same writer:

Thus one in a righteous, or justified state, is simply no longer alienated from God.  Because we are expected to maintain the state of non-alienation between us and the Lord there is an extension of the idea of approval in the obedience required.  In this sense we work righteousness.  (Acts 10:34,35.)  This is consistent with the basic meaning of the word since such working is essential to the continuance of the state of acquittal between us and God!

Thus, sanctification or practical righteousness is the means by which one's legal status of forgiveness is maintained.  While obedient faith in the baptismal act gave us a new start, now we must maintain our justification by our own righteousness.


It is important to understand that in this perspective compliance with God's legitimate demands or standards is not thought of as human righteousness, but as divine righteousness because they are divine standards.
  We may do them; we may act rightly, and they are our actions.  But when we do what God commands, we are "doing righteousness," but not our own.  Rather, we are doing God's righteousness because they are his commandments.  It is in this context that use of Psalm 119:172 takes on meaning:  "All thy commandments are righteous."
  It is "God's righteousness" that saves only in the sense that it is God's commandments which we obey but it is our "doing" that saves us.


Thus, the righteousness of God is not conceived as a gift which God bestows, but as a plan with which we comply.  The righteousness of justification, then, is our own righteousness since we have complied with God's demands.  We are justified, therefore, by measuring up to God's standard, and we remain justified only as we continue to measure up to God's standard.  God's plan of salvation, therefore, is not simply the death and resurrection of Jesus.  Rather, it is the righteousness of our obedient acts in both faith-baptism and our obedience throughout our Christian life.  The plan of salvation includes the whole of our Christian life, including ethics and ecclesiology.


This means, of course, that we must act righteously and measure up to God's standard in order to remain justified.  This standard of measurement or "the plan" involves both ecclesiological and ethical duties.  If we do not measure up to God's standards in ecclesiology or in ethics, then we lose our status of justification even if it is a matter of ignorance or weakness or lack of opportunity.  Every sin removes us from the fellowship of God.
  Thus, even if one, through her own Bible study, is baptized biblically, the moment she worships with the instrument on the next Sunday she is lost.  She has failed to live up to God's ecclesiological standard for the worship of the church.  The moment one has a moral failure, he has failed to live up to God's ethical standard, and is lost at that point unless he knows he had one and confesses it immediately.
  This introduces a perfectionism into the doctrine of sanctification.  We must measure up in every detail of the Christian life to maintain our right-standing with God.  In other words, we must be righteous (obey all God's commands) in order to remain righteous in God's sight.  The upshot of this is to equate the immature violation of law by a babe in Christ (like unintentionally speeding) with unimmersion.
  This is a law principle of salvation and no one, in the final analysis, can measure up to it.


This view of grace which I have outlined has several practical implications, which may account for several controversies within twentieth century Churches of Christ.
  For example, there is the thorny problem of how far grace extends to the believer in Christ.  If it is no longer faith that is the essential element, but compliance with the whole law that is equally essential, then assurance is a matter of knowing all our sins, confessing our sins and measuring up to God's standard of righteousness.  Assurance does not rest in whether one has a submissive faith in Christ, whether one humbly seeks to obey God as far as he knows and as best he can, but whether one has complied with the plan sufficiently, that is, has he kept the law well.  This looks to our own works for assurance rather than to Christ.  It substitutes a law principle for a faith principle.  Of course Christians ought to comply with God's law in every respect, but it is because of our failure to do so that we needed grace in the first place.  If we substitute compliance for faith, then we have substituted law for grace.  Instead, we ought to place faith in Christ at the head, place our confidence in him, and seek to comply with his will as best we can in every aspect of our lives.  Assurance rests in whether we lovingly and trustingly submit to Christ as best we can, and not how well we have measured up to the law.


While there is common ground between the two positions on grace, there is also a clear difference.  The differences manifest themselves in what we need to believe about the plan in order to be saved and whether the plan extends into the Christian life where good works of various kinds are also made conditions of salvation in the same sense that baptism is a condition of salvation.  It is in this area that discussions of grace have been so troublesome among us.  We can basically agree on who is a Christian (though the rebaptism controversy muddies the water, excuse the pun), but we have had problems with understanding how grace functions in the Christian's life.  In the area of sanctification we have tended to be perfectionists to the point that we depend on works rather than faith, on our perfection rather than the perfection of Christ.  We have tended to depend upon sufficiently adhering to the plan rather than trusting Christ alone for our salvation.  This is an area that needs careful reflection, and what you say about it will reflect the theology of grace to which you are more accustomed.


Recognizing this difference, it is not difficult to see why Moser emphasized the "Man" and Wallace emphasized the "Plan."  Both would say that we should preach both.  The man and the plan should not be abstracted from each other, but the traditions have a different understanding of the plan's nature.  Moser rooted the plan in a faith principle which emphasizes trusting Christ alone for salvation, but Wallace rooted the plan in a law principle which emphasizes the necessity of complete obedience throughout the whole of the Christian's life.  While they both agreed on the common ground as outlined above, they disagreed about the nature of the plan itself.  Consequently, when Moser said, "Preach the Man, not the Plan," he had in mind, "preach the gospel, and not the plan as it is conceived by some, but preach the man and tell them how to respond to his grace."  When Wallace said, "Preach the Man and the Plan," he had in mind preaching the grace of God which provided the plan and obedience to the gospel system as a law.  Moser believed that one cannot preach the gospel as a law, and consequently thought Wallace was, at best inconsistent, and at worse undermining the gospel itself.

III.  Unity of Covenants:  Grace through Faith.


A.  Theme:  "Just Shall Live by Faith" (Romans 1:17 and Hab. 2:4).



1.  Romans 1:17 states that faith if the fundamental principle of salvation.  Faith is the fountain out of which all works flow.  The quotation of Hab. 2:4 indictes the continuity of the principle between OT and NT.



2.  Faith is the fundamental principle -- is faith that is correlative with grace.  Faith is the bottom line principle.  What is this faith?  We will define it below.  But we need to see that faith is the principle by which Grace is received.  It is the means of justification, but not the ground.



3.  It is a distinction between the law of faith and the law of works; or the principle of faith versus the principle of works.  Faith looks to someone else to save, but the principle of works looks to self to save.  Faith receives the righteousness from God, but works churns up its own righteousness.  Faith has not boast except in God, but works has a boast of its own.


B.  Abraham Without the Law (Gen. 15:6) with Romans 4.



1.  The principle is stated clearly in Romans 4:4-5.




a. The issue is one of credit:  is righteousness credited to us out of works (thus, obligation) or as a gift.




b. Our credit of righteousness is through faith, not works; it is a gift, not one of obligation.




c. Faith, then, is not a matter of obligation or inherent righteousness which earns something or deserves something before God.



2.  Abraham, who lived before the Mosaic law, is one who illustrates this.  This is also indicates that Paul is not speaking only about the law of Moses, but any law.  He is talking about a law principle or law-keeping as the ground of justification before God (there was law at the time of Abraham, or else there could not have been sin, cf. 4:15).



3.  The principle is again stated in Romans 4:13-14.




a. The Abrahamic promise was not given because Abraham was so good, but it arose out of grace.




b. Abraham received the promise through faith, or, he received the gift of righteousness through faith.




c. If he received it by law-keeping (even the law to which he was amenable), then it would no longer be grace (promise).



4.  The principle by which Abraham received the promise and was credited with righteousness is the same for us except our object of faith is fully revealed in the death and resurrection of Jesus.  When we believe in the God who raised Jesus from the dead, then our faith receives the righteousness which is from God.


C.  David Under the Law (Ps. 32) with Romans 4.



1.  The same principle stated in Rom. 4:4-5 is at work when David is forgiven of his sins according to Psalm 32.



2.  Even under the law (!), God "credits righteousness apart from works."  The works of the law of Moses were not intended to justify.  Faith has always been the principle of justification.  Even under the "OT plan of righteousness" (Myer), works were not part of the means of justification.  Those works at the time of David were commanded by God, were expected by God, were necessary, but they were not justifying!


