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Introduction - defining terms

Two kinds of religion

A little over 100 years ago, Harry A. Ironside came down from Canada and was doing some street
evangelism in California. And he kept hearing objections from pluralists who thought it was kind of
arrogant to think that Christianity was the only way and that other religions were going hell. For ex-

ample, one person said to him,
P P

“Look here sir! There are hundreds of religions in this country, and the followers of each sect thinks
thetrs the only right one.”

And Ironside denied that there were hundreds of religions. He said that there were only two reli-
gions. And that piqued the objector’s curiosity, and he objected that surely he can’t be serious - that

everyone knows that there were indeed hundreds of religions in America. Well, Ironside’s reply was,

“Not at all, sir. I find, I admit, many shades of difference in the opinions of those comprising the two
greal schools, but after all there are but two. The one covers all who expect valvation by doing; the oth-

er, all who have been svaved by something done.”

And 1 thought that was an excellent answer. That is the heart of the difference between Islam and
true Christianity. Each person in Islam still hopes that he can do enough to be saved, whereas true
Christians trust in the finished work of Jesus on the cross. It’s what makes true Christianity unique
in all the world. And really, this is the difference between the Roman Catholics and the Reformers.
The Reformers actually denied that the Romanists were catholic in any sense of the term since the
church by that time had mostly abandoned the five solas of the historic church of the first few centu-
ries. And certainly on this issue that Ironside brought up, they were basing salvation at least in part
on doing things. The Reformers were taking the church back to the Augustinian doctrines of faith
alone, through grace alone, based on the merits of Jesus alone, and so thoroughly the work of God
that God alone could receive the glory. They realized that even the faith by which we are justified has
to be a gift from God - we can’t produce it. Interestingly, even Thomas Aquinas, the thirteenth centu-
ry leader who moved the church so far into Roman Catholic ideas, was himself a predestinarian who
believed that we are saved by grace alone and that even faith was a gift of God. So the Roman Catho-
lic church got a whole lot worse than its thirteenth century founder. But Luther and the other re-
formers taught the five solas. Now, here’s the problem: those clear, clear teachings of the early
church and of the Reformation have been super-muddied in the last 40 years or so. And so we have

been taking a break from Samuel to go back to the foundations of the Reformation.
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Review of where we have been in the “sola” series

On the first Sunday we looked at Sola Scriptura, or Scripture alone. And we saw that the Bible is
quite literally the foundation for not just things wunseen like salvation, heaven, angels, and demons, but
it is also the foundation for math, music, linguistics, parenting, church discipline, logic, health - you
name it. When we learn to live by every word that proceeds out of the mouth of God, we find that it
says far more than most people realize that it says. As 2 Peter 1 words it, the Bible gives to us all
things that pertain to life and godliness. The church of today needs to have a restored confidence in
the sufficiency of Scripture. So that was the first sola of the Reformation - sola Scriptura.

The second sermon dealt with the Reformation doctrine of Sola Gratia, or grace alone. And Titus
2:11-15 gives a revolutionary paradigm for the far-reaching implications of the Biblical doctrine of
grace. I love that passage. God’s grace turns everything upside down. Everything that counts for
eternity flows from grace. And we saw how many evangelicals have a counterfeit view of grace and

need to go back to the Reformation. We desperately need another reformation in the church.

How sola fide is being compromised by the “New Perspectives” movement of N.T. Wright and others

Today I want to look at the Reformation doctrine of Sola Fide, or Faith Alone, and to be more pre-
cise it is forendsic justification by faith alone. This whole controversy of Sola Fide revolves around the
doctrine of forensic justification. And you might wonder why we even need to talk about it - it is such
a basic doctrine. And it is. But Satan tries to destroy the foundations if he can. And there are numer-
ous evangelicals who are now denying the Reformation’s teachings on how we get saved - the doc-
trine of justification by faith alone. Last week I mentioned the recent coziness of the World Alliance
of Evangelicals with Rome.

I talked to the pastor of a large church in town, and he told me that the brilliant scholar N.T.
Wright has convinced him that the Protestant church has had it wrong all these years when it de-
scribed justification as a legal declaration using courtroom language, and a great exchange of our sins
to Jesus and Jesus righteousness to us. I was shocked. This pastor claims to be an evangelical, but as
I talked with him I began to realize that he had abandoned all five solas of the Reformation.

And N.T. Wright's New Perspective Theology has deceived many people and shaken their confidence
in the Gospel. Well, I'm going to give the old perspective this morning - the perspective of Jesus, and
then try to show how it is consistent with Paul and James. But let me start by reading some astonish-
ing quotes from N.T. Wright. And I could give the same quotes from very high profile evangelical
leaders who have been following him, but since some of you have been reading N.T. Wright, I am
going to go straight to the source and warn you that he is a heretic. And I'm naming him so that you
will stay away from him. I know that he is being promoted as the best thing to come along in centu-
ries by many Reformed and non-Reformed people, but from my perspective, he is a wolf in sheep’s
clothing.

N.T. Wright says, “The Gospel is not an account of how people get saved.” Wow! He must have
quite a different definition of the Gospel. And he does. Let me quote him again, and then contrast

" N.T. Wright, “Paul in Different Perspectives: Lecture 1: Starting Points and Opening Reflections,” at thee
Pastors Conference of Auburn Avenue Presbyterian Church, Monroe, LA (Jan 3, 2005). Accessed at
http://www.ntwrightpage.com/Wright_Auburn_Paul.htm
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that with a quote from the apostle Paul. N.T. Wright said, “The Gospel is not an account of how peo-
ple get saved.” Yet Paul says in 1 Corinthians 15, “Now I would remind you, brothers, of the gospel 1
preached to you... by which you are saved” (vv. 1-2). Wright says it’s not about getting saved, and
Paul says it is about getting saved. Even if you don’t understand everything that brilliant man is say-
ing, that one statement ought to be clear enough to show that he is teaching another Gospel. And
Paul doesn’t care how brilliant N.T. Wright is, or how many insights he makes on the Scriptures,

Paul warns us in Galatians 1,

But even if we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel to you than what we have preached to
you, let him be accursed. As we bave said before, s0 now I say again, if anyone preaches any other gos-

pel to you than what you have received, let him be accursed. (vv. 8-9)

N.T. Wright says the gospel is not about getting saved; Paul says that it is about getting saved;
Wright has a wrong Gospel; Paul says, “Let N.T. Wright be accursed.” And people say, “But, but,
but, look at all the brilliant insights that he has.” And Paul says that even if the apostle Paul starts
preaching a different gospel or even if an angel of heaven starts preaching a different gospel, let him
be accursed. We should not be honoring those whom Paul curses. When the Auburn Avenue confer-
ence had N. T. Wright as a keynote speaker, I was flabbergasted.

