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TOWARD A SYSTEMATIC AND EXEGETICAL EXAMINATION OF
ELECTION AND FREE WILL

The winter wind nips at the cheeks of the newlywasishey leave the chapel and cross
the parking lot to begin their life together. Ywdthin two years this happy couple will walk into
the marriage counselor’s office for the first tim@/hile still in love and fully committed to each
other, they have become increasing aware thatdiférences are significant enough to warrant
special attention. In an effort to better underdtaach other and to grow in their love for each
other, it is necessary that they spend some timsidering their differences and the reasons
behind them.

The winter wind nips at the cheeks of a pastohefBaptist Missionary Association
(BMA) as he crosses the campus and enters hicfass at Covenant (Presbyterian) Seminary.
This class is the beginning for many wonderfultietaships, yet over the next months as a
student this pastor regularly deals with a docltq@aspective that is quite different from his
theological upbringing and training. So, this pastudent finds himself — myself — in the same
situation that many people discover not long afterwedding: | am in relationships with ones |
love and genuinely value, yet | grapple with somaificant differences | wish to understand
better.

In order to better understand these differencaadapendent study was undertaken of
Calvinism in general, with a special focus on tleetion — free will debate from both
theological and historical perspectives. Ultimatidle desired goals were (1) to reevaluate and
solidify my own theology concerning election aneewill through an exegetical study of the
scriptures, with particular attention to whethercéibn is unconditional, irresistible, or partiayla

and (2) to attempt to understand the debate anaitsus aspects within its historical context.



This paper will attempt to address the former;@asate companion study has addressed the
latter?

The examination of the election — free will disaasgo date revealed a number of
difficulties which must be avoided in order to s&ew this study’s findings. First, presented
arguments, and presumably their underlying invesiig procedures, often involve an
examination of verses without due consideratiothefinherent connotations of the individual
words and/or the contextual implications. Thidtfamethodology gives misinformation and
bias a greater chance to influence the interpogtatA preferable method is to first examine the
terms for their range and limitations in meaningd amplications, and then from this foundation
examine the applicable verses for their intendedmmgs within their contexts. Following such
a pattern, this study will first pursue a succiexamination of significant words and then
investigate pertinent passages in which those wapgear.

A second problem arises from the type of Bibliexit$ available on the subject, and the
improper methodology used in handling them at tim®&snply put, there are no primary texts on
election or free will — i.e., what the Bible teashan this subject actually comes from verses that
primarily focus on something else.

To illustrate the impact this can have — whichspezially impacting on interpretation
methodology — consider a man describing the proagkssanging an automobile tire. If the
purpose of his description is to teach his twelgaryold-son the correct way to do the job, then
tire-changing is the primary focus and the mangistly expected to adequately discuss all
significant factors in that process. Howeverh# tnan’s description is to explain to his wife

why he is so dirty (which happened while changingeg, tire-changing per se is not the primary

! Don Burke The Historical Election — Free Will Debate: Refieds on the Chemistry of
the Conflict(St. Louis: Covenant Theological Seminary, 2009).



focus. In this case it would not be surprisinghd @ fact is expected — that the man’s story will
omit key factors in the changing process that l@abtearing on his primary purpose. For
example, when tire-changing is the primary focusrian includes a description of the proper
tightening pattern and torque in securing the lutsywhen this is not the primary focus his
omission of that very key factor is expected, andne assumes that the omission implies a lack
of importance.

In similar fashion, a Bible passage making incidéat even secondary reference to
election and/or free will cannot be viewed with Haeme scrutiny for detail as a passage in which
they are the primary purpose. Specifically, trguanents based upon the silence of omission,
such as those Peterson commonly relies dmor, normally unwise and the conclusions are
unreliable. This study will strive to avoid drawinonclusions from silence.

Another difficulty this study encountered was bé$§adings in sources (some of which
are noted in this paper). Because of the deepdadssues in this debate and the impact that it
has upon one’s theological perspective, it is gisaming but not surprising that articles even
among some primary resources (e.g., lexical souveese deemed to be based upon the authors’
a priori theology and ideology, and not upon olyectinalysis. Due to this perceived bias,
combined with a desire to base findings on workdly with scriptures itself, all forms of
textual analyses in this study (e.g. occurrencetswsage categorizations) were personally

prepared by this student and not cited from otberces.

2 An example of such an argument may be found iffich@wing: “It is true that the
‘many . .. people’ referred to in Acts 18:10 et yet believed. But the text says nothing
about God's foreseeing their faith” and Petersamdhy concludes the passage weighs in against
a God-foreseen faith (emphasis added; Robert A&rgat Election and Free Will: God's
Gracious Choice and Our ResponsibiliBhillipsburg, NJ: P&R Pub., 2007), 71). While
Peterson is right that the verse says nothing erstlject, that silence does not imply the
conclusion that he makes from it. The silence §ympeans that the passage does not speak to
the issue, and that gives no support to either. side




Election
Some non-Calvinists might be surprised to know #hattion is a Biblical term with a
legitimate place in Biblical theology. If it isBiblical term deserving a Biblical recognition,
then one must ask what is its Biblical meaning? Ahparticular interest to this study, does that
meaning include intended implications of irresidityy unconditionality, and particularism?

Election Terms in the Old Testament.

This examination of Biblical election begins witletOT ternMn2 (bachai), which
basically means “choosé.’To this core definition Oswalt adds, “It is impent to note . . . that
it always involves a careful, well thought-out atei”

It is telling that Oswalt also states that this @br. . is used only in a few instances
without specific theological overtones. . . . Apfaom these exceptions, the word is used to
express that choosing which has ultimate and dtsignaificance.® However, this statement is
inconsistent with this study’s findings. Approxitaly one-third (far more than Oswalt’s “ few
instances”) of the occurrencesWl2 examined in this study were identified as eitlmer ¢thoices
of mankind or an adjectival form associated witimperal items. In addition to these, a large
percentage of the remaining occurrences couldyeesiinote nothing more than God'’s
selections without deeper “theological overtonds.seems Oswalt desires to give2 a greater

theological significance than its definition anégs warrant.

% Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Brigg${ebrew and English Lexicon of
the Old Testament, with an Appendix ContainingBitdical Aramaic(Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 1906; reprint, 2003), 103.

* John N. Oswalt, 2 (bahar) to Choose, Elect, Decide For,"Tiheological Wordbook
of the Old Testamened. R. Laird Harris, Gleason Leonard Archer, Bnace K. Waltke
(Chicago: Moody Press, 1980), v1: 100.

> Ibid.



Like Oswalt, Coenen attempts to over-stretch th@ications of the word, stating that it
upholds the Calvinistic doctrine of election andd®aunconditional sovereignfy.Apparently
expecting the reader to blindly accept this stateptee gives no justification for his conclusion.
Furthermore he fails to realize that it is incotesis with many occurrences of the term.

In short, the termn2 basically means “to choose” or “to select,” with inherent deeper
theological implications. This should is the ddfaonnotation of the term unless contextual
implications require otherwise.

This study next attempted to identify, categorizased upon the various subjects and
objects of the choosing) and then analyze the vara@currence ofi2 and its applicable
derivatives.

Occurrences with Human Subjects. Strangely missimyany of the Calvinistic writings

on election is any mention 0fi2 used of human choices. This study found thaess that

30% of occurrences refer to such human activitreduding the selection of a craftsman’s
materials (Is. 40:20), wives (Gen. 6:2), and “ablen” as elders over the nation (Ex. 18:25).
The connotation is obviously of simple selectiorcboosing, and nothing that would warrant a
translation of “election” (in a religious sense}its attending implications. Certainly there is
no hint of foreordination in these occurrences.

Irresistibility should be examined in passages Ivimg animate objects?n2 is used of
choosing wives (Gen. 6:2), warriors (Josh. 8:3)l even God as the One people serve (Josh.
24:15, 22; cf. Deut. 30:15-16, 19). Do these \@mggest an inherent irresistibility? Is the wife

or the warrior without any option other than qupssive, irresistible compliance? Surely no

® L. Coenen, &M éyopar,” in The New International Dictionary of New Testament
Theology ed. Colin Brown (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1986),538.



one would suggest that when a person chooses @bdubh “election” places Him in a position
of irresistible compliance. Thua#i2 obviously has no underlying implication of irregdity.

Particularly interesting to this study are the tagt passages cited (Josh. 24:15, 22 and
Deut. 30:15-16, 19). These clearly imply the cotnmeint to God is a choice made of free will.

The occurrences 012 in this category indicate that the condition af #lected likely
influenced the elector in his process of electidnbride must meet the criteria of the man
selecting her, and the warrior must meet the cmrditnecessary to accomplish the task to which
he will be assigned. To read “unconditional” istach occurrences 0fi2 is not only
unfounded, it is actually contrary to the impliezhaotation. The question of particularism in
this case seems a normal part of choosing ratherghrticularism in the Calvinistic sense.

Thus, in this first and largest category one findanherent connection betwean2 and
election that is unconditional, irresistible, ortgaular — in fact the opposite seems to be implied
However, since this is a non-soteric use of thetérseems best to not too quickly assume these
factors are transferable to soteric election.

God Choosing a Place. The second largest cate§onn occurrences was composed

of forty-four references to God selecting a plaGecurrences range from Deuteronomy to
Zechariah, with no less than half being in pre-cmsf] Deuteronomy and Joshua. These
regularly speak in such expressions as “the pldueehnthe LORD your God will choose . . .”
(Deut. 12:5, emphasis added). Conditionality dussappear to be addressed, and as discussed
earlier such silence is support for neither Castinielection nor free will. It is possible that
particularism is contextually implied in some oétharlier passages (i.e., before the time
Jerusalem’s chosen-ness was realized). Irredistiisia moot point in this category, since the

object of choice is inanimate and unable to resist.



God Choosing Israel. The third largest occurrend®g 2 relate to God's selection of

Israel as His “chosen people.” Dr. Ron MitchelBMA Bible professor, calls this “theocratic
election,” defining it as “Israel was chosen by Godbe His people.”

Most of the occurrences in this category simplyestily chosen people,” or similar
wording. This call is very subjective, but it deseem likely that particularism is a factor in
many of these passages.

Only three verses (Deut. 4:37; 7:7; 10:15) giveitamithl implications. These verses
point out: (1) that God loved the nation’s forefat (2) that His love prompted Him to choose
subsequent generations; and (3) that His love wabatause of the largeness of the nation.
Unconditionality is likely implied in these, espalty if the third point is allowed a broad
application (i.e., “largeness” representing alleaymf conditions). Some assume irresistibility in
these passages, but actually the verses are sildhat issue.

