CLEARING UP MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT CORPORATE ELECTION

Brian Abasciano*

l. INTRODUCTION

The nature of election has long been one of thet imatly debated topics in
evangelical theology. The question lies at the thefathe debate between Arminianism
and Calvinism, a debate which commands so muchesttand attention because it
ultimately has to do with the character of God. Beyond the inherent appeal the
disagreement between Arminianism and Calvinism$fdd those with a high view of
Scripture, the debate has been raging with a hengllt intensity in recent years with no
sign of abating due to factors such as (1) theectimesurgence of Calvinism in
evangelicalism (which, in its popular form, mustdemsidered more Arminian than

Calvinist overall): (2) the popularity of the internet, where on tine éand multitudes of
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! On this resurgence, see Collin Hansen, “Youngtl&es Reformed,Christianity

Today September 2006, the by-line of which claims, Y@atm is making a



laymen now flock to gain theological informatiomdaon the other hand Calvinists have
been quite prolific, and (3) the advent of influahbutlooks such as Open Theism and
the New Perspective on Paul, the former directlyoged to Calvinism and the latter
providing various insights that can be effectivetgssed into service by Arminians
(whether or not they agree with the view in geneambupport their system.

Traditionally, both Calvinism and Arminianism has@nceived of election unto
salvation as individual. That is, each individwsatlected individually to belong to God.
On this view, election of the body of God’s peordéers to the election of the group as a
consequence of the discrete election of each iddaliwho is chosen and their gathering
into a group of people sharing a common experiehaedividual election. The main
difference between the two views has been thatidats view election as unconditional
and Arminians view it as conditional on divine fnewledge of human faith. But there
is another view of election which ultimately supggoirminian theology and has come to
command a great deal of scholarly support—the aeworporate election. Indeed, in a
text like Romans 9, which islacus classicu$or the doctrine of election, corporate
election of one sort or another has become the dwstnant type of election perceived

by interpreters.Its popularity has probably been due largely ®gbholarly

comeback—and shaking up the church.” Hansen has published a book on the
subject:Young, Restless, Reformed: A Journalist's Journigytihe New Calvinists
(Wheaton: Crossway, 2008).

2 Cf. Brian J. Abascian®aul’s Use of the Old Testament in Romans 9.1-9: An

Intertextual and Theological Exege$¥(SNTSup/LNTS, 301; London: T & T Clark,



community’s greatly increased sensitivity to thgnsil importance of the Jewish matrix
of early Christianity and the profound indebtednesthe Old Testament on the part of
the New Testament authors.

But despite its growing popularity, the doctrirestbeen criticized by some
advocates of individual election, particularly Qalsts, whose position it directly

contradicts’ However, these criticisms are misguided, largetynfled upon

2005) 185. The issue is complicated in the caseoof 9 because interpreters posit
various conceptions of corporate election thermesthat take it to be unto service,
others as unto salvation, others as merely nafiengboral vis-a-vis ethnic Israel, and
others that seem to exclude any reference to ithdals in the concept. What's more,
some of these conceptions can be mixed with onthanto form still other forms of the
view. In any case, this article is concerned withi§tian election, articulating and
defending a concept of corporate election untoag@m that includes individuals within
its scope.

3 See e.g., John Pipdte Justification of God: An Exegetical and ThewabStudy of
Romans 9:1-28nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993); Thomas Rrefuer, “Does
Romans 9 Teach Individual Election unto SalvatiSo®he Exegetical and Theological
Reflections”JETS36 (1993) 25-40; idem, “Corporate and Individubddiion in Romans
9: A Response to Brian AbasciandZTS49/2 (June 2006) 373-386; Douglas J. Moo,
The Epistle to the RomafNICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996) 571, 585i@&m,
“The Theology of Romans 9-11: A Response to E.dbleth Johnson” in David M. Hay

and Elizabeth E. Johnson (ed®auline Theology Ill: Roman®inneapolis: Fortress,



misunderstanding of the biblical concept of corpeelectiori Once these

misconceptions are cleared away, it should be tedrcorporate election is indeed the

1995, 240-58) 254-58; Peter T. O'Bridrhe Letter to the Ephesia(Billar; Grand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999) 99; and the response tk Eianock by Bruce A. Ware in
Chad Owen Brand (edRPerspectives on Election: Five Viefi¢ashville: Broadman &
Holman, 2006) 315-18. Arminian scholars holdingngividual election have also
objected to corporate election (see e.g., RobePidiilli, Grace, Faith, and Free Will:
Contrasting Views of Salvation: Calvinism and Anamsm[Nashville: Randall House,
2002], 50-52; Jack Cottrell, “Conditional Electiom’Clark H. Pinnock (ed.Ysrace
Unlimited [Minneapolis: Bethany Fellowship, 1975, 51-73] &®&), but they are not as
zealous in their opposition.

“ But to be fair, some objections to corporate @eachave been in response to inadequate
views of the concept such as those that restectieh to service and/or that exclude
individuals from its purview; for such a view, seg. (in relation to Rom 9), Leon

Morris, The Epistle to the RomafGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988) 356-57. For further
examples and a critique of such views, see SchreiReflections.” But again, to be fair,
most advocates of corporate election probably gip&ace to individuals, understanding
individuals to be encompassed in the group to wthely belong, even if their language
gives the impression that individuals are exclu@eaich could be true of Morris).

Indeed, Schreiner’s critique (“Reflections,” 33-4@)the corporate view argues against a
conception of corporate election that denies aageto the individual, even though the

representative of corporate election with whomrteracts most does afford a place to



most biblical view of election, vindicating the Amman approach to the doctrine, even if

untraditionally. Therefore, this article will firstriefly review the proper understanding of

corporate election, and then address various misgiions and criticisms of it.

Il. THE CONCEPT OF CORPORATE ELECTION

[I.1. General Considerations

individuals in his scheme; see e.g., William W.iK]&he New Chosen People: A
Corporate View of ElectiofGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990) 264-65. (Kleinrms
clarified his position in response to Schreineamunpublished paper entitled, “Is
Corporate Election Merely Virtual Election? A C&teidy in Contextualization,”
available online at http://evangelicalarminians/kitgin-%22Is-Corporate-Election-
Merely-Virtual-Election%3F%22.) This leaves Schexis case empty, leveled at what
amounts to a straw man version of corporate electiee Brian J. Abasciano, “Corporate
Election in Romans 9: A Reply to Thomas Schrein#£TS49/2 (June 2006) 351-71.

® | have discussed the concept of corporate eleatiohattempted to articulate the
distinction between it and individual election ipror article (“Election”). Rather than
constantly referencing that article for furtheradission and explication of many of the
issues discussed throughout the present artibkrel direct readers’ attention to it
generally, and will reserve citation of it for maat that is especially important to place

before readers of the present essay.



The discussion of corporate election has oftem ieewn off course by pitting
corporate and individual election against one agrotho some extent, this is unavoidable
because there is obviously some difference betweenoncepts, and the type of election
with which one begins leads to vastly differentiposs concerning the overall nature of
election. But each type of election logically el#@iome type of the other. So the
guestion actually boils down to which type of electis primary (see below). It is
convenient for the purpose of assessing the primmentation of election to speak in
terms of corporate vs. individual. But it must kenembered that it is primary
orientations that are to be pitted against onehema@nd not exclusion of individuals vs.
exclusion of the group. To represent the issue raocarately, | submit that it would be
best to speak of primarily corporate election mdividualistic (as opposed to merely
individual) election, though it would be too burdeme always to qualify corporate
election in this way.

Most simply, corporate election refers to the ce@€a group, which entails the
choice of its individual members by virtue of theiembership in the group. Thus,
individuals are not elected as individuals diredbiyt secondarily as members of the elect
group. Nevertheless, corporate election necessanthils a type of individual election
because of the inextricable connection betweergemyp and the individuals who belong

to it.° Individuals are elect as a consequence of thenieeship in the group.

® still, a corporate focus means that not everyttiirag is true of the group is necessarily

true of the individual.



Individualistic election, on the other hand, refershe direct choice of
individuals as autonomous entities, which ent&iésc¢hoice of the group (if one is
involved) by virtue of the elect status of the nduals who make up the group. Thus,
the group is not elected directly as a group, babsdarily as a collection of individually
chosen persons. In other words, the group is chas@nconsequence of the fact that each
individual in the group was individually chosenthere were to be any prominence
granted to the group over individuals in such aswofy, then the furthest this view could
go would be to orient individual election toware tiroup by viewing individual election
as the discrete choice of an individual to belanthe group of those who are also
individually elected to join the group. Hence, thal question regarding the election of
God’s covenant people is, which election is primémgt of the group or that of the
individual? Both views are logically coherérand concrete examples can be given of

each from everyday life.

I.2. Biblical Election unto Salvation

So far in this section we have been talking ablogitgeneral concept of election,
and not specifically the election of God’s covenaebple, which in the New Covenant
entails election unto eternal salvation. When wa ta the Bible on the matter of the

election of God’s people, it becomes clear thaporate election predominates. Indeed, |

’ Schreiner actually claims that the corporate &adthave described is logically
incoherent (“Response,” 375-78), but without questthis is demonstrably false and

will be taken up below; see esp. 111.3.



would argue that it is the only type of electionGdd’'s people to be his people in the
Bible.

But the Bible’s doctrine of corporate election usdvation is even more nuanced
than simply saying that the group is elected priltpand the individual secondarily.
More precisely, it refers to the election of a gr@s a consequence of the choice of an
individual who represents the group, the corponated and representative. That is, the
group is elected as a consequence of its idertdicavith this corporate representative.
The same may be said of individuals. They are ahasea consequence of their
identification with the people, and more fundam#wtavith the individual corporate

head. Thus,

God chose the people of Israel in Abraham, Isaztt Jacob/Israel (Deut 4:37; 7:68).
That is, by choosing Jacob/Israel, the corporateicant representative, God also chose
his descendants as his covenant people. It ist@nwdtOld Testament covenant
theology. The covenant representative on the ond had the people/nation of Israel on
the other hand are the focus of the divine covetiahéction, and individuals are elect
only as members of the elect people. Moreoverrimcple, foreign individuals who

were not originally members of the elect peopleldgain the chosen people and become
part of the elect, demonstrating again that thadaxf election was the covenant
comm%nity and that individuals found their electtarough membership in the elect
people:

This notion of election is rooted in the Old Tesgathconcept of corporate solidarity or

representation, which views the individual as reprn¢ing the community and identified

8 Many references could be added, such as Gen.; 1671810, 19; 21:12; 24:7; 25:23;
26:3-5; 28:13-15; Deut. 10:15.

® Abasciano, “Election,” 353.



with it and vice vers&’ “The concept is especially evident in the caskimgs and
patriarchs, who are seen to represent their pesplesum them up in themselves,
especially in the context of covenant.”