Let me give a couple of other quotes. N.T. Wright doesn’t just redefine the word “gospel.” He rede-

»2

fines the word “justification.” He says, “Justification is not how someone becomes a Christian.”“In
standard Christian theological language, it [justification] wasn’t so much about soteriology as about
ecclesiology; not so much about salvation as about the church.” He must have a radically different
definition of justification than the Reformers had. And he does. He claims that justification is a decla-
ration of who is in the church and who is not. You can see why Auburn Avenue picked upon the idea
of infant baptism being justification and that people who grow up in the church should not doubt that
they are justified. The claim is that once you are in the church, you need to persevere in keeping
God'’s law by grace, and if you don’t, on the final day of judgment God may declare you unjustified or
out of the church. So you can gain justification and you can lose justification. And I am giving these
quotes to show that when he says that this is a paradigm shift, it is a paradigm shift - but in the wrong
direction. Now, not all Auburn people buy into these redefinitions. I think they are confused but gen-
erally orthodox. But they need to back away from N.T. Wright.

It gets worse. He logically has to throw out the idea that justification has to do with the imputation
of our sins to Jesus and the imputation of God’s righteousness to us. By the way, some Auburn Ave-
nue people have followed his lead and have denied imputation as well. Thankfully Doug Wilson has
not, but many have. Anyway, the Reformers taught that the righteousness of justification is an alien
righteousness. N.T. Wright denies it. And by the way, by “alien” the Reformers didn’t mean some-
thing green and with a big head that came from a UFO. If I went into Mexico I would be an alien in
Mexico because I am coming from outside the country. When they spoke of an alien righteousness

they were speaking of a righteousness that comes from outside of ourselves. And our parable clearly

? N.T. Wright, What Saint Paul Really Said (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), p. 125.

5 N.T. Wright, What Saint Paul Really Said (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), p. 119.
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speaks to this concept of justification. It wasn't a righteousness the sinner tax collector had. He didn’t
have any righteousness. Anyway, N.T. Wright completely dismisses the Protestant doctrine of impu-

tation and says this:

...t makes no sense whatever to say that the jua_qe impuled, tmpartd, /)cquea[/%, conveys or otherwise
trandfers his righteousness to either the plaintiff or the defendant. Righteousness is not an object, a
dubstance or a gas which can be passed around the courtroom... If and when God does act to vindicate
bhis people, brs people will then, metaphorically speaking, have the status of ‘righteousness’ ... But the

/‘{qb[cmwnam they have will not be God's own /‘L:q/)[eow/zew. That makes no sense at all.”

But let me read what Paul says in Philippians 3:9. “... and be found in him not having my own right-
eousness, which is through the law, but that which is through faith in Christ, the righteousness which
is from God by faith.” Where is it from? It is from God. That’s as clear a contradiction of N.T.
Wright as you can get. What kind of people does God justify? N.T. Wright says that God justifies
people who have some intrinsic, Spirit-wrought righteousness. In other words, He justifies people
initially because they are regenerate and because they are becoming better and better lawkeepers (at
least in part). But what does Paul say? He says, “But to him who does not work but believes on Him
who justifies the ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousness.” And that word “accounted” is the
word for imputation, by the way. But Paul says that God justifies the ungodly. He acquits the guilty.
How could He do that? That is the miracle of justification that we are going to look at today. And 1
hope that you praise God and stand in awe of this great doctrine. How can God call wicked people
righteous without being unjust? In our parable God does not justify the Pharisee who has tried his
hardest to keep God’s law, but God does justify the miserable tax collector who has spent a lifetime
breaking God’s law and who has fully admitted that he is a sinner who deserves to be cast away. This

parable amazingly illustrates what Harry A. Ironside described when he said,

“I've heard of only two religions... The one covers all who expect valvation by doing; the other, all who

bhave been saved by something done.”

And if you are in the camp of those who think they are saved by doing, you are done; you are in
trouble. Jesus is offended with this Pharisee who thinks that by doing with God’s help he can be
saved. It is a deadly doing because it is a doing that Paul says will deceive us and send us to hell. In

the great hymn, “It is finished,” James Proctor wrote,

Caut down your deadly doing’ down -
Down at Jesud feet;
Stand in Him, in Him alone,

Glortously complete.

God justifies the ungodly when they put their faith in Jesus. God justifies tax collectors like this one
when they put their faith (in his case), in the coming Messiah, Jesus. Yet N.T. Wright’s attempt to

* Wright, What Saint Paul Really Said, pp. 98-99.
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reconcile Paul and James destroys the practical benefits of both Paul and James. N.T. Wright insists
that Spirit-wrought good works are not only involved in our justification; they are the bavis of justifi-
cation. He says, “Paul has... spoken in Romans 2 about the final justification of God’s people on the
basis of their whole life.
my quote there and comment, because this ought to be a hint. If he says that Paul’s teaching is the

»h «

Paul, in company with mainstream second Temple Judaism [Let me stop

same as mainstream Judaism in the time of Jesus, it ought to clue you in that he is teaching legalism,
not grace. Anyway, to continue quoting N.T. Wright: “Paul, in company with mainstream second
Temple Judaism], affirms that God’s final judgment will be in accordance with the entirety of a life
led - in accordance, in other words, with works.”® But Paul affirms over and over again that we are
justified apart from our own works.

And there are many other ways in which N.T. Wright’s teaching undermines justification by faith
alone, and shows that he holds to another gospel than the gospel that Jesus, Paul, or James
preached. He unfortunately merges the Old Testament concepts of forensic justification (which he

denies) and declarative justification into one. And I will talk more about those two terms in a bit.

The Old Perspective of Jesus

|.Two Problems

A. Self-justification and self-trust

But let’s look at Luke 18:9. “Also He spoke this parable to some who trusted in themselves that they
were righteous, and despised others.” This verse highlights two problems. In this parable we are go-
ing to look at two problems, two people, and two results. But verse 9 deals with two problems. The
first problem had to do with the focus of the Pharisee and it can be summed up in self-trust and self-
righteousness.

