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For Sonia and my boys,

who have tolerated more from me

than should ever have been asked of them


Whatever may be said about the doctrine of election, it is written in the Word of God as with an iron pen, and there is no getting rid of it.

CHARLES H. SPURGEON





Die Erwählungslehre ist die Summe des Evangeliums, weil dies das Beste ist, was je gesagt and gehört werden kann: das Gott den Menschen wählt.

KARL BARTH
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Introduction


IT HAS BEEN MY PRIVILEGE as a doctoral supervisor at Trinity College Theological School for the past six years and as director of research at the University of Divinity for eight years prior to that to have counseled dozens of graduate students through the various stages of their dissertations—from the most fragile of thought bubbles through to clear proposals, and from the frustrations and joys of research through to the nerve-wracking relief of final submission. As anyone who has had a similar role will know, one of the most common pieces of advice that almost all enthusiastic PhD students need to hear is that they cannot do everything in their dissertation that they would wish. When the final text is submitted for examination, there will inevitably be questions that have been left unanswered, threads of evidence and ideas that have remained unwoven, and intriguing lines of inquiry that have gone unexplored. Of course, those of us who have come out the other side know that this is as it must be, insofar as a doctoral project should only ever be the candidate’s first word on their chosen subject, not their last. Indeed, nothing gladdens the heart of a PhD examiner more than to see, somewhere in the conclusion of the dissertation, a note from the candidate detailing all the avenues of further inquiry that they still would like to pursue.

In many ways, this book is similarly just one more byproduct of my own doctoral dissertation, which I completed twenty years ago. Even now I am still trying to weave together threads from that initial project. I remember very clearly, as I embarked on my first major piece of research in 1994—in which I explored the theological foundations of Karl Barth’s resistance to Nazi anti-Semitism1—it soon became evident that, no matter what the project’s title may have suggested, the key themes were not going to be Barth’s theology of Israel, his particular political ethic, or his principled hatred of National Socialist idolatry. Rather, I understood early on that my project would require me to focus on the manner in which, during those dark and difficult years, Barth tackled the doctrines of revelation and election. It was, therefore, Barth’s utility of these two doctrines in particular—as key hermeneutical themes for both his resistance to Nazism and to his theology overall—that featured heavily in my PhD and in the three subsequent books that emerged from it.2 Consequently, it is only now that I have been able to tackle the historical development of the church’s formulation of divine election, considered more broadly than Barth’s own version of it. That is to say, whereas Barth’s distinctive contribution to this doctrine has been an ingredient in my earlier projects, I have always been conscious of the need to contextualize his contribution within the longer span of Christian history. This book is the result.

Let me hasten to add, however, that this book is not itself intended simply or even primarily as a project of Barthian contextualization. While it was Barth’s creative reconfiguration of the doctrine of election that sparked my own interest, I have been more concerned here to provide something of an (admittedly and necessarily selective) overview of the doctrine’s history. Barth’s unique contribution thus appears, but only towards the end, and only as a later, albeit highly significant, aspect of a much larger picture.

Similarly, let me give two other caveats, in terms of what this book is not. It is not, as has been suggested to me, a genealogy of the doctrine of election. Genealogies, by definition, seek to demonstrate familial lineages, showing in the process where the lines of connection, as well as the points of separation, are between family members. Hopefully, readers of this book will indeed be able to see moments of connection, similarity, indebtedness, as well as disparity, between various forms of this doctrine that have been proposed down through the centuries. For example, we will see that Schleiermacher insists on the thoroughly Reformed orthodoxy of his own articulation of election, notwithstanding his otherwise quite evident departure from the views espoused by Calvin and Beza. Similarly, Aquinas is guided by Augustine’s construal of election, even while also being influenced by Aristotelian metaphysics. Such lines of both connectivity and divergence should be evident to readers of the book, as they traverse their way through it.

