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John J. Mitchell
2450 Norwood Ave
Roslyn, PA 19001
July 1979
An Open Letter
to the Presbytery of Philadelphia, et al.

A Possibility of Reconciliation
of presently opposing views concerning Professor Horman Shepherd's
"Thirty-Zour Theses on Justification, Etc."

hat follows is a very personal cxpression because it grows out of a
very personal concern. I have been distressced increasingly at the lack of
progress and unity in Presbytery's consideration of !lr. Shepherd's “Thirty-
four Theses.’' The debate has had morents of edification; but too often .
spceches have been off the point, unrclated to the issues, supererépatory ”“‘;"
efforts to correct some brother on points not related to kr. Shepherd at all. "o/ "7
This concern grows out of a more basic concern that i'r. Shepherd's
views should be subject to a court of Christ's church rather than being
bottled up in a qudi-judicial proceeding within the faculty and board of
“estninster Seminary. “hen the "Thirty-four Theses" werc brought to the
Presbytery, I felt this would allow a proper resolution of the disagree-
ments that had developed within the faculty and board.
. After the meeting of Presbytery on !ay 12, however, it would be easy to
despair. I was startled at the tie vote on finding Thesis 22 "in harmony
with the teaching of Scripture and the Yestminster Standards." If Presbytery
cannct speak with more unity than that, it should perhaps give up the cffort
no matter how grave a delinquency that would be. Unless I thought there
was some hope of easing this deadlock (other than my having to cast tie-
breaking votes), I would agree to give up. If a presbytery cannot sece its
way in a doctrinal question more clearly than that, it ought to zabdicate.
*hat gives me some hope is that also on MHay 12 there came iato clarity
(for me) some of the underlying difficulties that explain the apparently

ATreconcilable views in the Presbytery. _These difficulties have been theee
all along, but for me it had not been possibie to pin them dowi. Basically
they are difficulties due to @ii.apriori=tmind=set,” a result Gof our-prior

€onditioning, that controls our thinking and reception of others’ remarks._
(I'owe mucnh of my understanding of this to Dr. Vern Poythress.)

that follows is an attempt to show these difficulties as I see them
and to state ry opinion as to how they may be overcome. If there is to be
any rcconciliation of views, any clarity of doctrinal expression, it can
come only if all of us will reexamine our own assurptions while bending
every effort to see and acknowledge the assumptions of others. If what I
say here has any merit, it will require a complete reading of this letter
and thoughtful pondering. If your mind is closed, then don't bother.

Thesis 22: The righteousness of Jesus Christ ever rermains the exclusive
ground of the believer's justification, but the personal godliness of the
believer is also ncecessary for his justification in the judgment of the
last day (Matt. 7:21-23; 25:31-46; Heb. 12:14).

I have chosen to restrict my remarks to this one thesis (though others
will be referred to as necded), since this is the one that Presbytery split
evenly over, and because it was in relation to this thesis that some of the
difficulties becamc more apparent to me.

I shall refer to individuals by name, since it would be obscure not to
do so. Names will also serve to identify views beyond my summaries here.
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[ will also employ a measurc of enphasis that may scem overdone, but I am
concerned to male my meanings clear.

For myself, since I first saw ilr. Shepherd's "Thirty-four Theses" (my
first exposure to his views except by hearsay), I have sought to withhold
final judpment until hearing the discussion. Since being chosen chairman
of Presbytery's Committee of the 'Mole dealing with the theses, I have con-
tinued ny effort to kecp an open mind so that my moderating wight be fair.

That is not to say I had no opinions on the theses. then I first read
Thesis 22, though critical of its syle, I had no basic disagreement with
vhat it said. (This in contrast to other theses including some with which
Presbytery itself has had iuch less difficulty.)

So, vhen Presbytery turned down a proposal to declare Thesis 22 to be
"contrary to the teaching of Scripture and the 'estrinster Standards," and
turned down a proposal to declarc it "unsatisfactory,” I was frankly amazed
that the presbyters were unable to say it was 'in harmony with the teaching
of Scripture and the Yestminster Standards." Nothing I heard in the debate

on iay 12 gave me any reason to alter my initial opinion about Thesis 22,
and I had no hesitancy whatever (except to lose my "neutrality') in casting
the tic-breaking affirmative vote.

Basis for despair

The proposal to declarc Thesis 22 contrary ta.Scripturc and the
Standards clearly lost. _Thé proposal to say it was "unsatisfactory" (a
rather mild but ambiguous. criticism) also clearly lost. My then did the
affirmative resolution fail to ruster a clear majority? ey I

""" One can only guess. Certainly thosc who favored either or bLoth of the
negative proposals would vote against the positive one. But those nega-
tives both lost. There must have been a shift in votes for perhaps a variety
of reasons by those who felt it unwise to express approval of Thesis 22.

In fact, several presbyters recorded their reason for voting against.
the positive resolution as follows: ""Because we believe that Thesis 22 can

—_—

be _understood--to—teach that good works must constitute a ﬂround for JUStl-
;1catldﬁT" At the tirme, that did not seen an unreasonable explanation of
those negative votes. 'ith reflection, however, that reason contains more
than ample grounds for despair over Presbytery's ability to judge.