Notice that the ones Jesus is talking to “trusted in themselves.” That didn’t mean that they didn’t
also trust in God. In fact, in his parable Jesus is going to have the Pharisee thank God that he is do-
ing these good things. In other words, the Pharisee is not stupid enough to talk about good works
done independently of God. He thanks God because he sees justification as being based on good
works wrought by God’s grace. N.T. Wright is wrong about Paul’s views being the same as main-
stream Judaism, but Wright’'s own views are. Wright is absolutely correct that mainstream Judaism
relied on God’s grace, but they confused sanctification and justification. But when you introduce any
of our works into the justification that saves, you are making part of the bridge over the grand can-
yon made of timbers from our lives - and that isn’t safe. And it suddenly destroys the security of the
Gospel.

For the Pharisee it is a trust in God plus self-effort, not God alone. Any trust in self for our salva-

> Wright, Paul in Fresh Perspectives, p. 148.

® Wright, “New Perspectives on Paul,” p. 235.
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tion implies that we can contribute something to our salvation, and that is a problem. At its core, the
problem with N.T. Wright is the same as the problem with Rome (whom, by the way, he accepts as
bone fide Christians).

We need to realize that Rome didn’t deny the need for grace. Rome spoke about grace a great deal.
They spoke about grace beginning, undergirding, and finishing our salvation. They just denied the
doctrine of vola gratia. They didn’t deny the need for Christ; they just denied volus Christus. They
didn’t like the word “alone,” and they anathematized it at the Council of Trent. And N.T. Wright
doesn’t deny the need for grace either. Nobody would listen to him if he did. Every good work that
he believes will be the basis for our justification will be a grace produced in us by the Holy Spirit, so
he can claim that it is all of grace.

So what’s the problem? The problem is that we are trusting something that is going on inside of us
rather than trusting the finished work of Christ 2000 years ago. It transfers the basis for justification
from something objective out there (that Jesus has “done”) to something subjective in here (a “doing”
in cooperation with the Spirit). Suddenly you are in a different religion - the religion of doing.

So the first issue is trusting in themselves; a subjective basis for trust. But the second half of the
first problem is what the trust for justification is all about. The text says, “...who trusted in them-
selves that they were righteous. .. Introducing our own righteousness into justification (even if it is Spir-
it-wrought righteousness) blows the whole doctrine of justification up. The standard of God’s law is
perfection, not good works outweighing bad works. The Biblical doctrine, as we will see is an alien
righteousness that is not in us, but outside of us and credited to our account.

Now, Jesus does give a side note that those who insert self-trust and self-righteousness into the
equation of justification tend to despise others. And the reason is simple. If you think you are pretty
good, you are using a defective measuring stick. You are measuring goodness by a human standard,
not God’s perfect standard. The Pharisees had a measuring stick that was way taller than most people
could attain to, so it made them not only think well of themselves, but to think poorly of others - to
despise others as lesser. But if the tax collectors measuring stick was one foot high, and the Pharisee’s
was 20 feet high, God’s measuring stick is a mile high, and it makes even the Pharisee look bad. So
that’s the first problem: self-trust and self-righteousness. It can easily become a substitute for trusting

in the completed redemption of Jesus - that Jesus paid it all and all to Him I owe.

B. Sinfulness.

The second problem in verse 9 is sinfulness. This also is inside of us. It’s only hinted at in verse 9 in
the phrase “and despise others.” Why would the self-righteous Pharisee despise others? Because he
can see that this guy is such a bad sinner. And sin is indeed an obstacle to union with God. He is a
perfect being, and the Bible says that God is of purer eyes than to behold evil.

Let me read you some Scriptures that the Pharisees would have been well schooled in. Psalm 5:5
says of God, “You hate all workers of iniquity.” The Pharisees loved that verse. It says, “You hate all
workers of iniquity.” Proverbs 11:5-7: “...the wicked and the one who loves violence His soul hates.”
God is not just hating the sin in these verses. Those verses say that He hates the sinner. And so the
question comes, “Well, then, how could God love anybody?” Well, that’s the miracle of justification
that we are going to look at today. These verses don’t make sense on N.T. Wright’s view of justifica-
tion. So Proverbs 11 says that God hates sinners and the passage goes on to say that hell is a sign of
God’s hatred for sinners and His love of righteousness. Proverbs 3:32: “For the perverse person is an

abomination to the LORD...” An abomination is something detested or loathed, or despised, not

6
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loved. And perhaps this Pharisee thought he could despise sinners because God did. It says, "the per-
verse person is an abomination to the Lord.” Not just his sin, but his person. Prov. 6:16-19: “...the
LORD hates...a false witness who speaks lies, and one who sows discord among brethren.” Deuter-
onomy 25:16: “For all who do such things, and all who behave unrighteously, are an abomination to
the LORD your God.” The Pharisees used passages like that to justify their own despising of sinners.
But what they failed to realize is that they were sinners too, and the only way that God could love
any of us was through an alien righteousness - by seeing us as perfect in Jesus. The very concept of
an alien righteousness that N.T. Wright mocks is the only hope for any of us to be loved. So both
self-righteousness and sin is a problem. It’s a problem that should make us wonder how anyone could

be saved.

Two People

But where verse 9 describes two problems, verses 10-13 describe two people. “Two men went up to
the temple to pray, one a Pharisee and the other a tax collector.” In that culture those two people rep-
resented the most admired and the most despised. The Pharisees were considered the super holy. The
tax collectors were considered the scum of the earth. He is deliberately picking an example of the

best and the worst to illustrate what true justification is about.

The Pharisee - no repentance and no faith

I won’t go into too much depth here because I want to also get to Paul and James brieﬂy, but let me
show how Jesus presents the Pharisee as a man who had no repentance and thus no faith. Faith and
repentance are always flip sides of the same coin, and the Pharisee had neither. If you see a life with
no repentance, doubt that there is life with faith.

Of course, he gave the illusion of faith. He went to the temple like believers did, he worshipped, he
prayed, and he thanked God for making him who he was. He even followed many of God’s laws. Yet

as we read these verses, I think you will see that his faith was in himself:

Luke 18:11 The Pharisee stood and prayed thus with himoelf, “God, I thank You that I am not like
other men — extortioners, unjust, adulterers, or even as this tax collector.
Luke 18:12 I fast twice a week; I give tithes of all that I possess.”