D.  Continuity of the Old and New Testament.



1.  Paul himself alludes to the principle of faith in both Abraham and David.  They are examples of the principle of faith; the same principle by which we are saved.  



2.  In this sense the plan of salvation has always been the same:  "the just shall live by faith."  This plan in the eternal mind of God has included the work of Christ and the election of his Son.  It is by the principle of faith that God saves.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  The plan of righteousnesss, then, in the OT and NT was the same.  God justifies those who believe.  Now the object of our faith has been revealed in the gospel of Jesus Christ.  Our faith is trust in the Christ who has come, while in the OT it was faith in the faithfulness of God to his promises.  Faith is directed in either case to the promises of God.



4.  Covenant distinctions are important, but the underlying unity reflects "the way of salvation" in both the Old and New Testaments.

JOHN MARK HICKS

CAMP IDLEWILD

OCTOBER 8-9, 1993


WHERE'S THE GRACE?


LESSON THREE:  GRACE IS FREE!

Point:  The doctrine of justification is the application of God's righteousness to our sins.   Assurance must rest in a biblical view of justification.

I.  Justification.


A.  Definition.



1.  There is a disctinction between making one righteous and declaring one righteous; it is the distinction between sanctification and justification; between imparted righteousness and imputed righteousness.



2.  Justification is a forensic, legal declaration of that the ungodly have been acquitted and declared righteous.  To be justified is to be as if one has never sinned.  The term in both the OT and NT has legal, forensic connotations.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Justification involves forgiveness or pardon.  It is the non-imputation of guilt.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Justification inovles the imputation of righteousness.  It is God's own righteousness as it is applied to our account and counted as our own.  We are counted righteous; declared righteous.  It is an acquittal.



3.  Justification is the gift of divine righteousness.  The righteousness is a gift from God; it is by the righteousness of God we are counted righteous and not by our own righteousness.  There is a strong contrast between human and divine righteousness.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 We are not justified by the righteousness within us; not by our own inherent righteousness (Titus 3:5; Phil. 3:9; Rom. 3:10,23; Is. 64:6).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 We are justified by a righteousness outside of ourselves which we did not earn; it was gift (Rom. 3:24; 4:4; 5:17; 6:23).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 It is a righteousness from God (Phil. 3:9).  This is the righteousness of God.  The contrast is not "the righteousness of God" vs. "the unrighteousness of man."  Rather, it is "the righteousness of God" vs. "the righteousness of man."  It is the contrast between God's grace (divine righteousness) and human works (the righteousness).


B.  The Righteousness of Christ.



1.  This gift of righteousness is rooted in the work of Christ.  He is the ground of justification.  It is his work which provided the means by which God might be just and justifier.  Justification, then, can only take place in Christ.  This is the good news of the Gospel.



2.  The Gospel reveals the righteousness of God in that it is through the Gospel that God offers the gift of righteousness, i.e., right standing with God.  The gospel reveals it because it is in the work of Christ.



3.  The righteousness of Christ is given to the believer by virtue of the believer's identification with Christ, his position in Christ and his participation in the substitutionary work of Christ.  Christ is our righteousness (1 Cor. 1:30).



4.  Jesus established a divine righteousness in the human context of his incarnation.  As the God-man, he satisfied the requirements of the law in our place.  He did what we could not do.  It is by his righteousness that we are saved; it is his righteousness that becomes our in a legal, forensic sense.  2 Cor. 5:21 -- just as our sin was imputed to him, so his righteousness is imputed to us so that we become the righteousness of God.

II.  Grace, Law and Justification.


A.  Legalistic Justification.



1.  Inherent Partial Righteousness.




a. Paul accused some of seeking justification through law-keeping, through their own acts of righteousness or their righteous behavior.  They sought a righteousness which is their own and equated that with how God justifies.  Cf. Romans 9:30-10:4.  We are not saved by human righteousness.




b. Any notion of "inherent righteousness" constitutes a denial of the biblical doctrine of justification and is a fundamental legalism.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 "Only those who do righteousness are righteous."  Thus, righteousness before God is constituted by our own righteous acts.  Nowhere does Scripture say that our works accumulate a righteousness which becomes the basis or partial basis of our justification before God.   This statement is a confusion between absolute (justifying) righteousness and relative (partial) righteousness.  Guy N. Woods (GA, March 18, 1982):  "A simple, brief definition of rightousness is, therefore, right-doing; to be righteous, is to do right...Who is he?  He that doeth righteousness.  No other is.  He that doeth righteousness is righteous."





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 Morris D. Norman (Words of Life 16.35; Feb. 26, 1981):  "I am a sinner because I commit sin.  Sin is not something one inherits.  It is something one does...I am righteous because I do right.  Righteousness is something that one does not something that one inherits."





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 God forgives sin and at initial conversion imputes righteousness to you.  However, after that initial forgiveness and imputation, God will accept only those who work righteouness or who continue.  God gives you a new start, but it is up to you to maintain your status.  When you fail, then you have to make it up (confession and prayer).  We have to maintain the righteousness which is imputed to us by our righteous behavior.  While the beginning is God's work, its maintainance is ours.  We stay righteous by our own righteous acts.  However, this ignores the reason why we needed imputed righteousness in the first place -- because we could not maintain our righteousness before God.  This ultimately destroys assurance because we cannot be sure we are maintain that righteousness.  We will discuss more of this next week.  But it amounts to a form of inherent righteousness.  We maintain God's justification of us by justifying ourselves.  Guy N. Woods (GA, Nov. 1, 1979):  "Thus one is in a righteous, or justified state, is simply regarded as no longer alienated from God.  Because we are expected to maintain the state of non-alienation betwween us and the Lord there is an extension of the idea of approval in the obedience required.  In this sense we work righteousness (Acts 10:34,35).  This is consistent with the basic meaning of the word since such working is essentail to the continuance of the state of acquittal between us and God!"  Thus, sanctification or practical righteousness is the means by which one's legal status of forgiveness (or the righteousness achieved by an act of faith) is maintained.  Practical righteousness is added to the imputed righteousness.



3.  Equivalence of Grace and Obedience.




a. Grace is conceived as God's righteous plan and faith-baptism is conceived as man's righteous act.  We are justified when we meet the righteous requirements of God's righteous plan.  The gospel is thought of as a new plan or a new law by which we are made righteous through obedience to it.  It conceives of righteousness as an inherent one.  J. B. Meyer (GA, January 21, 1982):  On Romans 1:17 - "He is not saying the gospel reveals the righteousness as an attribute of God.  Neither should one conclude that righteousness is equivalent to justification.  Instead, the gospel reveals God's plan of righteousness for man.  For example, Paul says that the Jews were ignorant of the righteousness of God.  (Romans 10:3.)  They were not ignorant of the fact that God is righteous.  They were ignorant of God's plan of righteousness as revealed in Jesus Christ....Man's actions become righteous when they occur in response to the righteousness of God...Therefore, doing righteousness is important because it is God's righteousness we do...The real issue is whether the righteousness we are in compliance with is God's or our own...[On Luke 1:6] They were righteous before God while under the because the law was still in effect.  But when the law was fulfilled in Christ it was no longer God's righteousness.  The Jews were seeking justification under a system of righteousness which was no longer the righteousness of God....The Jews could not be righteous before God by keeping the law because the law was no longer the righteousness of God."  Woods commended this article as "superb."  Myer (GA, March 18, 1982):  [On Luke 1:6] "They were made righteous before God because they accpeted and obeyed the plan of righteousness God revealed through Moses."  The plan is the  righteousness of God.  Obey the plan, you are righteous.  Christ is displaced, and a plan (a better one than the Mosaic law) is instituted.




b. Guy N. Woods (GA, March 18, 1982):  "To be righteous one must do right.  But was not Abraham's faith reckoned (imputed, counted to him for righteousness?  (Romans 4:9.)  Indeed so.  In the absence of further duties at the moment, God accepted Abraham's faith as an act of righteousness itself...It is of course through him that we are privileged to become righteous; but for him, no plan would exist through which approval before God might be attained.  We must never forget, however, that it is through compliance therewith that we are enabled to be straight with God."




c. The message of Romans is not just a message to sinners showing them how they can be saved by a new plan.  It is a lesson about how God saves us, whether sinner or saint.  It is God's righteousness that saves us, not our own.  Since it is God's righteousness that saves us, then it is impossible for us to find savlation in any way by our own active righteousness, personal obedience, good works, or being good enough.  These are two entirely different, even exclusive, things.