But the fact that these lines are evident does not render them a genealogical structure. I would need to have been far more deliberate in tracing precisely how the various theologians I have looked at thought their own versions of the doctrine of election connected with, and departed from, their predecessors. That is, the familial pedigree—the articulation of one doctrinal model of election with the next—would have needed much more fleshing out than I have provided. I have not provided it, because that is not the intent of the project. Much more modestly, what I have sought to do here is suggest a set of snapshots-in-time, a sample of some of the ways in which various theologians have sought to respond to the mystery of God’s electing will, in the light of Scripture, doctrinal tradition, and their own specific contexts. That there are familial similarities to be seen, as well as the occasional (and occasionally radical) departure from doctrinal expectations, should not be surprising. But that does not make this—and it has not been my intention for that to make this—an attempt at a genealogy of a doctrine. Thus, this book has been subtitled The Doctrine of Election Through Christian History, and not, as a genealogical study of the doctrine would have required, A History of the Doctrine of Election.

Second, this book is not an exploration of the many and various socio-political contexts in which theologies of election have been developed. Certainly, each chapter provides some brief historical background to the particular environments in which the theologians in question lived and worked. But to sketch these historical environs seems to me to be nothing more than good theological practice. That is to say, unless we believe in some sort of pure dogmatic immutability, it is incumbent upon theologians to recognize that their own work is inevitably shaped by the socio-political, and cultural, structures in which they operate, and equally incumbent upon historical theologians to draw attention to those influences.

I have been able, I believe, to show that many, if not all, of the individuals whose work I have considered in this book were at least tacitly affected by their particular contexts, in the ways in which they gave expression to God’s mysterious decree. A largely uncontested medieval demonization of the perfidis Judaeis clearly provided an important contour for both Thomas and Scotus in their respective doctrines of election. Likewise at the end of the twentieth century, the range of Jewish articulations of what it now means to be “the People of God” were necessarily shaped by the horrors of the Holocaust.

To acknowledge the influence of historical context on the forming of discourse, both theological and non-theological, is thus no more than a minimum expectation. However, what I have not thereby tried to do in this project is explain, or even explore in any detail, precisely how historical context has shaped doctrinal content. I have not, that is, sought to demonstrate how Ignatius or Aquinas, Darby or Barth, exegeted their own historical locations as material norms for the construction of their doctrinal views, or even that they did so. Much more simply, I have tried to paint a picture, with a rather broad and coarse brush, of the respective milieu in which the people whom I have considered lived and thought, highlighting where possible and appropriate the ways in which their construals of God’s electing will may have been informed by those contexts.


PREVIOUS APPROACHES TO THE DOCTRINE OF ELECTION

Of course, just as my doctoral dissertation was not my last word, neither is this book the last word on this topic, or even my own last word. It is offered here far more modestly as a contribution that, hopefully, will sit not too shabbily alongside the works of other scholars for whom the doctrine of God’s gracious and unfathomable election has also been captivating. I mean, in particular, the expert voices of people such as, inter alia, Matthew Levering, Matthias Gockel, Bruce McCormack, and Suzanne McDonald. While my own project differs in form and intent from theirs, it has nevertheless benefited from interacting with them. And so it is my hope that, even in its difference, this book will not be unworthy of being in, or at least on the fringes of, their company.

In very general terms, much of the recent (and indeed not so recent) scholarship on the doctrine of election has followed one of two broad trends. The first and most obvious of these is what one might call the confessional argument. This line of scholarly inquiry can sometimes be, perhaps uncharitably, less inquiry and more assertion, insofar as it is often characterized by ecclesially specific pleas for particular versions of the doctrine. Arthur W. Pink’s The Doctrine of Election represents an especially vigorous (which is not to say rigorous) endorsement of an uncompromisingly deterministic Calvinism, while Sam Storms’s Chosen for Life offers a more nuanced—but nonetheless unapologetic—argument for the Reformed tradition against Arminianism.3 Conversely, Franz Pieper’s Conversion and Election, despite it now being well over a century old, remains one of the most forceful defenses of (what Pieper regards as) the normative Lutheran position.4

A second scholarly trend within the literature, which usually takes the heat out of such confessional exceptionalism, is the comparative study between two or three particular exponents of the doctrine. Richard Muller’s Christ and the Decree is an outstanding recent example of this type of work. An invaluable contribution to Reformed understandings of election, this book treats in great detail the development of the doctrine from John Calvin to the next-generation English theologian William Perkins.5