There is no repentance because he doesn’t see anything to repent of. His posture 1s confident - he
stands; but it is a faulty confidence. Were God to open his eyes he would be blown away with the
sinfulness of his heart. Saul the Pharisee (who later became the apostle Paul) went from thinking he
was perfect to realizing that even as a Pharisee he was in total bondage to sin. In fact, after becoming
a Christian, in Romans 7 he sees himself as dreadfully sinful. He grieves over his sin, but he was
blind to it before.

In any case, this Pharisee didn’t see his own sin. And the reason is clear: this man did not compare
his holiness to the perfect standard that God had given. He makes an easy comparison - “I am better
than this wretch of a tax collector.” His prayers obviously don’t get past the ceiling because Jesus
says that his prayer actually amounted to talking to himself, not talking to God. It says, “he prayed
thus with himself.” And the heart of his prayer shows a trust in his good works. Some people might
think that he wasn’t saved because the works were not produced by God. But that is not Christ’s

7
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point. The Pharisee thinks God produced those works in him. He thanks God for every one of those
good works. His big error is not engaging in good works. His biggest error was failing to see his own
sinfulness, God’s perfect standard, his need for an alien righteousness, and to trust the coming Messi-

ah to save him.

The tax collector

Contrast that with the tax collector. Verse 13 says,

Luke 18:15 And the tax collector, standing afar off, would not so much as ratse his eyes to heaven, but

beat bty breast, vaying, “God, be merciful to me a sinner!’

This man had no trust in his own doing whatsoever. There was nothing to trust in. He knew he was a
sinner who fell far short of the standard of God. Instead, he asked God for mercy knowing full well
that he deserved God’s wrath. The request for mercy implies a belief that he deserved wrath.

Two Judgments

The “good guy” is not justified (not declared righteous) and the bad sinner is justified (is declared to be righteous)

And now comes the shocking old perspective on justification according to Jesus. In verse 14 we see
the “good guy” is not justified (in other words, he is not declared righteous), and the bad sinner is
justified (in other words, he is declared righteous):

Luke 18:19 1 tell you, this man went down to his house justified rather than the other; for everyone
who exalts himoelf will be humbled, and he who humbles himoelf will be exalted.”

Note that this sinner was declared righteous before he even left the temple. He went to his home a
justified man. On the other hand, the Pharisee was not justified or declared to be righteous even
though on a human level he did many more good works than the tax collector had. It was not sancti-
fication that made the tax collector justified. Something outside of him exalted him. It says, “he who
humbles himself will be exalted.” The grammar indicates that the tax collector was passive. He didn’t
exalt himself. It was God that exalted him, and he was so exalted that he was treated as perfect (in

other words as justified). This is a great passage to teach justification by faith alone.

In making this declaration Jesus was upholding the clear teaching of the Old Testament on forensic justification™ and
keeping it clearly distinguished from the Old Testament concept of declarative justification™.

But how would the Jews of Jesus day have understood this term “justified”? All they had was the Old
Testament, right? Well, the most frequent usage of the term “justified” in the Old Testament is to be
declared righteous in a court of law. A second usage of the term means to show yourself to be justi-
fied by your actions. Greek dictionaries call the first use of the term, forensic justification. Forensics
deal with court cases. And when an accused person is proved innocent in court, the judge justifies
him. That’s the most common usage in the Old Testament - forensic justification. Greek dictionaries
call the second use of the term, demonstrative justification. In other words, when you leave the court-

room you demonstrate your righteousness by living consistent with the declaration. James focuses
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upon demonstrative justification and Paul focuses upon forensic justification, but both authors speak
of demonstrative and forensic. They knew the Old Testament. For that matter, Jesus speaks of both
types. He says that wisdom is justified by her children. In other words, it is demonstrated to be right-
eous by its fruit.

So which of those two types of justification best fit the context here? Was the tax collector showing
the fruit of already being saved or was he declared not guilty and righteous by a courtroom for the
first time? Demonstrative justification would be showing by your lifestyle that you are already a son
of God, and that can only happen after you are saved. In any case, context indicates that the tax col-
lector showed only his sins, not any righteous deeds. Not yet; those would come. But he has just fin-
ished admitting that he is a sinner who is guilty and in need of mercy. So there is nothing in his be-
havior that is proving a righteous character. He would have had to have been saved already for Jesus
to talk about demonstrative justification. So that is ruled out.

But the only other option is that this guilty sinner was declared not guilty and righteous by God as
judge. How could that be? Doesn’t Proverbs 17:15 say, “He who justifies the wicked, and he who
condemns the just, both of them alike are an abomination to the LORD”? Yes it does. Any time a
judge justifies the wicked, it is an abomination to God. So isn’t there a contradiction here? No. Even
the Old Testament solves that contradiction. It is true that in Exodus 23:7 God says, “I will not justi-
fy the wicked”? And the New Perspective on Paul Theology points that out. But they are forgetting
that Paul says God justifies the ungodly. So how do you reconcile these things? Here’s how the Re-
formers dealt with it. When God says, “I will not justify the wicked,” God is only saying that justifica-
tion is not a legal fiction as Romanists accuse us of saying. Romanists say that God would not call us
righteous if we were not indeed righteous, and that the Protestant doctrine is a legal fiction. N.T.
Wright accuses us of believing a legal fiction. But it is not.

Think of it this way. If my son, Ben were to get into a financial scrape and need some money, we
could use wire transfers to put to his account $1000. It’s our money, but when it is put to Ben’s ac-
count it can be treated as if it is his money. Just because it is ours does not mean it is a legal fiction. It
is alien money because it comes from outside of his account, but it is rea/ money. And Christ’s right-
eousness that is credited to our account is real. God is not calling a zero balance bank account a full
bank account. That would be a legal fiction. Instead, He is calling a Christ-filled bank account a full
bank account because it is a full bank account. It isn’t our righteousness, but it is still there. And
that’s what Ephesians 1:3 says - that we have been blessed with every spiritual blessing in the heav-
enly places in Christ Jesus.