To elaborate: -Some people understand Scripture to teach a flat earth,
but we don't exclude their "proof-texts' just because of some people's
denseness. But I don't belieye those who recorded the reason cited above
did so because of the DOSSlblllty that some people nlght be stup1d They
meant to imply that Thesis 22 could “be’ reusonablx understood aa,xeachlng
that good works must cong}}gute ground for Just1f1cat1on.

Tiow—could anyone believe that,_houevezh_;n the face _of_the absolutely
un“mblpuous assertion of Thesis 22 itself that "the rlghteousneSS of Jesus
Christ ever renains [i.e., no.other.possibility.in_time or eternity] the
exclusive {i.c., no_other. possibility of any sort whatevcr] eround of the.
believer's Justlflcatlon”7 It is incomprchensible to me--with hindsight, I
admit--tiat anyone could believe that Thesis 22 could be reasonably under-
stood to teach anything that so clearly contradicts its own first clause.

Unless one supposes ir. Siepherd to be totally illogical or irrational,
onc has to belicve that the second clause of Thesis 22 cannot contradict the
fivst, One may be undecided as_to —what_the_second clause mecans, but he
cannot yeasanably suppose that the words 'mecessary for jUStlflCathﬂ can
be understood in the sense of “necessary as_a ground."

llow did this "i) “1ncomprcncns1b1e”51tuat10n come ubout? It was due to this
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ratter of 'mind-set'--but of that, more later.

Significance of votes

I rust add that it is also distressing to hear frequent exnressions of
concern over the '“testimony" of the Presbytery in these decisions. This
presbytery was not asked to mzke, nor is it engaged in making a testirony.
It was askecd to “resolve a questlon of doctrine reasonably proposed, and it
has that duty to do before worrying about its “testimony." Presbyters who
vote out of concern for what '"others' may think are, if not derelict in duty,
at least falling short in resolving the question of doctrine before us.
How I suppose that some of those who recorded their reason for their
nagative vote did so, not because they thought Th351s & actuwlly taught
IEEE_EQQQ_HQIkS_are_a_erQndeQ 1pst1£icat10n _but bgggpse thqf—fﬁ“hnht
others might so interpret it, And there is plenty of evidence that sone
do interpret it that way even in the Presbytery. BDut again, presbyters are
being asked to vote, not out of concern for how someone may misunderstand
this or that thesis; they are being asked to determine whether a thesis is
in harmony with Scripture and the Standards or not. To fail to do either,
as Presbytery nearly did on liay 12, is a failure to perform a duty. (This
is not to impugn anyone's motives, but is to remind us of just what the job
before us really is.)
‘ Nor is this to say there is no_reason_for concern about what 'others'
nay think, __But that concern must not be_allowed to interfere with answering
the doctrinal questions before us. Once that has been done, it would be
fU11Y in order to adopt some ”tust1nony” on the sub;ect if that is deemed
wisé Tor the saké of the truth of the gospel.

o T repeat: It is not responsible to vote on these questions--at this

stage of the procecdings--with an eye to what “others' may think. “(As for
those who were consciontiously persuaded that Thesis 22 was "contrary” to
Scripture and the Standards, more later. ) .

hat might have been

If I had been less startled by that tie vote, and more prepared to
seize a parliamentary advantage, I might well have rcfrained from casting
a vote to break the tie. In that case Presbytery would have been in the
highly untenable position of having rcfused--by a clear majority--to declare
Thesis 22 *contrary" to Scripture and the Standards, or even to say it was
Yunsatisfactory,” and also having refused to say it was "in harmony.* It
was in harmony or it weas contrary, one or the other. (Thesis 14 differed
since it included expression of opinion that did not purport to be derived
from Scripture; Thesis 22 nmeant to express scriptural teaching--either it
did so or it did not, and Presbytery should have declarec which.)

If I had refrained from voting (leaving the affirmative resolution to
fail), it would have been in order then to bLring a formal complaint against
Presbytery for (1) its failure to resolve a question of doctrine, and (2)
its failure to declare that Thesis 22 is in harmony with the teaching of
Scripture and the lestminster Standards. That would have put the shoe on
the other foot and would have confronted Presbytery with what I can only
supposc would have been an impossible dilemma.

Such an outcome would have put at least part of the basic issucs in a
consise form that could have been forwarded to the General Asserbly. I

rother wish it had turned out that way. But I still feel it is possible
for the Presbytery of Philadelphia to do its cduty in this matter and do it
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so as to satisfy the proper concerns of us all. Bear witih ne.
Problen of "mind-set"

On lay 12, what had been a problem all along finglly became clear (to
me, anyway, at that time). A real language barrier exists among us. \le
think we're speaking English, but the dialects in use are nutually unintelli-
gible. It is a barrier thut prevents us from hearing others--or expressing
ourselves--without categorizing these thoughts in ways that are neither
necessary nor always biblical. That the barrier is real and potent became
abundantly evident in the paper presented by Mr. Kuschke concerning Thesis 22,
and in the reason recorded by those who refused to affirm Thesis 22,

There is in all of us--and we must recognize it--an autopatic-reaction

—————

to_certain words and phrases due to past _conditioning. Speak of 'dinner' and
ny nlnd's eye conjures up delectable “dishes and the like, and even salivation
(yes, we're talking about Pavlov's dog!). I do not think of tigers (though
I misht if I lived in Bangladesh), nor of worms (though I might if I had a
morbid imagination). "Dinner' refers to rny eating, not my being eaten.