We have already noted that God’s Old Covenant geeple chosen in Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob. More specifically, God chose doraand his descendants, but limited
his election of Abraham’s descendants to only sofrieem by his choice of Isaac as the
head of the covenant through whom Abraham’s covet@scendants were to be
reckoned. He then limited his election of the cardgrdescendants even further by his
choice of Jacob as the head of the covenant. Addhee time, and as already pointed out
above, people not naturally related to Jacob anmbspart of the elect people could join
the chosen people, becoming part of the electh®@mther hand, individual members of
the elect people could be cut off from the covemeaple due to violation of the
covenant, rendering them non-elect.

Finally, the Apostle Paul would argue, God limitad election even further to
Christ as the head of the New Covenant (Gal. 3edgespecially 3:16; cf. Rom. 3—4; 8),
which is the fulfillment of the Old. Paradoxicallfis also widened the election of God’s
people because all who are in Christ by faith &esen by virtue of their identification
with Christ the corporate covenantal head, opeagwgnant membership to Gentiles as
Gentiles. Just as God’s Old Covenant people werserhin Jacob/Israel, the Church was

chosenn Christ(as Eph. 1:4 puts it). And as Ephesians 2 makes,Bentiles who

10 See ibid, 355, and the literature cited there.

1 bid.



believe in Christ are in him made to be part ofdcbmmonwealth of Israel, fellow

citizens with the saints, members of God’s housghanid possessors of the covenants of
promise (2:11-22; note especially vv. 12, 19). sdleany Jews who did not believe in
Jesus were cut off from the elect people, and afig\ong Gentiles who stop believing

will likewise be cut off, while anyone who comesféath, whether Jew or Gentile, will

be incorporated into God’s people (Rom. 11:17-24).

In the New Covenant, God’s people are chosen catglgras a consequence of
their union with Christ, which is effected by fafthwhile this is not quite the traditional
Arminian position, it fully supports Arminian thexgy because it is a conditional
election. Most directly, such election is condigdnon being in Christ. But then being in
Christ is itself conditioned on faith, meaning ttfa divine election of God’s people and

the election of individuals for salvation is ultitely conditional on faith in Christ.

12 For faith as uniting us with Christ, which is thistoric Reformed view, see Eph. 1:13-
14; 2; 3:17; John 14:23; Gal. 3:26—-28; Rom 6; 1 €80; 2 Cor 5:21; Richard B. Gaffin,
Jr.,By Faith, Not By Sight: Paul and the OrderS#lvation(Waynesboro: Paternoster
Press, 2006); John Pip@he Future of Justification: A Response to N.T gWtri
(Wheaton: Crossway, 2007), 163-80, passim (seesgpy.171 n. 14); Michael F. Bird,
“Incorporated Righteousness: A Response to Recanidelical Discussion Concerning
the Imputation of Christ’'s Righteousness in Jusdtion,” JETS47/2 (June 2004) 253-75,
passim; John Calvinnstitutes of the Christian Religip8.1.1; idemCommentary on the
Gospel According to Johftrans. William Pringle; Grand Rapids: Christialag3ics

Ethereal Library), 16:27Fhe Westminster Confession of Fa2b.1.



I1l. CORRECTING MISUNDERSTANDINGS AND ANSWERING CRSMGIOF

CORPORATE ELECTION

It was not my intention in the previous sectioratgue for the concept of
corporate election so much as to explain it. Afasicase has been made for the concept

elsewhere by myself and othérdt is strongly supported by the fact that it whs t

13 See Abasciano, ‘Election’, and the appropriatzditure cited there (including esp.,
Klein, Election; AbascianoRomans 9.1-9dem,Paul’'s Use of the Old Testament in
Romans 9.10-18: An Intertextual and Theologicalgeses(forthcomingin T & T

Clark’s two series, Library of New Testament Stgsdaad Studies in Early Judaism and
Christianity); B.J. Oropez&aul and Apostasy: Eschatology, Perseverance, atithg
Away in the Corinthian CongregatidVUNT 2.115. Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000),
204-10; Ben Witherington, lIRaul’'s Narrative Thought World: The Tapestry of
Tragedy and TriumphLouisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 19280)-33, 246-
49; William G. MacDonald, “The Biblical Doctrine &lection” in Clark H. Pinnock
(ed.), The Grace of God and the Will of M@dinneapolis: Bethany House, 1989), 207-
29; Herman Ridderbo®aul: An Outline of His Theolog¥srand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1975), 341-54; Robert Shariklect in the SoifSpringfield, MO: Westcott, 1970); cf. I.
H. Marshall, “Universal Grace and Atonement in Bastoral Epistles” in Pinnock (ed.),
Grace of God51-69 (64-69); C. MulleiGottes Gerechtigkeit und Gottes Volk: Eine

Untersuchung zu Romer 9-1ERLANT, 86; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,



standard biblical and Jewish conception of electwth no evidence in the New
Testament that its orientation had changed. Qaitke contrary, it presents Christ as the
true Israel in whom is fulfilled the election of fdtham, Isaac, Jacob, and the covenant
people of God, and as the seed of Abraham to whencdvenant promises were made
and in whom those promises are obtained for boils 2&d Gentiles who believe.
Moreover, the explicit language of election unttvg@on is always corporate in the New
Testament, continuing the approach of the Old.Heunhore, the socio-historical context
of the New Testament authors was corporate in okitlBut having discussed these
points elsewhere, and now having described théchibdoncept of corporate election for
the present article, we may now turn to a constaeraf how the concept has been
misunderstood and/or criticized with a view towdedending it. The misconceptions
identified below apply either to misconception oforate election or to what we regard

as mistaken points or arguments against it.

[1.1. Misconception # 1: Corporate Election Excludes Wdiials
Many scholars have assumed that the notion ofocatp election excludes

individuals from election, and therefore, in ortiecounter the view, go on to show how

1964), 75-78.

4| will be interacting especially with Thomas Sdhe in this section because he is the
advocate of individual election who has most faltidressed the concept of corporate
election | am advancing. Cf. Klein’s unpublishedpense to Schreiner in “Virtual

Election?”



individuals are obviously elect and beneficiariéslection’s blessings if the group they
belong to is elect We have already invalidated this approach impjidiy the
description of corporate election provided in thevous section. It is simply not true
that the view excludes individuals; it includesiinduals, but only insofar as they are
part of the group. That is, it includes individublsed on their participation in the
group/identification with the corporate represemat® Another way of saying this
would be that the group is elected primarily andividuals secondarily. Corporate
election begins with the individual corporate haad the group, and then moves to the
individual. But it does arrive at the individualdaallots a full and vigorous role to him in
the context of community.

It is true that corporate election does not redehe election of each individual
separately from Christ or the group, but this do&sin any way nullify the election of
each individual member of the group as a resulh@fgroup’s election. It is also true that

corporate election does not refer to the choicangbne to join the elect people. The

1> Thomas Schreiner’s influential article is a priexample of this misconception,
invalidating most of its arguments (“ReflectionsSge note 4 above, and my response to
Schreiner (Abasciano, “Election”). In his rejoind8chreiner continued to
mischaracterize the position | have articulatedeatedly claiming that individuals are
not elected in it (“Response,” 376-78, 382-84). faether under misconception # 3
below.

16 cf. william W. Klein, “Ephesians” in T. Longmanl &nd D.E. Garland (edsgBC

Rev., Vol. 12 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2006) 19-U8).



concept of covenantal election or election untonetlesalvation simply does not apply to
entrance into the elect people. It actually refera people being chosen to belong to
God, to receive the benefits of his covenant premigeally):’ and to live according to
his covenant commands (Gen. 18:19; Deut. 4:2097%84:2; Ps. 135:4; Eph. 1:4ff.; 1
Pet. 2:9-10). All of this applies to each indivitlrathe New Covenant as a consequence
of membership in the elect people, and more praftyyof being in Christ by faith,

which is what makes someone a part of God’s people.

This misconception seems to lie behind John Rpefluential argument for
individual election from Romans 9 based on the niag®n that Paul is concerned about
the damnation of many individual Israelites witkive chosen people, i.e., that despite
being part of the physical chosen people, theyatéruly elect, but excluded from

God's true people and the salvation that belongsem!® Now there are several serious

problems with Piper’s attempt to press this obg@wmanto service for establishing

”In the Old Covenant, the covenant promises weneliional in that they could only be
possessed by faith while the covenant generallyd®a all Israelites, including the
unbelieving. (Nevertheless, members of the covewantdemonstrated persistent
unbelief by violating the covenant law without ratsnce were to be cut off.) But in the
New Covenant, all in the covenant truly possesgptheises because all in the New
Covenant have faith since it is entered into bthfand believers only continue in the
covenant by faith; if they forsake faith in Chtisen they are cut off from the covenant.

18 See Piperjustification esp. 64-67.



individualistic election in the passafjeBut the one that concerns us now, and is itself
fatal to his argument, is that the biblical concgfptorporate election always
encompassed the inclusion and exclusion of indaislwith respect to the elect people
without extending the concept of election itselpeople joining or leaving the corporate
body and without shifting the locus of electiorthe individual. To speak of individuals
joining the elect people or being excluded front theople does not even suggest, much
less establish, that election refers to God ch@osidividuals to become part of his
people when it was a natural part of the concegtaat elect status to individuals as a
consequence of membership in the group. In othedsy®iper draws attention to

language that was already a part of the corpoetgppctive to try and establish what

19 See my critical assessment of Piper's argumenagaianoRomans 9.1-9183-89).
Besides the problem discussed below, note thaBifigr relies on an unlikely translation
of Rom. 9:6b to establish individualism in the @ags (2) even if his unlikely translation
is correct, it tells against his case because ¢ngewvould be phrased even more
corporately; (3) Piper begs the question of whetherndividuals Paul is concerned
about are viewed individualistically or corporatgl) Piper begs the question of how the
individual and corporate aspects of election relatg appears to assume a non
sequitur—that if the elect status of individualsniziew, then individualistic election

must be too (see below).



amounts to a major shift in the concept to an iidialistic perspective, leaving no

credible basis for his arguméfit.

l1.2. Misconception # 2: Corporate Election Is Not thedion of People, but Merely

the Election of an Empty $bt

20 Therefore, Schreiner’s reliance on Piper for disthing an individual referent for the
singular language in Rom. 9 leaves his argumernitagignbaseless at this point
(“Response,” 382). It weakens it all the more tiatdloubly mischaracterizes my
argument on singular language (Abasciano, “Elet}idfirst he claims that | insist that
all the singulars in Romans 9 must be interpretegarately, when | in fact said almost
the opposite, that reference to individuals fitméartably into the corporate perspective,
but that some of the individual language is bdstnecorporately (Abasciano, “Election,”
358-59). Second, he claims that my view means diwigtuals are elected by God, and
then attempts to knock down this straw man by egfeing the election of the individual
patriarchs (Schreiner, “Response,” 383). On theviddal election of the patriarchs, see
below.