God Choosing the Messiah. This study found only occurrence o2 in reference to

Messiah election (Is. 42:1). While allowing thevmlus that other passages may expand beyond
what is given in this passage, this context giveaadditional insight on the focus of this study.
As already discussed, irresistibility is not inherm 12, and this context indicates nothing

beyond thaf. Concerning unconditionality and predestinatiomemagain, there is linguistic and

" Ronald V. Mitchell, "“Theology 1 Class Notes,"ArLife of Lessons: The Complete
Collection of Course Notes by Dr. Ronald V. Mittli{€onway, AR: Central Baptist College,
2008), 120. This study will follow the designatsoumsed by Ron Mitchell, differentiating
between the following three types of election: Taratic election, Messianic election and soteric
election.

8 Some might argue that, as the Son of God, Chwisidanot have resisted the will of the
Father. Such an argument is primarily a questfdherelationship dynamics between the
Father and the Son, and is not related to the igmest election, per se. As such, it is beyond the
scope of the current examination.



contextual silenc@. Particularism, however, may be implied in thetfperson possessive of
“‘my servant.”

God Choosing Other Individuals. In addition togbanstances previously discussed,

twenty-one occurrences Ofi2 relate to God'’s selection of individuals, with lalt one
referring to individual leaders or leadership rdles., king or patriarch). With one exception
(noted below) these passages are silent on condlitip, resistibility, and particularism.

The one exception is actually part of a trio0f occurrences which collectively are
guite revealing to the question of irresistibiligd conditionality of God’s (non-soteric) election.
1 Sam 10:24 speaks of God selecting Saul to bed{ihgrael. Yet this passage is flanked both
fore and aft (8:18 and 12:13) with verses thatrblestate that it was the people of Israel that
chose the king. The larger context of scriptur&esat clear that, since having a king in Israel
was against God’s intentions, His “election” of Easiking was clearly against His own perfect
will (1Sam 8). But God “elected” Saul as a con@as$o the will of the people. This highlights
two significant points: God at times chooses tgusydite part of His will (thus, all that He wills
is not always accomplished); and God’s “electiom’y(, Saul here) can decidedly be conditioned
upon the free will choice of people (e.g., theimdads in 8:19), and certainly not necessarily
irresistibility thrust upon them.

As mentioned in a previous category, this studyctates that it is unwise to assume that

implications from one form of election can be tfen®d to another. But those wishing to bring

® On behalf of the Calvinists who wish to make aEotargument from Messianic
election, | momentarily expand my consideratiomoed¢onditionality beyond these linguistic and
contextual factors. Was Christ chosen unconditigriae., without regard for His fithess to be
the sacrifice), or did He rather already meet gecgied conditions and was chosen in light of
that? Messianic election arguably implies the ssitg of the Elected to meet the qualifications
(conditions) of the needed sacrifice, thus makirgpnditional election.



such occurrences 0fi2 to bear upon the discussion of soteric electiostrdeal with no less

than three problems. First, they are forced tmaahedge that God’s choosing (election) does
not prohibit man’s free choice in that processcddd, they are required to explain how God
could so foreordain the election of Saul as kingmwhn fact, He was opposed to Israel having a
king at all — putting God’s election at odds witistdwn will. Third, they must deal with the
example that the one whom God herein selectedtderigected. Oswalt speaks to the latter in
saying, “Since God carefully chooses certain ones fspecific task, he can also reject them if
they deviate from that purpose (I Sam 2:27f)which undermines perseverance if soteric
application is forced from this form of “election.”

The above analysis accounts for the majorityif occurrences. In addition to the five

categories delineated above, other categoriesdadlGod Choosing of the Priests and Levites
(4 occurrences), God Choosing Other Things (8)eétijal Use (5), and one instance of
Someone Chosen by Both God and Man (1). Integdgtithis study found not a single soteric
use of this term in all the OT.

Based upon these findind¥]2 is best understood as limited to either a gersse of
“select” or “choose” (with no implications of elémh), or to a theocratic, non-soteric form of
election. In fact, | find the term “election” t@an inferior translation since its normal
Calvinistic connotations are not representativehefterm or of its contextual inferences.

And since there is no soteric usagényl, there is no reason to presume it gives direct
insight into soteric election. It would be foolighassume that every minutia of instruction
concerning circumcision of the flesh (e.g., adnterisd only to males, administered on the

eighth day after birth) is intended to transfeedily to circumcision of the heart. The same

10 Oswalt, v1: 100.
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applies to directly transferring aspects of phyldiegotism to spiritual baptism. Likewise it is
foolish to presume what is said@f2 transfers directly to soteric election. Howewtbnose that
wish to read more into the meaning are faced witioantain of additional implications — many
of which are contrary to Calvinistic election —tttfae Bible student must grapple with without
baselessly grasping and discarding implicatiomadom.

Election Terms in the New Testament

The NT terms for election are the family of wordseciated witlzkA£yopon
(eklegomai and the rarestipéopcn (haireoma) This study will continue by first examining the
latter.

The termaipéopcn centers upon the act of choosiignd its four occurrences cover a
variety of scenarios. Two passages refer to tineaimuchoices (Phil 1:22, Heb 11:25), a third
passage gives an OT gquote concerning the Messiatt (M:18), and the fourth deals with the
term’s sole soteric reference (2 Thes 2:13). ghest variety of uses shows that Calvinistic
election (in whole, or the individual aspects) @t mherent in the term, and can only be implied
if contextually indicated by an individual passage.

The last passage (2Thes. 2:13) is worthy of a closd. It points out that the individual
believers (second person plural) of Thessaloniaad-by extension all individual believers —
have been chosen (1) from the beginning (presuneblyity past), (2) for salvation by the
means of (a) sanctification by the Holy Spirit gbjl belief/trust in the truth. This passage does,
therefore, indicate foreknowledge and electiortlfgnbroad sense); however it is silent

concerning what that election is based upon. herotvords, this passage is silent on the

1 Gerhard Nordholt,dipéopat," in The New International Dictionary of New Testament
Theology ed. Colin Brown (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1986),533.
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guestion of conditionality of election, and it isewise silent on irresistibility. It does say tha
the Thessalonian believers (and presumably akweds) were/are specifically among the elect,
but that in itself does not establish particulatism

However, the structure of the passage does indibatéelievers are chosen for salvation
which is obtained (a) by the Holy Spirit’s sanadfiion and (b) by the individual's belief (trust).
Since this study maintains that genuine trust roaste from the heart — which is itself an active
free choice of the will (as will be discussed Iatethis means the salvation believers are elected
to (1) is not obtained upon the person’s choicaealget (2) is not obtained without such an
active choice on his part. This arguably counB=lagianism — the belief that man can seek and
find God and salvation on his own by his mentab e (free will) — on the one hand, and
Calvinism on the other.

The Greek wordxAéyopau is used much more frequently thaipéopat, and carries the
bulk of the weight in the theology of election. igtwvord is the middle/passive form of the root
word that literally means “to call out.” It is gaof a family of common terms with definitions
including “to chose something for oneself,” “to reane’s choice to choose (out), chosen,
election, selectiof®

According to CoenergxAéyopau clearly connotes that

...the person making the choice is not tied downrby@rcumstances which force his

hand, but is free to make his own decision. Mareover, the act of choosing (and thus

the words of this group) includes a judgment bydheoser as to which object he
considers to be the most suitable for the fulfiliinef his purposé?

12G. schrenk and G. QuelE#\éyopar," in Theological Dictionary of the New
Testamented. Gerhard Kittel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 18&atint, 1993), v4: 144,

13 Coenen, #xAéyopat," v1: 536.

1 bid.
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Yet to see Calvinistic unconditionality in suchexplanation would be to assume more than is
said, for full freedom to choose on the part ofeélextor in no way necessitates that he gives no
thought to the condition of the elected, as Coegmas on to show. Citing forms afAéyopou

used in military and political contexts, he not&sudence and experience, appropriate standing
in society or sufficient wealth, courage and sulitgtconstitute the conditions necessary in each
instance, if a person is to be considered for ielet{emphasis added;.

Thus we find in its extra-biblical usage thahéyopau, like its Hebrew counterpani2
considered above, shows no inherent implicationsmabnditionality, and in fact imply the
opposite. Likewise there are no implications adsistibility or particularism (in the Calvinistic
sense) inherent in the term.

Human Choices. Like its OT counterpakdéyopct and its derivatives are used in the

NT of choices that people made. It is used of gpugscking out” the best seats (Lk 14:7), of
Mary choosing to listen to Christ (Lk 10:42), oétbhurch and its leaders selecting Paul and
Barnabas to go to Antioch (Acts 15:22, 25) andhef¢hurch choosing specific men as deacons
(Acts 6:5). And as with its OT equivalent, whiteesistibility is not inherently implied, the
condition of the chosen (e.qg., the best seatgjeheons, Paul and Barnabas) was decidedly a
factor in their being chosen.

Christ Choosing the Twelve. This study found sigurrences ofkA¢yopan related to

Jesus’ selection of the twelve. Peterson attetoptsing these passages to bear upon the
question of soteric electithand dismissing the simple and natural defaulinitigin of “choose”

(for no apparent reason). When faced with the lprolof Judas being listed among these that

15 pid.

¢ peterson, 66-67.
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Jesus “elected,” Peterson makes an interpretatehsihction between non-soteric and soteric
election, based not upon linguistic or strictly textual factors, but solely upon whether Judas
was in the group or not. In doing so Petersonastyuallows his theology to drive his
interpretation (which is less than ideal methodg)og

A closer look at these passages rather showsttdig ts a more natural (and preferable)
understanding ofkA¢yopon — without the linguistically and contextually usjified
connotations altering. One should note in pardicdbhn 15:16 where the usedaha (“but”)
sets the selection of the disciples by Christ ipagition to the (negative) selection of Christ by
the disciples. The two usesaxfAéyopat are identical (except for the person and number as
necessitated by the reversal of subject and obgattextually equating the two. In other
words, Christ’s selection of the disciples carnesdeeper implications than when the same verb
is used (in a negative sense) of the disciples’csein of Christ. In short, both verbs appear to
be simple non-election usesasfAéyopat, best understood as a form of “choose” and nothing
more. Such a default interpretation is equallyniif throughout John’s gospel and the two uses
by Luke (Lk 6:13, Acts 1:2) as well. This categ@@hrist selecting the disciples), therefore,
gives no contextual implications of either of tha@anistic aspects of unconditionality or
irresistibility. However, there is a sense of gatarism in the choosing of the twelve (including

Judas), but in a general sense that is understoaltiforms of selecting.