So God never overlooks sin. All sin has to be punished and without a substitution, God would
cease to be a good judge. But the Old Testament is full of references to God justifying sinners foren-
sically through the positive and negative imputation of the coming Messiah. Speaking of Jesus, Isai-
ah 53:11 says, “My righteous Servant shall justify many, for He shall bear their iniquities.” It doesn’t
deny the presence of iniquities. Instead, it says that those iniquities would be removed from the sin-
ners and imputed to Jesus, and that is how we will be justified. That’s the first side of imputation.
That verse says that our sins were cast upon the Messiah just like the sins of Israel were cast upon
the scapegoat.

But the first part of the same verse indicates that Christ’s active obedience is the other side of im-
putation. It’s not enough to have our sins put on Jesus. In justification, Christ’s righteousness has to
be credited to us by the same kind of imputation. Christ’ bank account was filled up with our sin and
our bank account was filled up with His righteousness.

Isaiah 45 is another Old Testament example. It says, “There is no God besides Me, a just God and

9



Luke 18:9-14 — Sermon by Phil Kayser
Page

a Savior... [And that’s an interesting phrase - He can only save by meeting justice and the way God
saves shows Him to be both just and Savior. I fail to see how God is just on N.T. Wrights view. An-
yway, He goes on to say...] Look to Me, and be saved, all you ends of the earth! ... every knee shall
bow, every tongue shall take an oath. He shall say, ‘Surely in the LORD I have righteousness and
strength... In the LORD all the descendants of Israel shall be justified...” That verse indicates that
there is nothing in themselves that is the basis for justification. Over and over it is speaking of an al-
ien righteousness that is not in themoelves. Demonstrative righteousness would be referring to their own
actions, not an alien righteousness, but Isaiah 45:25 speaks of the ground of this justification being
the Lord Himself, and only in Him.

Psalm 89:16 says to God, “in Your righteousness they are exalted.” It’s the same language that Je-
sus uses about this tax collector being exalted by being called righteous or justified. Likewise, Micah
7:9 deals with the second side of imputation. Micah was justified (Greek = Sixai®doar) by seeing God'v
righteousness. Tt was an alien righteousness not his own righteousness. And there are many other pas-
sages (like Zechariah 3) that boldly show that God declares vinners to be righteous not because of their
own righteous deeds but because of a righteousness that comes 100% from God. In Zechariah 3 He
uses the word picture of Satan accusing Joshua of all of his sin. And Joshua is pictured as a sinner:
he is clothed in filthy rags. But God puts Christ’s spotless clothes on him. Those clothes are alien
clothes; they come from God; and they represent the righteousness of Jesus in justification.

But the bottom line is that the people who were listening to Jesus should not have been shocked to
hear Him say that this tax collector was justified. Isaiah 53:6 says, “All we like sheep have gone
astray; We have turned, every one, to his own way; And the LORD has laid on Him the iniquity of
us all.” Over and over the Old Testament referred to this transfer of our sins to the Messiah and the
transfer of His righteousness to us. So the Old Perspective According to Jesus is also the Old Per-
spective According to all the prophets of the Old Testament. And it demolishes the New Perspective
according to N. T. Wright.

The Old Perspective According to Paul

I won't spend a lot of time on the Old Perspective According to Paul because in the introduction I
quoted him quite a bit. But quickly follow along with me as I read a few Scriptures.

Turn to Romans 2:13. This is the key verse that N.T. Wright and others like him turn to in order to
show that justification is in some sense based on our own good works that the Holy Spirit produces
within us. This is the New Perspective’s lynchpin verse. But if you read the verse in the flow of Paul’s

own argument, it actually demolishes that idea. Romans 2:13 says,

Rom. 2:15 (for not the hearers of the law are just in the sight of God, but the doers of the law will be
Justifieds

They say, “See? It is clear as could be that it is not hearing alone or faith alone but that our actions
need to be involved.” What do we say? This is regular courtroom language from Exodus and Deuter-
onomy. A judge was never supposed to justify a criminal because God never justifies a wicked per-
son. For example, Exodus 23:7 tells judges, “do not kill the innocent and righteous. For I will not jus-
tify the wicked.” It is just talking about what true justice is - a good judge never lets the guilty off the

hook. But many modern heretics play a trick at this point and want to remove this from court lan-
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guage and say that it is just a reference to who is in the kingdom and who is out of the kingdom. No.
It is court language. And Paul is explaining why no man can be justified in the sight of God unless
He is perfect. It is ridiculous to say that because we have some righteous deeds performed by the Holy
Spirit that God will justify us. What about all the sins that are mixed in? That'’s like say that an ome-
let with a dozen good eggs and two rotten eggs is a justified or good omelet. No, it’s not. Paul’s whole
argument in chapter 1-3 is that there is not a single man upon the face of the earth (other than Jesus)
who can be justified by his own perfect righteousness. That’s the point. To get off the hook in the

courtroom, you can’t have even one little bit of guilt. Look at Romans 3:9-20

Rom. 5:9 § What then? Are we better than they? Not at all. For we have previously charged both Jews
and Greeks that they are all under sin.

Rom. 5:10 9 As it ts written: “There is none righteoud, no, not one;

Rom. 3:11 There is none who understands; There is none who seeks after Goo.

Rom. 5:12 They have all turned aside; They have together become unprofitable; There is none who
does good, no, not one.”

Rom. 5:15 “Their throat is an open tomb; With their tongues they have practiced decect”; “The poi-
don of asps ts under their lips”;

Rom. 5:19 “Whoose mouth ts full of cursing and bitterness.”

Rom. 3:15 “Thetr feet are swift to shed blood;

Rom. 3:16 Destruction and misery are in their ways;

Rom. 5:17 And the way of peace they have not known.”

Rom. 5:18 “There w no fear of God before their eyes.”

Rom. 3:19 9 Now we know that whatever the law sayy, it says to those who are under the law, that
every mouth may be J[oppei), and all the world may become _qu[/[y before Goo.

Rom. 5:20 Therefore by the deeds of the law no flesh will be justified in His sight, for by the law v
the knowledge of sin.

Do you see Paul’s argument? There can be no mixture of the good works of sanctification in justifica-
tion because justification in a courtroom requires no guilt whatsoever; it requires total righteousness.
So where do we get the righteousness from? Not inside, but outside; not resident righteousness but

alien righteousness. Romans 3:21-26 tells us.

