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[Start tape one, side 1]

Doug Winward, the Moderator: Wewill cal these proceedsto order. A couple of
announcements...

Thomas Tyson, counsel for the accused: The Defense has two requests of the court. Firgt,
we're going to begin our defense today by questioning two witnesses, Dr. Richard B. Gaffin, Jr.
and the accused. Dr. Gaffin, having not arrived yet, he is on hisway as we speak from
Virginia, and hoped to be here by nine o' clock. Since heisnot here, our first request is that
the court permit us to put the accused on the stand and begin quegtioning him. And then if Dr.
Geffin arrives and we are a an appropriate bresking point in the questioning of the accused, that
we be permitted to let the accused sit down from the witness chair and that we proceed to
guestion Dr. Gaffin with the right then when we are finished with Dr. Gaffin to go back to the
accused. That isour first request.

Winward: | see no reason why not to grant it.

TT : Our second request is that with respect to questioning the accused because of the state of
his ankles, having falen out of atree, and finding it - well that was some years ago - but it isill
hard for him to stand for any lengthy period of time. Will the court permit him to sit here and use
this microphone when | question him?

Winward: That would be fine

TT : May we proceed then with the accused, John Kinnaird?

(Discussion of getting a microphone with astand for the accused, etc. as Dr. Gaffin arrives.)

TT : Well then, we will go to Dr. Gaffin. You just madeit, Dick. Please come forward. You
don’ t have ankle troubles, so you have to stand.

(Some chit chat not transcribed. )

TT : Mr. Moderator, the defense assumesthat if at any point the court would like to interrupt
and ask any questions of Dr. Geffin, they will do so. We are not inviting you to do that, but we
understand that you might want to do that.

Winward : Thank you. Are you ready to proceed?
TT:Yes



Winward: Dr. Gaffin, I’ m required to ask you to make the following affirmation. Repest these
words, please. | solemnly swear that by the grace of God .... | will speak the truth .....the whole
truth ......and nothing but the truth .....concerning the matters on which | am called upon to
tedtify... Thank you.  [Gaffin repeets afterward the phrased]

TT : State your name and position please.

Dr. Richard Gaffin : Richard B. Gaffin J. | an aminiger in this presbytery and in discharging
that ministerid office | teach Systematic Theology and New Testament Studies at Westminster
Theologicd Seminary in Philaddphia

TT : Makeit go higher. [in reference to the microphone]

Dr. Gaffin, you have gone on record as having gppraised The Declaration and Theological
Statements presented by John O. Kinnaird to the Bethany OPC Session and indicated that you
saw nothing in it which would lead you in any way to question that Mr. Kinnaird has continued
fathfully before God in his sworn commitments to the Scriptures, to the system of doctrine
taught therein and to the reformed faith, have you not?

RG: Yes | have.
TT : Have you read the charge and specifications of thistrid?
RG : Yes| have.

TT : Having done so would you care to amend the gppraisa you made of the aforementioned
Declaration and Theologicd Statements?

RG : No, | see no reason to.

TT : That being the case, would you show how Mr. Kinnaird's statements cited in the
specifications are within the system of doctrine taught in the Westmingter Standards and
reveded in Holy Scripture? In answering that question would you aso address related matters
that might assst this court in adjudicating this charge based upon these specifications?

RG : Yes, | would like to address those questions. I’ d liketo draw attention ..

Winward : Excuse me, Dr. Geffin, before you get started. When you address a specific
specification, would you read the specification fird? So we know what you are referring to.

RG : I'dlikefirst to address ... isthe sound OK? [chatter about mics and sound systems being
worked out] 1'd like to begin in offering my testimony here today on behdf of the defense. The
defendant, the accused, to read ded first with the first specification which reads.



Alt is not possble that any could be a brother to Jesus Christ and enjoy with Chrigt, in
the Kingdom of Heaven, the presence of God the Father except thet one be fully
conformed to the image of Chrigt in true and persond righteousness and holiness.

Nether the imputation of the righteousness of Chrigt, which dl Chridians receive at
judtification, nor the infuson of the righteousness of Chrigt (afdse and non-existent
concept taught by the Roman Catholic Church) - can suffice for that purpose. Christ
does not have an imputed righteousness, His righteousnessis redl and persond. If we
are to be conformed to hisimage, we too must have ared and persond righteousness.@

The specification has four sentences and perhaps | could facilitate my remarks by addressing
each of those sentences. Thefirst sentence:

It isnot possible that any could be a brother to Jesus Christ and enjoy with Chrig, in the
Kingdom of Heaven, the presence of God the Father except that one be fully
conformed to the image of Chrigt in true and persond righteousness and holiness.

This statement - let mebegininthisven - this statement would be objectionableif it isread as
saying that the believer's being fully conformed to the image of Chrigt (thet is, a perfect or
completein sanctification) does take place in thislife, mugt take place in thislife; that is, prior to
deeth and the find judgment. I'm saying if it were understood to say that, then it would be
objectionable. But it doesnot, just taken on it'sface, need to be read that way, to say that.
Further, more importantly in the context of the document asawhole, it does not say that.
Elsawhere in the document, Mr. Kinnaird is clear in saying for example, "this sanctification is
impefectinthislife@ That' s page nine under the section on sanctification - page nine, at least
in the pagination | have. Again, he saysin the next section on good works, page ten, "God's
people walk with God by faith in thisworld. Thiswalk is not perfect due to indwelling Sn but it
isred.@ So, in that respect, the first statement does not appear to me to be objectionable.

The second sentence;

Nether the imputation of the righteousness of Chrigt, which dl Chrigians receive at
judtification, nor the infusion of the righteousness of Chrig (afase and non-existent
concept taught by the Roman Catholic Church) - can suffice for that purpose.

Now you need to focus carefully on that satement. What this statement negates, denies, can
hardly be objected to. In fact, if someone were to affirm what Mr. Kinnaird here denies; that is,
if someone were to affirm that imputed righteousness suffices for conforming us to the image of

Chrigt - that statement taken by itself would seem to be saying that our justification, imputed
righteousness, congtitutes our sanctification, being conformed to Christ'simage. That is, it
would amount to confusing or even equating judification and sanctification. And | takeititis
just that confusion that those bringing the charges, like Mr. Kinnaird, areintent on avoiding.

The third sentence in this specification.



"Chrigt does not have an imputed righteousness; His righteousnessis real and persond™.

| take it thet that is not a statement that anyone here wishesto dispute or to fault. That' s
something that is sdf-evident in the light of Scripture.

Then the fourth satement.

"if we are to be conformed to hisimage, we too must have ared and persond
righteousness'.

| suggest to the court thet that affirms a Biblicd truth, an obvious Biblica truth rdated to the
second sentence that we have dready commented on. That is, it affirms that sanctification
consstsin our being made - as our Confession also says, Chapter 13, section 1 - our
sanctification congstsin being made, as the Confession says, Aredly and persondly, @that's
quoting, holy or righteous. | would just add here, in this connection, that | do not see this last
sentence in the specification, particularly in the context of the document asawhole, | don't see it
as being necessary to take this statement as denying, - even by implication | dont think it's
necessary to take this statement to deny - that the righteousness imputed to the believer in
judtification isaso red and persond. Buit it isthat only in aforendgc sense or an imputative
sense. Thismorning every bdiever in Jesus Chrig, the righteousness imputed to mein
judtification is my righteousness, redl and personal. Buit that is not the case in arenovative
sense. The imputed righteousness of Christ is not the real and persond righteousness that our
Confesson istaking about in 13:1. That isared and persond righteousness that is brought
about by the work of the Holy Spirit in renewing us and conforming us to the image of Christ.
And it isin that sensethat Mr. Kinnaird is concerned to make the point here. He does not
deny; again, he does not deny that that isdso truein an imputative sense. Or if thatisin
question, in my judgment, he would smply have to be asked about that.

S0, this passage, specification oneas| read it, and | think | would accent again - asit deserves
to be read -what it doesis affirm the place of sanctification, the integral and necessary place of
persond sanctification in savation. In the total context of the affirmations document, it affirms
that that sanctification is partid now and will be made perfect at Chrigt's return. And o, itis
expresson that is " congstent with the gospel and with the system of doctrine taught in
Scripture. @

Mr. Winward, are you a chairman or a moderator or ..
Winward : Moderator

RG : Mr. Moderator?

Winward : Yes, Dr. Gaffin

RG : I' dliketo .. | could pause and ask if there are any question a this point. (inaudible from
the sesson) Certainly for clarification.



Joel Kershner : Inyour opinion you re saying that the ... | forgot my thoughts here... Can
you answer the question, and maybe thisisto be asked of Mr. Kinnaird, why did he not use the
word sanctification in this section, if that” s the point heistrying to make?

RG : 1 would think that' saquestion is best asked of him. My obsarvationis, thething isthe
issue. The particular term you useis not the decisive issue here. He istaking about
sanctification. But, | think that' s aquestion best addressed to him.

What | proposeto do if it is agreeable, Mr. Moderator, is address together specifications two
and three. Because|l think thet ... yes, Sr?

Gary Bryant : May | ask aquestion about the use of the Confession of Faithin 13:17?
RG: Yes

GB : That was used dso by Dr. Lillback concerning the phrase, "we must too have ared and
persond righteousness.@ And that isin 13:1, which, of course, startsout by saying "Of
Sanctification.@ And it does say that the work of the Spirit does effect, you know, cause
further sanctification Aredly and personaly through the virtue of Christ's death and
resurrection. @ Isthat not saying - and help me here - that that sanctification, redly and
persondly through the virtue of Christ's desth and resurrection, isn't that saying through

imputation?

RG : No. Most decidedly it is not saying imputation. Imputation isaforensc. It hasto do
with what is declarative before the bar of God'sjustice. Thisisamatter of what is created in
them. Which s, in other words, you must not digtinguish ... we can not confuse the renovative
and theimputative. What is reckoned ours by imputation and what is inwrought in us by the
activity of the Holy Spirit. ...

GB : But dl our righteousness which is accounted through the work of the Spirit is derivative
righteousness, isit not?

RG : That isderivative, but it isnot imputatively derivative.
GB : Thank you.
Mike Obel: May | just ask a question?

RG : Let mejust say to Mr. Bryant. | suspect that what | haveto goonto say is... | hope will
clarify that and give afull answer to your question.

