Calvin's Institutes Lesson 15, page 1

Jugtification and Christian Freedom

This lesson will cover Calvin’s long section ontjfisation in Book IIl, chapters 11 through 19. al
spent considerable time on this doctrine. He tendedpeat himself in some areas. When | talk about
Calvin’s doctrine of justification, 1 will not fotlw the order that Calvin used in these chaptexs! |
instead sum up his thoughts since there is sonegitiep there. First, let us look to the Lord iraper,
again using a prayer from John Calvin.

“Almighty God, You set before our eyes the manyg Byilvhich we have provoked Your anger against
us. And yet, You give us the hope of pardon ifepent. Grant us a teachable spirit that, with beicgm
meekness, we may pay attention to Your warnings)ditso as to despair of the mercy offered us, but
seek it through Your Son, as He has once for atlenmeace with You by shedding His blood. So cleanse
us also by Your Spirit from all our pollutions Unét last, we stand spotless before You in thagt da

when Christ shall appear for the salvation of aisieople. Ameh.

As a brief review, remember that in Book Ill Caltalks about the way in which we receive the grace
of Christ, what benefits come to us from it, andatvbffects follow. He began with a chapter on the
Holy Spirit, who is the bond between Christ andTuse Spirit is the way, and the principle work loét
Spirit is faith. Then Calvin said he had to chobséwveen two points that equally demanded atteration
that position of his treatment in thestitutes one was justification and the other was saneiiifon.
Surprisingly, Calvin chose to put sanctificatiorsfj for reasons that | have explained. It was bbb
because of Roman Catholic objections to the daewirjustification by faith alone. Calvin wanted to
emphasize the importance of, necessity of, an@iogytof good works in the justified person befoee
treated the doctrine of justification itself. Hepéadned that in Book Ill, chapter 3, section 1, wine
said, “Our immediate transition will be from faith repentance [or sanctification], for when thigitois
rightly understood, it will better appear how manustified by faith alone.” Thus having spent tiore
the race of repentance, which is sanctificatiortherChristian life, Calvin was ready to ask thesjion
of what produced that kind of life. How can it It a person can live that way? The answer iSGbat
alone can do the work that enables a person tofeeoChristian and then live the Christian lifedGo
does it by justifying us by faith alone.

Now in our study, we finally come to justificati@ecording to Calvin. The length of the treatment
shows something of Calvin’s concern to emphasimedbctrine. He did not want us to think that,
because he postponed it, it is not central, urgerfundational. Calvin actually called it in Botk
chapter 11, section 1 the “main hinge on whichgreh turns.” We could translate that statemenhas t
“main thing” about religion, but Calvin's imageas interesting one. Justification is the “main leimon
which religion turns.” He said the same thing iroRdll, chapter 14, section 11, when he called the
doctrine of justification “the principle hinge orhweh our controversy with the papists turns.” You
might wonder why Calvin uses that particular metaphbelieve the answer is that Luther used him
book, The Bondage of the Willvhich was written against Erasm@n the Freedom of the Willuther
said, “You [speaking to Erasmus] saw what was tlaadjhinge on which the whole turned, and
therefore you attacked the vital part at once.’hlieatwent on to thank Erasmus for focusing on theama
topic rather than indulgences, purgatory, or theugtions in the Catholic Church. Luther said those
were minor topics compared to this main topic, Wwhghow a person is saved. Calvin picked up ot tha
language and used it in thestitutes

Some have wanted to see Calvin’s treatment offication as somewhat second-handed and perhaps
not vital to the construction of his own theologdisgstem. Alister McGrath makes that point. In my
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view, however, that is quite mistaken. | believattiwhat we have here is Calvin stressing this doetr

in an unambiguous way. In one sense, it certagecond-handed, because he inherited it mostty fro
Luther. Yet that does not mean that it is secondarther was the first to clarify this doctrine,tbu
Calvin followed and emphasized it just as much athér did. T. H. L. Parker, in his bo@alvin: An
Introduction to His Thoughtwrote, “Justification is something Calvin has ie@erking up to all

through thdnstitutes” | believe that is much closer to an accuratesssent of the place of this
doctrine in Calvin than was Alister McGrath’s conmhe