Rom. 5:21 § But now the righteousness of God apart from the law ts revealed, being witnessed by the
Law and the Prophets,

Notice that Paul is saying that the doctrine of justification by faith alone that he is going to be teach-
ing is the same justification that the Old Testament taught - “being witnessed by the Law and the

Prophets.” Now look at verse 22 and notice that it is an alien righteousness.
Rom. 5:22 even the righteousness of God, through faith in Jesus Christ, to all and on all who believe.

Notice that we receive this perfect righteousness by faith alone, and contrary to the quote I gave ear-

lier from N.T. Wright, it is the very righteousness of God. He continues:

...For there ts no difference;
Rom. 5:25 for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God,
11
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Rom. 5:29 being justified freely by His grace through the redemption that s in Chruwt Jesu,

Rom. 5:25 whom God vet forth as a propitiation by His blood, through faith, to demonstrate His
righteousneds, because in His forbearance God had passed over the sins that were previously commit-
ted,

Rom. 5:26 to demonostrate at the present time His righteousness, that He might be just and the juos-
tifier of the one who haos faith in Jesuo.

There is so much more that could be read, but let me have you turn to Romans 4 to show that even
Spirit-given sanctification is completely removed from this court justification. There is no resident
righteousness or good works; only an alien righteousness or the good works of Jesus. It's Romans 4,

beginning to read at verse 2.

Rom. 4:2 For if Abrabham was justified by works, be has something to boast about, but not before Goo.
Rom. 4:5 For what does the Scripture say? “Abrabam believed God, and it was accounted to him for

. »
righteoudsneds.

At the very moment of his belief, there was an accounting to his bank account of righteousness. Faith

received it. Before he had done any works he was treated as perfect. Continuing in verse 4:

Rom. 4:4 Now to him who workd, the wages are not counted as grace but as debt.
Rom. 4:5 9§ But to him who does not work but believes on Him who [get this phrase] justifies the
ungodly, his faith is accounted for righteousnedss,

I don’t know how you could get more clear. It’s while we are still ungodly that God justifies us. And
He justifies us because we put our faith in Jesus and believed that the imputation of our sins to Him
took away our guilt and the imputation of His righteousness to us made us legally righteous and qual-

ified to be His sons and daughters.

The Old Perspective According to James

But when these new legalists are pushed into a corner on Paul, they immediately turn to James. And
I want you to turn to James to see that James in n0 way overturns the Old Perspective on justifica-
tion. Turn to James 2.

First of all, I want you to notice in verse 1 that James is not talking to people who need to get
saved, but to people already saved. He says, “My brethren, do not hold the faith of our Lord Jesus
Christ, the Lord of glory, with partiality.” They were already brethren who had faith in Jesus, so
they were already forensically justified. James will talk about the forensic courtroom justification in
verse 23 that started Abraham’s life in Christ. But his main focus will be that if you are already justi-
fied forensically, like Abraham you will show demonstrative justification through the rest of your life.
And in verse 21 James will also quote a passage on demonstrative justification that happened in
Abraham'’s life forty years after he got saved. The Old Testament, Jesus, Paul, and James all insist
that Forensic Justification (if it has really happened) will always result in demonstrative justification.
And we will look at that later.

But it is important to see that James is talking to brethren who believe and are already saved. He’s
not talking about how to get saved. And the word “brethren” occurs 17 times in this book. And their
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faith is referred to over and over. In other words, James does exactly what Paul does when Paul says
that if you are truly justified and declared righteous in a courtroom of heaven, you will walk out of
that courtroom beginning to live out the righteousness of Jesus in sanctification. Though justification
and sanctification must be clearly distinguished from each other, they cannot be separated.

Well, let’s look at some other hints that James has a focus on demonstrative justification. In verse
18 it says, “But someone will say, “You have faith, and T have works.” Show me your faith without
your works, and I will show you my faith by my works.” The Greek word is 8£%€0v which means to
exhibit or to show or to display something. He is not receiving justification but vhowing his justification.
So that is a third hint that James has a focus on demonstrative justification, not forensic justification.
And you see this word “show” all the way through the chapter. So they are brethren who have faith
and they are showing something they already have, not trying to gain it.

But before we look at the controversial verses, I want to point out one more thing. The rest of the
Scripture points out that there can be dead works that are not produced by the Spirit and there can
be dead faith that is not produced by the Spirit. Paul speaks about both dead faith and dead works.
In fact, Hebrews 6:1 says that we have to repent of dead works (like the dead works that the Phari-
see of Luke 18 had) and Hebrews 9:14 says our conscience needs to be cleansed of those dead works.
So there are dead works and dead faith. And though James acknowledges in verses 1-13 that these
Christians are professing believers, he is troubled that some of their behavior is inconsistent with
their profession. If they truly have saving faith, why are they so content with shallow Christianity and

so lacking in zeal for holiness? That’s the context. Now let’s look at the verses.

1. Verse 14 — “What does it profit, my brethren, if someone says he has faith but does not have
works? Can that (the Greek is 1 - can that) faith save him?” There is a 1] in the Greek that un-
fortunately the NKJV didn’t translate. He is not saying, “Can faith save him” - of course it
can. But he is saying, “can that kind of a faith save him.” If you look in the Greek interlinear
you will see that there is an extra Greek word in there to distinguish a certain kind of faith

from another.

2. In verses 15-16 he is basically saying that words are empty without action. So faith without

works is empty and words without works are empty.

3. In verse 17 he gets to the nub of the issue and says that such faith by itself is a dead faith. It’s
not a saving faith. In my Bible I have underlined the phrase “by itself” because this was a key
phrase for the reformers. They said that we are justified by faith alone at conversion, but not
by a faith that is alone. If you have a faith that is by itself or that is alone, it is a sterile, dead
faith, and is not a saving faith. Now it is true that our works don’t save us in God’s courtroom.
All they can do is condemn us. But any faith that is sterile will also be a faith that cannot lay
claim to God’s righteousness in forensic justification. It is a counterfeit faith. James is saying
that if you have a faith that is by itself, and is not zealous for good works, you need to get
saved. You are dead in your sins. God has never regenerated you and given you His faith.
Every supposed grace you have is a counterfeit grace. So it is a dead faith. And Paul says ex-
actly the same thing. The kind of saving faith that Paul was talking about not only receives fo-
rensic justification but also begins to grow in demonstrative justification. In Galatians 5:6 he
speaks of this faith that has already saved us as a “faith working through love.” In other
words, a faith that saves is a faith that also begins to work. Titus 3:8 says, “those who have be-
lieved in God [there’s the faith - “those who have believed in God] should be careful to main-
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tain good works.” 2 Thessalonians 1:11 says that the faith that is given by the Spirit to receive
salvation is a faith that immediately begins to work by God’s power. So Paul and James are

saying exactly the same thing. Anyway, back to James:

. Verse 18 quickly corrects an error on the other side, and that is whether there can be good
works apart from faith. Just like Paul, James denies it. “But someone will say, “You have
faith, and I have works.” [And James says that it doesn’t work that way] Show me your faith
without your works, and I will show you my faith by my works.” Any faith that can be shown
without works is a different faith than James has, and any works that can be produced with-
out faith is a different works than James has. The two have to go hand in hand.

