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
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 directlyosed to Calvinism and the latter

*Brian Abasciano is an adjunct professor of Newtde®nt at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary
(Boston) and pastors at Faith Community Churchamibton, NH. | would like to thank a number of
people for reading this article and offering helgfomments: Paul Ellingworth, Bill Klein, Tom McQal

Ron Fay, Ben Henshaw, Martin Glynn, and Luke Gowdy.

! On this resurgence, see Collin Hansen, “Youngil&es Reformed,Christianity Today September

2006, the by-line of which claims, “Calvinism is kireg a comeback—and shaking up the church.” Hansen
has since published a book on the subjécting, Restless, Reformed: A Journalist's Jourriytihe New
Calvinists(Wheaton: Crossway, 2008).



providing various insights that can be effectivetgssed into service by Arminians
(whether or not they agree with the view in gendmbkupport 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 experienaedividual election. The main
difference between the two views has been thatidats view election as unconditional
and Arminians view it as conditional on divine fonewledge 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 \akworporate 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.lts popularity has probably been due largely ®gbholarly
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.

2 Cf. Brian J. Abasciand®aul’s Use of the Old Testament in Romans 9.1-9nfertextual and
Theological Exegesi@SNTSup/LNTS, 301; London: T & T Clark, 2005) 18%e issue is complicated in
the case of Rom 9 because interpreters posit \&gdonceptions of corporate election there, sontetdka

it to be unto service, others as unto salvatiomerstas merely national/temporal vis-a-vis ethsiaél, and
others that seem to exclude any reference to ithdals in the concept. What's more, some of these
conceptions can be mixed with one another to fdillrosher forms of the view. In any case, thisieéd is
concerned with Christian election, articulating aedending a concept of corporate election unteasiain
that includes individuals within its scope.



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
misunderstanding of the biblical concept of corpeelectiori Once these
misconceptions are cleared away, it should be tedrcorporate election is indeed the
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.

% See e.g., John Pipdre Justification of God: An Exegetical and TheaabStudy of Romans 9:1-23
(2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1993); Thomas Rrefudér, “Does Romans 9 Teach Individual Election
unto Salvation? Some Exegetical and TheologicaleRebns”JETS36 (1993) 25-40; idem, “Corporate
and Individual Election in Romans 9: A ResponsBiian Abasciano’JETS49/2 (June 2006) 373-386;
Douglas J. MooThe Epistle to the Roma@€ICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996) 571, 585i@&m,
“The Theology of Romans 9-11: A Response to E.dbiéth Johnson” in David M. Hay and Elizabeth E.
Johnson (eds.Pauline Theology Ill: Roman®linneapolis: Fortress, 1995, 240-58) 254-58; Péte
O'Brien, The Letter to the EphesiafBillar; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999) 99; anddlponse to Clark
Pinnock by Bruce A. Ware in Chad Owen Brand (d@eyspectives on Election: Five Vie@sashville:
Broadman & Holman, 2006) 315-18. Arminian scholaskling to individual election have also objected t
corporate election (see e.g., Robert E. Pici@liace, Faith, and Free Will: Contrasting Views of
Salvation: Calvinism and ArminianisfNashville: Randall House, 2002], 50-52; Jack €&ditt
“Conditional Election” in Clark H. Pinnock (edGrace UnlimitedMinneapolis: Bethany Fellowship,
1975, 51-73] 56-60), but they are not as zealotisdir opposition.

* But to be fair, some objections to corporate @edhave been in response to inadequate viewseof th
concept such as those that restrict election tdcgeand/or that exclude individuals from its pemj for
such a view, see e.g. (in relation to Rom 9), Ltanris, The Epistle to the Romaf&rand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1988) 356-57. For further examples amrtique of such views, see Schreiner, “Reflectibns
But again, to be fair, most advocates of corpoedgetion probably give a place to individuals,
understanding individuals to be encompassed igtbep to which they belong, even if their language
gives the impression that individuals are exclu@eich could be true of Morris). Indeed, Schreiser’
critique (“Reflections,” 33-40) of the corporatewi argues against a conception of corporate etettiat
denies any place to the individual, even thoughréipeesentative of corporate election with whom he
interacts most does afford a place to individualsis scheme; see e.g., William W. Kleiihe New
Chosen People: A Corporate View of Elect{@rand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990) 264-65. (Kleinras
clarified his position in response to Schreineatnunpublished paper entitled, “Is Corporate Ebecti
Merely Virtual Election? A Case Study in Contextmation,” available online at
http://evangelicalarminians.org/Klein-%22Is-Corper&lection-Merely-Virtual-Election%3F%22.) This
leaves Schreiner’'s case empty, leveled at what ateda a straw man version of corporate electier; s
Brian J. Abasciano, “Corporate Election in Romana ®Reply to Thomas SchreinelJETS49/2 (June
2006) 351-71.