L For examples of this misconception, see SchreiResponse,” 378, 386; Bruce A.
Ware, “Divine Election to Salvation: Uncondition&idividual, and Infralapsarian” in
Brand (ed.)Perspectives on ElectipA3-44, 46; idem, “Response to Pinnock,” 316. In
addition to the treatment provided here, see alsmis refutation of this misconception

(“Virtual Election?” 7-9).



This misconception follows naturally from thesfiand is simply not true for

several reasons.

l1l.2.a. The Corporate Head is the Group and Is Chosen First

Above all, God first chooses the corporate headéssmtative so that there is
never an empty set. Indeed, the corporate he&e iftundation of the group and
embodies the group in himself. To put it bluntlylan a way that undoubtedly rubs
against individualistic sensibilities, the corperaead is the group, in accordance with
the biblical principle of corporate solidarity. ASCor. 12:12 puts it in relation to Christ,
“For just as the body is one and has many membaedsall the members of the body,
though being many, are one body,also is Christ?? Christ is both an individual and
corporate figure. The group is chosen because afsgociation with him and because it
shares in his election. His election extends tthalse who are associated with him
because they are him. With the corporate head as the locus of electlware is never a

time that the elect people is an empty?*det.

22 Al translations of Scripture in this article aréne unless otherwise noted; emphasis
here mine.

23 In conjunction with this misconception, Schreingscharacterizes my position again
by describing it thus: “God chooses that there wdnd the Church of Jesus Christ. Then
individuals choose to be part of this corporateugra.e., the Church” (“Response”, 378).
But corporate election does not mean merely that €hooses that there will be a group.

Rather, he chooses the corporate representatige¢hareby any that will be found in



The corporate election of the Old Testament diggsdhe charge that the concept
amounts to the election of merely an empty seat ¢east it takes all bite out of the
charge. For God’s Old Testament people were chios@braham, Isaac, and
Jacob/Israel. Jacob was chosen in the womb, atheé akery same time his descendants
were chosen; they were chosen in him. “And the lsaid to her, “Two nations are in
your womb. And two peoples from your belly will Hezided. And one people will be
stronger than the other people. And the older seitve the younger (Gen. 25:23). Notice
how Jacob is wholly identified with his people brefthey exist. His election is their

election; his destiny is their destiny. Indeedytiwd! be called by his personal name,

him. Schreiner also argues that corporate eledionly the election of an empty set
based on the hypothetical possibility that no dm@oses to believe in Christ, for if no
one believed, then there would be no group to leedsébid). But this extension of the
argument falls on the same point of election bémgded and focused on the corporate
head. It can also be shown to falter by practigah&ple. In the case of the corporate
election of Rahab’s household (see under miscoiwegt3 below) e.g., even if no one
in Rahab’s family agreed to join her in her housewIsrael attacked Jericho, that would
not change the fact that the family was indeedtetefor salvation, and that corporately
and not individualistically; the election of therdy for salvation did not entail the
choice of each member separately to become a meavhber family or to be related to
Rahab. Beyond that, it is artificial to appeal toypothetical here. That is not how it in

fact is, and God knew how it would be.



whether Jacob or Israel. Both are designationthfanation of Israel in the Old
Testament.

Was Israel an empty set when Jacob was chosenti@heargue so. But then
that would prove too much. It would constitute aguanent against the concept of the
election of God’s people found in the Old Testanmensomehow not really the election
of people. For Israel was chosen in Jacob. Th#bespeople Israel was chosen as a
consequence of the man Israel’s election. Whendseahosen, they were chosen. As
Gen. 25:23 indicates, it could be said that thenavas in Rebekah’s womb because
Jacob was. And as Mal. 1:2-3 affirms, God lovedsehiine people Israel by
loving/choosing Jacob. The author of Hebrews ceuleh depict Levi as having paid
tithes on some level before he was born becausahabr paid tithes; i.e., he paid tithes
in Abraham (Heb. 7:9-10).

Thus, while it might be the tendency of an induadistic viewpoint to look at the
people of God as a nullity when only the corporafgesentative of the people is actually
in the covenant, it is not the biblical view. Nerii the view likely to be taken in a
collectivist culture such as the ones in which@ié and New Testaments were written,
which viewed the group as primary and the individasasecondary The individualistic
viewpoint does not account for the principle ofpmmate solidarity that is so at home in

the Bible and collectivist thought. In biblical tnght, the corporate representative would

24 On the collectivist worldview that served as thiieu for the biblical authors and its
significance for election, see Abasciano, “Electi@sp. 356-358; idenRomans 9.1-9

41-44, 187; and the literature cited in these works



be seen as embodying the people he representghsobeginning of his representative
role, which is to say from the beginning of hisotilen.

As we have shown, there is never an empty setagithorate election. This
would be true even of the church’s election betbeefoundation of the world because
that election was in Christ, consequent on histielecwhich is foundational to the
election of his people in his capacity as theipooate representative (Eph. 1:4). We will
turn to Eph. 1:4 shortly; but before doing sositiorth noting that the church’s election
is the fulfillment of Israel’s election. More spécally, in the New Testament Christ is
viewed as the true Israel, and therefore the Chigralso considered to be the true Israel
because it is in Christ (see Section Il above).

This renders the claim that a primarily corposgeetion is merely abstract even
more hollow than it has already been shown to bénéyoncrete election of the
corporate head, because the Church’s electiomdad} rooted in the concrete corporate
election of Old Testament Israel. After all, ashe@we already mentioned, those who
believe in Christ are grafted into the people otiGehich is rooted in the election of the
Old Testament patriarchs (Rom. 11:17-24), and Gebé&lievers get incorporated into
the commonwealth of Israel, becoming fellow citizeém Israel and fellow members of
the household of God (Eph. 2:11-22; note esp. 2\arid 19). This is actually the
significance of the concept of foreknowledge thatasionally pops up around the
concept of election (Rom. 8:29; 11:2; 1 Pet. IV2Zhen God’s people are its object, it is

not that foreknowledge refers to foreseen faith,dvior acknowledgement of a people as



God'’s covenant partnér.When the Church is said to be foreknown, the reésio
mentioning it is to emphasize the Church’s contywuiith the historic and legitimate
covenant people of God so as to legitimize it dfichaits genuine status as the present

covenant people and heir to the covenant promis€sd.

l1.2.b. The Significance of Ephesians 1:4

The misconception that a primarily corporate eébectioes not involve the actual
election of people figures into criticisms levebgghinst the use of Eph. 1:4 by advocates
of corporate election (“insofar as he [God] chosénuhim [Christ] before the foundation
of the world to be holy and blameless before hiroug”). It is urged that the text states
that God chose people (“us”) rather than a categpgyclas$® However, as we have
seen, a proper view of corporate election doegxdude the election of individuals. It
simply insists that the election of individuals asrto them as part of the elect people.
Each individual member of the elect people is peallg elect, but only as a consequence
of his membership in the elect people, and ultilgatenly as a consequence of his
identification with the corporate head. This eliaties the objection that corporate
election is somehow not the election of peopléat it does not allow election to apply

personally to individuals.

% For elective knowledge as acknowledgment of conepartnership, see Abasciano,
Romans 9.1-9%62-63.

6 See e.g., Ware, “Election,” 44-45; cf. SchreifiReflections,” 36-38.



Peter O’Brien lodges this sort of objection toran@arily corporate election,
pointing out that some of the divine blessings nos@d in Ephesians 1 “must be
understood as coming to believers personally aditigually.”?” From what has been
said, it should be more than evident that suchotiojes are mistaken. In O’Brien’s case,
it even leads him to contradict what he recogniadse the significance of the “in Christ”
phrase in 1:3—that the blessings of the heaveilyrevhich believers receive “come
not only through the agency of Christ but also beeahe recipients are incorporated in
him who is himself in the heavenly reald. The logic of this view of the “in Christ”
phrase flows simply and straightforwardly into they next verse’s affirmation of
electionin him, one of the many blessings enumerated in Eph13;4ll of which surely
fall under the rubric of 1:3's summary phrase, ‘fg\apiritual blessing.” If every spiritual

blessing comes to believers because they are istCaind election is one of those

27 O'Brien, Ephesians99. Contrast Klein in speaking of the corpora@wof election in
Eph. 1:4: “This is not to deny that election isqmeral: certainly every member of the
church shares its election” (“Ephesians,” 48).

28 |bid, 97; Andrew T. Lincoln uses almost the saamgliage of the meaning of the
phrase EphesiangWBC 42; Dallas: Word, 1990], 22). This same sdrtontradiction
can be seen in other Calvinist commentators whogrze the obvious meaning of the
“in Christ” phrase in 1:1 and 1:3, but then ignoraunsuccessfully try to escape its force
in 1:4; see e.qg., Harold Hoehrtgphesians: An Exegetical CommentéBrand Rapids:
Baker, 2002), 143, 171-72, 176-77; William HendeksGalatians and EphesiandiTC;

Grand Rapids: Baker, 1967), 70-71, 75-76.



blessings, then it follows necessarily that belis\age elect because they are in Christ.
Election is conditional upon being in Christ bytifailt is only theological and
individualistic presupposition that would insisatithe same “in Christ” phrase that
indicated that every spiritual blessing comes tebers as a consequence of union with
Christ somehow does not mean that the spirituaisiodg of election comes to believers
as a consequence of union with Christ.