There is a significant treatment of justificationthelnstitutes It covers nine chapters. There is more
space given to justification by faith in the fitktee books than any other topic, except for thetrdwe

of the Christian life. Space is not the most deteative factor in assessing the importance of vidhat
being treated, but it certainly is significantytiu consider all four books, the doctrine of tharch gets
more pages than any other doctrine. The doctrinestification, however, is significantly treated.
Calvin even seemed to believe that he might haee bgerdoing his treatment by repeating certain
points. He said in Book Ill, chapter 14, sectiofiTde thought repeatedly returns to my mind thate¢h
is a danger of my being unjust to God’s mercy whiabor with such great concern to assert it as if
were doubtful or obscure.” He did not want us tokhthat because he emphasized it, saying the same
think over again, and repeated himself, that hetwasg to make a point that was somehow not certai
Calvin’s attention to the doctrine and his repetitivas not because the doctrine is uncertain ause
it is so important and because it was so contr@aleGalvin treated doctrines that were contro\arsi
much more than he treated doctrines that, in tkteesnth century, were not controversial. Thus there
was not a huge amount of attention to the doctsfrtee Trinity. It was not because that was not
considered essential, but rather because almost®ay accepted it. The doctrine of justification,
however, was one that was controversial. Thus @apent considerable time on it.

That summarized the importance of the doctrinaustification. Now we can consider the relationship
of justification by faith to sanctification. Calveaw both sanctification and justification as tifesgf
God. Justification frees us from the necessitylmying the Law for salvation. It does not free nasf
the necessity of obeying the Law, but it does freérom the necessity of obeying the Law for sabrat
We cannot do that anyway, so it is our only hocHfication, regeneration, or newness of life,
enables us to obey the Law as justified peoplesé& o topics are closely linked in Calvin’s though
They are both gifts of God, gifts of the Gospeley¥ltannot be separated. Justification is the safrce
sanctification. Without justification, one has meit a foundation on which to establish your sabrati
nor one on which to build piety toward God. Whenv@abegan to talk about justification in Book I,
chapter 11, section 1, he said that he was begjrnitreat the foundation of all things. Withouath
foundation, there is no way that we could buildypteward God, for there would be no basis on which
we could establish our salvation. So while theyteu@ different things, they cannot be separatedi Yo
cannot have justification without sanctificatiomdayou cannot have sanctification without justifica.
At the same time, however, Calvin was very conagthat they should not be confused or
compounded. When we talk about justification armtgcation, we should not separate them, but at
the same time it is essential not to confuse them.

Calvin believed that the heresies of his day weresed by the confusion of sanctification with
justification. Calvin had two targets, or opponemigh that idea. One was a Lutheran, a theologian

the name of Osiander. The other target was the R@a#holic theologians. He opposed them both, and
he thought they both made the same mistake irotigelun, even though they came at the issue from
quite different angles.
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Let us consider Osiander first. Calvin did not haugch respect for Osiander. Calvin attacked hinaon
number of occasions. Osiander was not a greatdgewl, and we would probably not know much about
Osiander if Calvin had not spent so much time kitechim. The Lutherans did not care much for
Osiander either. So when Calvin attacked him, he mad attacking Lutheranism. He was attacking a
Lutheran theologian who had some heretical viewspm@ing to both Calvin and most Lutherans. What
Calvin described as Osiander’s doctrine was “samaage monster of essential righteousness.” What so
upset Calvin about Osiander was that Osiandentssien justification, but he rejected the undiluted
imputation concept. In other words, Osiander clairtat a person could not be justified merely
because God declared him justified, without some kif change happening in that person. He said that
God cannot regard as just those who are unjussaltkit is both improper and impossible for God to
simply declare a sinner justified. He said that stiimg must happen in a sinner to enable God takspe
of that sinner as justified. Calvin said that teaghwas “some strange monster of essential
righteousness.” Osiander believed that we becostept because God says we are just, but by the fac
of Christ indwelling in us. For him, justificatiaa not only a forensic act, or a declaration, this

actual coming of Christ to indwell us. In that wag are made righteous by the infusion of Christ, by
the essence of Christ within us. God can look upoas justified because, to some extent, we rasadly
now righteous and just people.