Mike Obel : Fed freeto delay responding to this, Dr. Gaffin. Could you please unpack the
adverb "farther”, "are farther sanctified”.



RG : "Further?'

MO : Wdl it should be today, but it does say "farther".
RG : It says"further” here.

MO : 1 guess| need to get rid of my Free Presbyterian verson. Well, a any rate, it says"are
further sanctified.@ The force of the term, "further,” if you care to unpack that now.

RG : What comesto expresson hereiswhat' ssad at the beginning of the sentence
"effectualy called and regenerated.@ Those are activities of the Holy Spirit. And that iswhere
our sanctification begins, in our regeneration. We are given new hearts. We are given hearts
for God. We are given dispositions at the deepest core of our being. We are turned around
from being enemies of God to being lovers of God at the core of our being. And what isbeing
addressed here, under the head of sanctification, isthe further, the ongoing process. That' s
how | would understand it.

Would you like me then, according to your guideline, Mr. Moderator, to read specifications
two and three in their entirety? Would that be the best way to do it?

Winward: Please, Mr. Tyson.
TT : May | interrupt thiswitness for amoment? Are you going to address the second part of
the firgt specification, now or later, or not at al?

RG : Thefirgt specification isthese four. Oh, | am sorry, | should have read that. That will ... |
will be addressing that, in effect, through what | say on specifications...second and third
specifications. Second specification:

Thus we rightly conclude that those inside the city are those who have kept the law of
God and those only. So, we have a pretty Smple answer to our last two questions.
Inside the city are those who do righteousness and outside are those who do evil. @

Romans 2:6-13 putsit thisway. >God will give to each person according to what he
has done. To those who by persistence in doing good seek glory, honor and
immortdity, hewill give eternd life. But for those who are self seeking and who reject
the truth and follow evil there will be wrath and anger. There will be trouble and distress
for every human being who does evil. Firs for the Jew, then for the Gentile. But glory
honor and peace for everyone who does good. First for the Jew, then for the Gentile.
For God does not show favoritism. All who sin gpart from the law, will aso perish
goart from the law. All who sin under the law, will be judged by thelaw. For it isnot
those who hear the law who are righteousin God’ s sight, but it is those who obey the
law who will be declared righteous.@ Now we know; the decision; the judgement asto
who entersthe city and who stays outside for eternity will be made on that greet day of
judgement in accordance with what you have done in thislife. In fact, our scripture



lesson says the same thing at verse 12. Behold, | am coming soon! My reward iswith
me, and | will give to everyone according to what he has done. @

Winward : Mr. Tyson

TT : | need to interrupt just now because | think witness has aform of the charge that is longer
than the one that we have agreed last week isthe rea one. Y ou need to strike al the words
after "wrath and anger,” ... You see whereit says ... from the word, "there," dl the way down to
whereit begins, "now we know."

RG : In other words, the rest of the Scripture then..

TT : Therest of the Scriptureis not included in the charge.
RG : OK. All right.

Winward: Thank you, Mr. Tyson

RG: Then the third soecification.

These good works are a required condition if we would stand in the Day of Judgement
and they are supplied by God to al His people.

Every description of the Judgement events spesk of these good works.  Without them,
no one will see God. Our God is not unjust. Hisjudgements are always righteous and
in accordance with the facts of the case. On the past two Lord’ s Days | shared over
25 texts and passages of Scripture with my Sunday School class on just these two
concepts. They were about evenly divided between the concept that our God' s
judgements are dways righteous and in accordance with the facts of the case and the
concept that the find judgement will be in accord with what we have done in thislife.

Who are these people who thus benefit - who stand on the Day of Judgement? They
are those who obey the law who will be declared righteous.

Perhgps | don't understand the rationae for relating pecifications and charges but that single
line under the first specification | saw it to be of the substance of what's in the second
specification, o | believe in addressng now the second and third specifications | will be as well
deding with that ngle line, the last sentence, the single paragraph of the first specification.

Now what | will focuson here... I' mjud thinking abit what the information that was pointed
up to me. | tekeit that the Scripture cited in the specification isnot at issue here. But the
comments on those Scriptures, or related to those Scriptures. So my focusis on those, when |
am taking about the pecifications or satements, specificdly the non ... the language which is
not cited in Scripture, iswhat | am addressing.



Now, within the context of al that Mr. Kinnaird has written, which iswhat | am primarily
concerned with here. | understand these satements to entail, and hisintention to be, what we
could expressin three propostions, or in three statements - if | am not missng something. Sol
will point up in three satements what it ssemsto methat is a issue in these specifications.

Thefirg point isthis. Judtification and sanctification, though they are digtinct and though they are
not to be confused, judtification and sanctification are inseparable.

Secondly. For believersthereis afuture judgment. Such ... And it isafuture judgment of such
an order, of such dimension - particularly as brought into view in the passages like Romans 2
and Revelation 22:12 that are cited in the specification - and there would be many other
passages that would be pertinent here and | wont take the time here to mention them - but we
can cartainly turn to them aswdll, if that would be pertinent. But there is a future judgment.
And it isof such dimensonsthat it isfairly seen as afuture aspect, or dimension of our
judtification. With that said, et meimmediately accent and underlineg, it is afuture aspect of our
judtification, asthat judtification, aone judtification is dready definitively settled. Now, | would
propose that looking at the future judgment in that light, looking at it ... well, judgment by the
nature of the case, isaforengc redity. Judicid. It hasto do with thelaw court. Thereiswithin
our Standards -at least intimated- that the future judgment may be seen in the sense of an aspect
of judtification I'm thinking, of course-and I'm aware that thisis probably aready come up
last week but | think we need to draw attention to it again - that isintimated in our Standards, in
the Shorter Catechism at Answer 38, which speaks there of our being openly acknowledged
and acquitted in the Day of Judgment. Larger Catechism 90 has not exactly identical language,
but essentialy the same phraseology and particularly there is the language of being openly
acknowledged and acquitted. Now what, of course, I'm drawing attention to here isthe term
"acquitted.” That is another way of expressng what is at the heart of judtification. To have
Chrid's righteousnessimputed to me is to affirm that | am acquitted of dl sin - past, present and
future - before the bar of God's judgment. And | am that by faith. What the Catechism tells us
isthat the final judgment and the resurrection - what isnow true by faith - what | don't see, as
itishy fath - that is going to be openly reveded. | am going to be openly acquitted in thefind
judgment.

Thirdly. Sothefirgt, justification and sanctification are inseparable. Second, thereisafuture
dimension to our judgment. There is afuture judgment that believers are looking forward to, as
Paul says Romans. 2:16, "according to my gospel. " That's good news. That we are going to
appear before ... in the Day of Judgment and we are going to be openly acknowledged and
acquitted. Thirdly, then. In that future aspect of justification, the sanctification of believers - by
which we could aso say, their obedience, the good works for which they have been created in
Chrigt Jesus - in that future judgment, in that future aspect, the sanctification of believers over
the course of their lives, however imperfect, will comeinto condderation. Sanctification will
come into condderation at the find judgment. Now, how will it come into consderation? It will
comeinto consderation as the fruit, or the evidence of faith. Asthefruit or the evidence of the
fath by which aone they have dl dong been judtified. Sanctification will comeinto
condderdion, I'm saying at thefind judgment, particularly in the light of the Romans 2:6
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passage, 2 Cor. 5:10, and also Rev. 22:12. That will come into consideration - as we compare
Scripture with Scripture- as the fruit or evidence of thefaith - faith as the aone insrument of
judtification. Thefaith by which they have dl dong been judtified. And judtified by having
imputed to them the perfect righteousness of Christ. So that in that sense now, in the sense that
| have just expressed, sanctification, obedience, good works - in that sense- as necessary fruits
and evidence - and our Confession uses that language to describe good works in chapter 15 -
as the necessary fruits and evidence - sanctification isacondition. Intha senseitisa
condition. It isasine aquanon at the Fina Judgment. Or asthe Scriptures say, it will be Ain
accordance with, @Romans 2:6.

(Pause)

The ... Inthisregard ... | won't addressit here - but | would be more than willing to answer
questions. We could point up that as to the Romans (I believe Dr. Lillback did thislast week if
| am correctly informed) that at the .... S0 far as the Romans 2 passage is concerned, while a
large number of Reformed exegetes have understood the scenario there, the find judgment
scenario there, onthe positiveside, inverse 7 and 10 and 13. Have understood that in a
hypothetical sense - or aswe might put it - as a genuine offer of the law - not the gospel - a
genuine offer of the law asameans of judtification, or savation which no one, in fact, can fulfill.
While that is an established reformed understanding, there have aso been other exegetes,
within the reformed tradition, that have questioned that hypothetical understanding. And you
seethat at least for verses 6 to 11 very clearly in John Murray's Romans commentary. And |
would refer usto that discussion, if none other in that regard.

S0, as | have looked at what Mr. Kinnaird has written, and as| have spoken with him, it
seems to me that these three points as | have articulated them, are ... what his... reflect his
thinking. Again, he can be asked about that. But | would then stress here, that these points, as
| have articuated them, are not only not a odds - to put it negatively - but they are wdl within
the system of doctrine taught in Scripture. Mr. Moderator, let me ... those are the comments |
wish to make on specifications two and three, if | could pause there. If there are any questions?

Winward: Thank you. Are there any questions from the panel?
Joel Kershner : Dr. Géffin, do you have a citation from Dr. Murray's commentary?

RG : Yes, if you go to the Romans commentary and just go to the passage where he begns ...
Kershner: Chapter two?
RG: ... where he begins addressing 2:5 and following.

TT : Mr. Moderator?

Winward : Mr. Tyson

TT : We have concluded our ...

RG: No, you asked methis question that | have to answer ...
TT: In other words, you' re not done yet?



RG: No. I just sad | wasfinished with addressing the specifications. | wasjust pausing to see
if there was any questions.

TT: Excuseme...
RG: Sure...
Winward: Dr. G&ffin

RG: 1 don't want to take the time of the panel unduly, but | dowish ... | was asked aswel in
addressing these specifications, if | would care to address any related matters - what appear to
be related matters - that could be of help to this court, this panel - in deding with the charge.
And | would like to make further comment in two aress.