In a similar vein to Muller’s book is Suzanne McDonald’s Re-imaging Election. Even though she also is writing from an intentionally Reformed perspective, her book does not fall into the first category of confessional scholarship, because she is uninterested in a simplistic restatement of “old Calvinism.” On the contrary, she attempts a reconfiguration of that entire tradition through the loci of pneumatology and ecclesiology. Nonetheless, her work finds its particular focus through her engagement with “the two most prominent streams of thought . . . within the Reformed tradition, represented by John Owen . . . and Karl Barth.”6 Certainly, this book is much more than just an exercise in comparison between these two. But, insofar as McDonald’s broader constructive agenda for Reformed theology as a whole relies on this comparative work, it can justifiably be put into this second scholarly category.

Other notable examples of this type of literature include Donna Bowman’s ambitious Divine Decision and Matthias Gockel’s quite brilliant comparison between Schleiermacher and Barth.7 As far as Bowman’s work is concerned, it is, in the words of one reviewer, an “elegant and constructive” piece of scholarship that represents the very best synthesis of Barthian and process theologies (most especially that of Alfred North Whitehead). Even more surprising than simply the synthesis, however, is Bowman’s conclusion. She suggests that, in the end, Barth’s construal of election is not incompatible with process theology. That both affirm the priority of God’s act and the necessity of creaturely response, and that both Barth and Whitehead speak of an ontology of “continual becoming,” renders them productive, if unusual, conversationalists.8 As for Gockel’s work, it is arguably the essential text for understanding the modern evolution of the doctrine of election, at least in relation to the respective theologies of Barth and Schleiermacher. Undoubtedly one of the most significant comparative monographs on the doctrine of election in recent years, it nonetheless suffers from one small drawback; there is no contextualization of either theologian within a larger longitudinal study of the doctrine of election’s change over time. This is precisely the gap that the present work seeks to fill.

Finally, a word needs to be said about Matthew Levering’s seminal book, Predestination.9 It is quite simply impossible to write on this topic these days without reference to Levering’s work. This book probably comes closest to what I have hoped to achieve here, insofar as it takes a genetic-longitudinal approach, building a narrative around the evolution of the doctrine from Scripture through to the present day. However, there are some key differences between what Levering does and what I have sought to do. First, the title of Levering’s book exposes a key differential; whereas he explores predestination as a doctrine that inevitably bifurcates into separable groups of people, the present book highlights the doctrine of election as something that has greater pertinence to our understanding of the being of God than the destinies of people. Second, in each chapter of Levering’s book he engages with four representative thinkers. In what follows here, however, I limit my consideration to only two or three people or movements in each chapter and thus am able to explore each of them in greater depth. Third, Levering’s book is quite naturally inhabited by a strong Catholic presence, with half of the theologians discussed in the central chapters being representative of different Roman traditions. As will become clear, my project has sought a more deliberately ecumenical and even interfaith engagement.




THE WAY FORWARD

Having set out how this book differs from others treating the same theme, I conclude with a short description of the way I have framed the following chapters. Starting from the assumption that the doctrine of election is indeed scripturally based, I begin the study with an admittedly selective exploration of key texts that have been used, and sometimes misused, to define both the meaning and the content of God’s electing will. Most of the texts I consider are taken from the Pentateuch for the simple reason that the Christian articulation of this doctrine rests on an appreciation of God’s earlier choosing of Israel. Regardless of whether one retains a supersessionist reading of Israel’s relationship to the church, it is self-evident that, before the church emerged into history, there was already a community that understood itself to have been taken by God into a unique covenantal partnership, which pointed to its own scriptural tradition for the narration of that partnership. Insofar as the church has, for the most part, understood that it worships the same God as this other community of faith, it has thus predicated its own self-understanding as an elect community on these earlier scriptural texts while at the same time supplementing those texts with its own scriptural witness. For that reason, I begin with three Pentateuchal texts before looking at two key passages from two of the Pauline epistles.