Il. THE CONCEPT OF CORPORATE ELECTION

Il.1. General Considerations

The discussion of corporate election has oftem leewn 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 raocerately, | 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

® | have discussed the concept of corporate eleatimhattempted to articulate the distinction betwiee
and individual election in a prior article (“Eleati”). Rather than constantly referencing that katior
further discussion and explication of many of thsues discussed throughout the present articrel h
direct readers’ attention to it generally, and wéerve citation of it for material that is esjpdigi
important to place before readers of the presesatyes



because of the inextricable connection betweergamyp and the individuals who belong
to it.° Individuals are elect as a consequence of thenieeship in the group.
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 we ta the Bible on the matter of the

® siill, a corporate focus means that not everythiiag is true of the group is necessarily truenef t
individual.

" Schreiner actually claims that the corporate &ladthave described is logically incoherent (“Resge,”
375-78), but without question, this is demonstrdalge and will be taken up below; see esp. III.3.



election of God’s people, it becomes clear thaporate election predominates. Indeed, |
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 corpohnated 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 fundaméwtavith 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 istemnwdtOld 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 peoplel@gain 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 Tesgsthconcept of corporate solidarity or

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

8 Many references could be added, such as Gen. 1571810, 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 gewple 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 coveth@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@mwther 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 limited 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

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

10 see ibid, 355, and the literature cited there.
1 bid.



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.

[1l. 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. Afpasicase has been made for the concept

12 For faith as uniting us with Christ, which is thistoric Reformed view, see Eph. 1:13-14; 2; 3Jahn
14:23; Gal. 3:26—28; Rom 6; 1 Cor 1:30; 2 Cor 5Rithard B. Gaffin, JrBy Faith, Not By Sight: Paul
and the Order of SalvatiofWwaynesboro: Paternoster Press, 2006); John Hiperf-uture of Justification:

A Response to N.T. Wrigfwheaton: Crossway, 2007), 163-80, passim (seespg 171 n. 14); Michael

F. Bird, “Incorporated Righteousness: A Respondedoent Evangelical Discussion Concerning the
Imputation of Christ's Righteousness in Justifieatl! JETS47/2 (June 2004) 253-75, passim; John Calvin,
Institutes of the Christian ReligipB8.1.1; idemCommentary on the Gospel According to J@inans.

William Pringle; Grand Rapids: Christian Classi¢kdteal Library), 16:27The Westminster Confession of
Faith, 26.1.



elsewhere by myself and othérdt is strongly supported by the fact that it whas t
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 Adham, 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 d&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 théchilidoncept 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.

13 See Abasciano, ‘Election’, and the appropriatzditure cited there (including esp., Kleiiection);
AbascianoRomans 9.1-9dem,Paul’'s Use of the Old Testament in Romans 9.10At8ntertextual and
Theological Exegesiorthcoming in T & T Clark’s two series, Libraof New Testament Studies and
Studies in Early Judaism and Christianity); B.Jo@zaPaul and Apostasy: Eschatology, Perseverance,
and Falling Away in the Corinthian CongregatiGWUNT 2.115. Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 204-10
Ben Witherington, lll,Paul’s Narrative Thought World: The Tapestry of eay and Triumph

(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1994)1)-Z3, 246-49; William G. MacDonald, “The Biblical
Doctrine of Election” in Clark H. Pinnock (edThe Grace of God and the Will of M@dinneapolis:
Bethany House, 1989), 207-29; Herman RidderBas|: An Outline of His Theologisrand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1975), 341-54; Robert Shdflkct in the SoifSpringfield, MO: Westcott, 1970); cf. I. H.
Marshall, “Universal Grace and Atonement in thet®ags Epistles” in Pinnock (ed.),r&ce of God 51-69
(64-69); C. Miller Gottes Gerechtigkeit und Gottes Volk: Eine Untelnsung zu Romer 9-1(FRLANT,

86; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1964), 75-78

4| will be interacting especially with Thomas Sdheg in this section because he is the advocate of
individual election who has most fully addressesl ¢tbncept of corporate election | am advancing. Cf.
Klein's unpublished response to Schreiner in “\attilection?”



[1.1. Misconception # 1: Corporate Election Excludes Wdiials

Many scholars have assumed that the notion ofocatg election excludes
individuals from election, and therefore, in ortiecounter the view, go on to show how
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 representat® 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 doasin 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
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

!> Thomas Schreiner’s influential article is a prim@mple of this misconception, invalidating mositef
arguments (“Reflections”); see note 4 above, andeagonse to Schreiner (Abasciano, “Election”hig
rejoinder, Schreiner continued to mischaractetieeptosition | have articulated, repeatedly claintheat
individuals are not elected in it (“Response,” ¥8-382-84). See further under misconception #8vihe
16 cf. william W. Klein, “Ephesians” in T. Longmanl land D.E. Garland (edsEBCRev., Vol. 12
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2006) 19-173 (48).