Luther would not have agreed with that, and Cabartainly did not either. Calvin said, “We who are
not righteous in ourselves are reckoned as su€linrist.” In justification, it is not that we aredwelt

by Christ and so are justified on that basis, htlier we are not righteous in ourselves. We aioresd
righteous in Christ. Calvin’s objection to Osianges that Osiander mixed sanctification and
justification. The indwelling of Christ certainlg an important doctrine for Calvin, but our uniorhw
Christ that produces the righteousness we experian€hristians is sanctification, not justificatio
Osiander’s view was justification by sanctificatiavhereas Calvin’s view was justification by faith
alone and sanctification as the result of our figstiion. Calvin insisted that, in terms of our
justification, our righteousness is always outgifleurselves. It is something God does for us. He
imputes it to us. He gives us credit for it. Heki@ts us as righteous, but we are not righteousweéet
become righteous as a result of the justificatiat ts given to us outside of anything that we do o
anything that happens within us. It was the sanmgtthat Luther talked about when he talked about
“alien righteousness.” The righteousness that we liaat justifies us is always alien. It belongs to
somebody else. It is not ours. It is, of course,iphteousness of Christ that is imputed to us.

The first target of Calvin was Osiander, and theosd target, the more significant target, was theles
Roman Catholic sacramental system, which was bpilluring the Middle Ages. In that system, the
Roman Catholic doctrine of justification was onattimixed God'’s grace with human works. It was
another form of justification by sanctification. &vthough Osiander and the Roman Catholics were
quite different in their approach to this doctri@alvin thought they ended up in the same plackiCa
said that the Catholics “interpret the grace of Gotlas the imputation of free righteousness [whiels
Calvin’s view] but as the Spirit helping in the puit of holiness.” So the grace of God was theug, b
justification was not viewed as simply God declgrihe sinner justified on the basis of the work of
Christ. The Catholic view of justification was rattthat God applied the work of Christ to the smne
enabling the sinner to begin to do his part inwloek of salvation.

Throughout these chapters, Calvin was concernstidw that he was following Saint Augustine in
most things. When Calvin got to the doctrine otgta, he was greatly concerned to show that he was
following Augustine on that doctrine as well. Instfreatment of the Catholic view of justification,
Calvin said, “For when Augustine says anything idled.ombard obscures it.” Lombard was Peter
Lombard, author oTheSentencedHe was called the “master of the sentences.” Hethve premiere
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Catholic medieval theologian prior to Thomas Agsinaombard’sSentencewere the standard
Catholic systematic theology of the Middle Ages.aWhombard did was mainly look for sources,
qguotes from the church fathers and earlier meditnedlogians, and create his theology on the ludsis
what others had said. Augustine was often quotédmbard. Calvin said, however, that whenever
“Augustine says anything clearly, Lombard obscuiresnd if there was anything slightly contaminated
in Augustine, Lombard totally corrupts it.” Thusrbard was not Calvin’s favorite theologian.
Lombard and the others who stand for Roman Catlindiclogy were then subject to Calvin’s attack.

Calvin did have some differences from Augustinegéstine talked about salvation by grace alone. That
was the whole theme of his anti-Pelagian writingsis-hot by works, but rather it is by God’s grace.
The Reformation formula, however, of justificatiby grace through faith was not present in Augustine
The aspect of “through faith” is not present in Agtine, as it is in Luther. Luther agreed with
Augustine that salvation is by grace alone, boe#ds to be said “by faith alone” as well. Themmigch
more emphasis in the Reformation and in Calvinaotihfalone than there was in Augustine. There has
been ongoing discussion about that point, buthalosee a huge problem there. Augustine said “by
grace alone,” and the Reformers said “by faith @/band they both meant that you cannot add angthin
to God’s grace. That emphasis on faith is not fomn8lugustine, however, as it is in Calvin. Theeaath
important point of difference—although there armediny points of difference in matters of
interpretation—is that Calvin clearly held to a Btupredestination. It is debated whether Augustine
did or not. It is suggested that perhaps Augustiag a single predestinarian while Calvin was a oub
predestinarian. People investigate what AugustimteGalvin each said about reprobation.