Grant that we have a ""mind-set.'" Grant too the history of doctrine that
has generated it. Grant the wisdom of distinguishing certain words and con-
cepts clearly from others. It remains to ask, Does Scripture necessarily

operate with the same nind- set? Is Scripture governedh5§-our categories

and definitions in systcmatlc theolongﬂhougxgxq_§eful such rgfinénents may
be? Certalnlxmngt,”w1tnesshScrlptp:e_s“gggmgfmﬁ:pqengjgglgn 5

The '"nind-sct’ trap

Mr. Kuschke fell squarely into the trap of that conditioning (and those
who recorded their rcason for the negative vote were still caught in it).
His statement that '“to speak of our obedience .-. . as necessary for our
3ust1‘1catlon 1mplles the nccessity of that obedience either as ground or 2 as

instrument of ouy. justification," is neither a nece55ﬂr1 1np11cwt10n fron

any catum of Scripture or from logic, _Iﬁgfg_ﬂay well be other necessary
:_;:;;Qnsa1psﬂhc1u£cn obechqcc.and }ustlflcailou that_have nothing to do

p111cy And, since thq_lus;lflcgfion spomen of in Thesis 20 i themverdlgb
RI.acqul t;g;hgt“;hem£1nalﬁjudgnenb- that nec3551ty could be” qfknpre_ghgp
£oB ks,
Also, Ir. Kuschlke's insistence that "personal godliness' and the like

"all pertain to sanctification” and cannot havc a necessary reclation to-
justification is also duec to a ‘mind-sct’’ and not to Scripturc or logic.

I grant all these things "pertain to sanctification." Dut that does.not
~eliminate the nossibility of a necessary reclation to justification. Sancti-
fication is always the subsequent to (initial) justification; there is a
relation of necessity herc in which sanctification must, in God's gracious
purpose, follow on that initial justification. The_final acquittal (or

'justification" in lr. Shepherd's usage) is a necessary subsequent to sancti-
Tication, also in God's gracipus purpose (cf. Romans 8). The conclusion:
‘ﬂuatcvc§“p31t°1ns tQ,sanctlflcatlou bears a prior and necessary relation to
tﬁe ”JU:tlflC“thﬂ in the judgment of the last day.*

T TWhy does 1ir. Kuschke (and others) have such a problem? It is the “'mind-

“ set,”" lle specks as he does, as most of us normally do, because of a con-
ditioned zeal to avoid the crrors of Roman Catholic confusing of justifica-
tion and sanctification. That is a good motive. But that does not prove
that some other way of speaking of these things is uhbiblical,
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le simply must recognize the poss1b111ty that some of us have allowed
our dcflnltlon; from systematic theology to dictate for us what is and is
not '"'scriptural.” That was the very trap that governed the Council of Trent.
Yle mnust be extremely carcful to avoid such a !mind-set' -trap«

Analysis of Thesis 22

All of this is rather much of generalities. l'hat follows is an examina-
tion of a specific case--thc one in which Presbytery found no unity.

After the fact at least, it seems incomprehensible that anyone could
fail to see that Mr. Shepherd was not speaking contrary to Scripture. [He
was certainly speaking contrary to our '"mind-sct," to what we are accustoned
to hearing, and that may bte reason enough to criticize him.

But the thesis baldly insists that the righteousness of Christ is the
only and “ever remains' the only ground of our justification (which should
be understood as including the initial act of God, the resultant state, and
the final judgment acquittal). No one took any exception to this first part
of the thesis. Since Mr. Shepherd insisted on it, it must be granted that
he believes it no matter what he may be thought to say in the second part.

lir. Shepherd, having clearly stated the sole ground of our justifica-
tion (then, now, and at judgnent), goes on to insist that Scripturec teaches
that fersonal godliness' is also necessary--in some sense that can only be
other than ground--{or the final "justification.”
sonal godllncss fron thc Cd__36§; of necessarg,ground “since he is sneak:_
ing (in the second clause) of "justification at the Jufcmcnt day,” he is i
eyElﬁaiﬁF‘rﬁersonal vodllncss“ from the category of necessary_ ry instrument.
BxffHE“ﬁ"turE“ﬁf“fhe case, i€ is téd late to Eroduce “the 1nstrument of f_our
initial justification when standing at the judpment seat. The qpcstlon
flien, is whether Scripture warrants our speaking of ﬂnprsonal godliness' as
necessary in some other sense tnan that of ground or 1nstrument 1

A scrious reflection

Upsettlng as has been the "mind-set'’ that_per51stent1y (stubbornly?)
1n¢15ts that ”necessiri,for justification' can only mean ''necessary as ground

oT T instrument’ no matter what, more _upsetting has been_the practical re fe;uspl

to_engage in cxepetical discussion.despite lir.. ‘Shepherd's : appeals foxr 1t

The "mind-set" has cone dangerously close to shutting us off from exanina-
tion of Scripture itself.