And | would like, of thefirst of these two, to say some things about the Gospel. Because asit
appearsto me, as| have followed everything that has brought usto this day, or to the
procedure that began last week, or earlier ... whenever. This, asmuch asany, hasbecomea
divison point. And | think that isregrettable. It's regrettable, for one, because Mr. Kinnaird
and the pogition | have been articulating here - | takeit - is seen to bein contradiction to the
Gospd. And that, of course, isavery serious concern. But | would say it isaso regrettable -
and of course, | should just affirm, | suppose, because we arein acourt setting - | don't
believe that isthe case. | don't believe that what Mr. Kinnaird believes and has been
articulating, what | have been expressing here, is another Gospd, or undermines the Gospel. |
think dternatively - and in that regard | think it’ s regrettable - while we can hear in those
bringing the charges and those supporting them - while we can hear the Gospd and join with
them in their Gospel concerns - they are hearing an Anti- Gospel note. | think that what isaso
regrettable in the Stuation is that the position from which those bringing the charges comes -
reflects- inafact, what | would see as a redtricted, a narrowed understanding of the Gospel.
And that's what | want now to address.

| have been asked in another setting in this presbytery, "What is the Gospd 2@ And | would
like now to answer that question. There are many ways that we could go about answering the
question because the Scriptures address the Gospdl again and again. | propose to facilitate our
discussion here that we go to 1 Corinthians 15. | Corinthians, three and four, as a passage that
is perhgps most explicit, most explicit and most ingtructive. In verses one and two Paul is
talking about his Gospel. Heisreflecting onit largdy. Giving an overal account of his ministry
in Corinth. A ministry of the Gospd there. And in the context of generdizing about his Gospel
he says verses three and four:

! Rev. Arthur Kuschke formally raised this question in a paper addressed to those in the
Presbytery who signed Elder Kinnaird’ s Declaration and Theological Statements (of which Dr. Gaffin was
one) at a Special Presbytery meeting called to deal with the crisis at Bethany OPC, July 8, 2002.
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For | passed on to you as of first importance what | also received, that Christ died for our sins,
according to the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day, according to

the Scriptures.

Now here we are told what is at the center of Paul's Gospel. And that iswhy thisissuch a
useful and important passage for us. Becauseit’ s going to focus us on the heart of the Gospdl.
AsPaul says, "what is of first importance.” And you see what that is, as we could encapsulate
or summarize - Christ'sdeath - Paul istdling us here - Chrigt's deeth together with his
resurrection, as the fulfillment of Scripture, and asit hasit's Sgnificancein rdaion to our Sn - to
human sin and it's consequences - that isthe Gospel. Chrigt's desth together with his
resurrection, as the fulfillment of Scripture, and as the deeth has it's Sgnificance in relaionship to
our sin and it's consequences. So | think what we need to do particularly hereisto focus on the
expression, "for our ans." What does it mean that Christ died for our Sns? Now in view of the
clearly summary nature of the passage - | tried to point that up briefly but | think you can see
that just by reading over it - the reference to Sin in this phrase is best taken comprehensively.
That is, asbringing into view snindl of it'sfacets and the totdity of it's consequences. Now |
think what further digposes - or let me - so what Paul is not saying here when he says that
Chrigt died for our sins- heisnot saying only that Christ died for the guilt of our Sns. Heis
saying that, but heisnot only saying that. That's the point - asyou seeas| go on here- thet |
am so concerned to bring out with aview toward a too narrowed under standing of what the
Gogpd is. What the good news of our sdvationiis.

Now | think what further disposes to a comprehensve understanding of sins and the totaity of
it's consequences, if you look at the next occurrence of the word "sins™ It'stherein verse 17.
[ Tape cuts off hisreading of the verse]

[and if Christ has not been raised, your faith isworthless; you are still in your sins.]

[End of Tape one, sde 1]
[Start of Tape 1, sSide 2]

Now you see the point here surdly isthis. When Paul says, if Christ hasn't been resurrected you
areinyour Sns, heisnot saying well it isonly in some respects that you are in your Snswith
other aspects presumably dleviated. But surely Paul means here you arein your sSnsentirely,
you arein your Snsunrelievedly.

So, what then does Paul mean when he says"in your sns?' Well, | believe that | don't need to
gointo alot of detail here, but if we were able to take the time and work through the Scriptures
- sy thefirst eight chapters of Romans and the details there - that would bring to light thet as
we consder sin - our human sin as rebelion againg God - as the flouting of Hislaw with dl of
it'scomplications, with dl of it's virtualy incaculable miserable outcomes -it isimportant to see
with dl of that - that thereis abasic twofold profile that we are to have on our Snning, our Sns.
And as you will be aware that twofold profile - dl of the varied consequences of sin reduced to
one or the other - isthis. Sin renders us both guilty before God. It leaves usliable to His just
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judgment and the condemnation of deeth in dl it'sdimensons. But Sn not only doesthat. Sin
not only leaves us guilty before God, but it leaves us thoroughly corrupt. And in our corruption,
davestosn. Sinrenders- our Snning renders - Sn asthe power- leaves us subject to Sin as
the power that dominates our lives. So the twofold profile. Sin leaves us inexcusably guilty and
irremediably helpless. Dead in our trespasses and Sins.

Now, asthat isthe case, so Christ's death together with His resurrection, asit is as Paul says,
for sn and for sn comprehensively, aswe are seeing now. Christ's death for Sn addresses
both - both the sinner's status and condtitution. It's efficacy isboth forensic - itistha - butitis
aswdl asforendc, it isre-creationa or transformative. Or aswe say in other terms, Chrigt's
degth asit isfor gnisfor both our justification and our sanctification. Aswell as other attendant
benefits. But ... such as adoption, reconciliation, but as they are to be distinguished can be ...
are to be seen in terms of thisirreducible twofold distinction.

So, for ingtance, when Paul says Romans 4:25 - and heis taking about the Gospd at it's center
- "Chrigt died for our Sns™ He surely hasin view judtification, delivered up for our sins, raised
for our judtification. So no question, Chrigt died for our sns and since he died for our
judtification. But aswe look at Paul, it' snot only judtification, but sanctification no less than
judtification. Sanctification is given with this Gospel of the degth of Chrigt for our sns. What is
at the center of the Gogpel. And the most incisive statement perhaps there is 2 Corinthians
5:15, AHedied for dl,@ that is, for their ans. AHe died for dl, that those who live might no
longer live for themselves, but for him who for their sake, for them, for their sin died and was
raised.@That is 2 Corinthians 5:15.

And we can note here, that because of the way in which Paul focuses the Gospel on the desth
and resurrection and on our union with Christ in his degth and resurrection - and that needs to
be highlighted more than | have so far - and will become important in our thinking aswe go on
here. Because Paul isfocused in our savation on our union with the exalted Christ - without a
al confusing judtification and sanctification - without Paul in any way ever confusing the forensic
and the renovative aspects of our salvation - he sees them together. He sees them together - |
dare say- more easily and inseparably than has often been the case within Evangdlicd and
Reformed tradition. 1 would say thisis atendency that is more seen in Lutheran theology thanin
Reformed theology but it is aso present in Reformed theology.

Now let me cite an incident that ... an experience | had recently that helps | think to highlight this
point. | was listening to some tgpeson - it was a conference on the atonement. And in the
course of that conference, the orthodox L utheran representative had thisto say. It wason
tape, but | was s0 captured by what he said, so struck by what he said, that | took the time to
re-play the tape again and again and | think that | have it down just to the last word. Hereis
whét he says.

What Christ has done Afor us@is Chridtianity. What he does Ain us@is His own
busness. But what He has done Afor us@is Chridtianity. The reformersredly
believed, and their followers redly believed, that nothing that happens Ain me@is the
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Gospd. Nothing that happens Ain me@is the Gospel. The Gospd isexternd. It hasto
do with Chrig dying for me.

We can appreciate the concern of this speaker. It was not to see the truth of the Gospel
surrendered to a sea of subjective experience and mordigtic striving. But his statement is not
one that Paul would make. | hope | have said enough here today o far to point out that, that
as expressed by our Lutheran brother, that significantly abridges Paul's Gospel. It distorts the
scope of the Gospel as Paul understandsit.

Let me then here, without again wanting to unduly take our time, but | believe these matters are
getting a the heart of the concerns here. Observe that in the matter of our sanctification, thereis
a tendency that we must confront within those of us who are children of the reformetion. 1t may
be more of a practica tendency, but it isdso theoretica. And that is the tendency to view the
Gospel - to view sdvation dmost exclusvey in terms of judtification. To equate the Gospel and
judtification. Our Lutheran brother that | just quoted is an instance. See onthisview, equating
the Gospel and judtification, sanctification is seen as the response of the believer to savation
defined asjudtification. Sanctification isthen most often categorized as an expression of
graitude from our side for our judtification, our forgiveness. Usudly then with the attendant
accent on the imperfection and the inadequacy of our expressons of our gratitude. Sometimes|
think this tendency comes across dmost with the suggestion that sanctification is highly desirable
- and certainly it's lack would be unbecoming - but sanctification on this view is not redly
necessary inthelife of the biever. That is, it is not necessary in the senseitisnot really
integral to our salvation. Itisnot apart of our salvation. The attitude that | am talking about
here could be perhaps put something likethis: If Jesusdied ... did that for you ... if Jesusdid
that for you, died for your ansthat you might be forgiven your sins, shouldn't you then at least
then try to do this for Him, to please Him? So we have a congtruction here - in effect- that
bresks down: Justification is what God does, Sanctification iswhat we do, and then the
emphasis, so inadequately.

| would suggest, that what comes into play here, at worst involves the reintroduction of a refined
works principle, more or less divorced from the faith that judtifies. We resolutdy shut off
works at the front door of judtification, and then covertly, or not so covertly, bring themin
through the back door of sanctification. Now, please don't misunderstand in the emphasis| amn
giving here - surely our gratitude isimportant. How could we be anything but grateful for the
free forgiveness of our Sns? And further- don't misunderstand me on this either, or Mr.
Kinnaird on this either - no doubt al of our efforts as believers are in this life at best imperfect,
flawed by our Snning. Again, Mr. Kinnaird does not deny that. But in the matter of our
sanctification, Paul sounds a different, much more radica note. Sanctification, as we read Paull
and the other New Testament writersis, firg of dl, not a matter of what we do, our part of the
bargain asit were. But itiswhat God does. No less than our judtification. Our Catechismstell
us that sanctification iswork of God's grace. Shorter Catechism 35, Larger Catechism 75.
Also, what is not often gppreciated is that sanctification, according to the New Testament, is not
only aprocess involving us, engaging our activity; but dso, firg of dl, foundationdly
sanctification, aswell asjudtification, isadecigve, definitive, once-for- al act. That iswhat
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Paul is &firming in Romars 6 prominently. What Professor John Murray has referred to as
definitive sanctification - that definitive, once-for-al, decisve sanctification that we recaive
when we are united to Chridt.