. Verse 19 says that mere doctrinal belief is not saving faith, since demons have good doctrine

but no salvation.
. In verse 20 he says again that faith without works is a dead faith.

. Verse 21 deals with demonstrative justification in Abraham’s life forty years after Abraham
got saved. He is referring to an event in Genesis 22. “Was not Abraham our father justified by
works when he offered Isaac his son on the altar.” Abraham was living out the experience of
what had already been his position of justification. He was showing or demonstrating that he
truly was a justified son of God. And you can only show your sonship by a changed life - by

good works.

. Verse 22 says, “Do you see that faith was working together with his works, and by works
faith was made perfect” or was made mature. Notice that he says that “faith was working...”
Abraham already had faith forty years before, but it was working and it kept working. Sec-
ondly, notice that he says, “by works faith was made perfect” (or it can be translated as “com-
plete” or “mature”). The only way to mature in faith is to challenge faith with good works.
And we saw last week under vola gratia that good works are supernatural works Wrought by
the Holy Spirit that no pagan can do. Faith is tested not only when we are called to cross the
Jordan River, but when we are called to love the unlovable, to have joy when we are perse-
cuted, to conquer besetting sins, etc. According to Hebrews, Abraham so trusted that God
would raise a seed through Isaac, that he knew that God would be obligated to raise Isaac
from the dead if he had to go through with the sacrifice. That is faith. It banks on the word of
God and acts even when all the evidence seems to go against it. Every example of faith in He-
brews 11 is a faith that acts; a faith that works. Works is simply the perfection or natural out-
growth of faith.

. Verse 23 describes justification by faith alone when Abraham was 85 years old - this is quot-
ing a passage that occurred 40 years earlier than the passage referred to in verse 21. So verse
21 is demonstrative justification and verse 23 is an earlier forensic justification. It might be
good to put those two words in your margins so that you don’t get confused. Verse 21 is
demonstrative justification that happened in Genesis 22. And verse 23 is forensic justification
that happened in Genesis 15.

He says, “And the Scripture was fulfilled which says, ‘Abraham believed God, and it was ac-
counted to him for righteousness.” [There’s where the imputation takes place - forty years be-
fore. You don’t have imputation in verse 21 - only demonstration. And the verse goes on to

say what happened the instant Abraham believed.] “And he was called the friend of God.” So
14



Luke 18:9-14 — Sermon by Phil Kayser
Page 15

verse 23 is an earlier justification of a sinner and verse 21 was a later justification of saint. The
justification Abraham received at age 85 was immediate, declarative, legal and once and for-
ever. The justification at age 125 in verse 21 was demonstrative and was simply the ongoing
showing by lifestyle that Abraham truly was a son of God. Forensic justification brought
Abraham from the state of being an enemy to being a friend of God. Demonstrative justifica-
tion proved that Abraham was a friend of God. He acted like a friend. Let me list those again
as a chart:

Verse 21  v. 23

125 years old 85 years old

by works by faith alone

demonstrative  forensic

no imputation  imputation

justification of a saint justification of sinner

progressive  immediate

not legal  legal

from enemy to a friend shown to be a friend

10. Now comes the controversial verse - verse 24. “You see then... [Let’s stop reading there. I

want to point out that he is making a logical connection with everything he has just said. “You
see then.” He is appealing to the two justifications he has just discussed in Abraham’s life. He
is saying to his readers: “Do you see now that there are two kinds of justification that you
need to be concerned about? You've all experienced the justification of verse 23, but what
about the other one? What about the kind of justification in verse 21? There is a justification
by faith alone (and you are good church members and you know about that), but the Old
Testament also talks about a demonstrative justification by works. Nothing but faith is appro-
priate in the courtroom. In the courtroom only Christ’s works will justify. But outside the
courtroom (and you are believers, so you should be outside the courtroom - outside the court-
room), no one can know that you have faith without the works that flow from faith... Men
can’t see your faith; they can only see your good works. As Christ said, by their fruits you will
know them. In church discipline a person isn’t disciplined only based on his profession or lack
of profession of faith. If he professes faith but refuses to repent of adultery, we begin to ques-
tion whether he has faith and therefore question whether he has forensic justification. But the
discipline is a declaration that we don’t see any demonstrative justification - we don’t see evi-
dence of justification. So James says,] “You see then that a man is justified by works, and not
by faith only.” Most people who argue against sola fide treat the word “only” as if it said,
“alone;” as if it was an adjective. And they say, “See? This verse contradicts justification by
faith alone.” No. It is not an adjective, and because it is an adverb it proves the exact opposite.
The Greek word is clearly an adverb, not an adjective. Let me quote a commentator on this to
clarify the distinction. The commentary says,
“The Greek adverb "only" (povov) ... does not qualify (or modify) the word faith, since the form would
then have been povng. As an adverb, however, it modifies the verb justified implied in the second clause ‘and
not only justified by faith.” James s saying that a by-faith justification s not the only kind of justification
there ts. There is also a by-works justification. The former type is before God; the latter type ts before men.”
(Zane Hodges)
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Do you see how it all fits perfectly together?

1. So James has just finished distinguishing between forensic justification and a shown justifica-
tion (both of which were commonly discussed in the Old Testament). And Abraham is a
beautiful example of how the two justifications can be distinguished. James distinguishes them
by pointing to two events in Abraham'’s life separated by forty years. Verse 23 occurs in Gen-
esis 15 and verse 21 refers to an event in Genesis 22. So forensic courtroom justification and
demonstrative justification are clearly distingutshed. They are different things.