Now that sounds harsh. But I believe it is factual. The appeal to
be shovm why Scripture may not support the statements in Thesis 22 has not
received acequate response. This seens due to the "nmind-set.' -Even. when-

Scripture.passage;seens._to bo: saginv$that?sonething is: ﬂeccssary for JUStlfl-
cation, (in whatever: 'sensc) ‘oth

z;s.nﬂlatqyg;*the'passage means; Lit: cnnnot nean: that-—end oE d15cuss1on?
The OrthodoX PFFesbyterian Church has been noted for its willingness to
examine anything in the light of Scripture and to yield to the results.
Apprarently this commendable attitude does not prevall about matters said to
be necessary for justification. The final word is im: HNothing can be neces-
sary for justification except as ground or instrument and Scripture cannot
say anything othexwise.
Brethren, I do not like what I just said. But it happened on lay 12,
Until wve arc ready to sct aside our 'mind-sct” on this nmatter, we could be
in the preliminary stages of splitting our church, the senminary, and the
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wider community of Reformed pecple who stand with us.

Wi2th that behind us, let us look at one Scripture passage. This one is
not cited in Thesis 22, but was used clsewhere in ilr. Shepherd's paper, and
was referred to in the dcbate on Thesis 22. I have chosen to use it simply
because it illustrates several important points.

latthew 12:33-37

The questions: Is_it biblically warronted to speck of the final verdict
of acquittal at the lﬂﬂﬁﬂ&ﬂt day as a '"justification”? (This is not to ask

whicther it is prudent to do so.) Is it biblically warranted_to _speak of any-
think as necessary Fox;xant.ﬂ;ustlF;catlgn" in which_the necessity is ofﬁ€§
than _that _of grownd or instrument?

“Righteousness. For a question I have not heard mentioned so far in the
discussibn, it seems useful to ask just what is meant by “righteous" or
“righteousness." e all agree that "justify" can mean ‘declare:x nghteous =
that is this quality of being righteous?

The concept has two aspects. DBasically, it has tc do with fair or
equitable dealing (in both Hebrew and Greek). In that sense, it is a virtue,
a personal quality.

If we leave the concept there, however, we fall into a swamp of Poman
Catholic confusion. Righteousness is not just a virtue, not just a quality
of the person. It goes beyond that. To be righteous, particularly in the
situation when one is first justified by God's gracious act, isFmotva-matter
ofivirtueoriqualitys (thougn ‘thisrmistifollow=in time), but™6f status, At
root, the righteous man is the man with a certain status, that of Ystanding
inazightﬂgwith"cod The immediate result of being justified is a status and
not a virtue. It is this distinction that lies at thec hcart of Catholic
and Protestant dispute about justification.

This=is=not-to=say. that dikaios,.dikajgsune,-or. dl_aigg_ugxﬁx;hnua_xeﬁen
ence-toryirtues==jt-issto:say: thatsthey~alwaysy-inssome-degreeyrirply~one's
&EB;usEﬁéfﬁrﬁiﬁndﬁ;_ylzzgg_igf1ﬁVBIVcﬂ"but more imnortant and often ov ovVer-
looked is the matter of status.

Day of Judsment. Back to !latthew 12:33-37. Throuchout this discourse,
Jesus is speaking of the final judgment. TI'hatever illustration is used, it
has something to do with that subject. And vhatever else may bec meant, in
verse 37 the subject is the last judgment and the possible verdicts, i.e.,

a question of possible status before God at that day.

Parallelisn. Verse 37 is a double statement, so constructed that it is
inpossible to deny the parallelism. Thac contrast is solely in the verbs.

Jlithout asking what either verb may mezn, any fair principlc of hermen-
eutics would have to agree that the verbs are being used in parallel scnsecs.
lhatever is clearly meant by one must be, mutatis “utandla, neant by the
other. Any other exegesis would violate the parallelism.

Verdicts. The context is the last judgment. The verbs have something
to do with that final judszment. Since the second verb (katadikazo) can only
have the mcaning of '"condenn," "declare puilty," the First = verb nust have a
parallel meaning. Since "justify," "declare rightecous,' is a prlmary neaning
of dikaiod, it must have thiseforensicwsense=here. Cﬂzat the verbs are
direct opposites is shown by the direct contrast in the peevious verses.)

If therd is some hermencutical principle that nllows some other inter-
pretation, I would be pleased to hear of it. As it stands, no other inter-
pretation does justice to the text--in spite of what respected commentators
may hqve said (But sec Calvin on this verse.)
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violate the parallelisn; kotadikazdo has no such demonstrative meaning. And
if Jesus had meant for us to 'mderstand a demonstrative Force here, he did

a peor job of indicating it. (Another basic hermenevtical principle: A
passaze should be understood--iot necessarily exhaustively--in the sensc the
original audience would have understood it. Even to sugzgest that in Aramaic
tic vords nmight have had different connotations, however, only leaves the
confusion as a fault of the lloly Spirit who is responsible for the Greek.)
Unless one is to suppose a rcal lack of clarity here, the only conclusion is
that d¢ikaicd neans “declare righteous™ in z forensic sense.