God, to receive the benefits of his covenant premigeally):’ and to live according to
his covenant commands (Gen. 18:19; Deut. 4:2097%4:2; Ps. 135:4; Eph. 1:4ff.; 1
Pet. 2:9-10). All of this applies to each indivitlrmthe 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 ntad®n that Paul is concerned about
the damnation of many individual Israelites witkiie chosen people, i.e., that despite
being part of the physical chosen people, theyatearuly 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
individualistic election in the passafjeBut the one that concerns us now, and is itself
fatal to his argument, is that the biblical concefptorporate 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

"In the OId Covenant, the covenant promises weneliional in that they could only be possessed by
faith while the covenant generally included albiites, including the unbelieving. (Nevertheless,
members of the covenant who demonstrated persistdedief by violating the covenant law without
repentance were to be cut off.) But in the New @awg, all in the covenant truly possess the prosnise
because all in the New Covenant have faith siniseahtered into by faith and believers only comtirn
the covenant by faith; if they forsake faith in Ghthen they are cut off from the covenant.

18 See Piperjustification esp. 64-67.

19 See my critical assessment of Piper's argumenagéianoRomans 9.1-9183-89). Besides the problem
discussed below, note that: (1) Piper relies onrdikely translation of Rom. 9:6b to establish
individualism in the passage; (2) even if his ualjktranslation is correct, it tells against hise®ecause
the verse would be phrased even more corpora@Riper begs the question of whether the indiMglua
Paul is concerned about are viewed individualiifica corporately; (4) Piper begs the questiomaoiv
the individual and corporate aspects of electidaitee but appears to assume a non sequitur—tha if
elect status of individuals is in view, then indivalistic election must be too (see below).



joining the elect people or being excluded front theople does not even suggest, much
less establish, that election refers to God cha@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 corpoetsppctive to try and establish what
amounts to a major shift in the concept to an iiialistic 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
This misconception follows naturally from thesfiand is simply not true for

several reasons.

lll.2.a. The Corporate Head is the Group and Is Chosen First
Above all, God first chooses the corporate head¢dsemtative so that there is

never an empty set. Indeed, the corporate he&e iftundation of the group and

2 Therefore, Schreiner’s reliance on Piper for disthing an individual referent for the singular dgarage
in Rom. 9 leaves his argument similarly baseleskiafpoint (“Response,” 382). It weakens it a# thore
that he doubly mischaracterizes my argument orutanganguage (Abasciano, “Election”): First heiria
that | insist that all the singulars in Romans S%the interpreted corporately, when | in fact sdidost the
opposite, that reference to individuals fits cortdbly into the corporate perspective, but that sofrtee
individual language is best taken corporately (A%, “Election,” 358-59). Second, he claims timgt
view means no individuals are elected by God, aerd aittempts to knock down this straw man by
referencing the election of the individual patrls¢Schreiner, “Response,” 383). On the individual
election of the patriarchs, see below.

% For examples of this misconception, see SchretResponse,” 378, 386; Bruce A. Ware, “Divine
Election to Salvation: Unconditional, IndividuahalInfralapsarian” in Brand (edPerspectives on
Election 43-44, 46; idem, “Response to Pinnock,” 316.ddigon to the treatment provided here, see also
Klein's refutation of this misconception (“Virtuedlection?” 7-9).



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,

122 Christ is both an individual and

though being many, are one body,also is Chris
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’3et.

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, athe 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

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

% |n conjunction with this misconception, Schreingscharacterizes my position again by describing it
thus: “God chooses that there would be the Chufdesus Christ. Then individuals choose to be qfart
this corporate group, i.e., the Church” (“Respon8&8). But corporate election does not mean méhalty
God chooses that there will be a group. Rathecheeses the corporate representative, and thergby a
that will be found in him. Schreiner also arguest torporate election is only the election of ampnset
based on the hypothetical possibility that no dmeoses to believe in Christ, for if no one believibén
there would be no group to be saved (ibid). Bug hitension of the argument falls on the same pdint
election being founded and focused on the corpdraael. It can also be shown to falter by practical
example. In the case of the corporate electionadfaR’s household (see under misconception # 3 below
e.g., even if no one in Rahab’s family agreed to feer in her house when Israel attacked Jeridtad, t
would not change the fact that the family was inblelected for salvation, and that corporately amtd n
individualistically; the election of the family faalvation did not entail the choice of each member
separately to become a member of the family oetoetated to Rahab. Beyond that, it is artificecabppeal
to a hypothetical here. That is not how it in fa¢tand God knew how it would be.



stronger than the other people. And the older se@itve 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. Indeedytindl be called by his personal name,
whether Jacob or Israel. Both are designationthfnation of Israel in the Old
Testament.

Was Israel an empty set when Jacob was chosenth@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 Testamensomehow 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

24 On the collectivist worldview that served as thiiem for the biblical authors and its significarfoe
election, see Abasciano, “Election”, esp. 356-388m,Romans 9.1-%41-44, 187; and the literature cited
in these works.



viewpoint does not account for the principle ofpmmate solidarity that is so at home in
the Bible and collectivist thought. In biblical tight, the corporate representative would
be seen as embodying the people he representghsobeginning of his representative
role, which is to say from the beginning of hisotien.

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 biaéyoncrete 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. fvarid 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. IM2hen God’s people are its object, it is



not that foreknowledge refers to foreseen faith,dior 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€®ad.