Advocates of corporate election observe that kbetien of the Church, viewed

corporately in Eph. 1:4 in the plural referencéus’ (fuéc),” is qualified as being in

29It is typical for commentators to take this refere to be of the Christian Church
generally as the people of God; for several repitasige references, see Hoehner
Ephesians176 n. 1. Hoehner himself, however, argues thateference is not collective
since “Paul would not have used the singular prantar he was not writing to an
individual but to the church as a whole” (176). Bt is part of the point—Paul was
addressing the church as a whole (I would say tlesras wholes); he was addressing
the church corporately. Therefore, his plural refiee is best taken of the church as a
whole, especially as it was uttered in a collestieultural milieu in which the group was
seen as primary and the individual as secondargedded in the group to which he
belonged and referred to as a result of his merhlgens the group. Curiously, Hoehner
thinks the reference refers only to Paul and thieeBjan church. But this is highly
unlikely. As O’Brien observes, “the flow of the pgraph and the nature of the divine
gifts being described show that the apostle hasf &lod’s people in mind’Ephesians

96, on 1:3, though O’Brien thinks that God’s pecogle in view both corporately and



Christ. The election of Christ is here assumed,leni envisioned as the sphere of
election. It is much the same as the use of th&™ianguage found in Paul's quotation
of Gen. 21:12 in Rom. 9.7, where the context atsmerns election: “in Isaac your seed
will be named.” In Gen. 21:12, God tells Abrahamvhas descendants will be
identified—Dby relationship to Isaac. Those who@anected to Isaac will be named as

Abraham’s seed, and therefore as covenant heicghér words, they will be named as

individually; cf. p. 99 on 1:4;). This finds suppan the fact that the blessings Paul
enumerates in Eph. 1 apply to all Christians. ldgd&ghesians tends to discussion of
general Christian realities applicable to all Ciaiss in which the readers participate. See
e.g., O’'Brien’s discussion of the recipients of ksiger, who notes that “a number of the
images and metaphors used of these Christian eadecorporate and describe them in
terms of their belonging to a wider community ofmad women in Christ” (ibid, 49-

51; quotation from p. 50). This is further suppdrtg the likelihood that Ephesians was
a circular letter intended for various churchegsm Minor; see again e.g. O'Brien, ibid,
47-49. That Paul is thinking of all Christians, ahdt his use of “us” does not merely
reflect inclusion of himself alone with his address, is shown by his distinction between
“we . .. who were the first to hope in Christ’(2)1most likely referring to early Jewish
Christians, and “you also,” most likely referrirgRaul’s predominantly Gentile

Christian audience; on the distinction, see agaBrién, ibid, 116-17 (though | would

take the “we” of v. 11 of all Christians, with \2 highlighting the result [takingc To

elvau to indicate result] of v. 11 for early Jewish Ghians).



God'’s covenant people as a consequence of thatiaeship with Isaat® Paul interprets
this to mean, “it is not the children of the flagho are children of God, but the children
of the promise are regarded as seed” (Rom. 9:7ghwb a way of saying that believers
are regarded as Abraham'’s seed, heirs of God’sipesnto him, the very thing Paul
argued in Romans 4.

As Paul put it in Gal. 3:26, “For you are all smissod through faith in Christ

Jesus.” The following verses are illuminating foisttopic as well: “For as many of you

30 Schreiner severely mischaracterizes this poihinasde it in a previous article when he
retorts that “Paul arguegjainstthis view in Romans 9, when he states that mere
biological descent from Abrahadoes notmean that one is part of the covenant people
(Rom 9:6-13)” (“Response,” 382). Paul interprets fact of calling based on
relationship to Isaac spiritually in Rom. 9 andadts this explicitly in the very next
sentence of the original context from which Scheeuoted me. Strikingly, in the
context of Romans and the Pauline corpus, to elé af promise is to have faith (see
AbascianoRomans 9.1-9196-98). While there is even more to the phraseaning,
Paul’s statement means that those who believeegegded as the seed of Abraham, as
Paul argues in Romans and elsewhere. Schreinemipletely correct that Paul states
that “mere biological descent from Abrahames notmean that one is part of the
covenant people (Rom 9:6-13).” But what Paul isssing, in conformity to the whole
tenor of his argument in Romans, is that faith doean that one is part of the covenant
people. Schreiner has grossly misread my argunesetdnd so failed to see that the case

of Isaac he cites fully supports my view and miétaagainst his own.



as were baptized into Christ have clothed yoursehiéh Christ. There is neither Jew nor
Greek; there is neither slave nor freeman; then@isnale and female, for you are all one
in Christ Jesus. And if you belong to Christhen you are Abraham'’s seed, heirs
according to promise” (Gal. 3:27-29). Notice how thoughts coalesce. Being sons of
God is by faith, and this is elaborated on as belathed with Christ in baptism, the
typical time of the formal expression of faith. ther elaboration draws out the
consequence of faith—"you are all aneChrist Jesus Believing in Jesus brings one to
be clothed with Christ, which is a way of speakirfidpeing united with him or being in
him. As a result of union with him by faith, onecbenes God’s child, leading to oneness
with Christian brothers and sisters. Both sonship @nion with Christ could be said to
provide for oneness with fellow Christians, sondtggause of membership in the same
family, and union because of incorporation into $hene person, the corporate head (cf.
e.g., Eph. 2:11-22, where unity among believersiacarporation into the household of
God the Father is predicated on being in Christyiiom Jewish and Gentile believers
have been made into one new man). This leaves ipoastt membership in Christ as
roughly synonymous, two sides of the same coiryghat is best to take the latter as the
basis of the former. Then, the notion of belongm@hrist appears as another roughly
equivalent concept. It seems to be tied most bidsébeing in Christ, which

immediately precedes it in the text. Indeed, it lddeem to be a corollary of being in
Christ. Becoming united to Christ also brings améelong to him (i.e., to be elect) just

as it makes one a part of Christ and a son of @lbdf which is by faith. Finally, this is

3L Lit. “And if you are of Christ”



all tied to heirship as well. Most specifically,ltweging to Christ brings about heirship
according to promise, a concept that cannot beratgazafrom sonship, which also brings
about heirship.

In any case, the statement of Gen. 21:12/Roncl@afly presupposes Isaac’s
election/calling as the covenant head, and adsisrtdescendants’ calling as a
consequence of their relationship to him. The &tnycture of the “chosen/called in
Isaac/Christ” phraseology indicates a choice oppeoonditioned on relationship to the
covenant head, who was chosen first and whosdaigmtovides the basis of the election
of his people. Hence, God’s election of the ChuncEph. 1:4 is presented as a
consequence of their union with Christ, the Chd3agr. Their election is intrinsic to his
just as the election of Israel (the people) wasnsic to the election of Israel (the
covenant head) before the nation ever existed. #dréw Lincoln observes, the early

Church, in continuity with the Old Testament, had a

consciousness of being chosen to be the peopledf .G Their sense of God’s gracious
choice of them was inextricably interwoven withitteense of belonging to Christ. They
saw him as God’s Chosen One . . . Indeed, PaublrB@&eats Christ as in a sense
fulfilling Israel’s election. Christ is the offspry of Abrahanpar excellencg3:16), and

in Christ the blessing of Abraham has come to thatifes (3:14) so that they too,
because they are Christ's, are Abraham’s offsp(@19) >

32 Lincoln, Ephesians23. Cf. Markus BartfEphesiangVol. 1; AB; Garden City:
Doubleday, 1974), 107-09; F.F. Brudde Epistles to the Colossians, to Philemon, and

to the Ephesian@NICNT; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1984), 254.



And as F.F. Bruce succinctly states in relatioth®"in Christ” phrase of 1:4, Christ “is
the Chosen One of Gamr excellencé® The point is confirmed in Eph. 1:6, which

refers to Christ as the Beloved nyamrnpévew) in whom God'’s grace has been lavished

on us (the Church/believers), a term that signi@esist as the Chosen One, most likely
grounded in the title’s use as a designation of'§okosen people in the Old Testament
(LXX Deut. 32:15; 33:5, 12, 26; Isa. 5:1, 7; 4432y. 11:15; 12:7) and in the elective
significance of love terminology in the Old Testarhge.g., Mal. 1:2), terminology that
carries over into the New Testament in applicatog@hrist (Col. 1:13; Mark 1:11; 9:7
and parallels; Mark 12:6; Luke 20:13) and the ChyfcThes. 1:4; 2 Thes. 2:13; Rom.
9:25: Col. 3:12) in various texts.

In the case of Eph. 1:4, Christ is presented asieg before the foundation of the
world and chosen by God as the head of his peoypléhe heir to all of his blessings. All
those who come to be in Christ then necessarilyectanshare in his election, identity,
and inheritance. What is true of Christ the covéhaad also becomes true of those who

are in him. He is the Son of God, so they are 8b&0d (Gal. 3:26). He is holy, so they

% Bruce, ibid.

34 0On the term as indicating Christ as the Chosen €seesp. LincolfEphesians26-

27; cf. O'Brien,Ephesians104-05; BruceEphesians258; most of the cited Scripture
references were culled from these sources. Onlélotve significance of OT love
terminology, see the treatment of Rom. 9:13 in oryhicoming monograph in T & T
Clark’s LNTS series (tentatively titldélaul’s Use of the Old Testament in Romans 9.10-

18: An Intertextual and Theological Exegesis



become holy (Col. 3:12; 1 Cor 3:17; Eph 2:19-28)leied holy onesi{ 101, e.g. Eph.

1:1; cf. references to Jesus as the Holy One, kK W&4; Luke 4:34; John 6:69; Acts
2:27; 13:35; 1 John 2:20). He is beloved, so theybaloved (Eph. 1:6; 5:1). He is
righteous, so they are righteous (Rom. 3:22); iddbey are the righteousness of God in
Christ (2 Cor. 5:21) and have been justified in lidal. 2:17). He is heir to all the
promises of God, and they are heirs with him (Rérh3-17; 8:16-17; Gal. 3:29). He has
died, risen, and been seated in the heavenlieghagdave died, risen, and been seated
with him and in him (Eph. 2:4-7; Rom. 6:1-11; C»111-13). He has been given the
Spirit, and so therefore they have been given thet&s well, who is the bestower and
marker of election (Eph 1:13-14; Acts 2:33; GaR-3; Rom 8:1 [note how this glorious
chapter begins as a depiction of what is trueHoséin Chrisfl, 9-11, 14-17)° His death
is their death. His resurrection is their resuroectHis life is their life. All of this is
contingent on being in Christ, which is itself dogent on faith in Christ, a point
underscored by the fact that some of the key lsigsgust mentioned are explicitly said
to be by faith, namely sonship (and therefore hes righteousness/justification, the
giving of the Spirit, and life/resurrection.