God Choosing Christ. This study found four instanofexA¢yopan used in reference to
Messianic election — of God choosing Christ (Lk$:33:35; 1Pet 2:4, 6). Peterson makes a big
point of God’s election of Christ. Yet in doing so he inadvertently points out apdmant fact

already mentioned: One must differentiate betwbertifferent types of election, understanding

Y pid., 157-162.
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that all one area implies does not necessarilthyréransfer to another. Unquestionably the
Messiah was chosen (elect) of God. Yet does tregsMnic election warrant superimposing all
aspects of soteric election to Him? Does one ttaferce the need of salvation upon the
Messiah — transferring what is plainly taught itesic election into Messianic election? Of
course there is no justification for such errohud is shown the theological danger in assuming
transferability of any aspect of one type of elaetio another. Each form of election should be
analyzed and understood as a separate area of stgdyring independent Biblical basis for all
aspects of its theology.

Getting back to the findings of this category, ttisdy did determine that these
occurrences do not address unconditionality osistility. The question of particularism is
open for interpretation, but like in the OT equesl this study is inclined to think that it is
implied.

“Elect” as Reference to the Saved. The most frequse okxAéyopon was a

designation for or reference to the saved, withilpé®% of all occurrences belonging to this
category. Yet of the twenty-one occurrences, gdarb-thirds (thirteen instances) only note the
fact of there being an elect, and three more (C&#,3LPet 2:9, James 2:5) give no particular

help to the discussion at hand. More specificéligse sixteen passages are silent on the issue of
conditionality, irresistibility or particularism alection.

One of the remaining five passages, Matt 22:14estdat “many are called, but few are
chosen,” which at first blush seems to support i@aiic election (and esp. particularism). But
“chosen” (like “called” before it) is not a passiverb as English seems to imply, but is rather an
adjective. But what is implied in the adjectivalbél of “chosen” here? The answer is given as

the parable shows the adjective affixed to those melceived the invitation, willingly accepted it
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in a timely fashion, and followed due process nefliin accepting that invitation (i.e., being
appropriately robed, most likely provided by thesth@as per customs of the d3y.
Contextually, these “chosen” are not contrastett wite who was invited but not allowed to
attend (as would illustrate Calvinistic electioblit rather with one that attempted to attend by
side-stepping the due process required by the maste

Additionally the parable indicates that the mast@rstructions to his servants were to
give a genuine invitation to “as many as you cad.fi It also clearly implies that all were free
to reject the invitation if they so chose. Soeast of teaching particularism, this parable rather
implies a genuine general invitation which all &e® to accept or reject, and that one’s ultimate
chosen-ness is based upon his free response tgethatal call. The truths illustrated in this
parable are about as un-Calvinistic as one can get.

In the second passage (2Tim 2:10) Paul statehi¢handured all things “in order that

[the chosen/elect] may obtain the salvation whecimiChrist Jesus” (emphasis added).

Arguably this implies that the subjunctive “may abt[salvation]” was dependent upon the
enduring that Paul did (presumably in his effootshare the gospel (v9)). By Calvinistic
standards, salvation that is in any way dependeni @ctions of man is conditional,
necessitating in turn that the election to thateg@n must be conditional. Thus this verse in
which Paul stated that the salvation of others egalitioned upon his efforts seems to clearly
undermine the Calvinistic stance on the unconditiionof election.

The third remaining verse is 2Pet 1:10, which spedkhe need to be diligent to make
certain (sure, stable) one’s calling and choosadgcf(ion). While a sense of soteric election is

certainly implied, no further implications are giveAs in so many other verses, there is no

18 Ralph Gower and Fred Wighthe New Manners and Customs of Bible Times
(Chicago: Moody Press, 1987), 69.
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implication of unconditionality, particularism, oresistibility. And silence neither supports nor
discredits either side of the issue.

The remaining two scriptures which deal with “eilent in reference to the saved are
Eph 1:7 and Rom 11:7. These are part of largeragassthat will be examined shortly.

Additional Brief Word Studies

Before considering the major passages on eledtisrstudy must first consider two
additional pertinent NT terms, foreknowppyviokw (proginosk)), predestinerfpoopiw
(pro-orizo)) and call coAéw (kaled)).

Foreknow. A key point in the election — free wii#bate is the meaning of God'’s
foreknowledge.ITpoyviiokw is a compound word whose two components mean teeémd
“to know.” Lexical sources define this family obwds as to know beforehand, know in
advance, foreknowledge, advance knowletige.

Citing Biblical examples where one componeni{oxw, (ginoslo, “to know”)) is used
euphemistically for sexual relations, Calvinisteeafargue that the “know” portion of God’s
foreknowing means “love.” Thus, they conclude, Gddreknowledge connotes that He pre-
loved the elect —i.e., He set His mind to (unctodally, irresistibly, and particularly) love
them in eternity past. But there are a numbeegitimate objections to such an interpretation.
First, there is no sexual implication in foreknogdde for which the euphemistic “know” should
be used. Second, a brief examination of occureeabg viyokw revealed no instance in which

it implied love apart from sexual implications. €rk are differing levels of recognition and

19p. Jacobs and H. Krienke, "Foreknowledge, ProgideRredestination,” iihe New
International Dictionary of New Testament Theologg. Colin Brown (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1986), v1: 692; and Rudolf Bultmampdyiviokw," in Theological Dictionary of
the New Testamengd. Gerhard Kittel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 18&3tint, 1993), v1: 715-
716.
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comprehension implied in the various occurrend&st recognition and comprehension are not
equivalent to love, for a good strategist will seéekknow” (i.e., recognize and comprehend his
way of thinking and acting) without any sense aEl@r concern. Thus, (1) there is insufficient
reason found to warrant an interpretation of “loirey1vwoxw, and (2) there is no basis for
superimposing one nuance of the very genaraboxw into its more specific derivative
TPOY VW OKW.

Third, such use afpoytvdiokw is not in keeping with the specific nature of therd
itself or all its NT occurrences. Among its NT siggoytviokw is found in Acts 26:5 where
Paul related that the Pharisees who wanted tikill“mpoyiviiokovtég pe.” It is
inconceivable to interpret this phrase as theyefloved me” (as Calvinists argue is an
acceptable interpretation sfoyiviokw), whereas “knew me before” is clearly the intended
meaning. Peter (2Pet 3:17) likewise usgsyiviokw in a way that cannot mean “fore-loved.”
However, each and every NT occurrencem@fytvwokw is readily understandable using the
basic connotation of pre-cognition or “to know befd To force an alternate meaning without
contextual justification is not good exegetical hogtology, and no such contextual justification
was found in passages such as Rom 8:29,22 1i2on which such Calvinists’ alterations are
often forced.

Revisiting 2Pet 3:17, it is worthy of note thatstpiassage speaks of believers’
foreknowledge of the coming return of Christ. Exany this in light of the purpose of the
present study, one must ask if such foreknowledgsistibly foreordains the event (as per

Calvinists’ understanding of the working of forekviedge). It seems far more plausible that it

20 Cottrell concurs with these findings, and giveeacellent discussion: Jack W.
Cottrell, "The Classic Arminian View of Electionyi Perspectives on Election: Five Vievesl.
Chad Brand (Nashville: Broadman & Holman Publish2696), 88-89.
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is rather the event (set by the choice of God) gihags rise to the human foreknowledge, even
though the foreknowledge pre-dates the event. raust therefore conclude that the term
npoywviokw has no inherent sense of dictating the futureithBumore, this term
unguestionably supports the possibility of the fatestablishing one’s foreknowledge.

Predestine. The Greekoopilw is a compound word which basically means to decide
limit or determine beforehand; to foreordainThere are only six occurrencesmbopifw in
the NT. Rom 8:29, 30 speak of God’s predestinatidelievers to be conformed to the image
of Christ, and Eph 1:5, 11 speak of predestinatioadoption and an inheritance — all of which
arguably have soteric implications. However, reitfhese nor the two non-soteric contexts
(Acts 4:28 and 1Cor 2:7) specifically delve inte thasis or criteria for any form of
predestination. There is nothing inherent in eithe word’s connotation or the passages’
contexts which necessitates (or even hints) tredgstination is unconditional, which in turn
speaks to both irresistibility and particularisthconditionality is not repudiated then neither is
resistibility since one can refuse to meet the ¢@md Also particularism is left open to debate
since each one is potentially left to choose totrtiee condition or not.

Call. The Greek wordoAéw (kaled) is the equivalent to the English “to call,” arahc
connote a similar range of meanings. The prewodisicussed Matt 22:14 (“many are called,
but few are chosen”) uses the adjective formad&w in the sense of “to invite” (cf. v3, 4 which
give the verb form with the same nuance). The veardalso connote a command, as of a
superior demanding the presence of a subordinataddition to these, there are other equally

valid connotations, e.g., “the giving of a namenimkname, . . . or the attribution of a particular

21 Jacobs and Krienke, v1: 695; and K. L. Schmidpobpitw," in Theological
Dictionary of the New Testamemd. Gerhard Kittel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 18§tint,
1993), v5: 456.
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rank.”? These nuances are paralleled in the English,*@alla boy calls to his friend to come
and play (inviting), the military calls up a soldfer duty (commanding), and a mother calls her
newborn, “Sarah” (naming). Distinctions betweeamees must be determined by context, and
the intended nuance is sometimes unclear.

An Examination of Major Passages on Election

This study will now consider in some depth the nmpebtal passages used in support of
Calvinistic election. These loosely corresponat@at Peterson calls “the three most important
Pauline texts on electiof®Rom 8:29-30; Rom 9:6-24 (which is here expandeddide most
of chapters 9-11); Eph 1:4-5, 11.

Romans 8. One of the largest battlegrounds irkaetion debate — both in passage size
and the extent of discussion — is Romans 8-11 hiwihis larger battlefield are three primary
front lines that will be considered separately:nfans 8:29-30, Romans 9 and Romans 11:1-7.

To properly exegete the intended message of RogrE)Zequires that one first consider
the contextual setting. The passage does merdteniselection, so it does speak to the primary
guestion of this study. However, it must be ndted the principle focus of the passage is hope
and assurance to suffering saints and not elepgoise. And as already established, care must
be exercised in such cases to not read unintenal@etations into the passage, and especially
into its silence.

Peterson notes that v29-30 are this passage’sghwertses relative to the Calvinistic
argument. To examine the full context, howevere pwst begin as early as v17 where the topic

of suffering as children of God is introduced. Rdiscusses suffering among believers and in

22 |_. Coenen, ¥aAé6," in The New International Dictionary of New Testamemedlogy
ed. Colin Brown (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 19863-24.