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 hirowe”). It is urged that the text states
that God chose people (“us”) rather than a categpeyclas$® 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 peallp elect, but only as a consequence
of his membership in the elect people, and ultilgately 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 Abasciafomans 9.1-962-
63.
% See e.g., Ware, “Election,” 44-45; cf. SchreiriBeflections,” 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
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 insisatlthe same “in Christ” phrase that
indicated that every spiritual blessing comes teebers 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.

27 O0'Brien, Ephesians99. Contrast Klein in speaking of the corporagawof election in Eph. 1:4: “This is
not to deny that election is personal: certainlgrgymember of the church shares its election”
(“Ephesians,” 48).

8 |bid, 97; Andrew T. Lincoln uses almost the saamgliage of the meaning of the phraSghesians
[WBC 42; Dallas: Word, 1990], 22). This same sdrt@ntradiction can be seen in other Calvinist
commentators who recognize the obvious meaningeofih Christ” phrase in 1:1 and 1:3, but then igno
or unsuccessfully try to escape its force in 1e€ s.g., Harold Hoehn&phesians: An Exegetical
CommentarfGrand Rapids: Baker, 2002), 143, 171-72, 176Willjiam HendriksenGalatians and
EphesiangNTC; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1967), 70-71, 75-76.



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

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

God'’s covenant people as a consequence of thatiaeship with Isaat® Paul interprets

# |t is typical for commentators to take this refere to be of the Christian Church generally agptaple
of God; for several representative referencesHemnerEphesians176 n. 1. Hoehner himself, however,
argues that the reference is not collective sifaut would not have used the singular pronounhéowas
not writing to an individual but to the church asldaole” (176). But that is part of the point—Pawdw
addressing the church as a whole (I would say tiesras wholes); he was addressing the church
corporately. Therefore, his plural reference i ledeen of the church as a whole, especially as#
uttered in a collectivist cultural milieu in whithe group was seen as primary and the individual as
secondary, embedded in the group to which he betbagd referred to as a result of his membershifpein
group. Curiously, Hoehner thinks the referencersedmly to Paul and the Ephesian church. But #his i
highly unlikely. As O’Brien observes, “the flow die paragraph and the nature of the divine gifisge
described show that the apostle has all of Goddpleein mind” Ephesians96, on 1:3, though O’Brien
thinks that God'’s people are in view both corpdyaaad individually; cf. p. 99 on 1:4;). This findsipport
in the fact that the blessings Paul enumeratepim E apply to all Christians. Indeed, Ephesiandtdo
discussion of general Christian realities appliegblall Christians in which the readers particip&ee
e.g., O'Brien’s discussion of the recipients of kbiger, who notes that “a number of the images and
metaphors used of these Christian readers are redepand describe them in terms of their belonging
wider community of men and women in Christ” (ib#8-51; quotation from p. 50). This is further
supported by the likelihood that Ephesians wasaular letter intended for various churches in Asia
Minor; see again e.g. O'Brien, ibid, 47-49. ThatuHa thinking of all Christians, and that his wsfe'us”
does not merely reflect inclusion of himself alavith his addressees, is shown by his distinctidméen
“we . . . who were the first to hope in Christ’(2)1 most likely referring to early Jewish Chrissaand
“you also,” most likely referring to Paul's predamantly Gentile Christian audience; on the distimttisee
again O'Brien, ibid, 116-17 (though | would take thwe” of v. 11 of all Christians, with v. 12 higghting
the result [takingig to eivau to indicate result] of v. 11 for early Jewish Gitidns).

30 Schreiner severely mischaracterizes this poihnaade it in a previous article when he retorts tRaul
arguesagainstthis view in Romans 9, when he states that meredial descent from Abrahadoes not
mean that one is part of the covenant people (R6r13)” (“Response,” 382). Paul interprets thist faic
calling based on relationship to Isaac spiritualiRom. 9 and | state this explicitly in the verxn
sentence of the original context from which Scheeiquoted me. Strikingly, in the context of Romansd
the Pauline corpus, to be a child of promise isaee faith (see Abascian@pmans 9.1-9196-98). While



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
as were baptized into Christ have clothed yoursehi¢éh 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 speakirfidgpeing 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

there is even more to the phrase’s meaning, Pstaitement means that those who believe are regasded
the seed of Abraham, as Paul argues in Romanslsswhere. Schreiner is completely correct that Paul
states that “mere biological descent from Abralm®s notmean that one is part of the covenant people
(Rom 9:6-13).” But what Paul is stressing, in confity to the whole tenor of his argument in Romass,
that faith does mean that one is part of the cavigpeople. Schreiner has grossly misread my argumen
here and so failed to see that the case of Isaaitdsefully supports my view and militates agaimistown.
3L Lit. “And if you are of Christ”



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 ttdeebeing in Christ, which
immediately precedes it in the text. Indeed, it ldeem 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
all tied to heirship as well. Most specifically ltweging to Christ brings about heirship
according to promise, a concept that cannot beratgzhfrom 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 adsisrttescendants’ calling as a
consequence of their relationship to him. The wtnycture of the “chosen/called in
Isaac/Christ” phraseology indicates a choice oppeoonditioned on relationship to the
covenant head, who was chosen first and whosdalqutovides 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, PaualrB&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(@129) >