Even though personal possession of these beagefitally applies to people only
when they become united with Christ by faith, impiple it can be said that they were
given to “us” (believers/Christians/God’s peopld)em they were given to Christ,

because he, as the corporate head of his peopbedess the people as a corporate entity

35 On the Spirit as the bestower and marker of elacgee Abascian®omans 9.1-9

124-26.



from the very moment of his election as the corfgoheead, just as we saw that it could
be said that the nation of Israel was in the woimRebekah because Jacob was (Gen.
25:23) and that God loved/chose Israel by lovingésing Jacob (Mal. 1:2-3) and that
Levi paid tithes to Melchizedek through Abraham IfH&:9-10). This is somewhat
similar to how |, as an American, can say that sdmaérica) won the Revolutionary War
before | or any American alive today was ever born.

We find such a conceptualization in, for exampleh. 2:5-6 in conjunction with
the language of being “in Christ”: “even when wergvdead in our trespasses, [God]
made us alive together with Christ—by grace youehasen saved—and raised us up
with him and seated us with him in the heavenlg@$ain Christ Jesus” (ESV; cf. Col.
2:11-14; Rom 6:1-14). When believers come to b&hnist by faith, they come to share
in his history, identity, and destiny. Thereforeahn be said that they died and rose with
him even though they did not die or rise with hitarkally when he did. It may be even
more striking that Paul says that we were seatéd @hrist in the heavenlies in Christ,
for neither Paul nor his audience was literallyhia heavenlies when Paul wrote, not to
mention when Christ was first seated there. BuisCis the corporate head and
representative of his people, a corporate entaytitanscends the mere collection of its
individual members and their individual identiti@s, is also evident in the case of nations

and many other significant corporate entifi@$herefore, it can be said that we (the

3¢ See Abasciano for this point and some exploraifdhin the case of a professional
baseball team (“Election,” 364-66). My considerataf the purchase of a baseball team

was in response to Schreiner’s misguided attempséathe analogy to argue for



individualistic election (“Reflections,” 37). Closattention to the choice of a baseball
team for purchase (a corporate election) reveadsiilustrate the concept of a primarily
corporate election quite nicely. If one buys a baideam, one does not individually
choose each player one wants to put on the tearmdividually “buy” each player, thus
making up the team. Rather, each individual playethe team is bought/chosen as a
consequence of his membership on the team. Aratinrihembers of the team can come
and go from one day to another, yet the team coesiio exist and its identity remains
the same. Surprisingly, Schreiner faults me fouamssg that the group (the “baseball
team”) already exists when God chooses it (“Resp01378-79). But | was responding
to hisillustration, which clearly assumed that the tedready existed, for he offered the
idea of someone purchasing a professional badelaafi. But in response to a change in
the illustration to the formation of a new basebadim, it may be pointed out that his
analogy still fails, because in the case of bilbletaction unto salvation, the “team” did
exist first in that God first chose Christ, and @lurch in him. As the corporate head,
Christ’s election is the election of a people, dfosver will come to be identified with
him. He represents and embodies the team in hipselfanyone who comes to be in
him comes to share in his election; see more alvotlee present section. Incidentally, in
the corporate context of professional baseba#tgentcan actually exist before it has any
members, a fact | pointed out but that Schreineorigd (see Abasciano, “Election,” 365
n. 49). Klein relates the fact that tGelorado Rockiegxisted as a baseball team before it
ever had a manager or any players (“Virtual Elexior-9). The team had a name,

season tickets were sold, and players were salitit¢oin the team.



Church, Christians) are seated in the heavenliesuse Christ is in the heavenlies and
we are in him, which identifies us with him andwi¢h us®’ By the same principle of

corporate solidarity it can be said that we weresei in Chrisbefore the foundation of

3" This is similar to saying that we (America) aratse at the negotiation table with other
countries discussing terms of peace because ts&Pn¢ or our ambassador is, or that
we (unionized workers) are seated at the negatidsible with our employer for the
purpose of obtaining a raise because our unioreseptative is, though these modern
analogies set in an individualistic culture cant@justice to the even more profound
connection between the group and its head in theepgon of the collectivist culture of
Paul and early Christianity. Cf. e.g., the corpegrspective of Deut., which according
to J.G. McConville, has as one of its main conterdithat Israel in all its generations
stood in principle at HorelbeuteronomyAOTC 5; Leicester: Apollos; Downer’s

Grove: IVP, 2002], 124). Indeed, all Israel is rede to as having experienced the Lord
and the events surrounding the exodus even thowgh oh the nation presented as alive
at the time of Moses’ address to them were noedbvexperience those events. In a
particularly striking example, we are told, “YHWHIoGod cut a covenant with us at
Horeb. Not with our fathers did YHWH cut this coaen, but with we ourselves here
today, all of us alive” (Deut. 5:2-3). How can & baid that the covenant was made with
“all of us” at Horeb if most of “us” were not alive enter into that covenant at Horeb?
By the principle of corporate solidarity and idéptwhich bring individuals to share in
the corporate reality, history, and destiny of peeple as a consequence of identification

with the group.



the world The expression does not mean that we were somigieoally pre-existent
before the foundation of the world, nor that we eveerelypre-existent in the mind or
plan of God, nor that God foreknew our faith andsghus on that basis, but that, “The
election of Christ, the pre-existent corporate hefathe Church, before the foundation of
the world entails the election of the Church beeawssis the corporate head and
representative of the Church, and what is trudrafds their representative is also true of
them, his body>®

Some interpreters have attempted to deny thepocative sense of the “in him
[Christ]” phrase in Eph. 1:4, but the evidence #maweight of scholarship is against
them?® In fact, Schreiner appeared to argue againsndm@porative meaning in his

influential article in favor of individualistic ebéion unto salvation, advocating an

3 Abasciano, “Election,” 367. It is of course trumethe biblical view that God knew of us
and our future existence before we came into extst@nd that he knew who would
exercise faith before their existence, but neitfahese is likely the specific meaning of
Eph. 1:4’s statement that God chose us in Christre¢he foundation of the world, for
the choosing is specifically qualified as beingimrist, the meaning of which we have
been laboring to unpack. It should go without sgyhmt the text does not consider the
Church or individual believers to have literallysted before the foundation of the
world.

39 See Klein and the references he provides to twbsesupport a corporate view of
election here that rests on an incorporative s@¢igshesians,” 48, 56); O’'Brien,

Ephesians97-100; LincolnEphesians21-24.



instrumental sense, but then conceded the pomtater article when challenged with the

actual evidence of Ephesians in

the obviously incorporative significance of the salanguage elsewhere in Ephesians,
such as the identification of Christ as the heathefChurch/his body (1:20-23), the
raising up/new creation of the Church in Chris6{2:0; cf. the similarity of 2:6 and 1:3
with their language of “the heavenlies™), and theorporation of Jews and Gentiles into
Christ as one new man/body/temple (2:11-22) to rjastea few example®.

Harold Hoehner, whom we earlier noted to acknowdetthg incorporative sense of the
phrase in Eph. 1:1 and 1:3, serves as another dé&arhan interpreter who attempts to
deny the incorporative sense of the “in Christ’gs® in Eph. 1:4. After mentioning a few
options for the phrase’s meaning that have beegestigd but he deems implausible on
guestionable grounds, Hoehner identifies two mioat lhe thinks are really possible: (1)
an incorporative sense, which he labels a datisspbére, relating to Christ’s identity as
the head and representative of God’s people, ar(2)strumental sense, specifically
referring to Christ’'s work of redemption as the meghrough which believers are

choserf “This latter interpretation,” says Hoehner, “iefarable because it expresses

0 Abasciano (“Election,” 367), responding to Scheeis original position

(“Reflections,” 38); cf. Schreiner’s revised positi(“Response,” 380). It should be noted
that the incorporative sense of the phrase alstiesypn instrumental sense, though the
reverse is not necessarily true.

* HoehnerEphesians176-77. The other options Hoehner identifieseheetion (1)

through faith in Christ; (2) as a consequence ofda Christ the Elect One; or (3)



that God chose the believer for his glory and thia&d to be done in connection with the
redemption accomplished in Christ. God cannot bsinful humans into his presence
forever without Christ having paid for sif”

Hoehner’s reasoning does not provide good suppohts position. First, it is not
clear why indicating a purpose of God’s glory slioloé thought necessary in Eph. 1:4
specifically. But second, it is not at all cleamhan instrumental sense related to Christ’s
work of redemption is any more glorifying to Godthan incorporative sense related to
Christ’s headship and representation of God’s peaphich after all actually includes his

work of redemption as well. Third, while it may tvae that sin must be paid for to make

according to divine foreknowledge of human faitls Keasoning against each of these
options is rather weak. Concerning (1), his reasprs theological and presuppositional,
and faulty on even these non-exegetical poinigerges on nonsensical to say that God
electing on a basis that he himself chooses somelestoys his freedom of choice. Nor
is it apparent that God freely choosing to elesilolzon faith would give believers a legal
claim on God, and if it did so, how it would doiscany way unconditional election
would not. Concerning (3), Hoehner is right to okedhat it claims more than the
passage says, but this weighs against his own (@eg/below). Moreover, it is hard to
see how election according to God’s good pleadtipd.(1:5) necessarily conflicts with
certain other potential bases of election. Spedilficif God freely chose faith as the
criterion of his selection, then how can it be gaa@t his choice would not also be
according to his good pleasure? On (2), see below.

42 |pid, 177.



it possible for sinful humans to enter God’s presegthere is no reason to assume that
this specific idea must be alluded to in Eph. Budt if it must be so, then the
incorporative sense accomplishes this too sine@utild make plain that sinful humans
need a representative to bring them into God’sgues.

Fourth, there is no real contextual reason takthmat Christ's work of
redemption is specifically in view in the passabee idea is not mentioned to this point.
In Hoehner’s own words against the suggestion@uat’'s foreknowledge of human faith
is the significance of the phrase, “This suggesiserthan the passage clainfd!t is true
that redemption is mentioned in 1:7, but it is préed as just another of the blessings
givenin Christto believers, just as election itself is. Theraashint that redemption is
itself more intimately connected to being in Chtisin any of the other blessings granted

in him** Fifth, Hoehner accepts the incorporative sensbefin Christ” phrase in 1:1

* Ibid.