23 peterson, 85.
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the whole creation (v17-23), the hope that perssvar suffering (v24-25), and the Spirit’s help
in suffering (v26-27). Verse 28 then accents @adl causes all things — with an implied
inclusion on the current subject (suffering) — torkvfor the good of those suffering believers (as
well as all the saved). Verses 31-39 continue’®4okp talk” to the suffering, including the
truths that God’s support is greater than anyorengthing that might stand against the believers
(v31); nothing can separate believers from Chu38{39) or His love (v35); and believers are
‘super-conquerors’ (v37).

Three particular issues will be considered befakeng a closer examination of the whole
of v29-30. First is the question of whether theelisitems are given in a chronological order,
with each subsequent element temporally followind based upon the previous one. The
argument offered by some Calvinists seems to bedoagon such a perspective: First God
foreknew, and then the ones that He foreknew Hdgsténed, and then the ones that He
predestined He called. . . . But such a tempaanession is not specifically stated or
necessarily implied in the passage, nor is it resrgs0 accomplish the purpose of the context
(e.g., comforting the suffering believers). Thesage could instead be intended as a chain of
items in a logical progression (or no progressioalla where temporal chronology is a non-
issue. As an example of non-temporal logical peegion someone could reason as follows: If a
person is the CEO of a major business then he hagasalary; and if he has a huge salary then
he has a big personal investment portfolio; ariteihas such a portfolio he has income tax
attorneys; and if he has income tax attorneys leavkrthe pain of dealing with lawyers. All of
these items are given in a logical progressionautmecessarily implying any temporal
sequence of events. To this student a logical pssywn, or even a non-progressive listing of

contextually applicable items, is superior to agenal-progression understanding of v29-30.
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The concept of God having to make decisions in teaiprogression (e.g., He first foreknew,
then He subsequently predestined) seems inconsigitérthe characteristics of One who has
arguably always known and willed that which He dasr known and willed. Thus, this study
considers this listing to be a non-temporal pragjogsof items and deems conclusion built upon
such a progression unsupported by this passage.

The second issue concerns the tense of the veedsughese two verses. Peterson
comments, “Paul employs five simple past-tenseiggorerbs to depict God's deeds.”
Peterson is correct that the verbs are aorist t@amskthat the aorist tense typically — but not
always — depicts past action. While the first tvgobs (“foreknew” and “predestined”) were
arguably accomplished in eternity past (i.e., “@asse”), it is quite obvious that the last two —
and possibly three (depending on one’s interpaatat verbs (“glorified,” “justified,” and
possibly “called”) have not yet been accomplishadall the elect. Thus, instead of the more
typical past-tense use of the aorist, it seemsrdtiat this could be the rarer gnomic aorist
which is “. . . occasionally used to present a l#®g, general fact. . . . [l]t does not refer to a
particular event thadid happen, but to a generic event thaéshappen. Normally, it is
translated like a simple present ten&e f this is the sense that Paul intended — as serare
fitting to the passage — then the list of five \&epbesent timeless truths and not past actions. As
Wallace indicates, the present tense would be thieqable English rendering to convey these
ideas. (See below.)

This leads to the third item to be considered:nle@aning of “call.” It is often assumed,

especially among the writing Calvinists, that tladieg in this passage connotes a beckoning or

24 bid.

2> Daniel B. WallaceGreek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An ExegeticalaSyftthe
New Testamer{tGrand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1996), 562.
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command, as one would demand the presence of adsndi@. This study questions the validity

of that assumption that rules out other possiegditvithout warrant. Is it not also possible — and

possibly more fitting to both the immediate contantl the broader context of scripture (Is 61:2;
Rev 2:17) — that this is rather a sense of nanasg@ father would give his name to a newly born
or newly adopted son? At the least, it seems tiseme reason to discount the possibility of such
a connotation ofaAéw in this passage.

Now this study will consider these verses in wholéith these key verses sandwiched in
the middle of an immediate context which offerastasce for the suffering saints, one proceeds
on the assumption that the timeless truths of V@@+@ also purposed to offer a similar support.
To paraphrase (with implied meanings inserted))&discourse arguably goes like this:

28. We know that God makes good come from all enstances [which includes
suffering] for those that love Him [like you do]chare, in accordance with [His]
purpose, [already] the called/named/rariRemhes [which, again, you are].

29. [And we can know that God causes good to coam &ll circumstances...] Because
everyone who He knows [from] before-times [i.ee Haved, including you], He also
predetermines that they were to be conformed tasClikeness....

30. And those who He so predetermines He alsd/aftses/gives rank to [ — and |
already said that you are called ones (v28) sthigllapplies to you — ], and the ones
He calls/names/gives rank to He justifies [whichislaccomplishing in you, in part,
through this suffering], and the ones He justiftesglorifies [as He will one day do
with youl].

31. So what can we say? If God is for us [as bgeall this which He works in the lives
of the elect], then [by comparison] whoever or velvat might be against us
[including your present suffering] doesn’t amouménything.

This study deems this expanded paraphrase, thauky énd cumbersome, to be the gist of the
intentions of this passage. The verses in que§ti®®-30) build item upon item to this climax:

All that God is doing in His workings with His pelep- from eternity past to eternity future —

give the suffering believers every reason to b@eraged and to carry on.

6 «Called” here is an adjective (indicating a degstioin), not a passive verb (which
would imply being acted upon). See earlier disicusef “call” for an explanation of
interpretations.
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While this passage speaks of the elect, its purjgsasegive support to the suffering elect,
not to describe the process of election. Thisystleems that an attempt to ascertain the
particular aspects of Calvinistic election andpitscess from this passage is to push the passage
beyond its intended message.

Romans 9. Moving from chapter eight to chaptee ipresents another passage many
Calvinists are quick to claim in support of Calgine election. On the other hand, some non-
Calvinists may have been over-reactive to thosesladismissing this passage too quickly as
non-soteric. Since Paul begins the discussiohisnsection (chapters 9-11) by expressing his
earnest desire for his fellow Jews’ salvation, adn is obviously involved in this passage to
some extent, and non-Calvinists are at fault ingilaglit.

Chapter 9 begins with Paul sharing his deep yegrointhe salvation of his countrymen.
“But,” one might ask, “how is it possible that asd3 chosen people the Jews are not saved?
God hasn't failed, has He?” (v6a). Paul framesahswer by differentiating between theocratic
election and soteric election, and illustrating letéer by the former.

These distinctions are seen in v8-13 as Paul csistthe children of the flesh (i.e., all
biological descendents) with children of the praamiis Israel’'s own history, with God showing
love (v11-13, also called mercy in v15) on the brather (Jacob) while hating (relatively; cf. Lk
14:26) the other. The point made here is that iifierence in God’s dealing with the soteric
elect and non-elect Jews in Paul's day is congistéh His handling of the theocratic elect and
non-elect in the days of their forefathers. Thesom behind the present difference is not fully
spelled out at this point, but it is hinted at lhem Paul says it was “God’s purpose” and “not
because of works” (v11) — with “works” already ddished in this epistle as that which is

contrasted to faith (Rom 3:20-4:6).
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“But it isn’t fair” — Paul anticipates the objecti@f others (v14) — “that God should save
some of ‘His people’ (theocratic sense) while alloyvtheir brothers to perish!” Paul responds
with God’s words to Moses, showing that there ismuostice (v14) when God has mercy and
compassion (v15) on one person that is above thatwHe gives to another (cf. the parable of
the workers in the field (Matt 20)). God was nofainto Esau in providing additional blessings
to Jacob, nor is He unfair to ethnic Israel in sgwhe remnant while allowing others to perish.

Verse 16 draws a conclusion from the previous @erBkat something (subject is not
stated) is not the result of willing or working,tlaf God’s mercy. The subject is arguably the
distinction between the elect and non-elect (whiak been the subject of the whole discussion),
but that forces the question of which of the twecgbns — theocratic election among the
forefathers, or soteric election among the JewRauil's day — does Paul have in mind. The
answer to that question hinges upon the intenadnd 4. Is it a response only to the extended
discussion of the theocratic election in v6b-13does it include the broader discussion of
soteric-election distinction among the Jews thattbeocratic election is set forth to illustrate?
This study deems the context (including the presemde participles of v16) to suggest both
forms of election are intended. If both typesletgon are here in the mind of Paul, v16 could
functionally be understood as:

So then, [election] [is] not of the one willing nof the one runnindyut [rather] of the
one showing the mercy ([i.e.,] God).

With the subject determined, the implications & genitive/ablatives (the three “of's” in
the above rendering) must now be addressed. Tiievgeof production — i.e., where “of” is
replaced with “produced b§* — seems fitting to the intentions of the versel anuld indicate

that election is not the product of a person’s wilhis effort, but it is the product of God’s

27 \Wallace, 104-05.
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mercy. This would disallow the extreme forms ok&freill theology (e.g., Pelagianism), yet does
not go so far as to counter free will theology thelieves God provides the salvation but allows
man the freedom to accept or reject it (e.g.,usttbelievef®

Verses 17 and 18 are directly connected to the shought as v16 (note “for” and “so”).
Pharaoh, like Esau, is given as one God chosesteg#ird — and in Pharaoh’s case God even to
the point of destroying him. In response to thihse hold that this verse supports Calvinistic
election, note that while the ultimate outcome lb&iRaoh’s destruction is specified (i.e., that
God’s name might be proclaimed), the verse istsdencerning factors behind God’s choosing
Pharaoh to accomplish that purpose — and the Bibl#ent has no justification for confusing
desired outcome with contributing factors. Thecoute of World War Il Audie Murphy’s
battlefield heroism was international acclaim, ibig presumptuous to accredit that outcome as
the sole factor (or any factor at all, for that tegtin his acts of heroism. Similarly, God choice
to demonstrate His power though Pharaoh’s destruati no way implies that other factors —
e.g., the pride and rebellion of Pharaoh as eviggint his repeated disregard for God’s demands
— were not factors in His making that choice. Haors, this passage cannot legitimately be
construed to support Calvinistic reprobation (K&od’s foreordination of individuals to eternal
destruction, disallowing them an opportunity folvation).

In verses 19-21 Paul argues God’s justificatiothenabove matters by an illustration of a
potter. The potter is able at his own decisiom#ke from “the same lump” (illustrating all

Israel) both vessels for special honor (the sagethant) and vessels for common (literally,

8 Some might assume that the genitive of productigrich assigns election as the
product of God’s mercy and not man’s will, disallbwmwan’s free will in accepting or rejecting
election. Such an understanding over-stretchemtéstion of the genitive’'s meaning, for
Wallace also cites “the unity of the Spirit” (Egh3) as another genitive of production (ibid.),
yet the production of unity by the Spirit obviouslges not imply that man is unable to accept or
reject such unity when offered.
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“without special honor”) use (the remainder of étHsrael). Paul simply states that the potter is
able to choose as he wills, but makes no hinteatehason for the distinction.