S0, alargely ... | bring in apoint here to accent... it bears much further reflection, but let mejust
put it thisway to try to capture balance. Romans 6 and 7. There Paul tells us as we read
Romans 6 and 7 together. Indwelling sSnisaredity. No question about it. Indwelling Snisa
redity for the believer. But that indwelling snisnot my lord. | am no longer, | am not any
longer it'sdave. Infact, sanctification isapart of, it's an agpect and outcome of the redlity of a
resurrection that the believer has adready experienced. That's it's definitive agpect. We have
aready been raised with Christ and being united to Christ. And it's ongoing, progressve
redlization has no degper perspective from which it can be viewed than this. Thinking of the
way it is put in Romans 6:11- 13, picking up on key expressionsthere. Our ongoing
sanctification, with al that isimperfect and flawed about it, isassessed thisway by the Apostle
Paul. It isacontinud living to God by those who are dive from the dead.  Alive from the deed
in the morta body.

Or, we could address here just very briefly Ephesans 2:8 and 10. Probably the most single
ingructive passage in the teaching of Paul - surdy, maybe in Scripture- in the matter of good
works. The most decisive Biblical pronouncement on good works. We are familiar with those
versss. Let mejust remind us, >for grace you have been saved through faith ... and that of
works ...’

Books? Maybe give me one. Somebody reed it.

TT: Thisisthe English Standard Version.

For by grace you have been saved through faith, and thisis not your own doing, it isthe gift of
God, not aresult of works so that no one may boast. For we are his workmanship created in Christ
Jesus for good works which God prepared beforehand that we should walk in them.

RG : Thank you. What | want to point up here isthat here within ardatively brief unit of
discourse, of short, severa short compact sentences ... works ... the word, "works, " isused in
two senses.  Quite antithetical senses. Worksin thispassage are: verse 9 - inimicd to grace,
the enemy of grace; and verse 10 - they are, aswe canfarly say, the fruit of grace. Works
here, again, are both inimica to grace and the fruit of grace. On the one hand, saving grace,
verses eight and nine says, Athrough faith@stands implacably opposed to works. And so cuts
off every effort a sdf- savation. All attempts to base salvation on human accomplishment. On
the other hand, Paul says, that grace functions as the power of the new cregtion in Christ to
produce good works. In the matter of good works, the Good News - thisis Gospd news- is
that the good work that God has begun in believers, Philippians 1:6, He will bring to completion
in the day of Jesus Christ. And in doing that he will produce good worksin believers.
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Ultimately, a statement that | read a number of years back by G.C. Berkhower has proved so
helpful to me in dl the matters we have been talking about. Thisisfrom his book, On Faith and
Sanctification and he puts it thisway,

AUltimately, in the biblical sense, the way of good worksis not the way of man to God,

but the way of God to man and with man.@
Y ou see, our good works, ultimately considered again, are not ours. That's the problem when
we accent the "our.” We have drifted from the New Testament. They are oursin avery red
sense - but ultimately consdered - they are not ours, but God's. They are Hiswork begun and
continuing inus. It isamatter of ... our good works are amatter of He- God - being a work
within us both to will and to do what pleases Him. Philippians 2:13. And that iswhy it isthen
that, without any tension, or it should be without any tension, that afaith thet restsin God the
Savior isafath tha isrestlessto do Hiswill. Torest in God the Savior, to receive, accept and
rest upon Chrigt aoneisinevitably to be restless to do Hiswill.

In 1 Corinthians 4:7, Paul asksthose very searching rhetorica questions of the Church. Who
makes you different from anyone else? What do you have that you did not receive? And if you
did receive it, why do you boast as though you did not? These questions, we should be sure,
have the very same answer for sanctification as well asjudtification. For our good works, as
well asour faith - both good works and faith - good works as much asfaith - are God's gift.
They are Hiswork in us. So you see the degpest motive for our sanctification, for holy living,
for good works, the degpest motiveis not our psychology, not how | fed about God, or fed
about Jesus. It's not even our faith. But that degpest motive for good worksiis the resurrection
power of Christ. The new cregtion that we are. The new creation that we have aready been
made apart of in Chrigt by his Spirit.

So, let me bring these reflections on the Gospel to aclose. To define the Gospel redtrictively -
in terms of judtification done - isinadequate Biblicaly. Further, it does not measure up to our
subordinate Standards, which tell us, faithful to Scripture that justification - yes, judtification,
adoption, sanctification and whatever other saving benefits - those manifest union with Chridt.
And they do that as each isinsgparable and integrd to that union. The union which congtitutes
the salvation that we receive by faith.

This, | takeit, isMr. Kinnaird's concern, his burden, his Gospel burden. To stresswhat God
for His greater glory is purposed to do in sinners, in union with Chrig, to sanctify them. That
ishisconcern, again, asitisat the heart of the Gospd - not just an add-on benefit beyond the
Gospd somehow - but integrd to the Gospd. Part of our sdvation. In no way an optiond
additionto it.

I” dliketo makeaY let me stop a this point ... and if there are questions from the pand.

Winward : Dr. Gaffin, inthe distinction you have made between forensic and the judtification
and the renovative work. And in gpplying that to Aa narrow understanding, @l hear you saying
that: judtification seen as soldly forensic is agreed to by most everyone. And that on Athe
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narrow view, @the idea of sanctification seems to make the works for which God has created
us, not necessary. And the aternative to that then - and | am asking if you are saying this - if

you re suggesting this - that the renovative work, rather than being a part of sanctification, is
better thought of intermsof judtification.

RG : No, Mr. Moderator. If | came acrossthat way, then | have not been clear. My
concern here was that the Gospel - what | have referred to as a Atoo restricted view@is to
define the Gogpel in terms of judtification, in terms of the forengc. See we may not blur the
forensc and the renovative. But we may not separate them either. And what | was stressing is
... see | don't think there isanyone here ... | hope thereis no one here ... who would not be
concerned for sanctification. But see, my point here, how we understand sanctification, the
renovative. Isit something that, in a sense, goes beyond the Gospdl, or isit at the heart of the
Gospd? The burden of my remarks here was to stress that the forensic and the renovative are
inseparable as the heart of the Gospel. But they may not ... and it is certainly not my concern
my intention to confuse them.

Winward : Thank you. Just afollow up then. The renovative aspect - What standing does that
have at the Day of Judgment? Isthere any standing gpart from God's forensic judtifying work?

RG : See... jud picking up on the language, the way you put it, "gpart from.” Certainly it is
not Aagpart from@- but what has not come through so clearly in my presentation and needsto
be highlighted - see, it's not Agpart from@ because both are given in union with Christ. See,
what saves meisnot an isolated imputative act. | think that's another place where perhaps folk
get untracked in talking about the Gospel. What saves meisthat God by His Spirit unitesme
to Christ. Andin being united to Christ His righteousness is reckoned as mine. And at the
same ... but then inseparable fromthat ... in view of that union - as within the context of that
union - | have my judtification. | dso have insgparably, but without being confused, my
sanctification.

Cavin has a very hdpful metgphor - that | just found so helpful- in trying to express how
judtification and sanctification, the forensic and the renovative, as| am using those, that
language as paradlel. How those two can't be confused, but they can't be pulled apart. He says,

Chrigisthesun. S-U-N. Judiification islike the light of the sun. Sanctification islike the hest.
And as Cavin says - without exploring the physics of the Stuation - light isnot heet. Hest is
not light. But you don't have either one where the other - you only have them together -
because they emanate from the sun. So you can't have the one without the other. Thereisno
imputation without renovation in our experience.

Winward : Thank you Dr. Gaffin. Again, to follow up, one more question. Cavin'sandogy is
catainly hdpful in diginguishing justification and sanctification. But just previous to thet, you
talked about judtification as forensc and renovative.

RG : I expressed mysdf very unclearly then. | did not meanto say that. | dontrecdl ... and |
certainly shouldn't have said that judtification is renovetive.
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Winward : O.K. Thank you.

RG :lamnot ... | wish ... if it'simportant for the pandl, we need to go back to that point
because thisisa... to me there can be nothing more confusing than to say that judtification is
renovetive.

Winward : O.K. | don't know about the rest of the pand but that wasmy ... | wanted to be
clear on that. Thank you.

Mike Obel : Dr. Géffin, let me just ask you one question. Thank you for your presentation.
Would you say that the forendic ... a the end of the day. believersjust have to embrace both?
That itiskind of aparadox. And it'skind of amystery. You might even say atengon - | don't
know - but at the end of the day we just have to embrace the Biblica data?

RG : 1 annot ... there may be eements of mystery here ... | am not sure | would say that there
isaparadox. | go back to the fact that we are guilty and we are corrupt. You can't separate
those, but you can't confuse them either.

MO: Right.

RG: So God does awork of imputation that covers our guilt - that more than covers our guilt.

It reckons us as fully righteous for the righteousness of Christ. See that's a distinct, not
separate, but a distinct condition from my corruption - my davery to sn. For that, imputation
will nat change my condition. Imputation is not designed to change my condition. For my
condition God must do awork inme. So .. | guess... | don't know, maybe | was missing
something in your question?

MO : No, that'sfine. I'm hearing you say it isnot so paradoxical. Itisfrankly, farly clear
when you lay it out ... asyou lay it out. Thank you.

RG : If | have been faithful to the Scriptures here,
(Pauise)
Winward : Mr. Tyson?

TT : Dr. Géffin, have you completed then your remarks that you' d like to present in answer to
the questions?

RG : No, | have one more. And you have my handout?