In chapter two, I discuss how the early church developed a doctrine of election as part of understanding its own self-identity. Acknowledging that parameters of orthodoxy were only gradually formalized and that the major points of controversy in the first four centuries concerned Christology, on the one hand, and the triune being of God, on the other, I nonetheless seek to show that even as it sought to tighten up the boundaries of what ecclesial belonging meant, the church was inevitably drawn into a consideration of election. To ask questions of what it meant to be part of the church; to explore the tolerable limits of belief and practice when such limits were still under negotiation; and therefore to ask—implicitly, and at times also explicitly—who was “in” and who was “out” was to beg the question of the church’s composition as determined in eternity by God. In this chapter, I particularly reference people such as Ignatius of Antioch, Origen, Cyprian, and Augustine precisely because their ecclesiologies—at a time when the very being of the church as such was under construction—speak profoundly to their belief in the eternally elect character of it.

Chapters three, four, and five explore the ways in which the church’s teachings about election evolved within very different contextual realities. In chapter three, I consider the theme from the perspective of two quite different theologians—Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus—both of whom lived in an age in which the being of the church was almost invariably assumed to be contiguous with the boundaries of Christendom. To be one of the elect, therefore, was to have a particular relationship to the state. In this chapter, I explore not only how Aquinas and Scotus articulate this relationship but also what they have to say about the representatives of those who, as the non-elect, stood also in a particular—though much more precarious—relationship to the state.

In chapter four, the specific context in view is that of the Reformation. Naturally, it is impossible to avoid the looming figure of Martin Luther, and I do not do so. Nonetheless, the great debates about the doctrine of election during this period took place within the Reformed wing of Protestantism, and so my attention is drawn chiefly to the various ways in which Calvin, Beza, and then Arminius sought to understand and express God’s election.

Chapter five moves us beyond the early modern period of Western Christianity and beyond even the Enlightenment, with which I do not specifically deal. Rather, as two very different representatives of post-Enlightenment religion, I compare and contrast Friedrich Schleiermacher and John Nelson Darby’s contributions to the doctrine during the politically and theologically tumultuous nineteenth century. Their confessional distance from one another notwithstanding, Schleiermacher and Darby make intriguing case studies. They both found ways of giving expression to a fundamentally expansive concept of God’s electing will in increasingly nationalistic contexts that were trying, conversely, to bind God’s choice to politicized ethnic considerations.

In chapter six I depart from the pattern set by the rest of the book by exploring only one particular contribution, that of the Swiss Reformed theologian Karl Barth. Precisely because his mature doctrine of election has had such an extraordinary influence over so many later thinkers, and has generated such intensely polemical—indeed, at times, vitriolic—debate, I have thought it both appropriate and necessary to devote an entire chapter to Barth’s version of this doctrine. Of course, Barth’s own thinking about election changed considerably over the course of his career, with its (mostly) final form fixed by 1942. And so, lest anyone think that the way he presents the doctrine of election in CD II/2 is the only thing he had to say about it, I use this chapter to explore not only Barth’s mature construal of the doctrine but also the way in which his theology evolved toward that final form. While I do not attempt any penetrating discussion of the more recent “Barth wars” that have emerged from contested readings of Barth’s doctrine of election (I am referring here principally to the debates between Bruce McCormack, George Hunsinger, and Paul Molnar), I do offer a brief excursus on the topic and point interested readers to the voluminous body of literature that now exists in and around this debate.

Finally, in chapter seven, I consider God’s electing will from yet another perspective—namely, the painful challenge to any beneficent notion of election that was occasioned by the Holocaust of the Jews. Having for so many centuries understood Israel to be God’s “chosen people,” Jews under and after Nazism were confronted by the awful reality that, whatever election might mean, it did not mean sanctuary from annihilation. On the contrary, if the Shoah proved anything, it was that, in the twisted logic of National Socialism, Jews were elected for death. In this chapter, therefore, I explore several ways in which Jewish theologians and philosophers have sought to reconstitute the concept of election in a post-Shoah world as well as two ways in which the church has responded in post-supersessionary confession.