B.  Grace Alone as the Basis of Justification.



1.  Grace alone provides the ground or basis of our justification.  All this means is that the righteousness by which we are justified is not our own, but is from God.  God gives the whole of our righteousness.  We do not contribute anything to the constitution of that righteousness.  My personal righteousness is not part of the reason I am justified; it does not constitute part of the righteousness which earns by entrance into the presence of God.  If even part were my own, then I could boast before God.  God's gift is whole and perfect, and needs no contribution from me.



2.  In the sense of ground, we make no contribution to the righteousness by which we are justified.  We are justified on the basis of God's gift, not on the basis of my righteous deeds.



3.  Justification is impossible apart from Christ.  He alone provides the only ground of justification.  This is what is meant by grace alone:  only God can save; we cannot save ourselves.


listnum "WP List 0" \l 2  Relationship of Law and Grace in Justification.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Freedom from Law Under Grace.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 We are free from the condemnation of the law through the atonement of Christ.  Rom. 8:1.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 We are free from depending on law-keeping as a means of justification.  We do not depend upon being "good enough" to be saved.  Dependence on law-keeping yields one of two emotions:





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 despair -- they believe they must measure up but know they do not.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 self-righteousness -- they believe they must measure up and think they do (self-deception).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 We are free from legalistic motivations for obedience such as fear of punishment or desire for reward (obeying in order to go to heaven).  Rather, we now serve God out of love and reverential awe.  Legalistic motives are fundamentally egocentric and self-centered.  Their primary concern is self.  But the nature of agape is to be other-centered -- to please the one we love instead of our selves.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Servants to Law Under Grace.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 God's commands still apply as commands.  Even under grace, we must still say "I ought."  There is obligation to obey law under Grace.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 We are under a new master, Christ rather than unrighteousness.  We are still slaves.  We are not autonomous humans, but we are still under authority (Rom. 6:15-23).  




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Graces does not relieve us of the obligation to obey God's law.  Obligation to obey is rooted in creation, and that obligation is absolute and unchanging.  We will always be creatures.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Indeed, grace increases our obligation (if that were possible).  It was because God redeemed Israel from Egypt that they were called to obey the ten commandments.  Added to our debt as creatures is a debt of gratitude for redemption.  "Jesus paid it all; all to him I owe." 

III.  Faith, Works and Justification.


A.  Works Excluded from Justification.



1. Paul consistently excludes works, even works of obedience (as David under the Law) or works of righteousness (good deeds, Titus 3:5) from justifying faith.  



2.  The righteousness of justification does not arise out of the works we do.  Our righteousness in Christ is from God (external to us; extra nos) instead of from ourselves (internal to us; intra nos).  This is the theological principle of the exclusion of works, since works can always give rise to boasting.



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  However, this does not mean that Paul is indifferent to works or that he does not see faith as a living and active.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Paul's definition of saving faith is "faith working through love" (quoted in a context with Hab. 2:4).  Paul refers to the "work of faith" in 1 Thes. 1:3.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Further, he encourages believers to excel in good works.  This the purpose for which God has called us (Titus 3:8-10).  But these good works follow justification and are not considered part of it (Eph. 2:8-10:  where works are excluded from saving faith but are part of the purpose for which God created us).


B.  Works as Inevitable Fruit of Faith.



1.  James concern is to argue that a living faith will demonstrate itself in good works.




a. The works that James has in mind are moral and benevolent in nature (2:15 -- food and clothes; 1:27 -- religion defined in relation to orphans and widows; 1:22ff -- to be doers of the word and not hearers only).  Works in James functions as a plural of category for obedience to God.




b. One cannot be a hearer only.  That is a false or spurious faith.  It is a faith that cannot save.  That faith is dead, barren, and fruitless.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Note the way the main text begins:  2:14, "if a man claims to have faith but has no deeds".  This is what James is combating.



2.  The notion of justification in James is demonstrative rather than declarative.  Works demonstrate or evidence one's justification.  Abraham was justified long before he offered Issac.  His offering of Issac demonstrated a living faith which evidenced his justification.  It is in this sense that justification is tied to works by James:  no one can claim to be justified who does not show evidence of works in his life because this is the means by which living faith is evidenced.



3.  Another principle that is apparent in James is that works "complete" or "make perfect" faith.  The verb eteleiothe is better rendered perfected.  James used this term when he spoke of sin as "full grown" (apotelestheisa) when it was transformed into act and habit, and of perseverance in 1:4 when it is perfected by exercise.  Just as a tree is made perfect by its fruits in that it attains its legitimate development in bearing of fruits, which shows that it is a living tree, so faith is brought to due expression in appropriate actions by which the integrity of faith is fully proved.  Faith constitutes the foundation which reaches fruition in works.


C.  Paul and James Reconciled.



1.  The reconiliation cannot be:




a. Different faiths:  both Paul and James make a distinction between genuine and spurious faith.  Faith that saves is a faith that submits, obeys or works for both.




b. Different works:  Is Paul simply talking about works of the law of Moses and James is talking about works of faith (obedience to God's legitimate commands) so that he excludes works of the law of Moses, but not works of obedient faith?  Is it simply a contrast between works of merit and works of obedience?  





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 But this runs up against Paul's statement that David was credited with righteousness without works, even under the law!  It is the works of any law that Paul excludes, even works done in obedience to a divinely given law.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 In the final analysis, the acceptable works are the same for both -- obedience to the law of God.



2.  The point is that both faith and works are related to justification, but in different ways.




a. It is the same faith, the same works, the same people, the same justification.  Paul and James are in agreement on these points.  The difference is their way of speaking comes from the fact that they are stressing different aspects of the relationship.




b. Paul is emphasizing the immediate, direct relation between faith and justification which excludes works; James is emphasizing that there is also a necessary indirect relation between works and justification.  Thus, we can say, as does James, that justification is by works, but only in a secondary, indirect sense, insofar as they are the necessary expression of and evidence of faith.




c. Paul denies that justification flows from faith and works.  James affirms that works flow from faith.  What justifies?





(1) Faith without works?  NO, says James.





(2) Faith plus works?  NO, says Paul.





(3) Faith that works?  YES, say Paul and James.





(4) "They are not antagonists facing each other with crossed swords; they stand back to back, confronting different foes of the gospel."  Ross, James, NICNT, p. 53.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Thus, the principle of faith is the means of justification.  This principle of faith receives the righteousness of God without works, but that principle of faith will necessarily and inevitably express itself in good works if it is genuine faith.  In this sense, good works demonstrate our justification, but they are not the means of our justification in the same sense that faith is.  Good works are the proof of faith.  The principle of faith always includes within itself the willingness to obey God's commands and do his works.  A faith that refuses to obey is a dead faith (and an unsaving faith).




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Moser:  "And this suggests a fundamental principle of divine government -- namely, that when a command is given which depends on faith for its performance, faith is not considered or accepted until the command has been obeyed.  Faith and the command based upon it cannot be divorced.  And faith that stops short of obedience to the command with which is, by divine arrangement, joined, is a dead faith." (p. 57).
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WHERE'S THE GRACE?