And as F.F. Bruce succinctly states in relatiothe"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 fyamnpévw) in whom God's grace has been lavished

on us (the Church/believers), a term that signifiesist as the Chosen One, most likely
grounded in the title’s use as a designation of'&cldosen 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 Testarhée.g., Mal. 1:2), terminology that
carries over into the New Testament in applicato@hrist (Col. 1:13; Mark 1:11; 9:7
and parallels; Mark 12:6; Luke 20:13) and the ChydcThes. 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 &stieg before the foundation of the
world and chosen by God as the head of his peoyldhee 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 covémaad also becomes true of those who

32 Lincoln, Ephesians23. Cf. Markus BarttEphesiangVol. 1; AB; Garden City: Doubleday, 1974), 107-
09; F.F. BruceThe Epistles to the Colossians, to Philemon, antiédEphesianéNICNT; Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1984), 254.

3 Bruce, ibid.

% On the term as indicating Christ as the Chosen €geesp. LincoliEphesians26-27; cf. O'Brien,
Ephesians104-05; BruceEphesians258; most of the cited Scripture references wetied from these
sources. On the elective significance of OT loventeology, see the treatment of Rom. 9:13 in my
forthcoming monograph in T & T Clark’s LNTS serigentatively titledPaul’'s Use of the Old Testament
in Romans 9.10-18: An Intertextual and TheologiEetgesis



are in him. He is the Son of God, so they are 8b1&0d (Gal. 3:26). He is holy, so they

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 M&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 h@s 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

% On the Spirit as the bestower and marker of elactee Abascian®omans 9.1-9124-26.



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

% See Abasciano for this point and some exploraifdhin the case of a professional baseball team
(“Election,” 364-66). My consideration of the puede of a baseball team was in response to Schigeiner
misguided attempt to use the analogy to arguenftividualistic election (“Reflections,” 37). Closer
attention to the choice of a baseball team for lpase (a corporate election) reveals it to illusttae
concept of a primarily corporate election quiteehic If one buys a baseball team, one does not
individually choose each player one wants to puthenteam and individually “buy” each player, thus



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
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

making up the team. Rather, each individual playethe team is bought/chosen as a consequencs of hi
membership on the team. And in fact, members ofg¢lm can come and go from one day to another, yet
the team continues to exist and its identity rem#ie same. Surprisingly, Schreiner faults me for
assuming that the group (the “baseball team”) difexists when God chooses it (“Response,” 378-79).
But | was responding tis illustration, which clearly assumed that the teddraady existed, for he offered
the idea of someone purchasing a professional Bidem. But in response to a change in the itisn
to the formation of a new baseball team, it maypbiated out that his analogy still fails, becauséhie

case of biblical election unto salvation, the “téatid exist first in that God first chose Christicathe
Church in him. As the corporate head, Christ’stédeds the election of a people, of whoever wilhee to
be identified with him. He represents and embotlieseam in himself, and anyone who comes to be in
him comes to share in his election; see more alwthe present section. Incidentally, in the cogter
context of professional baseball, a team can dgtexrist before it has any members, a fact | pairgat

but that Schreiner ignored (see Abasciano, “Electi865 n. 49). Klein relates the fact that tbelorado
Rockiesexisted as a baseball team before it ever hadhagea or any players (“Virtual Election?” 7-9).
The team had a hame, season tickets were solghlayets were solicited to join the team.

3" This is similar to saying that we (America) arated at the negotiation table with other countries
discussing terms of peace because the President ambassador is, or that we (unionized workees) a
seated at the negotiation table with our emplogette purpose of obtaining a raise because ownuni
representative is, though these modern analogiés aa individualistic culture cannot do justicethe
even more profound connection between the grouptaindad in the perception of the collectivisttord

of Paul and early Christianity. Cf. e.g., the cogie perspective of Deut., which according to J.G.
McConville, has as one of its main contentions thitel in all its generations stood in principtédHareb
(DeuteronomyAOTC 5; Leicester: Apollos; Downer’s Grove: IVEQ02], 124). Indeed, all Israel is
referred to as having experienced the Lord aneéteats surrounding the exodus even though mosieof t
nation presented as alive at the time of Mosestesidto them were not alive to experience thosatsvin
a particularly striking example, we are told, “YHWr God cut a covenant with us at Horeb. Not with
our fathers did YHWH cut this covenant, but with eigselves here today, all of us alive” (Deut. 8)2-
How can it be said that the covenant was made“aitlof us” at Horeb if most of “us” were not alive
enter into that covenant at Horeb? By the princgfleorporate solidarity and identity, which bring
individuals to share in the corporate reality, ¢rigt and destiny of the people as a consequence of
identification with the group.