Since Calvin was responding to the Roman Cathadiew of justification, which was that God infused
righteousness into His people, it has been askedfugustine’s view of justification differed fronmé
Catholic view that Calvin was attacking. Augustsieiew was grace alone, apart from works. The
Catholic view is semi-Augustinian. They say yegtace, but works have to be added, however those
works may come. Works could be the result of thesion of Christ’s righteousness, or it could be th
enablement of the Spirit or the obedience of thes@ihn. For Catholics, justification ultimatelygends
on some human works. For Augustine, however, jaatibn did not depend on human works, but on
God's grace alone. | hope to have time to coveCtnolic system of salvation in comparison to
Calvin’s system of salvation. In the Catholic systevhen a person gets to heaven, he gets there both
because of reward and human accomplishment. InrCalinderstanding, however, heaven is just as
much a gift as justification. We get to heaven lseaof God’s grace, not because of our efforts.
Calvin’s view raised the Catholic objection and sfien of whether it therefore matters what we det Y
Calvin already spent considerable time emphasitiagnecessity of the Christian life as the prodict
justification before he even treated justificatamthe basis for the Christian life.

Calvin usually gave definitions. He liked definiti, and he liked to be clear. He liked to set foith
thought in a brief phrase, sentence, or paragtdplgave three definitions, at least, of justifioati
They are not contradictory, but each one is shgtiiiferent. In Book 1ll, chapter 11, section 2,1@a
says that justification is “the acceptance withethGod receives us into His favor as righteous.”
Acceptance is the key term there. God receivestosHis favor as righteous, as though we were
righteous. Calvin continues, “It consists in theigsion of sins and the imputation of Christ’s
righteousness.” We receive the righteousness asClralvin said in Book Ill, chapter 11, section 3
“To justify means nothing else than to acquit olligum who was accused, as if his innocence were
confirmed.” Then in Book Ill, chapter 17, sectionGalvin says, “We define justification as follovike
sinner, received into communion with Christ, isamdled to God by His grace, while, cleansed by
Christ’s blood, he obtains forgiveness of sins, @lothed with Christ’s righteousness as if it weig
own, he stands confident before the heavenly juddiseat.”
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When we consider those definitions, two ideas ctimzugh. One is the idea of imputed righteousness.
Believers are righteous, not in themselves, buiuthin the righteousness of Christ. It is not imghrte
righteousness, as with Osiander. It is imputedteighisness. The righteousness of Christ is reckased
ours. In Book Ill, chapter 11, section 23, Calvays, “You see that our righteousness is not ifbusin
Christ.” As we talk about justification, we havet&dk about righteousness, but not ours. It is limi€Z.
One of Calvin’s illustrations for this was Jacoklhis brother’s clothing. When he came before his
father, his father recognized him as someone henatadt is a rather convoluted illustration. Onaght
not consider using it because of all the backgrdorttiat illustration. | am not sure that | wouldnt to
use it in a sermon. Yet Calvin’s point was cleanew Jacob came before his father, his father said,
“You are Esau.” As we stand before the Fatheromebody else’s clothing, the Father says to useél
you as righteous.” Imputed righteousness is esadntiCalvin’s teaching.

The other idea that is highlighted is forgiveneksins. Justification is not only that God seessis
righteous because we are clothed in the righte@ssofeChrist, but God also sees us as forgiveruof o
sins. In Book Ill, chapter 11, section 21, Calvays, “The righteousness of faith is reconciliatath
God, which consists in the forgiveness of sins.’s#i3 are forgiven, and the righteousness of Clsrist
imputed to us. Those are not really two differdmmgs. Forgiveness of sins is based on the
righteousness of Christ imputed to us. They arewags of looking at what transpires in justificatie-
sins forgiven and we stand clothed in the rightaeeas of Christ. If we thought only of our sins lgein
forgiven, and then we stood before the Father asetues, that would be a rather pitiful situatigve
are still sinners, despite that fact that we haaenhjustified. Instead, the guilt of our sins iggfeen,

and we stand in the presence of God, clothed imighéeousness of Christ.

The Council of Trent was occurring throughout géaportion of Calvin’s lifetime as a Reformer in
Geneva. He was aware of the rules that were besgrdup by the Roman Catholics in Trent, in Italy.
Calvin also wrote about what Trent was producingroter to answer Trent’s doctrines and Trent’s
attacks on Protestant doctrine. In one place whawil€wrote about the Canons of Trent, he refetoed
his opponents as “venerable fathers.” It is intiengghat he used such a pleasant descriptionsof hi
opponents, which he did not always do. Perhapsdt wony or sarcasm, but nonetheless it sounded
better than “those scoundrels” or “those dogs’amsthing else that Calvin often said about his
theological enemies. Calvin said, “The venerablledies will not allow justifying faith to be definexb
the confidence with which we embrace the mercy @dl @s forgiving sin for Christ’s sake.”