LESSON FOUR:  GRACE IS NOT CHEAP!

Point:  Sanctification is necessary for the continued status of justification.  There can be no grace without commitment, submission and responsibility.

I.  The Problem of Sanctification.


A.  Article on Dietrich Bonhoeffer.


Dietrich Bonhoeffer was a leading German theologian who broke ranks with the state church in Germany because Nazism came to control its decisions and ideology.  As a result, and with many others, he founded the Confessing Church in Germany.  Bonhoeffer was barred from teaching in the Universities, prohibited from public speaking and writing, and eventually imprisoned.  He was executed at the extermination camp in Flossenburg on April 9, 1945 at the age of thirty-nine just days before the allies liberated the camp.


Bonhoeffer paid a tremendous price for his faith.  It cost him his livelihood, his freedom and ultimately his life.  The grace of God, as he conceived it, was costly.  It was not cheap.

         In 1937, Bonhoeffer was able to publish a little book on the Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5-7) entitled The Cost of Discipleship.  The implicit polemic of this book was that the state church had accepted a cheap grace.  It had given into the worldly culture instead of transforming it.  It had accepted "churchianity" rather than real discipleship.  In Bonhoeffer's words, "Cheap grace is the preaching of forgiveness without requiring repentance, baptism without Church discipline, Communion without confession, absolution without contrition" (p. 42).


Grace cost God the life of his Son.  It is also costly to us.  It demands our obedience in a life of discipleship.  This is a discipleship that engages the world as salt and light.  It is a discipleship that lives in the world for service and ministry to others.  It is a discipleship that calls us to follow Christ into the world to serve the world (John 17:15-18).  It is costly grace.


Grace is God's unmerited love.  It is favor bestowed when wrath is owed.  But the bestowal of that grace calls us to a costly discipleship in the world.  Grace does not come cheap.  It cost God, and it costs us our own lives in self-denial.  "If anyone desires to follow me," Jesus said, "let him deny himself, and take up his cross daily" (Luke 9:23).  Grace demands our life-long service--it demands a price from us.  While we preach the majesty and glory of grace, we must also proclaim the cost of that grace in our lives.

B.  Grace and Sanctification.



1.  The problem with grace is that it is often accused of opening up the way for sin.  Sinning may abound if grace covers all.  If we are justified by grace; if we are righteous by the righteousness of another, why seek holiness, obedience and good works?  Why seek to be sanctified if we are already justified?  Why seek to be sanctified if we are justified by another's righteousness rather than our own?




a.  Certainly it is possible to turn the grace of God into licentiousness as Jude and 2 Peter well illustrate.  The grace of God in justification can be so viewed as to free us from obligation to law-keeping; or free us from obligation to obedience.  It does not matter how we live.  This is unequivocally condemned in Scripture.




b.  However, grace does not necessarily have that result.  Paul was accused of and anticipated such objections to the grace of justification.  He responded to that possibility in Romans 6-8.  This is his discussion of sanctification.



2.  The progression of thought in Romans 6-8 is this:
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3.  Sanctification is the "other side" of grace.  It is the divine aid aspect.  It involves inward, personal change.  It involves law-keeping, obedience, good works.  We are saved by grace through faith for good works (Eph. 2:8-10).

II.  Sanctification defined.


A.  Justification and Sanctification.




Justification



Sanctification


1.  Forensic Problem



Life Problem



2.  Solves Law-breaking


Solves Law-keeping



3.  Removes Guilt



Removes Corruption



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  God as Judge




God as Physician



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  External/Objective



Internal/Subjective



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Completed Act



Continuing Process



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Christ died for us



We die with Christ



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Imputed Righteousness


Imparted Righteousness



listnum "WP List 0" \l 3  Sinner's Great Need



Christian's Great Need.


There is a distinction between justification where righteousness is imputed to us and sanctification where we grow in personal holiness before God.  Justification is that act of God which is accounted to believers so that we stand before him as if we had never sinned.  We are acquitted of our sins.  We are declared righteous.  We stand righteous before God because God has imputed to us a righteousness which we did not earn.  Sanctification, however, in its progressive sense,
 refers to the process by which we as Christians grow in personal holiness.  In the context of progressive sanctification we seek to be transformed by the renewing of our minds into the image of Christ (Rom. 12:1-2).


Justification, then, is a forensic, legal declaration of righteousness.  We are acquitted of any guilt before the judgment seat of Christ.  We stand righteous in the sight of God on the ground of the work of Christ and through faith in Christ's propitiation we receive God's gift of righteousness.  There are no degrees of righteousness here.  Justification is the gift of God's righteousness which is 100% and is in no way defective.


Sanctification, however, is a process of growth that does involve a matter of degrees.  Some Christians are weak in faith, others are strong.  Some are immature, others are mature.  Some display more of the Spirit's fruit than others.  Through faith, we grow in personal holiness, in personal righteousness.  We seek to serve God and are devoted to good works.  We improve our service, our moral behavior and our brotherly relationships with each other through the process of that growth.  We seek to be more and more conformed to the image of God's Son as we live our life in this present evil age.


Justification, then, is a forensic declaration in the great throne room of God's heavenly court by which we are accounted righteous in his sight.  Sanctification is that process of faith by which we seek to conquer sin in our lives in this earthly pilgrimage.  We are, at one and the same time, righteous by faith according to God's gift in justification and also sinners who continue to struggle with sin in this life.  We are righteous in the sight of God and at the same time people who, through weakness, continue to sin even though we strive for holiness.


Fundamentally, justification deals with our forensic guilt before God, and sanctification deals with our struggle and overcoming of indwelling sin within us.  Justification takes away the guilt of sin, but sanctification breaks the power of sin.  This is the "double cure" of grace:  guilt and power, or justification and sanctification.


B.  Definitive/Progressive Distinction.



1.  Definitive sanctification refers to the sanctified status of Christians.  They live in a state of holiness, just as they live in a state of righteousness.  Sometimes this is described as "positional."  This refers to our position or state before God, in his eyes or presence.  It is fundamentally synonymous with justification and refers back to the moment of justification.  Definitive sanctification and justification are simultaneous events.  There is much biblical evidence for this kind of sanctification.




a. Christians are called "saints," "holy ones."  Even the Corinthians are addressed as saints in Christ, but they were far from saintly or holy in any kind of absolute or perhaps even relative sense.  Christians are saints by virtue of the status in the sight of God (1 Cor. 1:2).




b. Christians were sanctified at the moment of conversion (1 Cor. 6:11), and this is their washing and justification.  This represented in the text in both the Perfect (Acts 20:32; 26:18; 1 Cor. 1:2) and Aorist (1 Cor. 6:11; Heb. 10:29) tenses.




c. The terms for purification are used with the same import (Acts 15:9; Titus 2:14).




d. Thus, sanctification is sometimes used with reference to some decisive action that occurs at the inception of the Christian life.  This action is always something God alone does.



2.  However, sanctification is usually thought of in its progressive sense.  Progressive sanctification refers to the process by which Christians more and more approximate the holiness of Christ in their lives.  It is sometimes referred to as practical holiness or practical sanctification.  This is the process of becoming; the process of being conformed to the image of Christ.  We may usually speak of it as spiritual growth or spiritual maturation.




a. Christians are called to grow in holiness.  We are called to be holy people in our life.  1 Thess 4:1-8 is a classic passage in this respect.  We are to pursue sanctification as the will of God in our lives.




b. Romans 6 teaches that since we have died to sin we are to cease sinning.  Our death to sin means that we are not live in sin.  We are to yield ourselves to sanctification (6:19,22).



3.  The progressive nature of sanctification underlies the meaning of Luther's phrase simul justus et peccator.  We are at one and the same time saint in terms of our status before God (definitive sanctification and justification) and sinner in our personal lives (we have not perfected practical or progressive sanctification).


