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Some Cowments on the justification Issue
oS OF o Justliication

John M, Brame

The problem, for me, finally seems to be settling down to manzgeable
dimensions, The guestion: Does Shepherd's position include a credible testimony
to justificatiecn by faith alone?

"Alone" is the problematic term, Whem our discussions first began over
a year ago, Kormez= seemed to call it in question (though even them it was
evident that he was not condemning every use of tlie term in this context).
At this point, I'm convimced that he means to affirm 211 that soschrzdtrimxxesy
Bz Reformed theology has affirmed in regerd tco justification by faith zlome,

‘. 4s I understand it, "alone" has two functicns, The first is to

| distinguish faith from 2ll "works of law" understood as attempts to nerit
salvation, We azre justified by faith apart from 211 such werks- by fith aloene,
/ On that poirt, Normzn has always been clear,

< The sacord function of "alone" is te distinguish faith from all the other
gifts and graces which flew from our unien with Christ, llere is where the
problem arises, Traditienally, this distinctiveness of faith has been expressed
by saying tlmt ef all the §ifts and graces, faith alone is the "instrument”
of justification, Barly inm cur discussien, Nerman rejected this formulzfiion
ﬂ[bﬁ’ sayimy that either faith or works could be regarded as instrumental, Tcday,
Norman rmjmchs no longer puts it this way, The problem still exists, hovever,
. for today Horman rejects all use of the concept "instrument'" in these contextz,
Barlier, it seemed that either faith or works could be “instrument”; tocday,
neither faith nor works is "instrum =~ And since Norman still teaches that
justification can be said to ba "by" faith or '"by" works, taking *by" in something
other than an instrumental semse, it would seem that even his most recent
formulationdput faith pnd wWorks on the same level- i.e,, they ascribe to both
essentdally the (same o’ o justification, This would seen to éeay tie :

stecond functien "glene™as descrited above, i
‘L -
xiooasik It ;‘/‘jdeﬁt to me, hewever, from Norman's respomses in
do

—

discussion, that h es intend to ascribe to faith a unigue rclat::.on to
justification- one not shared by repemtence, vorks or any other 'gifts and

craces", What &s that relation? It is not emtirely glear, It is not zn
"inst WMW For

@Ellt.:cndit jonalityiis shared among all the gifts and graci.i/mﬁt"iﬂ?a
unique relation of semé scxt,

( Is Kerman to be faulted at this point for his ipability precisely to ]

formulate the relztiem? Well, remember that the tradition has its x oblens
hare t60, Scripture simply uses various prepositiéns translatable by the

BEnglish "by". The theological tradition uses the term "inst.ru.mcnt"; ‘m.zt as
we've ssen, this has been with a certain reluctzace, What 1is left? Neither
Scripture (as presently understoed) nor tradition gives us a moIe precise

alternative,

what is clear is that Korman does held to a umique rela;.tion between

faith and justificatien~ and also that he holds teo the Biblical reason fo;
this uniqe relation, Why is it that faith, apart from all other gEt:.sn?
graces, is "instrumental" to justification in the traditiomal fomgi;;"zation
gimply because fzith fxpEx is the act of resting on Christ for ju e =
"@aith'" — R et iraea % & v, 0 &S dcnotéstsu e

a T X . a - # “igvs g
according to its primary definition Ymkierxtzzzz \'hope, rezis:'. explaTGEIgd

ch) trust moze indirectly)., I have never heard aay meI€ p . ‘
AT und £ #ha tradition, and it is Nemman's

UN1CUENESS, This is the ansuer or.ihe
R e FI T cmme hatirmsn  thar on the matter
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