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 #reweight of scholarship is against
them® In fact, Schreiner appeared to argue againsnit@porative meaning in his
influential article in favor of individualistic ebéion unto salvation, advocating an
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 Chris62:0; 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 acknowdeithg incorporative sense of the
phrase in Eph. 1:1 and 1:3, serves as another é&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)

¥ Abasciano, “Election,” 367. It is of course truethe biblical view that God knew of us and ouufat
existence before we came into existence and thkiéw who would exercise faith before their existsn
but neither of these is likely the specific meanifiggcph. 1:4’s statement that God chose us in Chefore
the foundation of the world, for the choosing iedfically qualified as being in Christ, the meamf
which we have been laboring to unpack. It shoulavgbout saying that the text does not consider the
Church or individual believers to have literallyigied before the foundation of the world.

% see Klein and the references he provides to twhsesupport a corporate view of election here thats
on an incorporative sense (“Ephesians,” 48, 56Bri@h, Ephesians97-100; LincolnEphesians21-24.
0 Abasciano (“Election,” 367), responding to Scheeis original position (“Reflections,” 38); cf.
Schreiner’s revised position (“Response,” 3803hikbuld be noted that the incorporative sense opltihase
also implies an instrumental sense, though thersevie not necessarily true.



an incorporative sense, which he labels a dativapbére, 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
choseri'! “This latter interpretation,” says Hoehner, “iefarable because it expresses
that God chose the believer for his glory and thladd 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 suppokhts 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 meaphich after all actually includes his
work of redemption as well. Third, while it may tvae that sin must be paid for to make
it possible for sinful humans to enter God’s presethere is no reason to assume that

this specific idea must be alluded to in Eph. Budt if it must be so, then the

“1 HoehnerEphesians176-77. The other options Hoehner identifiesedeetion (1) through faith in
Christ; (2) as a consequence of being in ChrisElleet One; or (3) according to divine foreknowledtf
human faith. His reasoning against each of theierapis rather weak. Concerning (1), his reasorsng
theological and presuppositional, and faulty omethese non-exegetical points. It verges on noinsans
to say that God electing on a basis that he hinebglbses somehow destroys his freedom of choiceisNo
it apparent that God freely choosing to elect basethith would give believers a legal claim on Gadd
if it did so, how it would do so in any way uncotminal election would not. Concerning (3), Hoehiser
right to observe that it claims more than the pgessays, but this weighs against his own view kedaw).
Moreover, it is hard to see how election accordm@od’s good pleasure (Eph. 1:5) necessarily ausfl
with certain other potential bases of election.c8jfmlly, if God freely chose faith as the critemi of his
selection, then how can it be said that his chaigeld not also be according to his good pleasune?2D
see below.

2 bid, 177.



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 tdkthmat 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 suggesisenthan 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
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

3 Ibid.

“** If one were to argue that redemption makes itiptesso be in Christ, then that would invite the
observation that faith is the means by which tedemption is applied and by which one comes tambe i
Christ, and that believing is specifically mentidrie 1:13, which is part of the same long sentence
which 1:4 lies, with the incorporation of Paul'sr@ite readers into Christ and their being marked as
belonging to God coming specifically into view hétvery place that faith is mentioned and indicated
the means by which believers are sealed in CHifgs would make faith as the means by which betgve
are elected or divine foreknowledge of human faidth more likely connotations of the “in Christ"nalse
(in relation to election) than redemption. But nafi¢hese are as likely as the incorporative sendely
recognized in 1:3.

*®|bid, 143, 171-72.

“Ibid, 176. Hoehner’s reference to v. 2 must leistake, and refer to v. 3, since “in Christ” does
appear in 1:2.



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

Similarly to Hoehner, Schreiner has argued noy @ol 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 vers8 But 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.”®?

" |bid, 176-77.

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

9 Schreiner, “Reflections,” 37.

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



However, Schreiner’s position is problematic. Ihc that he is incorrect to say
that “in Eph 1:4 human beings are the direct objéod's election, not Jesus Chritt.”
But the significance Schreiner wants to assigmis+unconditional individualistic
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 conseguabeing 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 Chrishaxorporate 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.

2 |bid. But | take this to mean that Eph. 1:4 exfllicspeaks of the election of human beings, artoho
Jesus Christ. If, as Schreiner concedes, the Yasdesus’ election in the background, then iaggytis
his direct election by the Father that is impli€tle point is that Eph. 1:4 implies this direct élee of
Jesus Christ and does not state it explicitly.

>3 |bid. Schreiner also cites Eph. 1:5 as opposiegctirporate view based on its affirmation “that God
‘predestined uaccording to the purpose of his Will (translation and emphasis his). But it is ct#ar
how predestination being in accordance with thel kittention/purpose (a better translatior@boxkia,
though it makes little difference for my point) @bd’s will contradicts God conditioning the benefit
intended by that will on being in Christ; see nédleabove. Indeed, predestination itself is saioeto
through Christ in 1:5, which in the context of theorporative idea in 1:3 and 1:4, most likely me#mat
predestination to adoption is through Christ pragibecause believers are in him. In other wordsabse
election in Christ necessarily entails electiomtigh Christ as the sphere, and so the means, thrghigh
believers are chosen, then predestination throdmlsidn this context is roughly equivalent to



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
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.