C.  Active/Passive Distinction of Progressive
Sanctification.



1.  We are passive in progressive sanctification.  The source of holiness is God.  All holiness and goodness derives from him.  The Holy Spirit is himself the means of this sanctification and growth in holiness.  He bears fruit in our lives.  Paul's prayer for the Thessalonian Christians is that God will sanctify them (1 Thes. 5:23).



2.  We are active in progressive sanctification.  Sanctification is synergistic; it is a cooperative effort between God and man.  We are to exert effort; work; and yield ourselves to God's power of sanctification through the Holy Spirit.  We may resist this work; grieve the Spirit.  Sanctification does not take place through quiescent passivity, but through concentrated application of biblical principles to our lives.


D.  Teleological Goal of Sanctification.



1.  The pattern of sanctification is conformity to the 
image of Christ who reflects the holiness of God.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 We are to be holy as God is holy.  This was fundamental throughout the Levitical code (Lev. 11:44,45; 19:2).  Holiness is theocentric in character -- we are to be like the Father (Matt. 5:48).  We are created in God's image, and it is his full image we are to reflect.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 However, sin distorted our picture of God, and the image of God within us.  




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 The supreme revelation of who God is and what he is like is the incarnation of the Logos.  The example of Christ is our pattern of holiness.  He is the image of God, and we are to be conformed to his image.  We are in the process of be transformed into the likeness of Christ (2 Cor. 3:18).



2.  The goal of sanctifiction is the glory of God.  This is the chief end and purpose of man.  As we entertain our own glorification, we must always submit it to the glorification of God himself.  But the terminus of sanctification is the glorification of the believer with the whole of the elect.  The goal is entire sanctification, both of body and soul.  The question of whether the entire sanctification of the soul (no one believes the body) is possible in our current fleshly existence.  This raises the issue of perfectionism.

III.  The Extremes of Sanctification.  


A.  Antinomianism!



1.  The current Soverign Grace movement which is in opposition to Lordship Salvation is antinomian in character.  It is a modern antinomian movement.  Antinomianism makes obedience elective or irrelative to salvation; it allows for justification without sanctification.  They minimize sanctification or render it noncompulsory.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Zane Hodges, Absolutely Free!, entitled his chapter on obedience as "The choice is yours."




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 Ryrie, Balancing the Christian Life, p. 35:  "The unsaved person has only one course of action--to serve sin and self, or to leave God out of his life -- while the believer has an option.  He may serve God, and as long as he is in a human body he may choose to leave God and live according to the old nature."  But this will not affect his assurance or his salvation.  Sanctification, afterall, does not appear in Paul's ordo salutis in Romans 8:28-29 (SGS, p. 150).  Kendall states:  "It is true that sanctification was not a prerequisite for glorification, or Paul would have placed it in line with calling and justification" (Once Saved, Always Saved), p. 134.




listnum "WP List 0" \l 4 In SGS, Ryrie outlines the three facets of sanctification:  positional, practical and ultimate (p. 141,151).  While the first and last are guarrenteed, the middle one is elective.  He evidently believes practical sanctification can be forfeited or bypassed, for he makes room for believers who fall into utter carnality and permanent unbelief.



2.  Protestant Response.




a.  Luther:  "not that man should become good by works, but that man should thereby prove and see the difference between false and true faith.  For wherever faith is right it does good.  If it does no good, it is then certainly a dream and a false idea of faith...Where works do not follow, a man cannot know whether his faith is right; yea, he may be certain that his faith is a dream, and not right as it should be...This is what James means when he says in his Epistle:  'Faith without works is dead'."  Martin Luther, "Justification by Faith," in Classic Sermons on Faith and Doubt, ed. by Warren W. Wiersbe (Grand Rapids:  Kregel, 1985), pp. 78-83.




b. Luther in response to the antinomian saying "Do what you please.  Only believe and you will be saved":  "This is a wicked disjunction.  Turn the matter about:  'Dear fellow, believe in God, and then afterward, when you are reborn, are a new man, etc., do whatever comes to hand.'  The fools don't know what faith is.  They suppose it is just a lifeless idea...It's impossible to be reborn of God and yet continuously sin, for these two things contradict each other."




c. Calvin:  "Since faith embraces Christ as he is offered by the Father, and he is offered not only for justification, for forgiveness of sins and peace, but also for sanctification, as the fountain of living waters, it is certain that no man will ever know him aright without at the same time receiving the sanctification of the Spirit; or, to express the matter more plainly, faith consists in the knowledge of Christ; Christ canot be known without the sanctification of his Spirit....believers are taught to examine themselves carefully and humbly, lest carnal security creep in and take the place of assurance of faith."  Institutes 3.2.8-11.




d.  Calvin on James:  "It appears certain that he is speaking of the mainfestation, not of the imputation of righteousness, as if he had said, Those who are justified by true faith prove their justification by obedience and good works, not by a bare and imaginary semblance of faith.  In one word, he is not discussion the mode of justification, but requiring that the justification shall be operative.  And as Paul contendes that men are justified without the aid of works, so James will not allow any to be regarded as justified who are destitute of good works."  Institutes 3.16.1.


B.  Perfectionism.



1.  Perfectionism confuses the goal with the possibility of fleshly achievement.  The goal is perfection, to be like Christ, but the goal is unattainable in this fleshly body.  Paul seems to indicate this in Philippians 3 and chides those who think they have already attained the goal.  The goal is ever before us, and never within our possession.  Perfectionism fails to see the tension in Heilsgeschichte of "already" vs. "not yet."



2.  The experience of Paul is the great test case.  Romans 7 cannot be fit into a perfectionist scheme.  Paul was constantly aware of his struggle, even buffeting his body daily so that he too might not be lost (1 Cor. 9).  To every Christian who claims to be free from concious sin, I must respond like Anslem:  "You have not yet considered how great the weight of sin is."



3.  Perfectionism fails to see that sanctification naturally, inevitably and genetically arises out of justification.  Justification is the beginning of sanctification.  It is a process that begins at conversion.  Scripture does not speak of a second blessing.  Full or entire sanctification is the consummation of the work of the Spirit in the eschaton which is now in progress.  Sanctification of the body (1 Thess. 5:23) is the resurrection of the body.  Entire sanctification is a future, eschatological event.



4.  "Perfect" in Scripture refers to spiritual maturity.  There are stages of spiritual growth, but these are matters of degree, not kind.  


C.  The Problem of Legitimate Assurance:  1 John.



1.  The purpose of John's writing:  that you may know that you have eternal life (1 John 5:13).  Assurance is possible.  It is something he wants believers to have, though he also wants to shake those who have a false sense of security.



2.  Doctrinal Test:  They oppose the antichrist (2:20-23).  They test teachers (4:1-3).



3.  Moral Test:




a. True believers sin, but they confess their sin 
(1:7-10).




b. True believers keep God's commandmesnts (2:3-4).  They pursue righteousness (2:29).




c. True believers love the brothers (3:10).



4.  False Assurance (2:4,11,23; 3:8,15; 4:8,20).




a.  There is a problem with false assurance of self-deception.




b.  There is the problem of so looking to our obedience so as never to be assured.
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WHERE'S THE GRACE?


LESSON FIVE:  HOW CAN I BE SURE?

Point:  Assurance is rooted in the concept of submissive faith within a covenant of grace.  While assurance is present in faith from the beginning, it is also a process of maturation in Christ.

I.  Not Legalism or Antinomianism:  Where do you look?


One extreme is antinomianism.  Progressive sanctification implies a submission to law.  We are under the law of God as his creatures and we bear an inherent responsibility to obey it and serve God.  We as Christians must fulfill the law of Christ, the law of liberty (Gal. 6:2; James 2:12).  When progressive sanctification is effectively severed from and unrelated to justification, then antinomianism results.  If progressive sanctification is disconnected from justification, then justification is secured irrespective of sanctification.  Consequently, personal holiness and service before God bear no relation to salvation or justification.  There is, then, no need to be concerned about obeying the law of God.  Antinomianism, in its rankest forms, means that no matter how I live my life, no matter how often I rebel against God, I remain justified by faith.  This severs the sanctification of the believer from any meaningful relationship to his salvation.