TT: Yes.
RG: WhileMr. Tysonis... wel, maybe| should let him hand outY.
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(Pause)

RG: Mr. Moderator, asl'vetried to show, the specifications are faithful to Scripture. That is,
where the specifications involve Mr. Kinnaird's language and not the actud language of the
Scripture. Thoseare, aswell asthe Scriptures, faithful to Scripture and our subordinate
Standards. That means then, they do not, they cannot, support a charge that they teach what
is contrary to Scripture - to the Word of God and the Westminster Standards. What this would
seem to suggest isthat there is a problem with the charge that needs to be considered.

Now | understand that | am raising a point that has been addressed before this pand - touched
on last week. But ... | believeit'sapoint that needsto beraised again. And, infact, the
charge asit isformulated is ambiguous at best. Now there are a number of ways that we might
get at that, but | would liketo do, isreatethe materia from Calvin - which you have in front of
you that'sjust been distributed to you - which, 1 think, bears very much on this matter of
ambiguity.

Thisisfrom Cavin's commentary on the prophet Ezekiel. Now, | understand that Dr. Lillback
referred to this last week, but | understand also that it was not looked &t in detail and so | wish
to do just that now. To do abit of exegesis, if youwill, of Cavin. | might just point up that
thisisthe latest Calvin, if | would put it thisway. These commentaries on Ezekiel were first
published posthumoudly, after his death, in 1564. When Cavin died in the height of his strength,
at leadt theologicaly and mentdly, at the age of fifty-gx. So we have here, if you will, about if
not the lagt thing that Cavin wrote on judtification. He is commenting on Ezekiel 18:17. Or |
would liketo reed, if you have alarger portion, | think, than | need to read here.... If you
come down to about the ninth line. The line that begins"true And I'll begin reading just
beyond that - where Cavin bringsin the propostion, "faith without works justifies’- going to
address that, "faith without works judtifies’. He says

...although this needs prudence and sound interpretation. For this proposition that faith without
worksjustifiesistrue, yet false ... true, yet false... according to the different senses which it bears.
The proposition that faith without worksjustifies by itself isfalse. Because faith without worksis
void. Butif the clause, "without works," isjoined with the word, "justifies," the proposition will be
true. Therefore faith cannot justify when it iswithout works because it is dead and a merefiction.
Thus faith can be no more separated from works than the sun from it's heat. Y et faith justifies
without works because works form no reason for our justification. But faith alone reconciles usto
God and causes himto love us, not in ourselves, but in hisonly begotten Son.

Just these comments. What you can see then isthat Calvin consders the proposition “faith
without works justifies,” that proposition taken by itself, Cavin says, or he congdersit to be,
ambiguous. He doesn't use that word but that is, of course, clearly what heis saying. Notice
what he does say. It needs prudence and sound interpretation. It istrue yet false. Now there
isaparadox. Trueyet false, depending ontheway itisread. If it will bea... | hopeit will be
helpful to the pand if | try to pinpoint things grammétically.
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Cdvin is saying that when the prepositiond phrase "without works' is taken adverbially - that
is, you take it with the verb, "judtifies’ - then the proposition, "faith without works judtifies™ or
"fath judtifieswithout works," that istrue. But Cavin says, when the prepogtiond phraseis
taken, ineffect, asan adjective- that is, if we take the prepositiona phrase as qualifying the
noun, "faith,” then the propogitionisfdse. Faith by itsdlf - by itsdf faith judtifies- isafase
proposition, Calvin says. By itsdf -heisassarting- faith does not justify. Why? Because he
tells us faith without worksisvoid. Again he says, as| just read,

Faith cannot justify when it iswithout works because it is dead and amere fiction.

In effect, Cavinissaying - if | can put it thisway to try to focus the balance of his remarks -
faith with it's works judtifies without works. Faith with it's works justifies without works. In
that sensenow - in that sense - faith and works judtify. Faith plus worksjudtify. | say that only
to make apoint. | would not commend that formulation. | am picking up, of course, on the
language of the charge. | do not commend that formulation, nor does Mr. Kinnaird use that,

or teach that. But you see | point that up just to show the basic ambiguity of the charge.

Or as | would remind us here once again, Chapter 11:2 of the Confession, on Judtification,
expressing exactly what Cavin is getting & ...as the done instrument of judtification, Faith,
isnot alonein the person justified, but is ever accompanied with all other saving graces, and is no
dead faith, but works by love.

| would say that the chargeis ... would specify an error, and afundamentd error if it was meant
to say that works - in faith and works - was meant in the sense that works are ether instrument
or ground of judtification. Which | submit, & least to my knowledge, Mr. Kinnaird has never
sad.

And let mejust then findly on ... we have cited here what Cavin hasto say, how that is
compatible with our subordinate sandards. But let me just close by pointing out that that is
what the Scriptures teach.

| direct usto Gdatians 5:2-6.

Look! I, Paul, say toyou, that if you accept circumcision Christ will be of no advantage to you. |
testify again to every man who accepts circumcision that he is obligated to keep the whole law.

Y ou are severed from Christ, you who would bejustified by thelaw. Y ou have fallen from grace.
For through the Spirit by faith we ourselves eagerly wait for the hope of righteousness. For in
Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumecision counts for anything but only faith working
through love.

| direct usto versesix. A versethat iscapable of greet grievous distortion. A versethat is
capable of being taken and twisted, as Roman Catholic theology has, to undermine the Gospel
itsdf - withit's notion of unformed faith. Faith then needing to be formed by love. Whilethis
verseis cgpable of serious abuse, we must not suppress what it, infact, affirms. Paul says,

neither circumcision nor uncircumcision counts for anything.
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Widl, wha isit that it doesn't count for prominently in hisview here? Wall. itisdear, if you
look asthe verses that precede, he hasin view justification. Those who would be circumcised
and then take upon themselves the obligation to keep the whole law, that they might be
judtified. So, when Paul says, Ain Chrigt Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision counts
for anything, @ he is saying it does not count for jutification. What does then count for
judtification? Faith working through love - which is then to be understood as Calvin has
expressed in this passage and as the Westmingter Confession teaches. And | would say then,
findly .....It isthis concern, this Biblica and Confessond concern, that | have dways
understood, and still understood, to be the animate driving passonate concern of Mr.
Kinnaird. Thank you. And again ... if any questions ... | would like to answer them.

(Pause)

Tyson: Mr. Moderator, could we request a recess?
Winward: Let me declare ashort break. Short, | mean, five minutes.

[End of side two, tape 1]

[Start of tape two, side 1]

Winward: ..... Agreeable to the Moderator.

Aryln Wilkening: If someone would help me bring up a chair, that would be helpful.? Dr.
Gaffin, are you going to be there, or at the podium?.... If you would just set it here, | can put
my maeridsonit.

Winward: Dr. Gaffin would you find amicrophone? Seeif that one works.

AW: Dr. Géffin, by way of introduction, my nameis Arlyn Wilkening. | am one of the
accusers. | am amember of thischurch and I’ |l be the first one to be asking you some
guestions. O.K.?

My first question is: When we submitted the evidence for thistrid, the supplementary evidence
onthefirg day of thetria, there were probably eighteen or more documents that were

submitted aong with the charge documents. Have you reviewed any or dl of those? Have you
reviewed dl of those supplementary evidence documents?

2 Mr. Wilkening was in afoot brace due to having shattered his heel during an accident at work in
September.
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RG : | cannot say that | have read everything with equa care. | think that & onetime or the
other, | have looked at al of the materias to one degree of depth, or the other.

AW : OK. Haveyou, you certainly have reed the Theologicd Statement of John Kinnaird, at
least previoudy? | am assuming that' s o, isthat correct? Have you read that through
completely?

RG : You mean that | tedtified to this morning thet | am asgner of ?

AW : Yes, that is correct.

RG :Yes | have...

AW : Has that been recently that you have re-read that materia?

RG : Therecently | would Y

AW : Within the last couple of weeks or more? Within the last couple of weeks?

RG : I have not read it within the last couple of weeks.

AW : OK. Haveyou read ... either listened to the tape, or read the complete transcript of the
sermon, "Though the Waters Roar..., " thet is, that forms the basis of the specification two?

RG : | glanced through the transcript, | did not listen to the tape.
AW : OK, was that recently?

RG : That was not recently as you have defined recently.

AW : Within the last few weeks?

RG : No.

AW : OK. Have you read the complete posting to the Presbyterian OPC list dated January 6
that forms ... from which specification three is drawn? Have you read that recently?
RG : No, | have not read that recently.

AW : OK. Inthe preface, or the beginning paragraph of that posting on January 6th, Elder
Kinnaird said it was important to read this posting in light of previous postings that he had made
on December 14th, December 18th, December 19th, and December 24th. Haveyou ... and all
of them were entitled "justification”... Have you a o, have you read those five postings?

RG : If they were among the materias submitted, | have looked at them..

AW : They were part of the supplementary evidence a the time of the ... we submitted at the
first day of thetrid.

RG : No, | have not read them recently, but | have on an occasion in the past |ooked at them.

AW : OK. In specification three... the... I'll bereading ... you have to gpologize my question, |
have to gpologize my questions here are very quickly jotted down so | am going to haveto find

everything mysdf.
In specification three, Elder Kinnaird says ... is quoted as saying,
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"God has provided not only judtification from the guilt of sin. He has dso for those
begotten from above by the seed of God provided that holiness without which no one
will seethe Lord".

That first sentenceisnot in, is not in the specification as such, it is the sentence that precedes the
sentence cited in the specification. So that is the sentence right beforeit. Thenit goeson ... let
me read that once again.

God has provided not only judtification from the guilt of sn He has dso for those
begotten from above by the seed of God provided that holiness without which no one
will seethe Lord. These good works are arequired condition.

And then it goes on.

My quedionisthis. In his statement Elder Kinnaird separates forgiveness from the guilt of Sin
and the required righteousness. He then equates the holiness required with good works. Are
the good works the source of our holiness at the judgment?

RG : Wdl, | guess, Mr. Wilkening, | want to answer that in terms of Hebrews 12:14 since |
think it was dluded Y.

AW : That was ... yes, that was cited.

RG : Hebrews 12:14 speaks of the holiness without which no one will seethe Lord. | takeit
that "see the Lord" isthefind judgment. "Holiness' there | take it dso is not imputative. It's not
the holinessin the sense of judtification. It's holinessin the sense of sanctification. And we are
told there that sanctification, asit takesplaceinthislifeisa ... well ... thelanguageisliterdly a
sne aquanon- "without which not"- and that would be my understanding of Hebrews 12:14.
And just a your reading, | would assume that iswhat Mr. Kinnaird has in mind that the, that
holiness. Well ...yes ... | hope | have answered your question.