Analogia fidei? I'm sure someone is ready to remind me that there is
another hermencutical principic to listen to. There is the "analogy of
faith," the principle that cvery Scripturc must be understood in harmony
with the tcaching of the whole. Fair enough.

Jut is it contrary to the overall teaching of Ccripture to understand
dikaiod as a forensic declaration in iiatthew 12:37? “hat is being contra-
dicted? The-conclusion: seems clear:=~It-is biblically warrsnted to speak-of
the final verdict of acquittal gs-a-'justification'--hovever wise or not: it
hay be, . Failure to.grant this.isva:matter:of: stubbornness.

The necessity. The other notable feature in iatthew 12:37 is the paral-
lel with various expressicns in Paul having to do with justification. Paul
speaks of belng JUStlflGd by faith (ek p1steosl being justified not by works
(cx ergdn). lere in Matthew, Jesus spcaks of being JUStlfled (at the final
juderent, though) by words (ek logdn).

Grant that prepositions are notoriously inexact words. Still, there is
this parallel construction in Matthew and Paul. At least, one rust ask
whether ck logdn has the same force as ek pisteds.
uas:cally, ck with a genitive means "out of" or “fron," bLoth of a place or
a state. Peul uses the construction tc indicate the condition out of which
one is justified, i.e., ek is used to indicate the means or instrument by
which something is received. (Curiously, Dagster's little lexicon cites
iatthew 12:33, 37 as its illustrations of ek used as neans or instrument.)
Again, so far as the surface of the text is concerned, may not ek logdn be
uncerstood as indicating the instrument of our final acqu1ttal7

If it does, we do have a problem with the analogia fidei. It scems
clear enough that faith is the “2lone instrument" of justification (albeit
with reference to the initial act of God). Either additional means are re-
quired for the final verdict, or we must understand ek logdn in some other
way. Since the first alternative is also contrary to Scripture (the initial
justification by the sole instrument of faith never being suspended and still
belng in force at the final judgment), we must seck cnother “meaning.

-Logdn as demonstrative. - In-Matthew'12;"Jésus is not cnngﬂrngé_§g_ggk§
account of all the niceties of Pauline theology. There is a pastoral con-
E;Iﬂ_nﬂrﬂ4~2hﬂi:ﬁis_hﬂax_;s s _(and we readers) realize, not that good w words,
nerit final justification, but that their presence provgs s_something.

; Jesus is speaking of "words" (and I think he means literal utterances)

as the product of a nan s begrt, elther good or evil (verse 35) =The- wordsy
rocuct: : sart's condition.

This is the demonstrative element (not the word diksiod). Good words .

show a good heart, one (we learn from o other Scripture) ren renewed to faith, one

bellev1rg to justification. Good Uords do not directly prove e the Just1f1ed

statc of the persorn; they prove Nhis_good heart and from_that _fact_his being
justificd 15 then established.

THUS 'good words" ars necessary for the final justification, not as a
groung_or as_gn-instrument in themselives, but as proof (not to God, but to

thc _assembled 1nn~1, _and mortals) "that behlnr d and prior to the good words




tiere i5 a heart reggnerated to scving, justifying faith.

—*_'TTBOEE;—_ua» this. souehoy denies: tha vossibility of a“death-bed con-
wversion': where.the._convert.lacks:-time-to- utter&any ”wooﬂ words;* ¥ is to intro-
duce:a nossibilityﬂebout which- Seripture is-silent.= So should ve be.)

IZ the "rood words' can e feirly translated as ¥perscnzl godliness™
(L1c oTC L lendu renrcse*; tiv“ of it and if tacy arc und stoou 25 the
---_J. e e et = ol . . R i et S -— ——-

1J'h140 nccessary for his Jy LL,lC“tLOW in _the JUC"WGPt of thc Jast day "
This s taught in liztthew 12:37 (and u11V1n hppuens to "nrﬁe)

— s

Peiterztion

There is nothing in Hatthew 12:32-37, nor from the rest of Scripture,
to czuse us to reject the surface implications of the »arallelism in verse
37. To ‘justify" here neans to ‘declare righteous.’