In the history of theology pure antinomianism is difficult to find.
  Both Lutherans and Calvinists have had to deal with groups within their traditions which were antinomian in slant.  Luther himself wrote a book entitled, Against the Antinomians.
  Antinomianism appears in the context of those who stress "salvation by faith alone" to the extent that the necessity of sanctification, and the works which exhibit sanctification, are denied.  We find, for example, some hyper-Calvinists arguing that it does not matter if one is an adulterer, thief or murderer, if he believes in Christ with some kind of intellectual assent, then he can be assured of his salvation.  The most extreme interpretations of the Calvinist doctrine of "once saved, always saved" end up in antinomianism.  If I believed that I was elect, and that nothing I did, no sin I could commit -- even a rebellious attitude -- could undermine my justification, I would be an antinomian because sanctification would be totally severed from justification.


Our pioneer preachers rightly rejected such antinomianism as it was expressed in frontier Calvinism.  The biblical picture is quite clear, and it is the attempt to interpret some of these passages by would-be antinomians that has made pure antinomianism so rare.  Paul, for example, links sanctification (obedience to the law of God) to the day of judgment.  We will be judged by the deeds done in the body (2 Cor. 5:10).  God will reward each person according to his deeds (Rom. 2:6).  The description of the Great throne room scene in Revelation 20:12-13 relates the judgment of God to what good or evil the dead had done.  In the context of these passages, antinomianism must be rejected.  God has not completely severed justification from sanctification.


The other extreme is legalism.  When progressive sanctification is too intimately tied to justification so that it becomes a further condition of justification, then progressive obedience to the law becomes the condition of salvation itself.  Our salvation, then, depends on how well we keep the law.  If our salvation depends on how well we keep the law, if it depends on our progressive sanctification, then the $64,000 question is:  how progressive must our sanctification be in order to remain saved?  There is no suitable answer when the question is asked in this manner.  Must I be 50%, 60%, or can I be 10% on the scale of sanctification?  Perhaps it is even more complicated than that.  Perhaps the percentage required of us is dependent not only on the amount of the law effectively kept, but also on how long we have been Christians.  If you have been a Christian for only a year, then you are given a certain amount of "grace," or the benefit of the doubt.  Perhaps if you have been a Christian for a year, 10% is acceptable.  But if you have been a Christian for 20 years, then your threshold level might be 70%.


The problem with this line of thought, of course, is that Scripture gives us no such scale.  Whatever the dividing line between what is sufficient sanctification and what is not sufficient is, it is something that none of us can decipher for ourselves much less for others.  Take, for example, one of Biel's criteria:  doing the best you can.  None of us would deny that every Christian ought to do the best he can.  But is any Christian really certain that he is doing the best he can, much less that another brother or sister is doing the best they can?  In fact, our problem is that we often come to realize that we have not done the best we could.  We all recognize that the level of our progressive sanctification is deficient since it is not 100%.


This view of salvation can never attain any assurance because it can never answer the fundamental question:  how progressive must our sanctification be in order for us to remain justified?  This approach to assurance burdens the believer with constant anxiety.  It returns to the legalism of late medieval theology.  It forces us to ask the questions:  have I been good enough?  Have I done enough?  Consequently, we can never feel saved because we can never be sure that our level of sanctification is good enough.
Deathbed assurance, then, becomes a conjectural recounting of the goodness of one's life rather than trusting in God's gift of righteousness.   To recount one's goodness as the basis of assurance is certainly to boast in works; a boasting that grace excludes.  While our assurance is not based upon how or what we feel -- on the contrary, it is based on God's promises to us in his Word, -- nevertheless any theological system which does not permit a person to feel saved must be false.

II.  Submissive Faith.


How, then, are justification and sanctification related?  If the two are not totally severed, but neither is justification dependent upon a certain level of sanctification, then what is it that relates these two aspects of our salvation.  There is, I believe, a principle that links the two and unites them for our salvation.  It is the principle of submissive faith.
  It is summarized in the statement in Habakkuk 2:4, and repeated in the New Testament (Rom. 1:17; Gal. 3:11; Heb. 10:38):  "the just shall live by faith."  This is the principle by which all saints, in both the Old and New Testaments, were accounted righteous in God's sight.


A.  The principle of submissive faith is the means by which we are justified.  According to Galatians 3:10-11, justification does not come from the works of law, but through a submissive faith.  This is supported by the quotation of Habakkuk 2:4.  Faith is the fundamental principle of justification, but this faith is not one that is alone.  It is a faith that submits.  It is a faith that obeys.  Galatians 3:26-27 states that we are accounted children of God through faith because we have put on Christ in baptism.  The emphasis is on Christ, not baptism.  But baptism is the means by which or the context in which faith embraces Christ; where faith submits to Christ.


Baptism is an act of faith through which we are united with Christ.  It is not an act of merit.  It earns nothing.  On the contrary, it receives everything because through
 it we are united with Christ and his benefits.  Baptism is the expression of submissive faith by which we receive God's gift of righteousness.  In baptism we passively receive God's gift rather than actively earn it.  In this sense, baptism is not our work, but God's work.  Luther himself effectively summarized this perspective in his Large Catechism:

Yes, it is true that our works are of no use for salvation.  Baptism, however, is not our work but God's (for, as was said, you must distinguish Christ's baptism quite clearly from a bath-keeper's baptism).  God's works, however, are salutary and necessary for salvation, and they do not exclude but rather demand faith, for without faith they could not be grasped...it becomes beneficial to you if you accept it as God's command and ordinance, so that, baptized in the name of God, you may receive in the water the promised salvation...


Thus you see plainly that Baptism is not a work which we do but is a treasure which God gives us and faith grasps, just as the Lord Christ upon the cross is not a work but a treasure comprehended and offered to us in the Word and received by faith.
Baptism, for Luther, was the objective mark of assurance.
  Whenever "our sins and conscience oppress us," he writes, "we must retort, 'But I am baptized!  And if I am baptized, I have the promise that I shall be saved and have eternal life, both in soul and body'."
  When we doubt our assurance, we can look back to the moment of our baptism and remember God's promise to us; and if we continue in the same faith that led us to obey God's Word and receive the promise, then we can be assured of our present salvation because we believe the promise and the faithfulness of God to his promises. 


B.  The principle of submissive faith is the means by which we are sanctified.  The process of sanctification is rooted in faith.  Our good works are works of faith; they flow from faith (1 Thess. 1:3).  The best illustration of this is the "roll call" of faith in Hebrews 11.  At the head of that chapter is the quotation of Habakkuk 2:4 in 10:38.  It is not those who "shrink back," the Hebrew writer says, but "those who believe" that are saved (Heb. 10:39).  That saving faith is then illustrated in chapter 11.  It is a faith that obeys.  It is a faith that submits to the commands of God.  It is a faith that not only intellectually assents to God's existence ("believes that he is"), but also seeks to please him in every detail ("he rewards those who earnestly seek him," Heb. 11:6).


Abraham, more than any other individual in this list, exhibited this submissive faith (Heb. 11:8-19).  He lived a faithful life by consistently submitting himself to the will of God.  He lived the life of faith by believing on the promises of God.  He trusted in God's faithfulness.  Though his life was not without sin, even willful sin, he lived the life of submissive faith which was exhibited by his obedience to the will of God.  


Sanctification, therefore, is rooted in the principle of submissive faith.  This faith is exhibited in obedience; in good works.  The works of personal righteousness to which we are called flow from the principle of faith.  The works, then, are a sign of the genuineness of our faith.  