[11.3. Misconception # 3: The Concept of a Primarily Caigte 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

predestination in Christ in an incorporative sefi$8s is confirmed again by 1:3, which speaks
incorporatively of God having blessed the Churctihweivery spiritual blessing in Christ. Surely
predestination is one of the spiritual blessingm@@hended in every spiritual blessing of 1:3, WwHict-
14 enumerates.

> “In Christ” or its equivalents that is. As MacDdd@ays, “In a unit of twelve verses (1:3-14) thare as
manyfoci on Christas there are verses. He is the one in whom andghrwhom ‘every spiritual blessing’
proceeds. His diagrammatic centrality is evidemt aecessary to the doctrine. One must not talktabou
election without mentioning Christ in every breafflection,” 222). The “in Christ” phrase itself @s
equivalent occurs some eleven times in 1:3-14a0D’'Brien mentions, there is a “constant repetitid
the phrase”Ephesians90). As Lincoln’s puts it, the phrase and itsiegients “predominate” in the
passageHEphesians19).

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



understand mine (corporate election). | suspetttkisis largely due to his
individualistic and Calvinistic presuppositions.sisning 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 beyeasiited 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.

We have already outlined how the election of thegbe of God in the Old
Testament was a matter of primarily corporate rathen individualistic election. And
we have noted a very practical example of primamgporate election from the modern
world in the case of choosing/buying a professidrzaeball team (see note 36 above).
We could multiply examples, but will content ouksed with just two more. Consider the
case of the salvation of Rahab and her househahd 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

*% This is not a case of election unto spiritual atibn, but we are countering the claim that pritgari
corporate election is illogical; any example of gieenomenon will do to falsify denial of its existe. If
the example holds, then election unto spirituala#n is possible on the level of logic mutatistamdis.
The same goes for any examples of corporate efetttat are not salvific.



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
was chosen nonetheless. He was not chosen sepdiratelRahab or his family by the
Israelites to become part of Rahab’s family orgheup gathered in Rahab’s house on the
day of Israel’s attack. But he was chosen for seladrom 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 seatinstances 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 Hgms, 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 coap®election—tribes, clans, and

households.



When the tribe of Judah was chosen to come ndahetbord, 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! ther 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 Schranogically 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 consequehcgembership 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.

" Again, if a stranger were to ask a man from Juday he (the individual) had been chosen to draw nea
to the Lord on this occasion, he could answer, d&bse my tribe was chosen by lot.” Any individualrma
of Judah could be considered to have been choskri toycome forward, but he would only have been
elected as part of the tribe that was elected catply (and not individualistically).



Indeed, not only is Schreiner’s claim of the logicapossibility of a primarily
corporate election flatly denied by its existenté¢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.
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 believégbntradicting 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 peaipiting 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.

%8 Abasciano, “Election,” 370.

%9 Schreiner, “Response,” 383 n. 19; see also id&efl&ctions,” 34-35, and my criticism of the latter
(Abasciano, “Election,” 361-62).

0 Schreiner, “Response,” 383 n. 19.



The idea of a primarily corporate election is indlézgical, 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
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 ésws: “If the individual
dimension of corporate election simply means tlhian 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

%1 bid, 376.



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
God’s act of choosing the group, which serves secand point of rebuttal to this
misconception since God does indeed choose the gnazorporate 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, welddamark the theological

2 Hence the need for clearing up misconceptions.
% bid, 377.



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
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 eleativpom 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 cafe 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. Donaldson and T.&ld8s (eds.)New Testament Greek and Exegesis:
Essays in Honor of Gerald F. Hawthor{@rand 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,

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 corparatetion in the Scriptures and his
Jewish tradition. And John Piper, one of the mostdful and outspoken modern

%t is probably fair to say that G. Quell's commeate representative of the scholarly consensuis “I
thus fairly evident that the spiritual context winttas fashioned these occasional turns of phrase [i
references to individual election in the OT] i@ found in the belief in the election of the cormityiof
Yahweh . . . under the title of elect we find btdth nameless righteous and the holders of greatsiaii
are personal symbols of the people which has espeed election, and all the statements about ithdals
exemplify the one concept which derives from thegwinity’s heritage of faith” (G. Quell and G.
Schrenk, ék\éyopat,” TDNT, 4.144-76 [155]). It should be added that thistgtion does not explicitly
differentiate between election to service and @eaatnto salvation. Apart from the patriarchs (and
possibly Moses), whose election is unique duestoarporate significance, there is no referendbdo
election of a specific individual unto spirituahsation in the OT. The vast majority of the fewerdnces
there are to individual election is of electiorstvice within the elect people, such as kingslaeaders.



advocates of individual election, is forced to amktedge 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@@te in nature and support the concept
of a primarily corporate election vis-a-vis the eoant people of God. Each of these
individuals was chosen as the corporate head gandsentative 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 indiViguathe same way as Abraham,
Isaac, or Jacob, but that they would be chosercassequence of their identification

with Abraham, Isaac, or Jacob (see sectionsadnt, Ill.2-3 above$®

% Abasciano, “Election,” 353-54; see Moo, “Roman$192 254-58 (cf. MooRomans586, esp. n. 73);
Piper,Justification of God64.