Thes:# denonstrttivc@elenent"*f?“nof”in*dikaloo;:but"1n ‘thewlogdn. It is
just as reasonzble to see the *idle words™ as demonstrating a pollLted heart

+as the ‘'good words' show a renewed heart. Jnesground:zofscondemnation=is-not
ﬂ;ghﬁvilmuordagxhanﬁelyesm{though even one such would ground enough), but
the inper.state.ofsxebellionytozwhich=tlieyHoifit. So too with the dlpood.
mras-omthey‘-"’*’:ifeﬂﬂotﬁa*‘“mu-zd ofrjustificationy=or-a part  of:the”ground Fbut
WspointerytoTthes E"liﬂviﬁ?'ﬂeErt&b?ﬂwhicﬁﬁ*"aﬁr:jjusti‘!hc

I co not see how anyone can make a plzusible case for secking dikaiod
in latthew 12:37 except as expressing a:forens;cteeclaratic sTazverdict,
Even if you are persvaded otherwise, is there anything in the foragoing

“interpretation that contradicts the teaching of Scrlptur as a vhole? If
not, you should have had no trouble agreeing that Thesis 22, as stated and
with its own clear qualificaticn, is in harmony with Zcrinture and the
‘lestrinster Stancards, hdéver probleratic the choice pfiwords nay be.

iz_vay of transition

I mean now to go to engage in criticisnm of the gsneral approach and
terminology in the theses (though with continuing focus on Thesis 22). I
would renind us again that in consicering these theses we are not being

asked wiether they could be improved upon--it will be obvious I think they
could and should be improved. «le-arezbeing=asked:vhether;vin:whatever.clunsys
confusings=even:-ambifuousj ternsarthesis=may-be=stated;~is-it=(in-context
withral bxtherotheF5 ¥ in-Hamony=with=Scripture-and=the-Stzndards.

Ins..otner«wordsmlffe"thesis-.pt_ssablormllot =Does it nass« nagga zeun

<audel

Zasic criticisnm of -theses

In brief, my basic criticism of ify. Shepherd's '"Thirty-four Theses® is_
_that they qgnQxﬁﬁ;hg&béigggﬁéuzgkmzzlng*_pa:tlcula;_y from the heformation.
wgsnndgxllz the theses hqyp_agxprntnvlogythatsismbeyond scriptu;g{:warraﬁt_
and is _confusing to the reader.

Since ifartin Luther, the word "justification'’ has been used, in theolo-
gical discussion within orthodox Protestantism, to refer only to the initial
act of Cod by vhich, on the ground of Christ's imputed righteousness re-
ceived through the sole instrument of faith, a sinner is declared to be and
is constituted u4s righteous in the sight of God.




i

Lat in taesis 4, “justificoticn’ is defined in twe acditicaal senses, leaving
o larpe nersure of coufusioa titereaiter., Consides:

. Justification is an zct ¢f Coc vy wiiich Fe fosgives sinners oc-
quitting them of their suilt, accounts and accepts thien as righteous, and
bestous upon them the title to cternal life.

sis 4. The torm “justification” may be usec with reference to the acauit-

mad acceptance of the believer at his effectual calling into union wita
nrist, or with rcference to the state of forgivensss ond acceptance vith Cod
inte vhich the believer is ushered by his effectual calling, or with refer=
ence to Cod's open acouittal and acceptance of the believer at the final
jucteit (Cett. 12:356, 37: Fon. 3022, 243 5:1:; 6:i1; Gal. §5:3).

Susstion of Liulical wazrant

ilow Prasbytery hes ﬂlrc;cy grecd, toough with a strongly voicéidisscnt,
that thesc two theses are in h.rmcny with the teaching of Scrinture and the
Jlestrinster Ctandards. (And it is at this point--i.c., in relation to Thesis
22--that ''r, fuschke'’s insistcnt objection to the consicderation of the theses

—seriztin shows some validity. It is rove obvious at this point waat is in-
velved in Theses 3 and 4 than when tnny were first consicdered. Even so, I
do not sce how we cgould have proceecded except seriatin. )

Yles that carly judgrent on Theses 3 and 4 warranted? I believe it was,
Thesis 3 is certainly true, aid dtéwmissquitezconceivable: that scriptural
U280 ;425 surnarized:in:sThesis: 4;nisslesstprecisesimore  inclusive; than our
heologicalzor:confessionali usaseszintregardtto= justificationty That is
cbviously what Presbytery thought when it voted on Thesis 3 and 4.

™

oz. ililler's nroblen

-

Fron taat decision cn Thes2s 3 2nd 4 onward, Dr. C. J. ifiller has re-
peatedly referred back %o what he sees as a basic confusion in the two. IZf
justification is, as Thesis 3 defines it, zan:nct"bf‘de**hou,can“*t“ﬁISO ‘be
the‘resultant:steza;nf&t%eAJLstifxedﬁpe SOnT

Or, :idller has a peint. Eut he has failed to grant that Theses 3 and 4,

hovever inconsistent they mey be, nevertheless are in herimony--to some cegree

--with Scripture te=cu_Jg “Justification” in Thesis 3 is linited to the
irnitial act of Cod; *justification'’ in Thesis 4 includes two additional
usages found in Scripture. The confusion is not in the two theses per se,

but in the use of "justification® in rmore then ore sense. This has biblical
varrent and must be granted, however confusing it turns out to De.