C.  The principle of submissive faith links justification and sanctification.  There is a biblical text which, I think, summarizes the principle of submissive faith in the context of both justification and sanctification.  Galatians 5:2-6 deals with both topics in the context of faith.


Anyone who attempts to be justified before God on the basis of obedience to law seeks a righteousness that is not by faith, but by works.  They have, then, fallen from grace.  Instead of seeking righteousness by means of a obedience to law through progressive sanctification, or by a righteousness which we have churned up for ourselves, we patiently wait for the righteousness that God will fully reveal.  This is our hope.  We hope for the full unveiling of God's gift of righteousness in the eschaton.  Thus, we stand justified by faith and at the same time we wait for our hope to be revealed.


The principle which underlies both our standing and our waiting, both our justification and our sanctification, is stated in 5:6 -- "The only thing that counts is faith expressing itself through love."  It is a loving, submissive faith that both justifies and sanctifies.   It is a faith that works; a faith that loves; it is a faith that shows its genuineness by the way it works and loves.  
Here, then, is the link between justification and sanctification.  


Here, then, is the principle which yields full assurance.  The original question I asked in this section was:  If grace saves through faith (if I am justified by faith on the basis of a righteousness that is not my own), how progressive must my sanctification be in order to retain my standing before God?  The question is actually misdirected.  It is not a matter of how progressive my sanctification is or how much of the law I have kept well, but whether my attempts at sanctification are rooted in the proper principle -- the principle of submissive faith.  My sanctification is acceptable before God if it is rooted in a genuine and submissive disposition of faith.  My righteous standing before God does not depend upon how righteous I am or how progressive my sanctification is.  Rather, through a submissive faith I at one and the same time stand 100% righteous before God's judgment seat on the basis of Christ's work and my level of sanctification is acceptable to him as it flows from the principle of submissive faith.  Good works and sanctification naturally flow from such a disposition of faith.  They are, then, evidence of the genuineness of my faith.


D.  Covenant View of Grace and Assurance.



1.  Objective:  The Person and Work of Christ.




a.  The promises of Christ in the Word form the objective basis of assurance.  The objective ground of assurance is the finished work of Christ which he gives us in his Word.




b.  The objective means of appropriating that work of Christ is submission in faith to Christ at baptism.  Baptism, for Luther, was the objective mark of assurance.
  Whenever "our sins and conscience oppress us," he writes, "we must retort, 'But I am baptized!  And if I am baptized, I have the promise that I shall be saved and have eternal life, both in soul and body'."
  When we doubt our assurance, we can look back to the moment of our baptism and remember God's promise to us; and if we continue in the same faith that led us to obey God's Word and receive the promise, then we can be assured of our present salvation because we believe the promise and the faithfulness of God to his promises. 




c.  The Lord's Supper stands as an objective reference point for our faith.  It is where we commune with Christ by faith in an objective manner.  My faith leads me to lift the cup to my lips.  It gives me assurance based on the objective promise of God in Scripture.  



2.  Subjective:  Principle of Submissive Faith.




a.  Paul called for some kind of subjective introspection in 2 Cor. 13:5 (and indeed every time we partake of the Lord's Supper, 1 Cor. 11:28).   Paul's point is:  don't you recognize this about yourselves, that Jesus Christ is in you --- unless you fail the test?




b.  Works cannot guarantee genuine assurance since they cannot be the basis of eternal salvation.  External works can be performed by non-Christians.  Thus, works-righteousness in Christianity is often associated with Christian works (church assembly, Lord's Supper, worshipping correctly, etc.).  Further, no one's works measure up to thorough introspection.  We can always discover sin within ourselves.  Those who only look within themselves to establish their assuranc merely set themselves up for a life of frustration.  Settled assurance cannot be found in any amount of works.




c.  What Paul calls for is an introspection of our hearts to see if we genuinely believe.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 I believe one can intuitively know whether he really believes in God.  Yet, there is always the possibility of self-deception.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 The genuineness of our faith is evidenced by our life.  This is the result of the ongoing work of the Holy Spirit in our lives.  This is not a call for perfection, nor is it a call for basis assurance on works.  Rather, it looks to sanctification as the evidence of justification, not its means.



3.  Assurance, Good Works and the Believer.




a.  Assurance invloves both subjective and objective elements.





(1) If one roots assurance in objective promises only, then those who profess faith in Christ while denying him by their deeds can claim an assurance they have no entitlement to.





(2) If one roots assurance in subjectivity alone, we render assurance practically impossible or give the basis for self-righteousness.  Assurance may turn out to be more of a mysticism than another thing else.




b.  The Principle of Assurance.  Here also is the principle which yields full assurance.  The original question I asked in this section was:  If grace saves through faith (if I am justified by faith on the basis of a righteousness that is not my own), how progressive must my sanctification be in order to retain my standing before God?  The question is actually misdirected.  It is not a matter of how progressive my sanctification is or how much of the law I have kept well, but whether my attempts at sanctification are rooted in the proper principle -- the principle of submissive faith.  My sanctification is acceptable before God if it is rooted in a genuine and submissive disposition of faith.  My righteous standing before God does not depend upon how righteous I am or how progressive my sanctification is.  Rather, through a submissive faith I at one and the same time stand 100% righteous before God's judgment seat on the basis of Christ's work and my level of sanctification is acceptable to him as it flows from the principle of submissive faith.  Good works and sanctification naturally flow from such a disposition of faith.  They are evidence of the genuineness of my faith.





(1) Some kind of assurance is present in any faith because faith involves conviction.  However, some kind of doubt is also attendant to faith since we are in the flesh.





(2) Assurance grows as faith, understanding and hope increases.  Assurance grows with maturity; it is part of one's spiritual growth.  Assurance grows as faith grows, as we understand mor about the objective work of Christ, and we as increasingly expect his revelation from heaven.  Faith grows as our holiness increases, as we grow in trust with Christ, as we evidence faith with good works.





listnum "WP List 0" \l 5 I am not more saved today than I was 10 years ago, but I am more assured.  The sanctifying process is the process of growing assurance though some assurance is present from the very inception of faith.




c.  Justified by Faith, Judged by Works?





(1) There are a number of passages which indicate that we will be judged by works (Mt. 25:31ff; Acts 10:34-35; Rom. 2:6; Rom. 14:12; 1 Cor. 3:13; 2 Cor. 5:10; Col. 3:25; Rev. 2:23; 20:12-13; 22:12).  If we are justified by faith (and not works), how can we be judged by works?





(2) Three Options:






listnum "WP List 0" \l 6 Refers only to temporal judgment, that is, it refers to temporal punishment for sin, the discipline of sin in this life, but not in the next.  This may be true for many OT passages, but this does not fit all the passages cited above.






listnum "WP List 0" \l 6 Refers to the evaluation of believers for the purpose of determining the degree of reward or penalty (cf. 1 Cor. 3:13).  However, would this apply to all texts?  The biblical validity of degrees of reward is suspect anyway.  However, this does preserve grace, but it introduces a legalistic motivation for obedience under grace.






listnum "WP List 0" \l 6 Refers to salvation is by faith plus works which is what Paul intended to deny.  Should we see Paul affirming but also denying the same thing with respect to the means of our salvation?





(3) I believe works are cited on the day of judgment as evidence of the presence or absence of faith.






(a) Justification is still by faith, but the faith that justifies is a faith that works.  Works are relevant as a demonstration of the proper state of the heart.