4 If one were to argue that redemption makes itiptesso be in Christ, then that would
invite the observation that faith is the means bycW that redemption is applied and by
which one comes to be in Christ, and that believsrgpecifically mentioned in 1:13,
which is part of the same long sentence in whidhli¢s, with the incorporation of Paul’s
Gentile readers into Christ and their being mak&thelonging to God coming
specifically into view at the very place that faishmentioned and indicated as the means
by which believers are sealed in Christ. This waukke faith as the means by which

believers are elected or divine foreknowledge ahan faith both more likely



and 1:3" Yet if one accepts an incorporative significanmethe “in Christ” phrase in
1:3, it is almost impossible to deny reasonablystii@e basic sense in 1:4, as discussed
earlier in relation to O’Brien’s position. Indeddoehner himself acknowledges that the
“in him” of 1:4 “refers back to ‘in Christ’ in vees2 [sic].”*°

It is surprising that Hoehner separates the irmarp/e view from the view that
the “in Christ” phrase involves the election of Bhas the basis of the election of
believers®’ for they are in fact intertwined as can be seesuindiscussion so far. It is
because of Christ’s election that incorporation imim entails the extension of his
election to those who are so united to him. Bem@lnrist entails sharing in his history,
identity, inheritance, and destiny. But Hoehnersitssthat Christ’s election as the basis of
the election of believers is not in view “because tbject of the verb ‘chose’ is ‘us’ and
not ‘Christ’.”*® However, this type of response does not rightipgte with what is

being claimed by the incorporative view. The ideaat that Eph. 1:4 represents Christ

as elect rather than believers, but that it redéectly to the election of believers with the

connotations of the “in Christ” phrase (in relattonelection) than redemption. But none
of these are as likely as the incorporative sendelwrecognized in 1:3.
45 :

Ibid, 143, 171-72.
“® |bid, 176. Hoehner's reference to v. 2 must beistake, and refer to v. 3, since “in
Christ” does not appear in 1:2.
*"|bid, 176-77.

8 1bid, 177, 192; cf. O'BrienEphesians99 n. 53.



“in Christ” phrase qualifying this election as bgiconditioned on believers’ union with
Christ, the Chosen One.

Similarly to Hoehner, Schreiner has argued noy @l the instrumental sense of
the “in Christ” phrase (noted above), but also thatelection of Christ is not of any real
significance in the verse, pointing out that, “tBrt does not specifically say that Christ
was elected. The object of the verb ‘chose’ is in€ph 1:4.*° But when faced with the
obviously incorporative sense of the “in Christtase in Eph 1:4, he has conceded that
the election of Christ is part of the meaning aadkground of the vers8But he
maintains that the emphasis “is not on the eleatfo@hrist, but the election of human
beings,” since “in Eph 1:4 human beings are theafliobject of God'’s election, not Jesus
Christ.”®*

However, Schreiner’s position is problematic. Ihct that he is incorrect to say
that “in Eph 1:4 human beings are the direct objé¢od's election, not Jesus Chritt.”

But the significance Schreiner wants to assigmis+unconditional individualistic

9 Schreiner, “Reflections,” 37.

*0 Schreiner, “Response,” 380, responding to Abasgidflection,” 366-67.

*1 Schreiner, “Response,” 380.

2 |bid. But | take this to mean that Eph. 1:4 exliicspeaks of the election of human
beings, and not of Jesus Christ. If, as Schreioecedes, the verse has Jesus’ election in
the background, then it certainly is his directetn by the Father that is implied. The
point is that Eph. 1:4 implies this direct electminJesus Christ and does not state it

explicitly.



election—is contradicted by the fact that the ebecof human beings is directly
qualified in the verse by the phrase “in him,” whiadicates the sphere and manner of
the election of the human beings mentioned. Thenmgaof the “in him [Christ]” phrase
is exactly that the Church is chosen as a conseguarbeing in Christ. It is a matter of
unpacking the meaning of the phrase, which telis Bod chose believers. Part of its
meaning in this context is that God chose Chrisha<orporate head, and then the
election of the Church results from his electioecduse the Church is in him, and
therefore what is true of him is true of them. Agady mentioned, Schreiner now admits
that the election of Christ is part of the backgrdand meaning of the verse. It would
violate standard exegetical procedure, thereforeldse our eyes to its import for the
meaning of the text. So proponents of corporatetiele do not emphasize an unstated
matter as Schreiner charg&st is stated in the “in Christ” phrase, which isatvily

emphasized in the conteXt.

>3 |bid. Schreiner also cites Eph. 1:5 as opposiegctitporate view based on its
affirmation “that God ‘predestined agcording to the purpose of his will (translation
and emphasis his). But it is not clear how predasitn being in accordance with the

kind intention/purpose (a better translatior@oxia, though it makes little difference

for my point) of God’s will contradicts God conditiing the benefit intended by that will
on being in Christ; see note 41 above. Indeed gstathtion itself is said to be through
Christ in 1:5, which in the context of the incorative idea in 1:3 and 1:4, most likely
means that predestination to adoption is througtsCprecisely because believers are in

him. In other words, because election in Chrisessarily entails election through Christ



But it is even inaccurate to say that Arminian lipteters emphasize the election
of Christ over the election of human beings in EpH. They merely point out the
meaning of the words that actually stand in thé. ke question is not, “what does it
mean to say that God chose us?”, but, “what do@e#ns to say that God chose us in
Christ?” A critical part of the answer to that iwided by the incorporative, qualifying
phrase, “in Christ.” It means that God chose ua esnsequence of being in Christ.
There is no denial here of the election of humands just that the election of human

beings is individualistic and unconditional. To siimp succinctly, Calvinists tend to

as the sphere, and so the means, through whiatvbediare chosen, then predestination
through Christ in this context is roughly equivdlempredestination in Christ in an
incorporative sense. This is confirmed again by Widich speaks incorporatively of God
having blessed the Church with every spiritual $ileg in Christ. Surely predestination is
one of the spiritual blessings comprehended inyesairitual blessing of 1:3, which 1:4-
14 enumerates.

> “|n Christ” or its equivalents that is. As MacDdti@ays, “In a unit of twelve verses
(1:3-14) there are as mafoci on Christas there are verses. He is the one in whom and
through whom ‘every spiritual blessing’ proceeds #iagrammatic centrality is evident
and necessary to the doctrine. One must not talltaddection without mentioning Christ
in every breath” (“Election,” 222). The “in Chrisphrase itself or its equivalent occurs
some eleven times in 1:3-14. Or as O’Brien metidinere is a “constant repetition of
the phrase”Ephesians90). As Lincoln’s puts it, the phrase and itsieglents

“predominate” in the passageépghesians19).



interpret Eph. 1:4 as saying that God chose ugaghaand individually to be put into
Christ, to which Arminians quickly respond that wh@e text actually says is that God

chose us in Christ.

[1.3. Misconception # 3: The Concept of a Primarily Cagte Election Is lllogical
Schreiner has led the charge for this misconceptionodern scholarship.
Indeed, it is a crucial basis of his position. Bus untenable. Happily, Schreiner
acknowledges that | understand his position. Baust say that he does not seem to
understand mine (corporate election). | suspetttkisis largely due to his
individualistic and Calvinistic presuppositions.stisning his own view, he cannot see
that being elected as part of a group that is ahtseeceive some benefit is still being
chosen for that benefit, but he essentially ingls$ one is chosen for a benefit only if
that same choice also elects one to join the groelp.one can be chosen for a benefit
only if that election applies to entrance into gfneup that is chosen for that benefit. But
this is an egregious non sequitur that can beyeaiited by logic and any number of
examples from the Bible and everyday life. Surefy@p, and hence its members, can
be elected for some purpose or benefit without s&taing that the same choice also

elects each individual member to become part oftbap.

%> See Schreiner, “Reflections”; idem, “Responsef’ Klein's response (“Virtual
Election?” 7-12) and esp. my criticism of Schreisg@osition as that position appears in

“Reflections” (Abasciano, “Election”).



We have already outlined how the election of teegbe of God in the Old
Testament was a matter of primarily corporate raithen individualistic election. And
we have noted a very practical example of primamgporate election from the modern
world in the case of choosing/buying a professidr@aeball team (see note 36 above).
We could multiply examples, but will content ouxsed with just two more. Consider the
case of the salvation of Rahab and her househwtd fine destruction of Jericho (Joshua
2 and 6) mentioned earlier (note 23 aboVdecause she helped the Israelite spies,
Rahab elicited the promise from them to spare hdraamyone in her house at the time of
the attack. Anyone found with her in the house \wdé spared. The Israelites’ selection
of who would be spared was corporate in that it fwassed on an individual whose
election was primary and extended to anyone atthtthber. She was chosen for
salvation, and then the group with her in the hause also chosen. If someone were to
ask one of her brothers’ children, for example, wie/child was chosen to be spared,
then the child could respond legitimately in anyntner of ways that affirm that the child
was chosen for salvation (e.g., “my aunt Rahabdtemme Israelite spies, and so your
people decided to spare her family”). But the int@or thing to be grasped for the

present discussion is that the child was not chémesalvation individualistically, but he

% This is not a case of election unto spiritual atibn, but we are countering the claim
that primarily corporate election is illogical; aayample of the phenomenon will do to
falsify denial of its existence. If the exampled®mlthen election unto spiritual salvation
is possible on the level of logic mutatis mutandise same goes for any examples of

corporate election that are not salvific.



was chosen nonetheless. He was not chosen sepdiratelRahab or his family by the
Israelites to become part of Rahab’s family orgh@up gathered in Rahab’s house on the
day of Israel’s attack. But he was chosen for $eladrom death as a consequence of
association with Rahab and being in Rahab’s hongbat fateful day. But Schreiner
would have us believe that this is logically impbks

Or we can consider the case of the determinafievho had sinned and brought
trouble upon Israel by taking things from Ai thaidhbeen banned (Josh. 7:10-18). The
procedure for identifying the culprit involved seateinstances of corporate election:
“You [Israel] will be brought near by your tribes the morning; and it will be that the
tribe which YHWH selects by lot will come near Hgnrs, and the clan which YHWH
selects by lot will come near by households, aeditbusehold which YHWH selects by
lot will come near by man” (Josh. 7:14). Finallpeoman would be selected by lot, and
the culprit would be made known. That final stepuldandeed be a case of individual
election. But first, there would be cases of coapoelection—tribes, clans, and
households.