Based upon the lesson of the potter, Paul (v2Z&tes that God patiently endured
vessels of wrath which had “fitted’ themselves”idaie voice}® for destruction (ethnic Israel,
and possibly others) in order that He might makevkmHis glorious riches upon the vessels of
mercy (the saved, both from Israel and the Genflex1))*° The passage does not yet delineate
the reason the vessels of wrath (ethnic Israelgwade fit for destruction beyond the
implications that they brought it upon themsehfegbe middle voice of the verb is accepted.

The remainder of the chapter explains the OT proiekehat the larger portion of Israel
would be lost, a remnant of Israel would remaiat from among “those who are not my
people” will God call some “my people.” What walllow this addition of a new group? It will
be attained by a righteousness which comes fratim f@80). Why will many who were
previously called God’s people (ethnic Israel) &allay? “Because they did not pursue
[righteousness] through faith” (v32). A lack oftfa(belief, trust) is the reason behind — and
arguable the instrument of — ethnic Israel’s bdittgd (or fitting themselves) for destruction
(v22) as vessels of wrath. (This lack of trusfasth also explains the destruction that came upon
the illustrative Pharaoh (v17), for he had shoveac& of faith in hardening his own heart prior
to God actively hardening it.) One’s faith is fheotal factor in the distinction between

theocratically elected Israel and soterically edddisrael, ultimately answering the question of

29W. E. Vine,An Expository Dictionary of New Testament WordshWheir Precise
Meanings for English Reader$ vols in 1. (Old Tappan, NJ: Fleming H. Reved.(.d.), v2:
106.

%01t is worthy of note that these are “vessels ofayiewhich God “prepared before,”
(mponTorpadw (proetoima)). However, as indicated by the only other NTwoence of this
word (Eph. 2:10), such preparation does not imp8sistibility.
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v6a. Additionally God’s purpose (v11), God’s cle{wll), and the children of God’s promise
are all integrally tied to the exercise of faitFihus faith, not the elements of Calvinistic electio
is shown in this chapter to be what differentidiesveen the soteric elect and the non-soteric-
elect.

Romans 11. Chapter 10 forwards Christ as the tgatbof saving faith — a faith which
is equally accessible to Jews and Gentiles alfk&ul then returns to focus upon the Jews in
chapter 11. In vl he asks if God has rejectedolaple (ethnic Israel), to which he answers,
“Never!” He then expounds upon that answer (v2)githe same distinctions he made in
chapter 9: God has not rejected “those He foreknéwe saved) that are among Israel. In v2b-4
Paul then illustrates that fact with the OT exangdl&lijah.

Pressing the OT illustration upon the present5SifPaul states that there has come to
presently be a remnant (children of promise) adogrtb [the] choice/selection of grace (in
opposition to works, v6). Verse 7 shows that wdthhic Israel sought, they did not (as a whole)
obtain; rather the chosen (i.e., children of pr@nisithin the whole did obtain it, but the
remainder (children of the flesh) were hardenetis T still within the same general context as
chapter 9, and it follows that the hardening heneairt of the same process as the being fitted (or
fitting themselves) for destruction in 9:22 — whibith the fitting and the hardening caused by the
lack of faith noted in 9:32"

Verse 5 also notes that the remnant / chosen (ehilaf promise) are present “according
to [the] choice / election of grace.” Chapter 8 hready established that faith (trust, believing)

is what distinguishes individuals in this groupnfrthe rest of ethnic Israel. Merging the two

31 Granted, 11:8 speaks of God giving them a spirstapor..., but that is explainable by
either: (1) ‘God giving them over to..." in the semdgassive allowing or actively removing
restraints against such a spirit (e.g. the eviitsihiat God gave King Saul (1Sam 16:14ff)); or
(2) God enacting a “reap what you have sown” ppieci
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Biblical concepts, God’s election is working hanchand with the exercise of the believers’ trust
— not to imply the two are equal partners, but ablyias the former sovereignly designed in
such a way that the final outcome is dependent tippiatter. It is clear from these two
chapters that election is produced by God’s imtgagpart from man, but its actualization is
dependent upon the individual exercising his trust.

To close this extended consideration of Romans, dwld particular observations will be
mentioned. First, the pivotal factor appears toheechoice to believe (trust, faith) in Rom 9:30.
From this believing righteousness is obtained &edchildren of promise are determined
(following the pattern of Abraham (cf. Gal 3:6))acking this faith the children of the flesh
perish under the judgment of God (after the exaraplharaoh). Trust (faith, believing) — not
election, either in whole or its various components the key to the distinctions in this passage.

Second, the whole tone of Paul's heart arguablg naunter to Calvinistic election. Paul
expresses the anguish of his heart in the firstesses of chapter 9, then states that his prayer t
God is that Israel might be saved (10:1). The whohe is not of one that is convinced of God’s
irresistible foreordination that has irreversibét the one’s eternal outcome in stone. Rather, it
is of one that, with full knowledge of what God&éknowledge, predestination, calling, etc.
entail, nevertheless prayed that his fellow Istaglfmight be saved.” Twist that as one’s
intellectual arguments might try, the heart of plassage is nothing less than Paul praying for
something that “might” (implying possibility) happeeven within the bounds of God'’s election.
That alone should be sufficient to convince onghefshortcomings of Calvinistic election.

Ephesians 1. Attention is now turned to a briefissderation of Eph 1:4-5, 11. These
verses state,

...Just as [God] chose us in [Christ] before the fdation of the world, that we would be
holy and blameless before Him. In love He predestins to adoption as sons through
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Jesus Christ to himself, according to the kindritioa of His will. . . . [In Him] also we
have obtained an inheritance, having been pre@estincording to His purpose who
works all things after the counsel of His will... (NASB)
The passage states that God “chose (elected) arelibke foundation of the world,” but this
raises a number of the pivotal questions. Whaeweg criteria for choosing? The broad nature
of exAéyopoun (eklegomai*“to choose”) does not provide any insight, and @nforced to
acknowledge that this specific passage simply dbsaw, which once again offers support for
neither side of the debate.

To whom is “us” referring? Some consider it tothese that believe; others would say it
is those that God, for purposes known only to Hietgided to choose with total disregard of the
person’s conditionality. But “us” is a referenceitdividuals that have already been saved —
Paul and the “saints who are at Ephesus” — bulestsabout what factors allowed them to be
included in that grouping.

The time of this choosing was “before the foundatéthe world,” but does this
necessarily imply an irresistible foreordinatiod#Athout knowing the criteria for the selection —
which this passage is silent about — it is impdedib say.

Who is predestined? While it is obviously the sdo®” here again the passage only
states that the already saved are included, babwitinsight into the criteria for their being
among the predestined. Certainly the passage statvthe predestination is according to
God’s will (v5) and purpose (v11), but what is thall and purpose? Is it some “hidden” will
that man is unable to ascertain, or is some fabtiris elsewhere spelled out in scripture? The
passage is silent on that issue.

God works all things after the counsel of His wbllit what is that will? Once again, the

scripture doesn't say.
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Since this passage is time and again silent abewspects of Calvinistic election, one is
forced to concede that this passage is not giveth@éopurpose of substantiating such matters. It
rather focuses on God’s long-standing choice (@hal)the goal of that choice (v4b); His love
which predetermines the adoption as His childré&a)yincluding the means for adoption (v5b);
and even giving an inheritance (v11) — all thessagthings for “us” who are already saved.
Summary

Based upon the study of the families of Hebrew @Grekk terms for “election” and their
usage, this study concludes:

1. The default meaning for these terms is a simplsesefhselection or choosing, without
any deeper theological implications. Thereforeranfof “choose” or “select” or
comparable synonym should be the normal translatidhese terms unless otherwise
required by the context. This study finds that@advinists’ tendency to arbitrarily
translate these terms as “elect” or “election” madtempt to imply deeper theological
ramifications is often unwarranted and artificial.

2. These terms have no inherent connotations of thar@sic election aspects of
irresistibility, unconditionality, or particularism(In fact, both Biblical and extra-Biblical
uses often imply the opposite.) Therefore, anjasoplications must be established by
the contexts of individual passages, not assum#étkinuance of the terms themselves.

3. A very large percentage of occurrences of theseseelating to soteric election are
actually contextually silent on the particular agpeof Calvinistic election. Such silence
cannot be legitimately argued as either suppodimndiscrediting either side of the
debate. These passages simply establish thatishesoteric form of election — nothing

more.
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4. The few passages which speak to the Calvinistieaspmlo not support irresistibility or
unconditionality. This study further concludestthalegree of particularism is implied in
some passages; but within the soteric passagesrtited to the normal inference
inherent to any choosing, but with no Calvinistiedones. Schrenk speaks to this,
although focused on a more limited scope: “In patirekAé¢yeobat is not adapted to
serve as the basis of a dogma of [Calvinistic]t@dacand reprobation. It is unfortunate
that the concept of election has been linked vithgredestinarian controverss?."This
study concurs, findings the same true of all agpetCalvinistic election in all election
terms considered.
In short, based upon its findings this study mastctude that the Biblical terms and their
various passages give no basis for a Calvinistitetstanding of election, but rather appear to
support an theology of salvation that is conditlpresistible and generally offered. These will
be developed further as this study progresses.
Free Will

Having completed an exegetical study of electibis, $tudy now examines the issue of
free will. Like election, the boundaries and edefinition of free will have been argued through
the centuries — ranging from fatalism which assumas has no free will to Pelagianism which
believes man’s free will is nearly boundless. Ttigdent’'s personal definition of free will
dovetails with Erasmus who said, “By freedom ofthiwe understand . . . the power of the
human will whereby man can apply to or turn awayrfithat which leads unto eternal

salvation,®® — although with the phrase, “once God has drawnrsuffixed for clarity.

32 Schrenk and Quell, 175.

3 Erasmus, "The Free Will," iDiscourse on Free Willed. Ernst F. Winter (New York:
Continuum, 1999), 20.
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However, the nature of this study’s discussion ireguthat the expression be used to cover the
broader range of meanings as well.

A couple of factors come into play in a Biblical@y of free will. Unlike the term
“election, “free will” (as used in the debate) @t specifically found in the Bible. As such word
meanings are more than a simple lexical study @adroence studies are not an easy
concordance look-up. Instead the words and oceceemust be studied under the more general
term “will.”

The second factor is that man’s ability to exertisewill, especially within Calvinistic
thought, is more the “left-overs” not consumed md@ will, rather than an item to be studied
on its own. In order to provide as comprehensistudy as possible, this study will examine
both God’s will and man’s will, attempting to idégtany stated and implied limitations that the
former places upon the latter.