But in verse 25 James uses Rahab to illustrate the truth that forensic justification and demon-
strative justification cannot be separated because both facets of justification occurred on the
same day. They can be distinguished (as seen by Abraham), but not separated (as seen by
Rahab). He uses Rahab to illustrate that faith and works cannot be separated. And it is such a
powerful argument.

And it is imperative to deal with errors of antinomianism as well as legalism. We must avoid
both. They can be distinguished but not separated, because the moment Rahab was given sav-
ing faith by God, that living faith immediately issued into works. She immediately showed
that she was a forensically justified person by taking dangerous action that required true faith.
By the way, Hebrews 11 says the same was true of Abraham. His forensic justification imme-
diately began to be demonstrated by action. Anyway, it says, “Likewise, was not Rahab the
harlot also justiﬁed by works when she received the messengers and sent them out another
way?” His point is that no person who is justified by faith alone can ever escape being justi-
fied by works. You cannot have one without the other. So distinguish, yes, but verse 25 says

don’t separate.

2. Finally, in verse 26 he says, “For as the body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works
is dead also.” Just as body and spirit need each other, so faith and works need each other. It’s
because of the nature of faith that the two justifications cannot be separated. Saving faith
leads to demonstrating faith. Faith that justifies before God will eventually justify before men.
For example, how do church sessions admit children to communion? We don’t do it based on
forensic justification since no one can see faith but God alone. We do it based on demonstra-

tive justification - the evidence of fruit that flows from faith.

So the Old Perspective of the whole Bible does not try to merge demonstrative justification into fo-
rensic justification, but clearly distinguishes them. When the Reformation said we are justified by
faith alone, they were referring to the forensic justification that forgives us, declares us righteous and
makes us forever secure in the son.

Let me end with a parable that T have given before, but which I believe shows the practical ramifi-
cations of both a justification by faith alone and a justification that shows our faith by works.

Just imagine that you were a criminal who has committed so many crimes that you don’t even re-
member them all. Every day you have broken the law in thought, word or deed. But the law catches
up with you, and you are sitting in jail depressed and knowing that the books will be thrown against
you when your time comes to appear in court. You look around you at the other criminals and they
are all making excuses. Some are blaming God for making the laws too tough. Others are blaming
their parents or their upbringing or their environment. But you know full well that you are guilty.

You feel hopeless and lost. There is no way that a good judge is going to let you off the hook.
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And into the room walks Jesus Christ. You are surprised that He knows you by name, and even
more surprised when he starts telling you of all your sins. He tells you sins you had long since forgot-
ten, and sins that were never expressed, but were hidden in your heart. And yet, despite all that, He
tells you that He is willing to be your attorney to represent you in court. And to encourage you He
says that He has succeeded in getting everyone off the hook whom He has taken on as a client. He is
willing to represent you if you will trust Him. And you say, Sure. I don’t have much choice.

But he says that there are a couple of conditions. The first condition is that you have to be willing to
tell the court and everyone else that you are guilty of every crime that He has mentioned. Plead guilty
He tells you. And you protest, “But I can’t do that. They will throw the books at me. You don’t know
how bad I have been. And you know this judge. He never justifies a guilty person. I am a tax collec-
tor who has stolen, cheated, committed adultery, and in so many ways | have been a wretched per-
son. It will be so hard on my pride to admit to all of that. What if my friends find out what a sinner I
am. I can’t plead guilty.”

And Christ responds, “Well, if you aren’t willing to confess your sins and trust me, then I won’t be
your lawyer. You'll have to face the judge on your own.” And it’s embarrassing to you, and it hurts
your pride, but you agree. And Jesus says, Here’s what I'm going to do. I'm going to take your name
on me and plead guilty before the judge and I'm going to die in your place. When you get before the
judge and he throws the books at you, just plead guilt_y and say, “I deserve death. I deserve your
wrath. But I've already paid the penalty. Please look it up in your court records.” And they will look
it up in their books, and sure enough, they read the official declaration - “Phil Kayser died in 30 AD,
and his debt was paid in full. And furthermore, 30 trillion dollars has been taken out of Christ’s ac-
count and put into Phil’s account and Phil Kayser is fully righteous; he’s fully funded.” Legally, the
court won't have a thing against you. Since there can't be any double jeopardy in the law, you are off
the hook. Double jeopardy means being punished for the same crimes twice, and the law forbids
double jeopardy. You can't be punished twice for the same crime. All of your crimes will have been
punished.

“But there’s a problem you need to know about,” Jesus says. “From this moment on you will have
to do everything in My name. Dead people don't exist as far as the law is concerned, and according
to the books you died in 30 AD. That means that you can’t enter into contracts in your own name,
buy anything, get married or do anything else on your own. You died with Christ and you will live in
Him. You don’t exist apart from Him. In fact, the moment you try to do anything apart from Me, the
law will come after you. Instead, when you need something, you will have to do it in the name of Je-
sus. I have established an account in your name, and anything you need is available for the asking,
but the check has to be signed in My name. Come to the father in Me.”

By the way, those of you who don’t pray in Jesus name - this is why you must do it. Colossians
3:17 says, “And whatever you do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks
to God the Father through Him.” The rest of our lives is radically changed by forensic justification.
Our whole identity is tied up in Jesus and we are only secure in him. Forensic justification takes you
out of prison and adopts you into God’s family. But it changes how you look at life.

But demonstrative justification shows that you really are in God’s family, and that you really have
His presence, and that you really are indwelt by His Spirit and power, and that you really do have
trillions of dollars in your spiritual bank account. If you never spend any of those things that are hid-
den in Christ, there is no evidence of sonship - you don’t have demonstrative justification. In other
words, demonstrative justification is a justification before others that shows others that you really are

you who say you are; that you really are a son of God; that you really do live by His power.
17
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The whole Sermon on the Mount was a call to true believers to live the reality of the supernatural
so that we can demonstrate true sonship. Ifyou can’t demonstrate any of the characteristics of son-
ship listed in the Sermon on the Mount, it is an evidence that you never had a living faith that foren-
sically justifies.

To become sons of God we must lay our deadly doing down and by faith stand complete in what
Jesus has done. And when we have that faith to lay hold of forensic justification, the same faith will
go on to demonstrate the reality of our relationship through good works that we will continually be

growing in. May it be so, Lord Jesus. Amen.
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