dut the confusion is real. It illustrates a lack of precision in the
theses, or better, a failure:to-reconcile-twozgoals apparently present:in:
th*ir_convns1t1on. =These-goals-are<(l)-to<sursnarize: certaln.blblical teach-

ing;ting aOFethihg of:a kih,;egk,gzx;g¢aﬂdivqxéxng,.concernzn _*justifxcat1on-
(1u,;ﬁe inclusive. scnso)fnnn+re1eted‘subjectsﬁk znd- (2)" to=make:theolggically:
'ggggggggyvtpterents ‘on“thesé pointsiatithe:isaneitines The two goals co not

lveys mesh, cr ot least have not zlitzys been successfully ach1eved

Furtier snalysis

TE{A;_QEF thing_to summarize scriptural usage of “'justjfication' and its
cogg;bcq as_Thesis 4 does «—ﬁ_ﬁggi_:gggzgtely It is quite another TITE to
cefine Y“justiZfica Lnon 23 an act of .Qd, af Thesis 3 aCCLratcl coes, and

Teave it uncertain how the definition andc thrco-fold usage ore relatecd. The

——— e e
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irplication--not the necessary conclusion--is that the definition of Thesis
3 sonchow applies to 21l three of the usages itemiazed in Thesis 4.

That implication is not a necessary conclusion. But the confusion
created by the juxtaposition of Theses 3 and 4, with no clarifying distinc-
tions made, is a real problem. <Though”lumping” three distinct situationsti
undex..the single rubric of ""justification” way have some biblical warrant; it
certulnly is not helpful in- an- attempt to maPe tileological staterents,

Neither is”it’ good biblicall theology.: ” Scripturé nowhereé 'defines “justi=
fication as a unified concept mzant to~ apply to all three usageés. Scripture
nownere uses the term so to imply rcference to all three situations. To do
so in the theses {this iy done in the first clauvge of Thesis 22} is t6 po
beyond scriptural warrant and introduce serious confusion.

Altogether apart from the “mind-set!:problem~(which IMtri Shepherd has not
taken.anything:«like:adequate:cognizancezof=zif -he really means:to communicate
ﬁ;x;ptural truth:more. clearly)«wthehtheses@haveAtheir ‘own~-Y'mind=set''problem,
The eff to swmarize Scripture's teachi h ikaiod and its copnztes
Zid related concep : Toficertain-distinct coiicépts
xhataScripggremitsétifis%neyex%gullty;ufg&alwazs“brOV141n"*adggvaxa_canggx;“
¢o’deterninewthawspociflc .concept.in.view.,

Criticism elaborated

I would erxpress basic sympathy with !Mr. Shepherd's attempt to state and
swimarize certain biblical teachings more adequately and in closer style to
Scripture’s own manner of speaking than has always been done in the past.
Thesis 4 is basically just such an attempt. If it stood alone, I would have
little difficulty with it. '
3ut since the Fifteenth century, ''justification' in theological discoursc
has referred only to the initial act of God in declaring a2 béliever righteous
in God's sight. To use the word, in theological statem2ats, in any added
sensesy is to confuse most of us, to say the least,

The only way to succeed in lir. Shepherd's goal is (1§ to provide three
distinct definitions of '"justification™ for each of the distinct usages, and
(2) to employ some rmeans thereafter to nake it clear which usage is in view,

That would sugpgest either using three distinct terms for each concept
(p perfectly good biblical possibility), or at least so modifying each ap-

pearance of Yjustification' that it is clear which usage is in view, (The
first instance of #justification” in Thesis 22 is not sc indicated, but the
' second one is.) :

Tae use of “necessary”

The use of “justification,” particularly in theological statements, al-
rost automatically cvokes refercnce to God's initial act of Ccclaring a
simex rightcous. The use of EneessSary® (vhether ‘'necessary to'' or''ncces-
sary for'' scems to neke no difference) in relation to “justification" cqually

B

ag@oeau;callyéekaesman,inplirst1onxofsgquﬂd;or:instrument-—thﬁt beingithée:
Urdndssety’ with which most of us are conditioned. That being so, the con-
junction of Vjustification'" and “necessary™ ousht to be avoicded (which the
Dible itsclf norn°11y does) unless one means to cvoke ground or instrurent.
: Or if onc desires to express some necessary relationship to “justifica-
tion (in whatever sensc), ”EEEE& sximshonﬁdqba_“ﬂlﬁ_LdgLLChllx_EﬁﬂiﬂiﬂEﬁ
(:%E_EEE?C is no risundeystanding, no “mind-set™ problen. If that had been

done in Thesis 22, much of the ¢i” Jvulty would have Leen easec.
For example: '"The righteousness of Jesus Christ cver remains the bx-



=11~

clusive greund of the believer's justification, but the personal godliness
of the belicver is also necessaory, as ﬁVdencc o 4 belicving heart, for his

justification in the judpment of the last duy " Better yet, omit ralso”
and relieve any sugpestion that the necessity in the sccond clause is of the
same kind as implied in the fiwst. Lven better yet, modify the instances of

"Justification' to make it clear vhich sense is in view. Thus:

"The rightcousness of Jesus Christ is the exclusive ground of the be-
liever's .initial justification by God, rcmains the exclusive ground of his
being justified and accepted by God as a conscquent state, and still will be
the exclusive ground of his final verdict of acquittal at the judsment day;
but the personal godliness of the believer--not in perfection, but in reality
--not 2s a ground but as cvidence of a believing heart, is necessavy for the
final verdict of acquittal at the judgment day.’