Will in the Old Testament

In the haystack of OT occurrences of the word “Witlh all forms and meanings), this
study identified four applicable “needles.”
Making reference to the power that Pharaoh gavy@seph Ps 105:22 states, “To

imprison his princes at will. . . .” The Hebrew mlasw23] (nephesh whose primary meaning is

breathe or life, but is variously interpreted ae’srsoul, mind, heart, pleasure or dedfréut
this is a very rare connotation of a very frequented word, and has no significant impact on
this study.

A second OT word for will, the Aramareuwth is found exclusively in Ezra (two

occurrences). Itis used in a decree by Artaxerstasing that the materials at Ezra’s and the
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Jews’ disposal, “you may do according to the wilyour God” (Ezra 7:18). The same word is
used in Ezra 5:17, and is translated as “pleaqi@) and “decision” (NASB). Strong’s
Concordance notes that this word corresponasito® (re’uwth), which is itself used only in
Ecclesiastes (seven instances) of the “vexatiorspaft. This word is deemed to play no role in
the question at hand.

Another Aramaic terntseba, has ten occurrences which are isolated to th& bbo
Daniel. The definitions for this term include tesite, to be inclined, to be willing, to be
pleased® Nine of the ten occurrences are in the storyetidthadnezzar’s insanity, denoting
both the sovereignty of God’s will (4:17, 25, 35, 5:21) and the sovereignty of
Nebuchadnezzar’s rule as king (5:19 (four time3@e final occurrence (7:19) speaks of
Daniel's “desire” (NASB) to understand the meantrig portion of prophecy. Thus, this term
which contextually gives the strongest OT exprassibthe sovereignty of God's will over man,
(1) equally shows a subordinate but nonethelessremn (free) will in man, and (2) is also used
contextually of one’s desire.

The fourth OT word i§137 (ratson), occurring 56 times and meaning goodwill, favor,
acceptance, wifl’ The term has such a broad spectrum of usesliffiiisult to determine much
specific about it. Its various uses include ocences with either God or man as its subject, and

is given with a host of objects (God, man, saaifijgersonal appetites, just weights, Zion, etc.).

34 James Strong, "A Concise Dictionary of the Wordthe Hebrew Bible," iThe
Exhaustive Concordance of the Bilidashville: Abingdon, 1980), 80.

% Ibid., 109.
3 Brown, Driver, and Briggs, 1108.
%" Ibid., 953.
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It is also used adjectivally (e.g., “acceptablegtiin The term variously connotes God’s will (per
se), God's favor, man’s will (per se), man’s desyeneral acceptance.

Will in the New Testament

In the NT “will” is built primarily around the wordroups 0BéAw (thel) andBodAopat
(bouloma). Miiller defineéAw with meanings like wish, want, desire, will, taieasure in;
intention®® Schrenk’s definitions include, “to be ready arlined;” “the motive of desire;”
“[ijntention;” “resolve, decision and choice;” “wit and “desire, wish.** Schrenk does make
some effort to limit the meanings when used withdtdout offers no justification for varying
from the normal Biblical and extra-Biblical rangenoseanings. One is forced to wonder if
theology is driving his interpretation instead afevversa.

Muiller defines the family ofodAopcn with terms like to will, wish, want, desire; rege)
purpose; intentioi" Concerning this word Schrenk notes, “In mosthef NT passages, . . . the
sense is that of ‘wishing,’ ‘desiring’ or ‘intendji often with something of all three (27 times
out of a total of 37)* ThusBodAopat is a multifaceted word having a wide range of rmesn

Some people attempt to make significant distinatibetwee®éAw andBodAopar, but

Miller disagrees. “A clear terminological distimmet betweerboulomai(originally volition as a

38 Dietrich Muller, "Will," in The New International Dictionary of New Testament
Theology ed. Colin Brown (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1988),1018.

39 G. Schrenk,®¢Aw," in Theological Dictionary of the New Testamesd. Gerhard
Kittel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1967; reprint, 1993-46, 53.

4% |bid., 47-52.
41 Maller, v3: 1015.

2 G. Schrenk, BodAopar," in Theological Dictionary of the New Testameed. Gerhard
Kittel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1967; reprint, 1993: 632.
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mental act) anthelb (originally instinctive desire) . . . is excludatithe time of the NT by their
largely synonymous usagé®”

In addition to the two main word families just mentd, this study also found thirteen
occurrences from three other word famili&sov (hekon 3 instances)kudokia (eudokia 9),
andedvoiag (eunoias 1). Word meanings for these are similar to ttexijpus words.

This study examined 317 NT occurrences of thederaldted words. Each occurrence
was then categorized by the subject and type oivtthand then examined for contextual
implications. The subjects were found to be hunfa@8 occurrences / 63% of total); God (77 /
24%); Christ (34 / 11%); and creation, the dea€,Dbvil, an event, the Spirit, and wind (2 or
less occurrences each). The contextually implagthotations were simple desire (203 / 64%);
intention (29 / 9%); consent (14 / 4%); and acckioidness, and pleasing (each with less than 5
occurrences). Analysis of both subject and conimotalistribution among the various Greek
words indicates no solid identifiable pattern. Magsociated with God does seem to favor the
nounBéAnua, but since human will stands out as equally premirin the verb formeéaw)
these tendencies were assumed to be of no sigméca

The observant reader may have noticed that theotational breakdown in the previous
paragraph falls considerably short of 100%. Téisdacause in 63 occurrences (20%) this study
was not able to immediately ascertain the speriffdied meaning. Of those 63, there are 53
which deal with God’s will. For example Matt 12:Sttes, "For whoever does the will of My
Father who is in heaven, he is My brother and isatel mother.” Does “will” here mean God’s
intention, or is it His desire? Or consider Ac8&21, “but [Paul] taking leave of them and

saying, ‘I will return to you again if God willslie set sail from Ephesus.” Does this reference

43 Maller, v3: 1015.
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imply God’s intended plan, or simply his consenPtul’'s request? Yet even such a large
percentage of indeterminate meanings does not ethttegrelatively huge preference (83% of
the occurrences with discernable implications)uioderstanding will as a simple desire. And for
many of the undetermined instances such an unaeistpof will works quite well.

Of special note to this study, “God’s will” coveasvide range of meanings, implying
desire, consent, and intention. A single meanang.( eternal intention or plan) cannot be
assumed as a given for every occurrence of theesgan or even the default. (See Appendix A
for an expanded consideration of the various megnia the expression “will of God.”)
Certainly the Calvinist’'s theory that “that whiclo@wills He does” — which seemingly
presumes a single connotation in all the referetew&®d’s will — stands in stark contrast to this
study’s findings.

Also of note is that the Bible speaks freely amdjfrently of the will of man —
outnumbering references to God’s will at a surpgdive-to-two ratio. And the contextual
connotations applied to man’s will run nearly thene® gamut as those implied for God, and
show man in free exercise of his will. Those ttlatm that God’s foreknowledge of the future
disallows man'’s free choice are hard pressed tdyjubkat claim in light of all the Biblical
references to man’s exercising of his own will.isT$tudy concludes that this item alone is
enough to refute such an understanding of forekadgé.

A few specific will-related passages are worthyofe. A verse commonly used by
Calvinists to discount human will is Phil 2:13: “@o.. is at work in you...to will...for [His]
good pleasure.” But Paul here uses a present #enbeaddressed to the saved, and thus

whatever the phrase means it does not target celeation.
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The verse also begs the question of which nuanteilifis intended. This student
feels that simple desire is likely meant, implythgt God influences the desire and does not
speak to the decision, per se. This would make¢hge a non-issue in the debate. However,
those who understand will as decision instead sirdeshould note this: Even if God influences
the will as this verse implies, the final yes-neid®n is still stated as “youl[r] . . . will.” Thi
study maintains that an irresistible decision iglbfinition not a decision of one’s will and is
contrary to the tone and intention of this passage.

In Mk 14:36 and parallel passages Jesus prayeadt ‘G.yet not what | will, but what
You [will].” Interestingly, the perfect, sinlesesus had a will that was different than His
Father’s. Note that this demands that this wilCbfist be understood as simple desire, not
determined plan of the heart, for the latter wqaudl Him at odds with His Father, which would
be sin.

Also note that the second “will” (that of God) istractually given but is required to be
supplied as a duplicate of the earlier “will.” $hequires that the two wills have the same
connotations, and since Christ’s will is simpleiceegas concluded above), then God’s will here
must be simple desire as well. Thus, this versavstihe invalidity of reading a sense of
“foreordained plan” into every instance of God’dlwi

In Lk 13:34 Jesus speaks to the Jews, personifieiausalem. He tells of His will
(6éAw) to gather them to Him, but they would (a@w) not. This is unquestionably a case
where, by God’s allowance, the will of the Divinasvset aside in deference to the will of man.
Thus, the will of God was here conditioned uponwhieof humanity — and obviously theee
will of man. And since this has soteric connotagiothe passage clearly indicates God’s will of

salvation is resistible.
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This study will consider one final verse in thiseggory, this one addressing
particularism. Peter writes, “The Lord is . . t mdlling (BodAopcn) for any to perish but
[willing] for all to come to repentance” (2Pet 3:9Pne wonders why Calvinists, who constantly
argue that whatever God wills will be accomplishiedctionally argue against that very
principle here and say that God does not provid@yafor that which He wills. It is no small
feat of interpretational gymnastics to twist thespage to undermine what it clearly does state:
God does not will (desire) for people to eterngllyish; He wills (desires) for them to repent.
And yet He — the One who alone is able to provigeag for that will to be accomplished — cares
so little about both His own will and the individagerishing that He determines to not provide
a way for repentance? That would be the heigitaainsistency, a total disregard by God of His
own will (from He Who the Calvinists constantly thas the One that places His will above all
else), and a total lack of love from Him who sanijgts say “is love.” It is just inconceivable.
This study can only conclude that this is anotlasecf the a priori ideology influencing one’s
interpretatiorf* and in this case forcing a meaning that is copti@what is actually meant.

But the electionists might counter that the prou&d inconsistency is not different than
the inconsistency that free-willers’ approach dedsahat God wills the salvation of those that
are never saved, and thus His will is still thwert& his would be a valid observation, and
worthy of a moment of thought. If will in this psege were understood as God'’s determined
plan, then in fact both sides of the argument aced with irreconcilable contradictions. Free-
willers are faced with the contradiction betweeratv@od determines will happen and what in
reality doesn’t happen. But electionists find Glatermined to saveveryoneand that is itself

contrary to their understanding of election.