AW : OK. Sothe holinessrequired at the judgment is coming ... some of it ... it is derived or
itssource, or some of that, ison the bass of our good works not solely on the imputative
righteousness of Chrig. Isthat what you are saying?

RG : Yes | would understand that imputed righteousnessis not within the purview of the
holiness of Hebrews 12:14. If that were the case, that would gtill not exclude what, at lesst, |
think is prominently, if not exclusvely there, and that is the sanctification, the good works ... of
the believer whichis.... | think that is how you asked the question ... which is just connected
with Ephesans 2:10. There, aswelook to the find judgment, will be the good works which
are ultimately not ours, but which Christ has created usin ... for which God has created usin
Chrigt Jesusfor. Ephesans 2:10
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AW : OK. Next question. Thisisaso in specification three. It' s part of the supplementary
evidence that was given and was presented in the presentation last week that | did. Thisis
Elder Kinnaird writing,

Onthe day of judgment | will hear God declare me to be righteous. Asto the reason
for that it will not be because of the works even though it will be in accord with the
works. The reason will be first because it will be true because God will have changed
me so that | am redlly and persondly righteous. After dl, we will be crowned with
righteousness. Thisisthe result of the work of the Holy Spirit in my sanctification in this
life

My question is: Isthe declaration of God on the Day of Judgment that we are righteous because
we are condtituted, or because we are, persondly righteous?

RG : Iwould...jugtinterms... in the termsin which you have chosen to express yoursdlf
there, | would not say, "because.” | would say what Romans 2:6 says, Ain accordance with. @

AW : OK

RG: 1 think "because" could be very confusing because it would suggest ground. Which |
understand is the concern that Mr. Kinnaird is teaching that good works at the final judgment
are somehow the ground. And | think "because’ isaterm by itsdf that ... it can't stand aone,
it hasto be understood within the sentences used. It could probably have various senses but it
tends to suggest ground and | think neither Mr. Kinnaird, nor I, would want in any way want
to suggest that our good works are ground a the find judgmen.

AW : OK. Inthat same quotation, he sad that, "thisisthe result of the Holy Spirit of the, @
excuse me, "thisisthe result of the work of the Holy Spirit in my sanctification in thislife” Will
this, the persond righteousness resulting in adeclaration of ... adeclaration of being righteous
before God at the judgment ... Isthat the result of the work of the Holy Spirit in our
sanctification in this life?

RG : Yes, asit comesin, obvioudy the good works utimately are obedience, good works,
whatever other terms that you would choose, are the result of God's work in us, whichisthe
work of the Holy Spirit. And that they will come into consideration & the final judgment, asl
sad, asthe fruit and evidence of thefaith that restsin Christ. And thetotd verdict at thefind
judgment is the covering that we have in Chrig in our union with Him and His perfect imputed
righteousness.

AW : OK. Earlier when you began your presentation you were commerting on specification
oneand | don't ... | don't want to misquote you or whatever. | want to be clear in what you
were saying. Y ou were saying that this could be viewed as incorrect if it was viewed within a
context of being, of atotal sanctification. Isthat more or less what you said?
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RG : | commented on thefirg - assuming that your specification reads as | have - | was
commenting on the statement, it is not possible that any could be a brother to Jesus Christ and
enjoy with Chrigt, in the Kingdom of Heaven, the presence of God the Father except that one
be fully conformed to the image of Chrigt in atrue and persond righteousness and holiness @

My comment was that that statement would be objectionable only if Mr. Kinnaird were saying
that we would have a perfect righteousness before the find judgment.

AW : OK.

RG : Butitis, of course, the case beyond - | would take and hope we are dl agreed in this -
that beyond the find judgment, in the new heavens and new earth, we are no longer going to be
persondly sinful. We are going to be perfectly conformed to the image of Chrigt.

AW : Of course, yes.
RG : And | think that iswhat | think this Satement says.

AW : OK. | am going to read a quotation from Elder Kinnaird that was posted on the part of
the justification series on December 24th 2001. He says

sometimeswhen - thisis a quote - sometimes when opposed they back down alittle
and say mogily reserved for the millennid age ...

Heis spesking in context here of sanctification.

But in thisteaching perhaps unintentiondly they deprive God's people of one aspect of
their hope of glory, namely a sanctification unto ared and persond holinessin thislife, in
thisage"

Isthat not put in the language of definitive sanctification?

RG : Wdl, now ... you just used the language of "definitive sanctification.@ Again, | would say
what you just reed is perfectly sound vaid Biblica teaching unless Mr. Kinnaird said that
sanctification were perfect and completein this life. Now Adefinitive sanctification@has nothing
to do with our being made perfect in thislife. It isthe truth of Romans 6 that | have been put to
degth to sin as the controlling lord and master of my life.

AW : O.K. Specification one ... going back to that ... it ... thereisa... | need to find my papers
here. Specification one, while dedling with possibly other areas that would be viewed smply as
sanctification, it aso dedls with righteousness that makes us acceptable. Quoting from the
theologica statements,
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"It isnot possible that any could be a brother with Jesus Christ and enjoy with Chrigt in
the kingdom of heaven the presence of God the Father except that one be conformed to
the image of Chrigt in true and persond righteousness and holiness™”

That's a statement that isin the context ... that is certainly speaking about us being acceptable.
Isnot the ... is not this statement of making our acceptance with God contingent upon our
sanctification ... isit not making our acceptance with God contingent on our sanctification? Is
that not what is being said there?

RG : Asyou were just reading, Mr. Wilkening, | was struck that you left the word "fully,” if
we are looking &t the same ...

AW : If | did, itwas... | am sorry where ... The sentence | meant to read was.

It is not possible that any could be a brother with Jesus Christ and enjoy with Christin
the kingdom of Heaven the presence of God the Father except that one be fully
conformed ..."

Yes OK. If | leftit out it was Smply amis-read on my part.
RG : | just want to make sure we are talking about the same sentence.
AW : Yes

RG : Agan .. seeas| undergand that ... Thisisdescribing ...this... what Mr. Kinnaird is here
describing, what is the situation beyond thefind judgment. That is enjoyment, eternd fellowship
with God in the Kingdom of Heaven beyond the fina judgment. And no one will be there who
isnot perfectly conformed to the image of Christ. But that's not saying anything about his
teaching on sanctification in thislife.

AW: OK.

RG: See... I think, "fully, " is very important because Mr. Kinnaird again and again is clear
that what, the sanctification that he's talking about in thislife is not amatter of our being fully
conformed to the image of Chrit.

AW : OK. You vesad that sanctification, or obedience, will comeinto view - or comeinto
consderation - at the judgment asthe fruit or evidence of our faith. | think we would al agree
ontha. But doesthat dlow us then to interchange phrases such as, "obedienceto the law”
with "faith in Chrigt, " as Elder Kinnaird doesin the sermon, "Though the Waters Roar...?" He
peaks in terms of those being accepted into the eterna city as those Awho have obeyed the
law and those only.@ Understood in your - in the way you phrased your statement - it would
gopear asthough heissaying, those who have the fruit of judtification will be entered ... or, |
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don't understand how we can do that? My question is. How can we interchange those termsin
our communication of the Gospd?

RG : Interchange ... 0 your question is specifically your concern is about interchanging the
words "faith” and "obedience," or "fath" and "good works' or ...

AW : Obedience. Histerms, the way he phrased it in his sermon was that - I'm paraphrasing
here, of course - but it's those who obey the law who will be accepted into the eternd city.
Thus we rightly conclude that those obey the law are those who are accepted into the eterna
city. 1 woud haveto look up the exact citation.

RG : Yes| would have to see that statement in it's full context but..
AW : Wdl, that isthe ... that isthe citation. That is the pecification number two.

RG : But | would say that even fuller and more important context isthe overdl context of his
teaching and the issue here is Is he confusing faith as receiving, resting and accepting Christ
aonefor judtification, adoption, sanctification. s he confusing faith as resting from what the
gpodtle Paul himsdf calls the Aobedience of faith?@ So | think the concern isyou ...you... and
my own view is, hedoesnot. | mean, that' saquestion best, | suppose, asked of him. But
you may dways ... aslong as you distinguish faith and obedience Biblicaly, you may aways say
"faith" and mean "obedience,” and say, "obedience," and mean "faith," because they are
inseparable. The oneimpliesthe other. Thereis no obedience that does not proceed from
fath. Thereisno faith, as we were seeing again from Cavin, that does not express itsdlf,
evidence itself, bear fruit in obedience.

AW : No, that iswhy | had asked if you had read the whole, the entire transcript of the sermon
recently, so that you would know the context in which these satements were asked. It's
interesting... just it'sinteresting to note that in the sermon itsdlf the word "faith” is not present. It
just isn't there. Theres afew times that the word "believe” isused. 1t could be viewed as being
interchangeable. But "faith” isnot even evident in that sermon, the word "faith.”

Y ou had read a quotation from, or not read a quotation, you referred to a commentary
comment by John Murray?

RG: Yes
AW : Could you, | missed alittle bit of that, would you briefly summearize that once again?
RG:Yes | .. g0opme... | don't want to say too much, but whatever is necessary here. The

issue is the passage in Romans 2 beginning in verse 6. Isit hypothetica on the postive Sde?
That is, are there anyone ... are there ... hereY.
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AW : Yeah, | didn't mean to put you on the spot to pargphrase your earlier comments without
notes, or whatever.

RG : No, it's... I'm happy for the opportunity to Y.

AW : | smply wanted you to restate your conclusions ... regarding ... thet ... retate the
conclusions that John Murray had drawn from these passages. Tha was smply the intent of this
question.

RG : Wdll, dl right. Let me give abrief answer, and thenif you would like, 1 will try to
elaborate.

AW : OK.

RG : Murray in his Romans commentary, the passage in Romans 2 that runs, particularly the
segment that runsthrough verse 11.  2:6to 11. He understands that to be describing what will
actudly be the case for believers. At the day of judgment they will ... when God's righteous
judgment will be ... when God will give to each person according to hisworks ... that will, in
terms of verse 7 ... believers will be those who by persistence in doing good seek glory, honor
and immortdity. And they will recaive eternd life. That is John Murray's teeching on that

passage.