Imputed righteousness and forgiveness of sinsrrevays of considering the same thing—for they are
not contradictory, but rather they are complemegntaut sometimes people seem to be uneasy with the
idea of imputation. It is considered forensic, legaa kind of intellectualism. Forgiveness, oe tther
hand, is something that is warm and personal. Fengiss leads to the doctrine of adoption and things
like that. | do not think, however, that we shosék it that way. For Calvin, imputation was cettain

not an abstraction, with forgiveness being the jiesdlfication. Apart from imputation, forgiveness

would have been unintelligible to Calvin. God does, and cannot, simply forgive because He wants to
forgive. He must have a way to forgive, a basisvbrch to forgive. Unless the righteousness of Ghris
can somehow be reckoned to my account, then what basis is there for the forgiveness of my sins?
God cannot simply say, “You are forgiven,” becaGsal’'s holiness and justice must be satisfied in
some way in order for God to be God. Thus imputsisonot some kind of abstraction. It is not a kaid
cold intellectualism. We can embrace imputatiomaemly as we can embrace forgiveness.

Let us now consider the results of the doctrinpustification by faith. In this third book, Calvis
writing about the way in which we receive the grat€hrist and the benefits that come to us fram it
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We have just been studying those benefits, inclpdirputation, the righteousness of Christ imputed t
us, and forgiveness of sins. The third book als@owhat effects follow from receiving the grade o
Christ. Some effects will follow. Calvin means thiaings will be present, or seen, in our lives, athi
are effects of justification as well as effectgeentance. The practical application of the effect
repentance was in the Golden Booklet of the Clanstife. Those effects included self-denial, begrin
the cross, meditations on heaven, and uses ofrésemt life. Those are all effects that show upun
lives as a result of God’s work in our lives of eepance, regeneration, or sanctification. There are
effects of justification as well. This is not meral legal exercise that does not have any practical
implication. Justification does have practical irgtions as much as sanctification.

There are two main effects of justification. FiGglvin said, “Justification serves God’s honorisTh
enables us to honor God in the way we think areldiv that His glory stands undiminished.” Calvin
also said in Book Ill, chapter 13, section 2, “M=aamnot, without sacrilege, claim for himself even a
crumb of righteousness, for just so much is plucked taken away from the glory of God’s
righteousness.” In other words, when you talk alsalitation, if you take even a little bit away,tjas
crumb of righteousness that you claim for yourdekn you diminish by that much the glory of God’s
righteousness. When | think about the Roman Catlmoéidieval system, | usually call it “percentage
theology.” Catholic theologians differed on exadttyw it worked, but the system meant that God does
His part and you do your part. So, for instanced @oght do 90% while you do 10%. That is
percentage theology. If God does His part and youoat do your part, then you will not be saved.Eve
if God does 99% and you do 1%, then that is stittpntage theology. Calvin said that it does ndtena
how small of a percentage you believe you do,af¢hs anything there, even a crumb of righteousnes
then by that much it is going to diminish the glofyGod’s righteousness. So the doctrine of
justification by faith alone is the only teachifat can fully honor God and allow His glory to stan
undiminished.

Justification by faith alone serves God’s honos glory stands undiminished. We cannot take credit
for our salvation, even a little part of our salgat and at the same time give all the glory to Gidte
prayer, “Thank You, Lord, for helping me to becoan€hristian,” is not the same as, “Thank You,
Lord, for saving me.” The latter prayer is the eveewill pray if we are true to Calvin’s teachingdan
true to the Bible.

The other effect that follows from justification Iaith is that this doctrine gives us peace of caxe.
You cannot imagine how lacking that was in theestxith century unless you have studied many of the
writings of the people of that time. There was sswsiance, no confidence. Nobody ever knew where
they stood unless they received some sort of dieselation from God, telling them they were
Christians. That did not happen very often, evaroating to Catholic sources. Salvation is a gift of
God, and because it is a gift of God, there issastfar confidence and assurance. Calvin said wkBo
lll, chapter 13, section 3, “We profit nothing irsdussing righteousness unless we establish a
righteousness so steadfast that it can supporauiin the judgment of God.” What can support our
soul in the judgment of God? If we stand before @oithe jJudgment, what will give us confidence?
Will it be the fact that we did some good thingsfe people of the sixteenth century found that lagki
We can always doubt the validity or strength of works. If salvation is a work, or even patrtially a
work, even to a very small degree, how can | knoat t have done that work? How can | know that |
have measured up to the standard?