4 For an extended discussion of the impact of arigdeologies in the election — free
will debate, see Burk®&ebate 9ff.
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It seems necessary to understand will in this gpeseat as a determined plan, but as the
far more common nuance of “desire.” Yet while saatonnotation actually frees both parties
from the noted contradictions, it is still problemodor the Calvinists. Such a connotation would
state that God desires one thing when in fact etimas (as per Calvinistic dogma) show
otherwise. Does God genuinely desire every peisdie saved, and yet provides for the
reprobate no chance to receive that which is nead#ilable and even provides salvation of
others? This would require that the actions of @rclearly in contradiction to His stated
desire. And given the principle of Prov 20:11 (&&va child makes himself known by his
acts...” (ESV)), one is left to conclude that Godi$i@n in disallowing salvation to anyone
negates the statement that He desires their saivalihis in turn makes God to be a liar. This
student rather chooses to take the alternate thateloes not functionally result in such
accusations against God.

This study rather takes the passage for what &, sayd how it arguably would have been
understood in the hearing of those originally reicgy this epistle: God does not wish (and
therefore does not will) anyone to perdition; Gedices that all repent; and by clear implication,
God provides a way of repentance for all. Paréigain (and reprobation as well) are thus
refuted.

Summary

This study of the intrinsic and contextual meaniafthe Biblical terms for “will” leads
to the following conclusions:

1. Willis a very broad term, ranging in meaning frdesire to determined plan. Any

specific connotations and limitations must be sethie context of a passage.
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2. Man has a will that is his own, exercised at hisdtge discretion (as opposed to
fatalism). Inthe words of Jerome, “For that weé&ee will, and according to our
own choice incline to good or evil, is part of Kisace who made us what we are, in
His own image and likenes$>”

3. Willis used with both God and man as subject, taederm carries the same range of
meanings in both groups. Within that broader ramgkin the sense of exercising
one’s own determined plan is applicable to Godraad alike, although the former is
clearly superior to the latter in the event that thvo were matched against each other.

4. In allowing man the freedom to use his own will,dzpes at times subjugate His
will to man’s.

5. Specifically in the case of salvation, there isaclevidence that:

a. God genuinely wills the salvation of all peopleughimplying that He has
made the way whereby all people might be saved);

b. The will of God in actually conveying salvationisy His own sovereign
choice] conditioned upon the will of man, at lefmsthe extent that man can
by his own will accept or refuse that which God (i€f) wills for him.

Implications from Other Bible Teachings

The above arguments are deemed enough to bringn@aly election into serious
guestion, if not disallow it completely. The foMlaong shorter deliberations are offered to further

address the theological considerations of the ieleet free will debate.

> Jerome, "Against the Pelagians, Book 1,Ninene and Post-Nicene Fathers: A Select
Library of the Christian Church. (Second Serjex). Philip Schaff and Henry Wace (Peabody,
MA: Hendrickson, 1994).
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The General and Genuine Invitation

Constraints will not allow a fully developed dissiomn, but the following is a list of the
scriptures which indicate that God’s offer of séiva is to everyone, and thus address the
guestion of Calvinist particularism.

e [God] desires all men to be saved and to comedadmlowledge of the truth (1Tim
2:4, emphasis added)

e [John the Baptist] came as a witness, to testibuathe Light, so that all might
believe through him (Jn 1:7, emphasis added)

e The Lord. .. is patient toward you, not wishing &ny to perish but for alb come
to repentance (2 Pet 3:9, emphasis added).

e But as many as received Him, to them He gave gie to become children of God,
[even] to those who believe in His name (Jn 1:1M3pleasis added).

e For the Son of Man has come to seek and to savevtheh was lost (Luke 19:10).

¢ And it shall be that everyone who calls on the naiffrite Lord will be saved (Acts
2:21, emphasis added).

e Whoever will call on the name of the Lord will beved (Rom 10:13, emphasis
added).

e The Spirit and the bride say, "Come." And let tihhe avho hears say, "Come." And
let the one who is thirsty come; let the one whehas take the water of life without
cost (Rev 22:17, emphasis added).

e For God so loved the world, that He gave His odgditen Son, that whoever
believes in Him shall not perish, but have etelif@(John 3:16, emphasis added).

Read with their natural meanings, as the origieatlers would have understood them, any one
of these verses would draw particularism into qaastThe weight of the whole is sufficient to
disprove this aspect of Calvinistic election.

The Demand for Missions

From the various words and efforts of Philip, Béras, Silas, Paul, and even Jesus

Himself, the scriptures are replete with both comdsaand examples of missions labor. The
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instructions of Jesus were not just for His ownretiout are equally applicable at all points in the
church’s history: Pray to the Lord of the harvéstttHe might send more laborers into the fields
that are white unto harvest.

Yet in Calvinistic literature the principles of ®@alism — specifically its theories of
unconditionality and the foreordination associatetth particularism — make missions logically
superfluous. Cute quips — e.g. Piper’s, “Evangeksd missions are not imperiled by the
biblical truth of [Calvinistic] election, but empauned by it, and the triumph is secured b§fit:
only distract from the importance of this issue, ibuno way lessen the severity of its challenge.
This study found no Calvinist writer who adequattplained why there is a need for missions
if Calvinistic election is a reality.

To spell it out, what happens to the elect “JuanBglivian native) if Missionary Smith
had refused to go and share the gospel? FromvanS#k perspective it cannot be denied that
Juan is among the elect since he was saved unddr'Spersonal witness just moments before
Juan’s death. But was Smith’s commitment to missivork, and even his witness to Juan on
that very day irresistibly foreordained, or wereytldecisions of Smith’s free will? The
hundreds of missionaries who refused to followrtkailing show by example that Smith
obviously could have chosen to do the same, themkspg against its irresistibility. So, one
finds that (1) Juan is among the elect, and (2)ISmia witness by his own choice (willingness)
to follow God’s calling.

Based upon these two facts, one is logically tefoick one of only two conclusions: (1)
Juan is elect and would have been saved everrd tia been no gospel withess, thus making

missions superfluous; or (2) Salvation is dependenh one sharing the gospel message — a

%% John PiperThe Pleasures of God: Meditations on God's Deligi&eing God Rev.
and expanded ed. (Sisters, OR: Multnomah PublisBef0), 153.
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sharing which is done by man’s free choice to fwlldod or not — making election conditioned
upon the choice of man (in this case, the witnedgJalvinism insists on election that rises
above any impact of man and his will (thus ruling the latter conclusion), logic demands that
the Calvinist either accept the former conclusidhat missions is superfluous — or live in
logical inconsistency.

Were unconditional election clearly and unquestitysaught in the scriptures, this
student would be willing to simply acknowledge hisnan inability to “reconcile friends,” as
the famous London pulpiteer reportedly once s&dt since, in his best observations, such
Calvinistic dogmas are not unquestionably presentadd in fact are contrary to the natural
reading of passages previously cited in this stuthere is no compulsion to blindly accept what
logically contradicts the clear Biblical mandate foissions.

The Nature of God

The scripture’s description of God is One who ithdoving of all mankind (Jn 3:16),
and demanding of one’s love of others (Matt 22:8pfdom His children. Even the sternness of
the Mosaic Law was given in love in order that maight be ready to understand and accept
Christ’s sacrificial death — for without the steess of the Law man cannot appreciate mercy or
even see the need for it. The whole of scriptovellly proclaims what is worded by the apostle
who labeled himself as the disciple whom Jesusdo¥@od is love” (1Jn 4:8, 16).

Yet this God who is love and is motivated by loite & stark contrast to the Calvinists’
representation of a God whose ultimate motivatsonat love, but rather His own will and His
own glory. This student would argue that a God ihaapable of legitimately offering salvation
to a lost soul and yet wills to do otherwise — wltle is well within His rights and technically

does no unfairness to that soul — is neverthelessuly the God of love proclaimed in scripture.
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Does not the underlying principle of 1Jn 3:17 —t'‘Bdnoever has the world's goods [i.e.,

provisions capable of helping the needy], and keebrother in need and closes his heart against

him, how does the love of God abide in him?” —Iftaegue against the perspective of God

demanded by the Calvinists? By the principleda#h in this passage, if God has the

provisions to save (which all agree that He doed)y&t chooses to withhold them from some,

then God’s actions are thereby inconsistent with@mntrary to God’s love. Since such a

conclusion is inconceivable, it argues that thgpsggion upon which it is based is itself in error.
This study rather maintains that the clear teachofgscripture concerning the core

loving nature of God rules out Calvinistic partati$¢m. Even the Reformed Schaff concurs:

“The Calvinistic system . . . [has the] fundamekafiect of confining the saving grace of God

and the atoning work of Christ to a small circlelud elect, and ignoring the general love of God

to all mankind. . . . Itis a theology of Divinex@reignty rather than of Divine love. . %".”

The Simple Instructions for Salvation

Another Biblical truth that undermines Calviniseeion is the simple instructions of
salvation, of which one instance will be cited. &kilthe Philippian jailer asked what was
required of him in order to be saved (Acts 16:30-8hul and Silas replied with the simple
aorist active imperative[Tioteucov” (pisteusoni.e., believe to the point of committing
oneself, trust). As evidenced by his question@ladine jailer had already been drawn by God (Jn
6:44), yet he was not saved by that drawing alohg still had tariotevcov. The one thing
that stood between the man and salvation was ara&rb — i.e., salvation was to be actuated

only when he acted in trust. A passive verb mgii a legitimate margin for irresistibility, but

" Philip SchaffHistory of the Christian Churgl6th ed., 8 vols. (Grand Rapids: Baker
Books, 1996), v8: 261.
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the acquisition of salvation resting upon an acte — something that the man must actively
choose to do (accept) — arguably indicates thesistibility has no reasonable place in salvation.

The very meaning afiotevoov itself arguably implies a free-will decision. Caman
truly commit (trust, have faith in) if that commiemt is not his own decision? Can an outside
entity trust for me, or make me committed apannfrmy own choice to put that level of belief
into something? This study maintains that leveddgdief is not genuine belief of the heart, and
it is only such genuine faith of the heart that Gecbgnizes.

Problematic Passages

The readings on the election — free will debateawry insightful. Seeing the specific
arguments offered by Calvinists and interactindwitem has caused this student to mature in
his convictions and understanding of the subj&@t while the vast majority of the evidence has
helped solidify a belief against Calvinistic electj there are two passages that this student has
yet to conclude with full assurance support his-@aivinistic understanding of election. In the
sense of fairness and commitment to the full tewyhof the scriptures, these problem areas
must be briefly noted.