AW :  John Murray in commenting on Romans 2:13 ... | believe probably to 15 ... but it's at
least on 2:13. Here's a quotation from his commentary. He says

It needs to be noted, however, that at this point the apostle restricts himsdf to the
judgment of condemnation. And this advises us that heis dealing now with the equity of
God’ sjudgment of damnation asit is brought to bear upon men who fdl into these two
caegories. Thisisggnificant. Whatever is meant by those who are >without law’
there is no suggestion to the effect that any who are >without law'  attain to the reward
of eternd life.

It spage 69 of The New International Commentary on the New Testament - The Epistleto
the Romans as published by Eerdmans.

S0 ... onthe one hand ... can you reconcile the two statements by John Murray here?

RG : Yeah, | think ... Sorry. | didn't bring my commentary dong and ... [Mr. Gaffinisgiven a
copy of the commentary from one of the pand members] Thisisfrom page 71 on 2:13. Let
me read it, what Murray says and then comment.

It is quite unnecessary to find in this verse any doctrine of justification by worksin
conflict with the teaching on this epistle in later chapters. Whether any will be actualy
justified by works ether in thislife or at the find judgment is beside the gpostl€'s interest
and design a this juncture.
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That ... | think isto my mind, what needs to be highlighted here. My own view would be that
following ... wel, my own view would be ... thet ... | think Murray isleaving it an open question
here. He's not addressing ... heis saying two things. Number one, no conflict with what Paul
teaches later in the letter. Number two, whether or not there will be anyone at thefind
judgment judtified by works - as Paul expressed there - is beside the apostle'sinterest and
design a thisjuncture. | think redly it's regrettable we don't have Professor Murray here to ask
this question because | think ... my own view in the light of what he has said, and said so clearly
about the judgment according to worksintwo ... in verse six ... that... it ... that would argue for
underganding verse 13 here in the same way as describing an actud positive outcome. But he
does, asyou are pointing out, back away from that. But | cant ... seel think in my own view
... Itis Professor Murray that isin abit of atenson here ... and the question redlly needs ... |
can' t reconcile Murray for you on that regard, which isthe question | heard you asking me.
And | would just accent again that in his understanding of verses 6-11, he has broken with a
large number of Reformed interpretersin arguing that that describes areal judgment scenario
with a postive outcome. Whichisadso how | would understand verse 13 ... and well, you can
ask Mr. Kinnaird how he understandsiit.

AW : | guess my point would smply would be that John Murray did not definitively use this
chapter in Romans 2 to teach ... you know, ajudgment for ... let me say it thisway, that John
Murray did use his underganding in thisto affirm amore treditiond - if youwanttosay - a
traditiond or long held view that Romans chapter two was affirming universa condemnation
more than any particular manner in which believers are judtified.

RG : Sorry about thet, | do haveto differ with Y
AW : OK., thatisfine...

RG : | think in verses 6 to 11 he does bresk, if you will with others, Charles Hodge, Haldane,
in arguing thet the judgment Aaccording to works@is not hypothetica onit's postive sde... but
will have apodtive ... it's describing a positive, ared postive scenario in the case of believers.
And seethat | think isredly theissue here. Let's concede what Murray says about the verse 13
which ... thisisnot ... thisisnot a... thisisa point that | am willing to be corrected on, that verse
13 does not describe an actua, an actua scenario at the find judgment. You ill have the fina
judgment Aaccording to works@as aredity, according to Murray.

AW : OK. That isdl the questions| have. Rev. Kuschke has some further questions.

Arthur Kuschke: Mr. Moderator?
Winward: Mr. Kuschke.

AK: Dr. Géffin, | believe you said that if specification one were to be understood in rlationship
to the deeds done in thislife, then it would be objectionable. But isit not true, that Elder
Kinnaird uses that expresson many times in these pecifications? For example, in page ten of
his Declaration and Theologicd Statements, he says about the middle,
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It is those who obey the law who will be declared righteous at that Day of Judgement
and he goes on in the very next paragraph and he says,

Those who teach that the purpose of the Day of Judgement is not to reved God' s
righteousness in his judgments, judgements that will be until eternd life or deeth, in
accordance with what men have done in thislife,

iswhat he said,
but those who believe it will be to determine the types and degrees of rewards are in
error.

Of course, we are not concerned about rewards ... but what he does say isthat the deeds are
doneinthislife... and .... on this earth, he saysthere ... He adso speaksin other timeswhen he
gpeaks of the works done in thislife, and these are the works on the basis of which ... those. ...
which are regarded of which ... obedience to thelaw .... on the basis of which ... the ground of
which, in someway or other .... they will be declared righteous at the Day of Judgment ... it is
those who obey the law who will be declared righteous on that Day of Judgment.

Now the ... itisclear to me ... thisis apoint where Elder Kinnaird has failed to note the
difference between sanctification in this life and glorification. Sanctification in thislife, aswedl
agree, | would suppose, would be that thereis no red perfection there. And that’ sclear
enough from many things and Scripture and particularly in the Confesson ... | think we have a
problem herethat it very well seemsto be the teaching of this document and other documents
that Elder Kinnaird has given us that the works on the basis, on the ground ....

Mike Obel: Mr. Moderator? Excuse meaminute ... | just want to say, isthisgoing to bea
question?

AK: " mtrying to explain the point, Mr. Moderator, Mr. Obdl ... We are engaged now ina
very profound difficulty. It is perfectly true that Some people have undertaken extensive studies
and come to a disagreement on thispoint. The purpose of thistrid is not to determine the
vdidity of any of those particular positions. It isonly to determine the vaidity of the Satements
given by Elder Kinnaird and the documents cited. That' sonething. And the other thing is Do
they agree with the Bible? Do they agree with the Standards? Our postionisthat .... the
statements are very specific. They do not agree with the Bible and our Standards and thisis
one of the cases. The point being, that in thisingtances, it certainly seems that the satement in
Specification one is objectionable because it concerns ... the deeds done in thislife .... and that
has been said many times in the evidence.

Winward: Thank you.

Mike Obel: My concern, Mr. Moderator, is that we get cross-examination.

Winward: Mr. Kuschke, it seems like the judicatory would be best served if you were to ask
guestions and get aresponse, rather than try ...

29



AK: I will dothet ...I" m responding in the same sense, however, that Dr. Geaffin has aready
been undertaking in this matter. If we areto hear his very extensve andyss of these matters,
we ought then to be able to enter into them as to whether or not they redly relate to the
gatements given by Elder Kinnaird in these documents. And if we do ... and aso the matter if
they relaeto .... how they relate to the whole system of doctrine .... and so we arein avery
great pickle. If ... you may stop me..... but | want to say thisthat atrid is not the place to
determine dl these profound questions. We have got .... it was never intended to be a place to
resolve great questions of doctrine. | think in the Bible, we would turn to Acts 15 for that. If
you areinthistrid ... our sole purposeisto discover whether or not the statements given us by
Elder Kinnaird are true on the basis of the Bible and our Standards, or contrary to.

Widl, I ve said something about Adeeds donein thislife@l think that is fundamentd to Elder
Kinnaird' spogtion. | wonder if Dr. Gaffin wants to contradict that?

RG: You are asking me to respond?

AK: Yes

RG: | think that dl you just cited, Mr. Kuschke, if | was following you, is not pertinent to that
first sentence. Because, again, | think, you - asthe previous questioner - have overlooked the
word, Afuly.@ AFully conformed.@ Mr. Kinnaird in those satements where you rightly
pointed out he was talking about Ainthis life,@never says that a condition for our appearing at
the find judgment is that we fully be conformed to theimage of Chrig inthislife. Andthet ... in
other words, the statement here is making a different point than those other satements. This
datement is taking about what is true after the final judgment, not in thislife, fully conformed.
That adverb is absolutely decisive.

AK: Mr. Moderator, | agree that these are strong statements but the fact isthat in Elder
Kinnaird" s documents we have dl these statements put together and they come as a position -
apogition which he keeps asserting again and again - not only in these documents - but it has
been going on for sometime.

| will stop that reference now and go on, if | may.

Dr. Gaffin, you spesak of the words of Paul, Athe obedience of faith, @is it possible that
that means the reception of the Gospel, the reception which we have in faith, which isinitself a
kind of obedience, rather than that obedience which flows from faith? Now thereisan
obedience that flows from faith, but nevertheless, isit not possible that that expression,
Aobedience of faith@ought not to be gpplied to the obedience donein thislifeasa
consequence of faith. But rather to the fact that in acceptance of the Gospel there is obedience
initsf.

RG: Mr. Kuschke, | think that is not what Romans 1:5 and 16:26 mean. | think that what Paul
means to affirm there is the obedience that flows from faith as well as the point you are making.
Obedience ... Faith itsdf as an act of obedience. That both those sensesthere ... itisa
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bookend statement to the entire message of the book of Romans. Thisis, this he says... there
is his caculated purpose in seeing the Gospd go to the Gentiles. Thisis bottom line what heis
looking for, the obedience of faith among the Gentiles. He saysthat in 1:5. He saysthat in
16:26. Bookend statements, if youwill. And thisiswhat he’ s concerned for the overall
response to the Gospel that conggtsin faith and itsfruits. And inwhat | just articulated here is
the position that John Murray, Herman Ridderbos, any number of commentators ... | would say
the consensus of commentary opinion presently understands that expresson. The genitive of
faith is both gppositiona and a genitive of source or origin.

AK: Inaparticular context it may mean one or the other, not dways both. s t that possible?

RG: Inthisingance, given its summary, bookend character on the entire message of the book
of Romans, itis| think best understood as saying, both. I’ m not saying that in your
understanding you could be absolutely wrong. | think it is very unlikely exegeticdly. Thisisthe
only two places where Paul uses that expresson. He doesin a number of other placestalk
about the works that proceed from faith - very dearly - | could point you to those passages, if
you give me aminute.

Winward: Let meinterrupt for asecond. | agree with Mr. Kuschke. | think we arein apickle.
And what | sense going on hereis a debate between Mr. Kuschke and Dr. Geffin and thisis
not the time for adebate, examining Dr. Gaffin' sviews, or his views asto what

Elder Kinnaird has written. | would encourage you not to debate, but to ask questions
concerning clarificaions.