When the tribe of Judah was chosen to come nehetbord, it was not that each
individual member of the tribe was chosen separatelhis own to come near to the
Lord, and then this made up the tribe coming n#tar aach member had individually
been chosen. That would have taken quite a long! thor did the choice of Judah by lot
mean that at the time it was selected by lot eaetmbber of the tribe was separately and
individually selected to be part of the tribe. Thetuld not only also take an incredible

amount of time, but the idea of the choice of ang member to become part of the tribe



is a totally separate matter from the tribe’s baihgsen to draw near to the LéfdBut
these are the very types of implications Schranosically argues that logic demands
when a group is said to be chosen, while maintgithat it is logically impossible for an
individual to experience election as a consequehogembership in a group as we have
seen so clearly in the procedure recorded in Joshua

This is why | am forced to conclude that Schreim@ndividualistic
presuppositions are blinding him to thessibilityof the corporate view, and that his
position is therefore assumed and read into ther&tirer than drawn from it. It is not that
he acknowledges the possibility of both the corfmaad individual views. But one of
his main arguments for individualistic election aghinst a primarily corporate election
is that the latter is logically impossible. As Meashown here by concrete examples,
which could be multiplied, it is nothing of the kinRather, it appears that it is the basis
of Schreiner’s position that is impossible.

Indeed, not only is Schreiner’s claim of the logicapossibility of a primarily
corporate election flatly denied by its existencté¢hie Bible and everyday life, but it is
also contradicted by the failure of his own indivadistic view to account for corporate

language that admits of some distinction betweergtbup and its individual members.

7 Again, if a stranger were to ask a man from Juda he (the individual) had been
chosen to draw near to the Lord on this occasiertduld answer, “because my tribe was
chosen by lot.” Any individual man of Judah coukldonsidered to have been chosen by
lot to come forward, but he would only have beetid as part of the tribe that was

elected corporately (and not individualistically).



Schreiner assumes that logic demands “a one-t@a@melation between the group and
the individual so that what is true of the grougrige of the individual in the exact same
way. Therefore, for Schreiner, if the group hasneslected, then this implies that each
individual member of the group was selected orohis to become a member of the
group.”® But he acknowledges that, in Rom 9:30-10:21, “omafe Israel is not
coextensive with those in Israel who believétgbntradicting his foundational
assumption. He tries to escape this contradictjopdinting to the nature of the Old
Testament covenant community as both a politicadthatic entity and as a faith
community, with not all members of the former peipiting in the latte?® But this does
not adequately address the problem. For if we focuthe negative side of it, Rom.
9:30-10:21 still speaks of Israel as not believiviet believing Israelites were still part of
ethnic Israel. Therefore, Paul speaks of corpatitric Israel as not believing even
though some of corporate ethnic Israel did belieeeponstrating that there can be a
difference between the group and individual in cogpe thought, contradicting
Schreiner’s prime argument that such a differeadegically impossible.

The idea of a primarily corporate election is indiémgical, and the only way to
explain certain instances of election. On the I@falheer logic, both individualistic and

corporate election are possible. But when we exaittia evidence for which type of

8 Abasciano, “Election,” 370.
%9 Schreiner, “Response,” 383 n. 19; see also id&efléctions,” 34-35, and my
criticism of the latter (Abasciano, “Election,” 3&P2).

% Schreiner, “Response,” 383 n. 19.



election is found in the Bible with respect to #ection of God’s people unto eternal
salvation, it is a primarily corporate electionttigafound. It will not do to try and bar
consideration of the corporate view from the dbgrtlaiming it is logically impossible.
Such a claim is indefensible, and its acceptanteonly serve to blind us from valid
potential options for interpreting the languageleiction and to foster the reading of
individualistic assumptions into the text of Scuifa, which was penned in a collectivist

milieu.

[1.4. Misconception # 4: Corporate Election Empties Devilection of Meaning and
Makes Human Choice Decisive

Schreiner has captured this line of argument ksws: “If the individual
dimension of corporate election simply means thian beings believe in order to be
saved, then there is no ‘election’ in corporatetsa. Or, to put it another way, there is
no election by God. All the electing is done by ithéividual when he or she chooses to
be saved® But these comments are riddled with misconcepfiinst and definitively,
the premise that its reasoning is based on is.false individual dimension of corporate
election doesot simply mean “that human beings believe in orddrédsaved.” The
individual dimension of election refers to the ¢let@atus of the individual and possession
of the blessings of election by the individual assult of God’s choice of the group, just
as it clearly did in the Old Testament for Isrdle& people of God. It is another matter to

ask what the basis of the individual’'s membershifhe group is. That does not change

%1 |bid, 376.



God’s act of choosing the group, which serves secand point of rebuttal to this
misconception since God does indeed choose the gnozorporate election, directly
contradicting Schreiner’s assertion.

Third, Schreiner’s reasoning foists a predeterchimermeneutical conviction on
the idea of election and what it has to be or imegphnd then judges the corporate view
by it rather than a more objective approach ohtyyio determine the biblical view and
then assessing its implications. Indeed, this eggr@ppears to keep its adherents from
even understanding the corporate perspective gyoffdn Schreiner’s case, it appears to
lead to the conclusion that in the corporate petspe “at the end of the day God’s
choice of a corporate group saves no diievhich shows a complete misunderstanding.
The whole point is that in the corporate perspectivod’s election of the group for
salvation saves the members of the group.

What Schreiner really seems to be getting at iseifeat since corporate election
makes individual election conditional upon beinge@mber of the people of God, which
is itself conditional upon being in Christ, whiahturn is conditional on faith in Christ,
then the individual’s choice to believe becomesenoportant than God’s choice of the
individual for whether the person actually obtagassation. This conclusion is
unwarranted. But before exploring its merit, wewddamark the theological
presupposition at work in Schreiner's commentsbEleves that human choice cannot

play a decisive role in salvation, and then dew#slity to a view that he perceives as

%2 Hence the need for clearing up misconceptions.

%3 |bid, 377.



giving such a role to human choice. But this is enafran argument from theological
presupposition than from the text of Scripture.

My plea would be for us to draw our view of eleatioom Scripture rather than
deciding what its implications must be and themggiur assessment of a view’s
implications to decide if Scripture can teach sachew. Perhaps we are wrong in our
presupposition&! Or perhaps we are incorrect about what a ceriain really implies. If
we discover that Scripture teaches a primarily c@afe election unto salvation, then
perhaps that will show either our presuppositiansur perception of the implications of
corporate election to be wrong.

In this case, | believe that at least Schreinegis@ption of the implications of
corporate election is incorrect. | would argue @mafar as election is concerned, it is the
Savior and corporate elector who is decisive ferdabt of saving. For he is the one who
has sovereignly planned, initiated, and executedmimole plan of salvation. He is the
one who has sovereignly laid down the conditiomss&dvation, provided for salvation,
and the one who actually saves. Without him, tlabsolutely can be no people or
salvation. That he gives us a genuine choice irtlvdneve will receive the salvation that

he offers in the gospel is entirely in his contaot at his discretion.

%4 Cf. William W. Klein, “Exegetical Rigor with Hernmeutical Humility: The Calvinist-
Arminian Debate and the New Testament” in A.M. Ddean and T.B. Sailors (eds.),
New Testament Greek and Exegesis: Essays in Héitaerald F. HawthornéGrand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003) 23-36.



The overarching point can be illustrated by any benof contexts in which a
group, or even an individual, is chosen to recemme benefit conceived and initiated by
another. Who is really to be seen as decisivearbtmefit provided, the one who
provides the benefit or the one who receives it€ dime who chose the group to receive
the benefit or the individual members of the gradm chose to join the group? The most
natural answer is that it is the provider of thaedfé and the one who chose the group (or
the individual) to receive the blessing. Yet thisralso responsibility on each person for
whether he enjoys the blessing by joining the gratug the perfect scenario that upholds
both God’s sovereignty and human responsibilitis the old point that a beggar can
take no glory for receiving the blessing offeredhim by the king. It provides for both
God’s primacy as the decisive party, yet man’soasibility as the one who must
respond to the provision.

Schreiner’s position is tantamount to saying tleaeone who has received an
incredibly generous free gift can rightfully clathrat he gave the gift to himself merely
because he accepted it. The logic simply doesatlotf. There is no ground for saying
that someone who chooses to accept a free gifalactyave the gift to himself rather
than the giver having given it to him. The argumisrialse by definition (giver,
receiver).

Consider this example from a modern instance atiddal election. If a sports
player (say football or baseball) is chosen indtedt, this is equivalent to individual
election. Now the player has the choice to acdegdtteam's offer for being part of the

team and playing for them or not. But no one epeiaks of that player as choosing the



team or choosing himself. We always speak of thageam drafting the player. The only
thing that is typically thought to matter in théusition is the team's choice of the player,
even though the player has to agree. Why? Bechasddyer is receiving a great benefit.
His ability to play in the league at that time ibally dependent on the team's offer. He is
utterly at their mercy if he wants to play in teadgue at that time.

Or consider another example, this time of corpoetetion. If a certain club is
chosen by some exceedingly rich philanthropiset®ive a continual supply of money
for distribution among its members and to anyone eter joins the group, would this
mean that those who join the group give themsdlvesnoney by joining rather than the
group’s benefactor giving the group the money? &all. Indisputably, the giver of the
money remains the one who gives the benefit. Negkass, those who refuse to join the
group have only themselves to blame for not rengitihe benefit offered by this
generous benefactor.

One of the wonderful theological advantages of cafe election is that it
comports with the Bible’s teaching that God loviscalls all to believe and be saved,
and genuinely desires all to be saved (e.g., Jdi6y Acts 17:30-31; 1 Tim. 2:4). It
reveals to us that God has made his loving intasttoward us clear. It magnifies his
shockingly immense love and amazing grace. Butdhahot determine the meaning of
election for us. Its meaning must be drawn fromt8a@ipture actually says about it
rather than from the implications we would likeathave. Thankfully, on that score, the

corporate view is the most strongly supported view.



[11.5. Misconception # 5: Election Unto Spiritual Salvatim the Old Testament Was
Individualistic

As one might expect from the last two miscona@ithat we have addressed,
some advocates of individualistic election untowatbn hold that the Old Testament also
contains the idea. In Schreiner’s case, his assamiitat a primarily corporate election
is logically impossible implicitly demands that t8éd Testament contains a full-blown
concept of individualistic election, taking electito refer to each member of the
covenant having been chosen individually and ségigro belong to God and enter into
the covenant as his covenant partner, and takingpcate election to refer to each
member of the covenant being chosen individually separately to become part of the
covenant people. But such a view is contrary t@kscly consensus, even among

Calvinists®® Indeed,

% It is probably fair to say that G. Quell's commeate representative of the scholarly
consensus: “It is thus fairly evident that the ispal context which has fashioned these
occasional turns of phrase [i.e., references twiedal election in the OT] is to be found
in the belief in the election of the community odibiveh . . . under the title of elect we
find both the nameless righteous and the holdegseat names. All are personal symbols
of the people which has experienced election, drtdlestatements about individuals
exemplify the one concept which derives from theagnity’'s heritage of faith” (G.