Clumsy style

I Lelieve this final ‘revised version' of Thesis 22 says what iir.
Shepherd meant to say in Thesis 22 but says it such a vay as to avoid the
problems. But the style is impossible, cumbersome and unwieldy.

The basic problem is still that use of "justification" in a three-fold
sense and of ‘mecessary’ vhen something other than ground or instrument is
meant. To avoid the problems, the ''revised version’ of Thesis 22 has had to
import sufficient context to make clear the actual meaning intended.

The Bible does not use the word “justificationﬂ_gx,iisﬂcognaxes_uiihoutﬂ_

an"ueouafé context in a theolqglcal statement 1°su1ts in B ludlcrously

_______ stnteﬁents the pre-
This is hot TTie in thc tﬁeses.

In summary, fif. bnephcra s cffort to state certain biblical teachings
in more blbllcally suggested terms has failed. In thesis 22, it has failed
for two reasons: (1) it uses “justification (in the first clause) in an in-
clusive way not warranted by any scriptural exarmle; (2) it uses "justifica-
tion" (in both clauses) and 'mecessary’” in 2 way that does not avoid the
“rmind-set' that automatically--2znd with its own biblical warrant--hears that
combination as referring to ground or instrument.

clumsy stylc The ansuex is sirply. that_in theol

Jreaquisite is clear definitions of terms,

ihat now?

It mipght seem reasonable, in view of the criticism expressed above, to
ask !Mr. Shepherd to reformulate the theses taking the criticisn into account,
I do not believe, however, that this would be very helpful. For one thing,
i'r. Shenherd has a rlpht to expecg_ghg;,hls_ielloLup‘~5bxte s will listen to
fils views and séek7Torun ‘1""“””*"not”thelrs¥ For another,
1 hiTrty-four Theses'' that nave been laicd before thé Presbytery,
and it is those statements as given that should be dealt with,

Those with the "mind-set" (most of us to some cegree), that cannot hear
“justification' and '"necessary' except in terms of ground or instrument,
must get loose from that particular hang-up, at least while discussing the
theses. MNeither Scripture nor logic warrants such a restricted view, It
may indeed be biblically warranted in some instances; it is not so in all.

Those who, with I'r. Shepherd, want to set forth scriptural tcaching on
the necessity for personal godliness, must take account of the existence of
a "mind-sct" (that does have biblical warrant in part), must realize how
pervasive this is and how controlling in cffect, and must seek to avoid any
unneeced aggravation of it. They need to take SprlRl care not to ﬁlSlC?d

—

i
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Syane 3 into supposing that,dwe-patterswhatipayrhe-required of him by God,

wAis-salyation. -issdncnguway_dependent=on-his own- e‘Fort§ And they need to
take account of the fact that Scripture nowherc uses ‘justification™ in an
inclusive way to refer to all three usages at once.

Let the Presbytery finish its job. Let us do it with more readiness to
understand others on their terms, not on our ‘mind-set.” 'hether, after
finishing its consideration of the theses, Presbytery wants to adopt some
“testimony' of its cwn, give advice to !ir. Shepheréd, or whatever, is some-
thing I an not prepared to pive 2n opinion on. You've read enough already.

Final comment

Hothing said above shou.id be understood to suggest that any thesis so
far considered by Presbytery (apart from 7, 8, and ©), including Thesis 22,
fails to meet the mark of being "in harmony with the teaching of Scripture
and the Westminster Standards.™ :

That opinion should not be understood as suggesting that the style and
vocabulary used in the theses is wise or prudent in view of the conditioned
thinking patterns that have prevailed in the church for centuries.

Hothing said in this letter should be understood as suggesting that Tlir.

Shepherd should rewrite the theses at this time. It should be understood to
suggest that it would be expedient for him to reformulate his thoughts at
some future point.

If therc is a greater necé to change for one group than for the other,
that burden rests on those who have voted against i'r. Shepherd's theses.
‘They are the ones with the '"mind-set" problem. They have the greater need
to open their minds to alternative ways of expressing.biblical truth. And
they must remember that they are not=beingzcalledzupon=towendorsezthe:theses

. @swidealzstatements; they are only being asked to say whether a given thesis,
however badly formulated, is in harrony with the teaching of Ccripture and
the ''estminster Standards, . -

Thank you for your attention to these extended comrents. I'n not sure
ry meaning will come through with the clarity I went. ODut after revising
this extensively and repeatedly, I fecl this is the best I can do. I hope
it is of help in enzbling the Presbyetery of Philadelphia to complete what
is perhaps the most difficult task laid before it in recent times.

llay we pray for greater hupility, for mutual forbearesnce, for a greater

nrexdxncssstwaput-th-xbsstxconSfYﬁEtIUnIbn‘ancthETfS“faulty*GXEré§§ioﬁ It
is the glory of Christ, the peace and unity of the church, that is at stake
in how we conduct ourselves as a presbytery.

Earnestly in Christ,

cc: lembers of the Presbytery of Philadelphia
tienbers of the Faculty, and
tfembers of the Doard of Trustees,
tlestminster Theological Seminary
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