(Pause)

AK: Dr. Géffin, | believe you referred to Cavin on Ezekid. I’ 1l find the place in aminute here.

And you ... where Calvin speaks of certain expression asambiguous. Now then ...and he’ s
talking about, | believe, or you were talking about the important passage ... if | can find my
place here ... AThat faith without works justifies@That was the expression from Cavin which
you said which Cavin ... which you think isambiguous.... and ... one aspect of that ambiguity
would bethat ... if | can find my place here ...that ... I’ m sorry to take the time of the court ...
but | have just misplaced thisreference. Hereitis.

AFaith judtifies by itsdf isfdse@ That' s one aspect that you said wastrue. Now | think
would like to examine and ask you a question about it. Because Calvin saysitisdead and a
merefiction. Faith without works .... Faith judtifies by itsdf isfdse. While | would agree with
that, | would not come to the same conclusion that you do. | think that Calvin is Smply saying
what the Bible says, that thereisno ....

Mike Obel: Mr. Moderator, It painsmeto persst. But | do hope we can get a question out of
this

AK: Isit not true, Dr. Gaffin, thet faith that isamerefictionisno fath a dl? That fath that is
dead, isnofatha dl? That' smy question.
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RG: Yes.

AK: Then it cannot be reckoned with, to talk about the expresson, faith judtifiesby itsdf is
fdse Isthat not s0? Thereisno faith there.

RG: | think, unlessI’ m missng something then, your problem iswith Cavin. Becausetha' s
what Cavin says. AFath without works judtifiesistrue, yet fase.@

AK: No, my point isthat the faith he is talking about what he saysitsfase is a dead faith. It
doesn’ texist at dl. Thereforewe can' t talk about such afaith.... or in the expression, faith by
itdf isfase.

Winward: Mr. Kuschke, may | remind you of something you said erlier? Thet thistrid is
about statements that Mr. Kinnaird has written.

AK: Yes that' sright. Yes.

Winward: Y ou are arguing about statements that Calvin has written. Y ou are arguing about
things that Dr. Gaffin has said. Can you tie that in, can you ask some questions, that will related
to the focus of the triad ?

AK: Yes. Thank you, Mr. Moderator.

(Pause)

AK: Isthere anything said in the Bible, Dr. Gaffin, or in the Westmingter Standards, about the
insufficiency of theimputation ... the imputed righteousness of Christ for the purpose of bringing
usto full conformity ... [voice weskening] to the persona holiness and righteousness of Christ
.. insufficiency of the imputation of the righteousness of Chrig?

RG: The imputed righteousness ...

[End of tape two, Sde 1 - cuts off in mid-sentence]
[Start of tape two, Side 2 - beginsin mid- sentence.]

RG. ... Chrig, that' sthework of the Holy Spirit.

AK: Does the work of the Holy Spirit then contribute in any way to the find judtification of the
believer?

RG: Only asthe Holy Spirit produces the good works which are the fruit and evidence of the
faith that receives the imputed righteousness of Chridt.
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AK: If itisonly for that, why then do we have then Elder Kinnaird” s arguments about those
who ... do these good works ... are to be justified .... are to be declared righteous at the
judgment? Isit only because they have necessarily done some good works because they are
true believers? Isthat it, only? For that reason?

RG: Well, again, ..... I’ m being asked to speculate on Mr. Kinnaird. I’ m quite willing to do
that. 1 would say that the passage in Romans 2.6 teaches that. We... in the case of believers,
Awill render to each one according to hisworks.@ And | would say in the larger framework of
Paul’ steaching - because you can' t lift this passage or this statement out of context - >will
render to each one according to hisworks  as those works are the fruits and evidence of faith.
Or Gdatians 5:6, it” snot sanctifying faith, but justifying faith, that is ... Paul just doesi t say
Afath@but it is Afaith working through love. @

AK: With reference to Elder Kinnaird' s position, on imputation and subgtitution. He saysin the
specifications the persond holiness, the red and persona holiness, in full conformity to that of
Chrig, isnot ....isnot .... inany way. Excuseme, | shouldn' t say that. That persona

holiness, he says .... must be in conformity to Christ, because Christ does not have an imputed
righteousness. We must have ared and persond righteousness which is our own ... our own ...
our very own ....not something just credited to us.

Now in that position, | presented yesterday the argument that was a contradiction of the
principle of subgtitution, principle of imputation. In al our savation Christ acts as our perfect
subdtitute and is paying the pendty for our sins, the just for the unjust. And in his granting to us,
giving to us His own righteousness, the righteousness of God, when we have none of our own.

Now it is about judtification that we are concerned. How do you reckon substitution and
imputetion in here for Elder Kinnaird?

RG: I ll try to be brief. | don' t think you can equate subgtitution and imputation. Imputation
isinvolved in subgtitution, but Chrigt” s subdtitution for our an ... Hisdying for your Sns, as|
was observing earlier, that secures both our judtification - imputation - but as subgtitution, it
secures no less, God' swork in us - sanctification.

AK: | find, Mr. Moderator, that Dr. Gaffin, is again and again replying with things that are
perfectly true, but which have not reached the problem at issue. The problem at issueis what
does Elder Kinnaird say about justification and how can he say that we shdl be declared
righteous at the judgment on the basis of our good works?

Mike Obel: Mr. Moderator? Would it perhaps be useful to direct that question to Mr.
Kinnaird?
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Winward: That was my question aswell. It sounds like these questions would be better asked
of Mr. Kinnaird. And | think, Mr. Tyson has indicated, that you are going to put Mr. Kinnaird
asawitness... Yes, Mr. Tyson?

TT: Mr. Moderator, would ... may | ask Mr. Kuschke to repesat that last question, or are you
ruling that out of order? Because | think it is contrary to fact that Mr. Kinnaird has ever sad
our judtification is secured on the basis of our obedience, or of our righteousness.

Winward: What I’ m suggesting is that Mr. Kuschke will have the opportunity to maybe cross-
examine Mr. Kinnaird and if he wishes to ask the question, at that point, it would be better than
asking Dr. Gaffin, what he thinks Mr. Kinnaird fedls abot it.

AK: Mr. Moderator? May | close by smply saying if Dr. Gaffin is exploring these interesting
possihilities, | think they have no particular relationship to the position stated by Mr. Kinnaird in
the specifications.

Winward: Thank you, Mr. Kuschke. Mr. Tyson, re-direct?

TT:Yes

Winward: A just apractical question here ... I’ m looking around noon time to take a bresk ...
lunch bresk. Will re-direct be lengthy? Should we break now? Or ...

TT: Let’ shbresk now.

Winward: All right. One hour lunch bresk.
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Testimony of the Accused, Mr. John Kinnaird
Cross- Examination of Accuser, Mr. Aryln Wilkening
Bethany Orthodox Presbyterian Church
Oxford, PA

Winward: Let me announce to this body, that thisbody isabout to St in ajudicid capacity
and | exhort you, the members, to bear in mind your solemn duty to faithfully to minister and
declare the Word of God, the only infalible rule of faith and practice, and to subordinate all
human judgments to thet infdlible rule

We are at the point of re-direct to Dr. Gaffin. Mr. Tyson?
(Pause)

TT : | have three questions, Mr. Moderator, for the witness by way of re-direct. Thefirst
one. Dr. Gaffin, inyour, in the cross-examination of your testimony you were asked at one
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point - | believe in these words, or in words to this effect - Does that holiness without which no
one will see the Lord, from Hebrews 12:14, require ... required ... Let me sart over again.
Doesthat holiness without which no one will see the Lord, Hebrews 12:14, required, derive
from our good works?

RG : lannot surewhat | saidin response. But | would not want to expressit that way. |
think that would be mideading at best. If anything | would turn it around the other way and say
that our good works derive from our holiness. But | wouldnt ... | think it would be much better
to say, that our holinessis congtituted by the good works that God worksin us -see
sanctification iswhet | had in mind. Sanctification involves God and it involves God with us
working inus. So, asamog helpful verse hereis Philippians 2:13, "work out your own
sdvation with fear and trembling” - theré's sanctification. Why? "Becauseit is God who is at
work in you both to will and to do what pleaseshim.” So, sanctification is ultimately awork of
God, and that is what we need to keep clear.

TT : Second Quedtion. Isthe judtification of Snners upon their union with Chrigt through faith,
forengc and forensic aone?

RG : Could I back up and just add to the previous question? | just wanted to say, | was
talking ... again ... as| am ganding here giving testimony for Mr. Kinnaird, | think what |
expressed iswhat Mr. Kinnaird maintains- which ismost important thet ... not that our holiness
is derived from our good works, but our good works flow from God's sanctifying work of .. in
us. Could you read the second question again please?

TT :Yes Isthejudification of Snners upon their union with Christ through faith, forensc and
forengc done?

RG : Yes, absolutely.

TT : Thank you. And athird and last one. | believe in your cross-examination answer you said
wordsto this effect, at least - Good works at the find judgment are the fruit and evidence of
the faith we have in Christ. Did you say that, or in words to thet effect?

RG : Yes | bdievel did.

TT : Arethey, that is, the good works, aso fruit and evidence of sanctification? In other words,
Issaving faith, as stated in Westmingter Confession of Faith 14:2 which reads

By thisfaith, a Christian believeth to be true whatsoever isrevealed in the Word ... But the
principle acts of saving faith are accepting, receiving and resting upon Christ alone for justification,
sanctification, and eternal life, by virtue of the covenant of grace.

RG : So then the question was from the ..
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TT : Arethey dso fruit and evidence of sanctification? Do you take thewords | quoted from
the Confession as saying that?

RG : Yes, mog certainly. Sanctification, aswe were conddering earlier, redly beginsin our
regeneration and that's where our faith comes from. So our faith no more, no less than our
good works; our good works no less, no more than, no less than our faith is God working in us
- His sanctifying, regenerating work; regenerating, sanctifying work.

TT : Thank you, Mr. Moderator. Those were the only questions that | have by way of redirect.
Winward: Thank you. Thank you, Dr. Gaffin. Mr. Tyson?

TT: Wewould like to place in the witness box Mr. Kinnaird, the accused and we request the
court to alow him to be sested at the end of that table. Would that be agreeable?.

**x%%  TFor the testimony of Mr. Kinnaird, see link to second session (b)] ******
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