That was Luther’s problem in the monastery. He vierthe monastery in order to do more than he
could do as an ordinary Christian. Then in the nsterg he did more than he was required to do as a
monk. He had said, “If ever a monk could get tovieeaby his monkery, it was me.” Whatever was
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required by the order, Luther did more. He was sgpd to confess, so he did confess. Yet the vty fi
step of confession is contrition, feeling genuinsdyry for your sins. Without contrition, the cos$eon

is invalid. A sixteenth-century person could nobf@ss sins for which he was not genuinely sorry.
Luther stumbled even at that point, because howddwoeiknow that he was truly contrite? How much
contrition was required? Then he confessed continaad repeatedly until he wore out his confessor.
You might have heard the story when the man s&d, dnd do something really bad. Then come and
confess it.” Luther would confess every trivialrthine did. Then he would leave and return and knock
on the door saying he forgot something, some thligihad. Luther was trying to make the system
work. Yet he never had any confidence, becausedhead know if he had done enough.

If salvation is a gift from God, however, then wee bt have to worry about our works. We can know
that God has done enough. We can stand confidétisipresence. | do not have to earn it or desierve
| just receive it. | know that God’s gift is enough

The next topic is Christian freedom. It is an ietging chapter in thiestitutes Book Ill, chapter 19.
This material in Book Ill, chapter 19 was alreadggent in the 1536 edition. Some of it Calvin had
taken from Luther, some from Melanchthon. Melanohthad similar material in hlsoci Communes
from 1521. As always, Calvin added his own particslant on the issue.

The material was moved around in the various eutiof thelnstitutes In 1559 it was placed at the end
of his treatment of justification. He called it ‘@&ppendage” of justification. Calvin meant thatywnthat
we understand justification, we need to unders@mdstian freedom because it will protect us from
falling back into works-based righteousness. It kelep us from legalism and doubt. One writer has
said quite truly, “How many words about Calvin’gdéism would have remained unspoken if this
chapter had been read more often?” If Calvin isigoo be criticized for anything, besides being par
the burning of Servetus, he will probably be cizigd for legalism. Sometimes | wonder if people who
make those claims have read thstitutes They certainly have not read Book Ill, chapter 1€galism
does not understand the power of justification.

Calvin’s point, which | have referred to beforethat both repentance—or regeneration or
sanctification, whichever term you want to use—pustification have implications for how a person
lives. The fact that we are counted just before Sot less significant for practical life than flaet
that we are united to Christ in mortification andification. The fact that we are united to Chiist
mortification and vivification leads to the life tfe Christian. That is why Calvin puts those chegpbn
how a Christian lives at the end of his treatmérsamctification. The fact that we are reckoned
righteous, with the righteousness of Christ imputeds and our sins forgiven, also has practical
implications for how a Christian lives. Calvin sétese implications forth in Book Ill, chapter 19,
which is called “On Christian Freedom.”

Book Ill, chapter 19 is there to answer the questibwhat difference this doctrine makes on theireat
of the Christian life. Calvin tells us that it maka difference in three great ways. The first & the are
free from the Law. Calvin said in Book lll, chaptEd, section 2, “There is no place for the Law."uYo
must realize, however, what Calvin means by thate €hould realize what Calvin means after reading
this far in thenstitutes Calvin means we are free from the Law as a measalvation. We are free
from salvation by works. Calvin said, “...so we aog disturbed and troubled over forgiveness of 8ins.
That is a wonderful freedom. We know we have beegiven. Our confidence is sure. We can forget
the righteousness of the Law, and we can lookéathce of God.
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Calvin’s first point is classic Reformation teadiof salvation by grace alone. It is what he hamnbe
teaching in this whole section. Calvin is sayingtt@hristian freedom is freedom from falling bactoi
any kind of works righteousness that depends andsot on God’s grace. This is not a denial of the
third use of the Law for the Christian. Yet therdhiise of the Law also does not deny the firstaishe
Law. The first use of the Law is to show me thair a sinner, | cannot keep the Law, and | am doomed
unless God does something for me. The third uskeeoEaw is that | will keep the Law and | must keep
the Law because it is God’s holy intention for nfg.I Thus Calvin does not deny the third use. Hes sa
in Book Ill, chapter 19, section 2, “The Law doed stop teaching and exhorting and urging believers
to good, even though before God’s judgment sd&tstnot place in their consciences.” When we stand
before the judgment seat, the Law does not hasteaWe will not even think about it. We can forget
it. That does not mean, however, that we can fdrget.aw in our Christian living.