Acts 13:48
“When the Gentiles heard this, they began rejoiaind glorifying the word of the Lord,;

and_as many as had been appointed to eternaklilevbd” (emphasis added). The underlined

phrase has long been problematic to this studantisCalvinistic view of election. However,
the Calvinist Peterson suggests a plausible solutithough discounting the interpretation,
Peterson mentions that “appointed” can be legitfganhterpreted as middle voice rather than
passive. This, combined with giving “appointed’aternative nuance of “devoted” (cf. 1Cor

16:15), would interpret the phrase “as many as welvthemselves to eternal life believed.”
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This interpretation is a viable option that allothie passage to conform to what is
arguably the broader intention of the Word. Howetlas is more of a stretch than this student
can make without a degree of reservation. Thike@med a possible interpretation and the best |
know to do with the passage for the present, mtijecause it can be made to work, does not
mean that | am yet satisfied that it is the intemif the passage.

1 Peter 2:6-8

The second passage is 1Pet 2:6-8 — a passaghighstiudent holds in reserve not
because it seems to lean towards Calvinistic electut rather because its meaning is simply
not clear. And if its message is not clear, thes student cannot be sure it does not counter his
current understanding. Verse 8 in particular saysh STONE OF STUMBLING AND A
ROCK OF OFFENSE; for they stumble because theylmabedient to the word, and to this
[doom] they were also appointed” (NASB). That #hesho by choice were disobedient to the
word, were (as disobedient) categorically appoimntedoom is a viable and comfortable
interpretation for me. However, some reservatioallowed for this passage because this
student cannot at this point rule all other intetations as inferior or otherwise unlikely.

Concluding Thoughts and Summary

Before summarizing this study’s findings, a notestrhe made concerning some
impacting limitations. Although an extensive urtd&ing in its depth, this study has not been
exhaustive in its breadth. In other words, thedsand passages studied have had sufficient
scrutiny for this student to feel their intendedamieags have been ascertained and adequately
stated. However, this study has not covered gpptszes, and it is quite possible — even likely —
that other passages address the primary issuesleret herein. While every effort has been

made to not turn a blind eye to any dissentingamessit is possible that such passages do exist
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and due consideration of them might require a degfehange in this study’s conclusions. In
short, it would be unwise to presume that all thatBible has to say about election and free will
has been considered in this study.

This study must also note a limitation inherenpanmtions of its approach. At times this
study attempted to show where scripture runs cotnter lacks support of aspects of Calvinistic
theology. Even where this is shown to be trueioitild be unwise to assume that any lack of
support for Calvinism necessarily implies supportthe opposite side. As Josh 5:13-14 bears
out, God (and arguably His truths) are above takidgs, and any valid argument against one’s
opponent does not in itself show Biblical supportdne’s own arguments.

Although often treating all Calvinists as a singtet, this study recognizes that there is
wide variation within that camp. Thus, while orcasion the whole may be addressed, it is
understood that the particular point being made nmybe equally applicable to all individuals
within that group. Additionally, this study readadmits to a limited exposure to Calvinism. It
is not impossible that this study has been undufyaicted by a misunderstood doctrine or the
false assumption that the few Calvinistic writgueak for the thinking of the whole of
Calvinism.

However, within its limitations this study has aatply shown that the natural meanings
of the words and passages considered in this stadyintended by the original writers, and
understood by the original recipients — clearlctethat Biblical election is not unconditional, is
not irresistible, and is not particular. In otkesrds, it is clear that the perspective of the vgord
and passages studied point towards a soteric @betttat is accepted or rejected at the free will
of man — a free will which is not to be understaothe Pelagian sense of the expression, but

rather that one may freely accept or reject saiwatrhich is offered to him.
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This conclusion dovetails with that of its compangiudy which found “. . . that
conditional election based upon God’s foreknowledfyman’s free act of accepting His offer of
salvation is the historic perspective dating bacthe earliest available writings on the subject,”
and it was from this historic understanding thdageanism and Augustinianism, then later
Roman dogma and Calvinism, veeféd.

By extension, this study also concludes that wihie common parlance to equate
election with Calvinism, such use of the term iatty inaccurate. Election is a Biblical term,
but as concluded here does not carry Calvinistmigation, so Calvinism and election are thus
not synonymous. Additionally, to think of the debas “Election versus Free Will” (as even
this study has done) is technically inaccuratefrioe (Biblical) election is not at odds with free
will.

Late in this study the meaning and significanc&mtall” came into question. This
study attempted to briefly address this for prepemposes, but it is felt that further study irsthi
area would be insightful. Specifically, do themterand occurrences of “calling” linguistically
and/or contextually imply a beckoning (resistibtarcesistible), a naming, a bestowing of rank
or some other meaning(s), and what are the thex@bgmifications to the election — free will
debate? As has been shown in the narrower scapesatudy, such differences in meaning
could speak directly to this debate.

Such are the primary doctrinal conclusions. Yikhoaigh quite necessarily, the
theological should not be the sole beneficiaryhef study. To adapt from Paul letter to the
Corinthians, “If I have all theological knowledgéedection yet have not love, I've missed the

boat.” The deeper awareness gleaned from thiy stuould bring a deeper appreciation for (1)

48 Burke, Debate 24.
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the gift of salvation that God lovingly offers adchws each one of us to, and (2) the privilege
that He bestows upon us in allowing us the freettmaccept or reject His gift. This
appreciation should spark a greater love for Hino glves such wonderful gifts to us who
deserve nothing.

This knowledge should make us diligent and lovinthesses, knowing that since God
would have all men come unto Him, we can rest asktivat the offer applies to all. And if we
love them, then we will offer them the greatest gffall — which is theirs for the asking.

But where does this leave us in our relationshigy Wialvinistic believers? Many within
my own denomination would functionally cry “irreatlable differences,” and divorce them.
Such is a pity. | should hope that this invest@atalong with its companion study, would sway
my Calvinistic brethren towards the conclusionsnbiere, but | am realistic enough to know
that is not likely to happen. Like any human rielaghip, there are differences that arise which
offer no mutually agreeable position, and the @ect free will debate is one of them. While |
am obligated to preach and teach the whole Wof@8aaf as | best understand it, like Paul I will
rejoice in the sharing of the good news of salvabg faith in Jesus Christ alone, even when it is
done by those having a perspective with detailsdtiger from my own (Phil 1:18).

Irreconcilable difference? Probably so, for thestmqmart — but not so great that we are unable to
genuinely love one another while acknowledging ¢hdiéferences. In our striving to hold fast to
sound doctrine (Tit 1:9) may we never grow callusethe greater command to love our

brethren — even those on the opposite side ofjtieist debate.
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Appendix

A Hierarchical Understanding of God's VAl

Much confusion seems to come from the ambiguitthefmeaning of "God's will." Many
Calvinists seem to be predisposed to understamdfatiences to God's will as irresistible
foreordination ("God's inviolable sovereign wifl. However, "will" is a multifaceted word,
with various shades of meaning, including "wisldegsire"”, "command", "choice", "insistence",
and "allow.” This student contends that thereraréess than four (and possibly more) levels or
types of God's will.

1. God's desire- Sometimes called "God's perfect will," this mg/ning that God wants
done. To label this will as “desire” in no way nnmzes its righteousness, nor does it lessen the
sinfulness of man’s rebelling against it. Thisdemcludes God's will that Adam and Eve not
eat from the fruit of the tree in the midst of tharden, the Ten Commandments, and many of
the instructions that God gives in the Bible. Gawill (desire) that all men come unto Him
(1Tim 2:4) belongs in this level.

2. Man's Freedom of Choice Few would disagree that God wills at least aeegf

freedom of choice for people. At times this freedahich He wills is exercised in ways that are
in fact contrary to His perfect will (#1 above).e Has thus chosen to give such freedom a higher
priority (although not a higher value) than Hisides (#1), at least temporarily. Numerous
examples in scripture (e.g., Adam's eating of thé)fand in daily life show God's will to give

mankind freedom of choice often subjugates Hisgquéndvill.

*9 This appendix is adapted from an non-assignmgutrreDon Burke Supplement to
Reading Interactions for John Piper's the Pleaswe&od(St. Louis: Covenant Theological
Seminary, 2007).

%0 piper, 330.
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3. God's Changeable DecreesScripture is replete with examples of the dexire

intentions make by God — things that God statelshappen. However, a number of these have
been changed or are changeable by the intercessiamtker activities of people. God's intended
destruction of the Israelites and of Sodom weraxel (at least to a degree) by the supplications
of Moses and Abraham (respectively). God's decfekeath for sinners is altered by their
confession and repentance. Similarly, God's disedor believers is often discontinued once
they have a change of heart.

It is in this level of God's will where He decre8a/hosoever will* (Rev. 22:17). God
makes the decree that anyone who wishes may cdms.is not a decree that allll be saved —
but a decree that salvationoBeredto all. This allows for the possibility that theest individual,
as Pharaoh, may so harden his heart that God rentb@dreedom to choose — but such removal
need not imply that choice was not a legitimateroiffi the first place.

4. God's Unchangeable DecreesSome things in scripture are promised by God

regardless of what individuals may choose. Thatuthes the first and second comings of Christ,
God'’s statement that "my word will not return unte void," the eternal consequences of either
accepting or never accepting Christ as Savior thadlory that God will ultimately get from all
things. These do not prevent man's freedom otehdlney simply rise above and are not
controlled by such choices.

"You shall reap what you sow" probably belongshiis tategory. This would explain
why people often still must face the consequenééisedr sins even after they have repented (#2)
and God has removed His punishment (#3).

Note that God's unchangeable decree upon a growgt iecessarily imposed upon the

individuals within that group. For example, Godded that He will have a remnant of His
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people Israel that would continue; however suck@aek does not necessarily imply that a given
Jew was a part of that remnant.

All of these various levels may aptly be called ‘twél of God." Thus, the use of this
expression in scripture does not always carry émeesconnotations or even assurance of that
will being accomplished.

In conclusion, this student submits the followingieh is deemed to be the Biblical
perspective of God’s will and man’s will: At theryebeginning of God's interaction with man,
God willed (level #1 above) that Adam not eat & fituit. However, He subjugated that will to
His will that man be allowed the freedom to cho@2 to obey Him or not. When man
exercised that his freedom, he was not free frectnsequences (#3, and eventually #4) of his
choice. Similarly, God wills (#1) that all men s&@ved. However He also likewise subjugates
that will to His will that individuals be free tdoose (#2) to accept Him or not. Nevertheless,
they are bound to live under the consequencesa(#Beventually #4) of such choices. This
student contends that this pattern of an individleéedom to accept or reject that which God
has shown him — as opposed to irresistible uncomait foreordination of God upon that
individual — is the pattern set forth from the &t chapters of the scriptures and is the thread

woven throughout the whole of the Book.