(b) The principle is stated in Matthew 12:33 where a tree is known by its fruit.







listnum "WP List 0" \l 7  The fruit does not determine the kind of tree, but demonstrates it.  It is the kind of tree that determines the kind of fruit.







listnum "WP List 0" \l 7 The presence of external good works, in and of itself, does not automatically certify the doer as having faith.  They may be hypocritical works, as in Matt. 7:22ff.  Finite observers are not able to judge whether one's works are sufficient evidence of faith.  All our works will be brought to light in the day of judgment in order to verify the justice of God.  The revelation of everyone's works (Rom. 2:11) are a way of demonstrating God's impartiality in judgment.







listnum "WP List 0" \l 7 But the absence of good works, or the predomiance of evil works, is an indicator of the absence of faith (as James states).







listnum "WP List 0" \l 7 Works, then, are a necessary condition for indicating faith, but not a sufficient condition.






(c) Works are the inevitable expression and thus a necessary evidence of the presence of faith.  They are the natural consequence of faith (Eph. 2:10).  Justifying faith and faith-expressing works are inseparable.  Illustration:  plug=faith; outlet=grace; lamp=works.  Works are the indispensable fruit of faith.
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WHERE'S THE GRACE?


LESSON SIX:  HOW MUCH WILL GRACE COVER?

Point:  The grace of God extended to you must be extended to others.  Within the covenant of grace, the grace of God covers our sins as long as we seek him in submissive faith.

I.  The Parameters of Grace:  Covenantal Structure.


A.  Grace Applies to those within the Covenant.  



1.  This is true in Israel.  Deut. 5-11.



2.  It is true of the Gentiles as part of new Israel (Eph. 2).



3.  However, while the covenant of love was established with Israel, it did not exclude grace to the Gentiles as a whole.  But there was a sense in which they were excluded.  Is the same true of those who have never heard today, or according to as they have heard?



4.  Nevertheless, as far as God's covenant is concerned, only those in covenant with Him through Christ have the assurance of his grace.


B.  Grace Does Not Apply to those in Rebellion against the Covenant.



1.  In Israel, those who were rebellious to the covenant were condemned.  God forsook them, as they forsook him.  This is the point of the Exile, and the message of 2 Kings and 2 Chronicles.



2.  Under the new covenant, the same principle applies.  The book of Hebrews addresses those who about to give up and willfully turn away from the work of God in Christ.



3.  The principle is an evil heart of unbelief (Heb. 3 & 4), where the church and Israel are parralled.

II.  Grace and Submissive Faith.


A.  The Principle of Submission.



1.  Grace covers those who through submissive faith seek God despite their ignorance, fears, weaknesses and misinformation.



2.  The principle of grace looks to the intent of the heart--what is desired by the heart.  Apply 2 Kings 8 here.


B.  Grace and the Golden Rule.



1.  The principle is that whatever you permit the principle of grace to allow for you, you must allow for others if your assurance is to be maintained.



2.  For example:




a.  Do you allow for sins of ignorance?




b.  Do you allow for misunderstandings of doctrine?




c.  Do you allow for actions based on misinformation?




d.  Do you allow for moments of fleeting weakness?


C.  Grace and the Soverign Will of God.



1.  Principle of grace means that we leave everything ultimately to the mercy of God, but we must live by the covenant and proclaim it.



2.  "Let God be God."  God is merciful and God is just.  The Holy One will do what is right.

III.  Grace and Fellowship.


A.  The Broad Contours.


"Exclusivism" has become a negative term in our pluralistic culture.  It represents bigotry, narrow-mindedness, and arrogance. The watchword for pluralism has become "inclusivism."  Everything from our political parties to social clubs desires to be inclusive.


There is, of course, a fundamental sense in which the church of God is to be inclusivise--no one is to be debarred from the fellowship of the body due to ethnic, economic or societal barriers.  The gospel is for everyone.  However, there is also a fundamental sense in which the church of God is to be exclusive--no one is to be embraced by the body except those who are in fellowship with God.  Fellowship has its limits, and it is these limits which define the exclusive nature of the church.


Scripture sets the boundaries of inclusivism and exclusivism.  No one has the right to exclude anyone God has included, nor include anyone whom God has excluded.  Scripture provides us with the boundaries of fellowship.  We are called by Paul to "stand firm and hold to the traditions" which we have received from him through his epistles (2 Thessalonians 2:15).  Whoever does not receive these traditions is to be excluded from the fellowship of the body (2 Thessalonians 3:14).  Consequently, the New Testament teaches that there are limits to fellowship.


The difficulty, however, is the specific nature of these limits.  While there are some complex questions involved in the issue of exclusivism, it is equally clear that the New Testament has some consensus guidelines for the fellowship of the body.


First, there are specific doctrinal affirmations which function as boundaries for fellowship.  The most simple statement of an exclusive boundary is that we must confess  the Lordship of Jesus and believe in his resurrection (Romans 10:9).  But the best known summary of doctrinal boundaries is found in Ephesians 4:4-6.  The seven ones are constitutive of the church and foundational to its unity:  God, Lord, Spirit, faith, baptism, hope, and the body.  The denial of any of these destroys the unity of the body and undermines the truth for which the church stands.


In the near future, Victor Books will publish a book entitled One Lord, One Faith.  The author calls for believers to rally around the central theme of faith in and submission to the Lordship of Jesus Christ.  Yet, his book makes no mention of baptism and the role it plays in uniting believers in fellowship.  His call appeals to Ephesians 4:5, but neglects the last phrase of the text:  "one baptism."  There seems to be a growing segment of the church which would also delete the "one baptism" from the unity of the visible church.  This would destroy the nature of the unity for which Paul pleads in Ephesians 4.  At the very least, the doctrinal unity of the church consists in the seven ones of Ephesians 4.


Second, there are specific ethical standards which function as boundaries for fellowship.  Immorality is specifically condemned throughout the New Testament (e.g., 1 Thessalonians 4:1-8).  Paul is emphatic that immoral persons ought to be excluded because their leaven will destroy the body (1 Corinthians 5:4-7).  Immorality will not only destroy the church from within, but it will hinder the advance of the gospel in the community (Titus 2:3-5).  As a result, the ethical standard of God's Son, the New Man, is demanded of his body.


This does not mean that every time anyone sins, he is to be excluded from the body.  Rather, when one sins habitually and rebelliously, he is to be excluded.  The example of the Corinthian church is noteworthy.  Paul worked with that congregation through the process of letters and visits until finally he had to draw a line.  He drew that line on ethical grounds.  He promised that he would discipline those who refused to repent of their immorality (2 Corinthians 12:21).  The church must maintain its moral ground even in the midst of an immoral culture.


Third, there are specific relational standards which function as boundaries for fellowship.  The body ought to be characterized by love, peace, mutual understanding and toleration of opinions.  The introduction of strife, separation and division destroys the body.  We are to "turn away from" whoever "causes dissensions and hindrances" contrary to the essential teachings of apostolic tradition (Romans 16:17, NASV).  The church, then, must exclude those who create schisms for their own advantage and destroy the body of Christ with their opinions.  The unity of the body must take precedence over personal opinions, even opinions about unessential doctrinal issues.  Our attitude toward the schismatic must be as strigent and unyielding as our attitude toward the immoral (Titus 3:10-11).


This short article cannot begin to reflect the complexity and problems that are attached to the exclusive nature of the church.  One point, however, is simple:  the church of God is a limited fellowship.  It is limited to those believe certain things, practice Christian ethics, and exist in love and peace with their fellow believers.  Despite cultural and ecumenical pressures, we must submit to the authority of Scripture and remain insistent on the exclusive nature of God's church.


B.  The Principle of Mercy in Fellowship Issues.



1.  Scripture is God's covenant with us, and we are called to submit to it.  We cannot permit within the covenantal fellowship what God has excluded.  We are bound by Scripture.



2.  While we proclaim the covenantal message, however, and condemn sin in all its forms, we must permit the principle of mercy to have priority in our relationships.  Jesus said that one of the essential issues of Scripture is "I desire mercy, not sacrifice."



3.  Leave the ultimate judgment to God, we must follow the covenant as best we can.  In our submissivness to him, we follow Christ, denying self, and seeking to bring others to him.  But we leave the final resting place of all to God alone.
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