The second use of Christian freedom is that wenavefree to freely obey God. We have the freedom
of children to freely obey God’s will. It is not wathe necessity of a servant who knows that hetis n
going to measure up, that he is going to fall shad be condemned, but it is the freedom of childoe
happily and freely obey the Lord. Obedience isaacgquirement for sonship. It is the result of $gms

It is not that | must obey the Law so that God Valte me, but it is that | want to obey the Lawuill

obey the Law because God loves me. It is not 90Gbd will love me. It is because God does love me.

Calvin said that is a wonderful freedom because wevecan bring our small, imperfect, rude works to
God, and we can know that they will not be measbsethe rigor of the Law’s demands. These works
we do, in keeping the Law, are on a much lowerllthan the standard that the Law actually setsr& he
is a great gulf between what the Law requires ahdt\wthe best of us ever accomplishes. Yet, we do no
have to come into God'’s presence with terror, timgkhat God is requiring one thing and we are only
producing something far less. We come into thegmres of a gracious Father.

| was in a doctor’s office recently, which was ayveice office, with important medical books, blda
with some very poor pictures on the wall. Thoseuses were made with crayon. | do not know what
they are pictures of. Maybe one was a tree anchanetas a bird, but they did not look like a tre@o
bird. Yet he had those pictures proudly displayedhe wall of his office. The reason, of coursehast

his children created them. On the bottom of théupés you can see that they are signed with a mgessa
like “With love, to daddy.” We might say they areefiy poor art. Yet they are treasured, displapedi,
accepted. | am sure that doctor did not criticisechildren because of the pictures’ poor quakig.
accepted his children’s pictures because of wheat $iood for. In a sense, we are like that. We come
into God’s presence with our imperfect effortseltkose juvenile drawings, and God accepts what we
bring. He does not find fault with our offeringshdat is the second freedom. It is an incredibledope.

The third freedom is freedom in the indifferentils, theadiaphora That is the Greek word we use for
that idea. Calvin uses that word occasionally,fmitoften. The idea, however, is certainly present
Calvin. Calvin said that, as we live the Christiiéa, there are many things that are indifferent,
adiaphora They are things that are not specifically covdygdhe Law. The Christian is free in all those
things. There is no legalism in Calvin, despite igeople think. We cannot make, and the church
cannot make, an eleventh commandment. There aygamntommandments. God’s Law is God’s Law,
and we should not add to the Law. Different expaessof Christianity have often done that. What is
sometimes called “fundamentalism” tends to addhé&oltaw. We are told: you shall not go to movies;
you shall not dance; you shall not play cards;ar ghall not drink alcoholic beverages. | grewmp i
that tradition, and there are some very good thaigmsit it. Yet all those laws were there, and weswe
made to feel that they were part of the Law of God.
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Calvin, however, said that things that the Bibleslaot cover are indifferent. The Christian is fretn
regard to all those things, being guided by twagpgles. Calvin was not just saying that we shadd

out and do whatever we want in these areas. Wiemén these areas, and we should not add to the
Law, but there are two principles that we shouléki mind. First is moderation. Calvin said thait a

we think about the indifferent things, we shoul@iavoth asceticism and indulgence. On the one hand
asceticism entraps the conscience in a long anxdricable maze. We can get trapped by being too
strict. Calvin’s illustration for this point wasd@hsome people think they should not drink goodewso
they drink mediocre wine. Then they think they ddmot even drink mediocre wine, so they drink poor
wine. Then they think they should not drink winealit so they drink water. Then they think they sldo
not drink clean water, so they drink dirty wateal¥@n was using an argumergductio ad absurdum
Calvin said we should not go in that direction. $#e@uld not get caught in a rigid, narrow outlook on
life. We should recognize that God has given usiggifis, and we should use those gifts for the
purpose for which God has given them to us. Tlashag then begins to overlap with Calvin’s
teaching on the life of the Christian. Both Chastireedom, which comes out of justification, an
appendage to justification, and the life of thei€tran, which flows out of repentance, return te th
same ideas.