%7 See Schreiner, “Response,” 381-82. Schreiner adthit the emphasis in the OT is on corporate
election” (381), but it must be remembered thatdwesiders it logically impossible that this couldan a
group being chosen with the election of individuadssequent on membership in the group. For him,
corporate election simply means the election afoag as the consequence of the separate individual
election of a number of individuals who are thethgeed together into a group.

%t is also worth mentioning that the texts Scheeicites of Abraham'’s election (Neh. 9:7; Josh324:
Gen. 24:7) would not lend support to a Calvinistoicept of election anyway because they do notwevo
electiondirectly unto salvation and they do not bespeak uncondiliyn Neh. 9:7 appears to speak of
God’s choice of Abram for speaking to him and tmfhim out of Ur, followed in 9:8 by referencedo
later covenantal election of Abraham based on.f@tm. 24:7 and Josh. 24:3 imply God’s choice & hi
taking Abraham from his homeland, the same sort of eladthund in Neh. 9:7. But the text says nothing
of God’s choice being unconditional. It would bég fjuestion to argue or assume that Abraham trusted
God and followed his call because he was electel teo irresistibly. That would be to read Calviiis
theology into the text. It certainly cannot be dnawom it. If anything, it would be more naturaldee this
election as conditional. God chose Abram to addigss so called him to follow him. Abraham then lad
choice. If he had rejected God’s call, then he wWadt have obtained salvation. Interestingly, tkebiéw
word Schreiner seizes upon for indicating electioGen. 24:7 and Josh. 24:3?195 (“to take™)—can be
used with respect to conditional election, andeaity so used in one of the very contexts Schragiies,
Gen. 24:4, Whel’BP'? involves the idea of choosing a wife and brindneg to her future husband. But the
chosen woman must be willing to go for the cho@ée fully made; the completion of the choice is
conditional on her consent (24:5-8). So it is With texts Schreiner cites concerning God “taking”



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
Testament concept of the remnant and propheticuaroements 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

Abraham, which look back on the completion of Gathisice in actually leading Abraham out of the
house and land of idolatry.

%9 0n the ideal possession of the promises in theG@kknant, see note 17 above.

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

" See e.g., Gary S. Shogren, “Election in the Nestdtaent,”’ABD, 2.441-44: J.l. Packer, “Election,”
NBD?, 314-17.



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 outstdeovenant 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 participagssuming 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 thajireally 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 truelsewl God'’s true Israel through faith in Christ iiRo
4:4-9; 6:6f.; Gal. 3:14ff., 29; 6:16; Eph 2:1118:6-8). The unbelieving natural branches were tmaké

"2 Gary W. BurnettPaul and the Salvation of the Individu@iblical Interpretation Series 57;
Leiden/Boston/Kaln: Brill, 2001), 80. Bewilderingl§schreiner charges that the theological concefiteof
remnant undercuts a corporate view of electionrmeaessarily making for two groups in which elattio
is validated by faith—Israel and the remnant (“Resge,” 381). But even if his own questionable
definition of the remnant is granted for the sakargument, his point lacks cogency, for the reninan
would simply be those who truly share in Israebsporate election by faith, leaving only one graup
which corporate election is validated by faith—teennant.



from God'’s olive-tree (the elect community, sprdiram the patriarchs), and wild olive branches
(believing Gentiles) were ingrafted in their pld&®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 tBeid”

There may be some problems in this descriptionjtbyticture of election is largely on
target and, perhaps unwittingly, quite in line wiitle Old Testament corporate view in its
wording. The community is elect, rooted in the etetof the patriarchs (the covenant
heads). With the advent of Christ and the New Caxénf which he is the head as the
seed of Abraham, Jews who embraced Jesus remaiof gzod’s chosen people, Jews
who refused to believe in Christ were cut off frime elect people, and Gentiles who
believe get grafted into God’s chosen people addvany 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 @id 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 sincesthakes the patriarchs’ place as the
head of the covenant and the corporate representaftiGod’s people, and people

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

V. CONCLUSION

A proper conception of corporate election unto abn withstands the criticisms

that have been leveled against it. Most of these #irom misunderstanding of the

3 packer, “Election,” 316.



concept. The core of such criticism is the mistaketion that corporate election does not
involve the election of individuals, a notion thands to be fed by individualistic
presupposition’ These presuppositions can be so deeply ingrair¢come advocates
of individualistic election believe that the vegncept of a primarily corporate election

is logically impossible. But we have seen that sagwosition 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 workti{a) the individual is primary and the group setaoy
in the sense that the identity and benefits ofjifoeip derive from the discrete identity and statuthe
individuals gathered together as a group, yield®#)ghat there is a one-to-one correlation betwben
group and the individual so that what is true @ ginoup is true of the individual in the exact samag.