Quell and G. SchrenkgkAéyopar,” TDNT, 4.144-76 [155]). It should be added that this

guotation does not explicitly differentiate betwes@ction to service and election unto



The corporate nature of the election of God’s peaplthe Old Testament is so well
recognized that Moo, an advocate of individual #becin Paul’s thought and Romans 9,
concedes that Paul would have found only corpaatetion in the Scriptures and his
Jewish tradition. And John Piper, one of the mostdful and outspoken modern
advocates of individual election, is forced to amkiedge that “the eternal salvation of
the individual as Paul teaches it is almost nelversubject of discussion in the O°”

Yet Schreiner does attempt to justify his standd wiore than an untenable claim about
logic; he offers biblical data in support of thesls that election in the Old Testament
was primarily individuaf’ He points to the individual election of Abrahasgac, and

Jacob. But ironically, these very examples are@®are in nature and support the concept

salvation. Apart from the patriarchs (and possMbses), whose election is unique due
to its corporate significance, there is no refeeetacthe election of a specific individual
unto spiritual salvation in the OT. The vast majoaf the few references there are to
individual election is of election to service withthe elect people, such as kings and
leaders.

% Abasciano, “Election,” 353-54; see Moo, “Roman$192 254-58 (cf. MooRomans
586, esp. n. 73); Pipelustification of God64.

%7 See Schreiner, “Response,” 381-82. Schreiner adthiat the emphasis in the OT is
on corporate election” (381), but it must be remereld that he considers it logically
impossible that this could mean a group being ane@sgth the election of individuals
consequent on membership in the group. For hinparate election simply means the
election of a group as the consequence of the atepiadividual election of a number of

individuals who are then gathered together intooai g



of a primarily corporate election vis-a-vis the eoant people of God. Each of these
individuals was chosen as the corporate head gmndsentative of the covenant and his
covenant descendants. The significance of thividdal election for the covenant people
was not that each of them would be chosen indiiguathe same way as Abraham,
Isaac, or Jacob, but that they would be chosercassequence of their identification

with Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob (see sectionsant, I1.2-3 above§®

% It is also worth mentioning that the texts Scheeicites of Abraham'’s election (Neh.
9:7; Josh. 24:3; Gen. 24:7) would not lend supfmé Calvinistic concept of election
anyway because they do not involve electioectly unto salvation and they do not
bespeak unconditionality. Neh. 9:7 appears to spe&od’s choice of Abram for
speaking to him and to bring him out of Ur, folladwa 9:8 by reference to a later
covenantal election of Abraham based on faith. @érv. and Josh. 24:3 imply God’s
choice in higaking Abraham from his homeland, the same sort of eladound in Neh.
9:7. But the text says nothing of God’s choice gainconditional. It would beg the
guestion to argue or assume that Abraham trusteda@ad followed his call because he
was elected to do so irresistibly. That would bestad Calvinistic theology into the text.
It certainly cannot be drawn from it. If anythingwould be more natural to see this
election as conditional. God chose Abram to addiss so called him to follow him.
Abraham then had a choice. If he had rejected Geadlsthen he would not have
obtained salvation. Interestingly, the Hebrew w8adlhreiner seizes upon for indicating

election in Gen. 24:7 and Josh. 24:13];‘—9 (“to take”)—can be used with respect to

conditional election, and is clearly so used in ohthe very contexts Schreiner cites,



All agree that the Old Testament contains instaméendividual divine election
unto service. But the question we are dealing wiglection unto salvation, the election
of the covenant people of God, which establishepleeas belonging to God and, at least
ideally, as beneficiaries of his salvatihyet most advocates of individualistic election
would agree that the Old Testament concept isntbvidualistic and that its corporate
concept is not merely the election of individuatstbeir own who are then gathered into
a group. They typically take a more moderate apgprda try and establish individualistic
election.

Some maintain that while the election of God’s peag only corporate in the
Old Testament, it becomes individualized in the Né®thers attempt to preserve some
sort of individualistic election unto salvationtime Old Testament by asserting that there
is a movement toward individual election in the Qlktament itself, even if it never

reaches a fully individualistic levét.This latter, progressive view, points to the Old

Gen. 24:4, wherap'? involves the idea of choosing a wife and brindieg to her future

husband. But the chosen woman must be willing téogthe choice to be fully made; the
completion of the choice is conditional on her @ng24:5-8). So it is with the texts
Schreiner cites concerning God “taking” AbrahamiochHook back on the completion of
God’s choice in actually leading Abraham out of tie&ise and land of idolatry.

% On the ideal possession of the promises in theddlkenant, see note 17 above.

0 See again Moo, “Romans 9-11,” 254-58; cf. MBomans586, esp. n. 73.

" See e.g., Gary S. Shogren, “Election in the Nestdraent,’ABD, 2.441-44; J.1.

Packer, “Election,NBD?, 314-17.



Testament concept of the remnant and propheticuarogments of God’s acceptance of
the faithful and rejection of the faithless withamael as individualizing the concept of
election. But both of these approaches run agrouna fact that we have already
observed, that the Old Testament concept of cotpetaction always encompassed the
inclusion and exclusion of individuals into/frometklect people without extending the
concept of election itself to exit from or entrama®® the corporate body and without
shifting the locus of election to the individua¢éssections Il and 1ll.1 above). From the
beginning of the covenant, faithful members of¢cbenmunity were to enjoy the full
blessings it promised and the unfaithful were t@ieoff from it and its promises (e.g.,
Exod. 20:5-6; 32:31-35; Deut. 27-30). As Gary Btirhas observed of the Old

Testament and Jewish perspective,

[S]alvation was both a matter for the individuatidhe community of the people of God.
One would participate in the salvation which God peepared for his people by living
as part of the covenant people . . . Only by deditedy sinning and refusing to repent
could one become apostate and put oneself outsideovenant and therefore outside of
salvation. The personal piety, we have noted, therst be seen in the context of
individuals seeking to live within the covenantdan such a context, salvation was
typically seen as concerning the nation (or théasem group within the nation),



something in which an individual would participaassuming he kept within covenantal
boundaries?

With this in mind as well as (a) Jesus’ identitytlzes ultimate seed of Abraham and the

head of the New Covenant, and (b) the fact thajircally non-elect individuals could

join the chosen people, J.I. Packer’s (a Calviaungt advocate of individualistic election)
own description of the development in the doctohelection from the Old Testament to

the New is telling:

The NT announces the extension of God’s covenamtises to the Gentile world and the transference of
covenant privileges from the lineal seed of Abratiara predominantly Gentile body (cf. Mt. 21:43)
consisting of all who had become Abraham'’s truelseel God'’s true Israel through faith in Christ fiRo
4:4-9; 6:6f.; Gal. 3:14ff., 29; 6:16; Eph 2:1118:6-8). The unbelieving natural branches were tmaké
from God'’s olive-tree (the elect community, sprdiram the patriarchs), and wild olive branches
(believing Gentiles) were ingrafted in their plg&om. 11:16-24). Faithless Israel was rejectedjadded,
and the international Christian church took Ismplace as God’s chosen nation, living in the waddis
people and worshipping and proclaiming him as t&eid >

2 Gary W. BurnettPaul and the Salvation of the Individu@iblical Interpretation
Series 57; Leiden/Boston/Kdln: Brill, 2001), 80.vdkeleringly, Schreiner charges that
the theological concept of the remnant undercutsrporate view of election by
unnecessarily making for two groups in which elatis validated by faith—Israel and
the remnant (“Response,” 381). But even if his @uastionable definition of the
remnant is granted for the sake of argument, hist fpecks cogency, for the remnant
would simply be those who truly share in Israebsporate election by faith, leaving only
one group in which corporate election is validdtgdaith—the remnant.

3 packer, “Election,” 316.



There may be some problems in this descriptionjtbyticture of election is largely on
target and, perhaps unwittingly, quite in line witie Old Testament corporate view in its
wording. The community is elect, rooted in the atetof the patriarchs (the covenant
heads). With the advent of Christ and the New Cawménf which he is the head as the
seed of Abraham, Jews who embraced Jesus remaiof gz2od’s chosen people, Jews
who refused to believe in Christ were cut off frdme elect people, and Gentiles who
believe get grafted into God’s chosen people addvaxy formerly unbelieving Jews
who come to faith. On both the individual and cogte level, election is contingent on
faith in Christ, who is the difference between @ld and New Covenants in terms of
election. With respect to the corporate vs. indraidorientation of election, there is
nothing that would suggest a change from the fotméne latter. Indeed, there is every
indication that election remains corporate sincestkakes the patriarchs’ place as the
head of the covenant and the corporate representatiGod’s people, and people

become part of God’s people by covenantal unioh @itrist.

V. CONCLUSION

A proper conception of corporate election unto atin withstands the criticisms
that have been leveled against it. Most of these #rom misunderstanding of the
concept. The core of such criticism is the mistaketion that corporate election does not

involve the election of individuals, a notion thanhds to be fed by individualistic



presupposition’ These presuppositions can be so deeply ingraicome advocates
of individualistic election believe that the vegncept of a primarily corporate election
is logically impossible. But we have seen that saigwosition is untenable, doing more to
betray the unquestioned presuppositions of ces@olars that prevent them from
understanding corporate election than to impugrctimeept itself. It is not that either the
corporate or individualistic view is logically impsible, but a question of which kind of
election is in view when the Bible speaks of thectbn of God’s people unto salvation.
We have concluded that it is corporate electiohighthe biblical view.

Corporate election does involve the election ofviatials. But it recognizes that
one individual is first chosen uniquely as the fdation of the people of God, serving as
their corporate head and representative. Theyhaiedhosen in him, which is to say, by
virtue of their identification with him. Individualare elect secondarily, viz. as a
consequence of identification with the corporatachend membership in his people. In
the New Covenant, Jesus Christ is the corporate &wed representative of the Church,
the eschatological people of God. Individuals beeamited to Christ by faith, making

election unto salvation ultimately conditional @ith in Christ.

" There are two related presuppositions at worktha) the individual is primary and the
group secondary in the sense that the identityo@nefits of the group derive from the
discrete identity and status of the individual$hgatd together as a group, yielding (2)
that there is a one-to-one correlation betweergtbap and the individual so that what is

true of the group is true of the individual in #weact same way.