While we are to avoid asceticism, we are also tmcaindulgence. It is a slippery path, a narrowhpat
We can go off the path by being too strict, or \ea go off the path by being too loose. Calvin shat

we should live not “luxuriate.” He said in Book,Ithapter 19, section 9, “Surely ivory and gold and
riches are good creations of God, permitted, indggabinted, for men’s use by God'’s providence. And
we have never been forbidden to laugh or to beditr to join new possessions to old or ancestra$ o
or to delight in musical harmony or to drink wiffeue indeed. But where there is plenty, to wallow i
delights, to gorge oneself, to intoxicate mind aedrt with present pleasures and be always panting
after new ones—such are very far removed from &ulamse of God’s gifts.” The gifts are there, and w
can use them as God intended for us, avoidingiasratand avoiding indulgence.

The other principle that should guide us in ouri§tten freedom is compassion. Calvin said in BdaKk |
chapter 19, section 10, “Christian freedom congistswuch in abstaining as in using.” That is a very
important part of what Calvin wanted to communidates. In other words, | exercise my Christian
freedom when | am free to use these gifts that &zdgiven to us in these indifferent areas, whsch i
much of life. Yet | am equally using my Christiamédom when | do not use these gifts. You can use
your Christian freedom in drinking wine, and younaese your Christian freedom in not drinking wine.
Why would we want to abstain? Calvin said, “We nustabuse our Christian freedom, but use it only
if it helps the edification of our neighbor.” Thssan important principle. We are free in indiffiere
things, but we should always be aware of who i w.

That idea is advanced with two further ideas. @abays that we must distinguish between the
ignorance of our weak brothers and the rigor ofRharisees. When we start thinking about our
neighbor, there are two categories. There are weatkers, and there are Pharisees. You must knew th
difference between a weak brother and a Pharisseinaid that where you have a weak brother, you
must not use your Christian freedom, because #rabp may be caused to stumble. Where you have a
Pharisee, however, you do not have to abstainmieegive you Calvin’s illustration. Paul had Timothy
circumcised, but he did not have Titus circumciSdtere seems to be some kind of inconsistency there
in which he would insist on the circumcision of afénis associates but not on the other. Calvid sai
that Paul had Timothy circumcised because “Patlicesd his freedom.” In other words, Paul normally
would not have had Timothy circumcised becauseag mo longer a requirement in the Christian era.
Calvin said, “Paul restricted his freedom becauses fruitful to do so.” There were people who \ebu
have been offended. They would not have underst®odRaul thought it was right to take into
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consideration the weaker brother. Calvin said Batl asserted his freedom, however, in the right of
Titus because of the “unjust demands of false &m®50ne issue concerned weaker brothers while the
other issue concerned Pharisees. In the secondr@Stance, there were Jews who were saying that
circumcision was required for keeping the Law amdslvation. Paul said it was not necessary and so
Titus was not circumcised. The rigor of the Phassis not something that should cause us to forsake
our Christian freedom, but there are weaker brsttems. May God give us the wisdom to discern when
we are dealing with weaker brothers and when wel@atéing with Pharisees.

Calvin’s final point under compassion, as he disessndifferent things, is that we should remember
that, as we try to avoid giving offence to people,should make sure that we do not offend God. We
must not offend God in trying to avoid offendingrseighbor. There are some times when we can go
too far in trying to avoid offending our neighband we end up offending God. Calvin’s illustratfon
this point is the Mass. To Calvin, it was wrong éoperson who had embraced the Protestant teaithing
continue to go to the Mass and participate inatn® people were doing so. Calvin called them
“Nicodemites.” Nicodemus was one who secretly didds, by night. They were doing it because they
said they did not want to offend neighbors and ttieynot want to be too harsh. After all, they said
people must first be fed with milk before they graw to be fed by meat. So they were secret
Protestants going to the Mass, and people saidstright because they had to have milk before they
had meat. Calvin’s answer was that milk is not @oislo him the Mass was poison. So we should not
be too gentle with people when there is an issuelwed that may offend God.

| do not have time to cover the Roman Catholiceysof salvation in comparison with Calvin’s
doctrine of justification by faith alone. In thellaypus there is an outline that shows the Romahdliat
system of faith and works, and it shows Calvin'dewrof justification, with the various referencedite
Institutes

The next section is a wonderful section of Calwinpoayer. So | will talk about prayer in the next
lesson.
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