The book concludes with something of a plea. Noting that, as humans, we have an unfortunate tendency to tribalize ourselves, and thus to find and fix the barriers where “we” are not “them,” I offer two concluding reflections. First, and as much of this book will show, the history of the doctrine of election has served precisely that purpose of bifurcating tribalism, of seeking to define the “elect we” against the “reprobate them.” Certainly, as I will demonstrate, the determinations of those definitions have variously relaxed and tightened, and those barriers between people have at times been more or less porous. Yet bifurcation between the elect and the reprobate has nonetheless been traditionally understood as contributing to the integrity of election. And it is here that I enter my closing plea for a more expansive view of God’s electing will—a view that does not need to impose into God’s own eternity a choice between groups of people but that instead takes quite seriously the radical inclusivity of God’s call and offer. “Let everyone who is thirsty come. Let anyone who wishes take” (Rev 22:17).
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Scriptural Traces of Election


FOR FAR TOO MANY PEOPLE, Christians and non-Christians alike, the doctrine of election is regarded with suspicion, doubt, and often not a little trepidation. As Karl Barth put it, for much of its history the idea of election has existed in an interpretive and receptive “twilight” that has transformed what should by rights be a joyful summation of the gospel into an odious and inscrutable dogma.1 Likewise, Barth’s Swiss colleague, Emil Brunner, noted that, in considering this doctrine, we enter “the danger-zone, in which our faith might be injured and our theology distracted into heresy.”2 There are, perhaps, two overriding reasons why this has been the case. On the one hand, the doctrine often seems to presume at its head a God of arbitrary caprice. Indeed, the doctrine’s general opprobrium is in large measure because it appears to be guided by neither rhyme nor reason but directed only by the mysterious will of a hidden God. For Theodore Beza, for example, the doctrine is founded not on the self-revelation of the triune God but on a God behind that revelation, “whose ways are past finding out.”3 On the other hand, it also suffers—or is thought to suffer—from that age-old doctrinal malady, “innovation.” Christians by and large have tended to be a conservative community, for which change and development is frequently associated with liberalizing heterodoxy. Stability and constancy act as proxy guarantors of dogmatic normativity, and any doctrine that seems to appear out of nowhere, as it were, is consequently in for a rough time.

Strangely, this is precisely the fate that has befallen the doctrine of election. While Augustine, Gottschalk, and Aquinas all spoke in differing ways about predestination between the fifth and thirteenth centuries, it was not until the sixteenth-century Reformation, particularly but not only through the influence of John Calvin, that the idea of election emerged with full force as an ingredient in Western theology. Nevertheless, while there is no doubt that Protestantism, most noticeably within the Reformed wing, has emphasized the doctrine of election to a degree not seen in either patristic or medieval writings, it is not thereby the case that this idea can or should be apprehended only lightly, as if it were a Protestant novelty.

On the contrary, the roots of this doctrine lie deep within the Hebrew and Christian Scriptures. If the exegesis of those Scriptures has obscured rather than clarified the intent of the idea, that should not detract from the doctrine’s essential grounding in the Bible nor cause us to think of it only in the light of the last five hundred years. No genuine appreciation of the doctrine of election (and how indeed it is the sum of the gospel) is possible if we begin only, say, with Calvin and work forward. In this first chapter, then, we will explore just how ancient—and therefore un-innovative!—the idea of election is by considering a set of biblical texts (but by no means all) that foreground election as the most basic action by which God’s relationship with his people is expressed.


A SCRIPTURAL DOCTRINE

All doctrines are, or should be, grounded in the church’s Scriptures. That is an uncontestable axiom (at least rhetorically) across all Christian traditions.4 But what this means in practice is a more complex matter that differs in its enactment from doctrine to doctrine. The nineteenth-century historical theologian George Fisher rightly insisted on the centrality of Scripture as “the objective rule of Christian faith.”5 Yet his successors were equally correct to remind us that the appeal to Scripture “has operated in different ways.” Occasionally, the Bible is the “originating source” of a certain idea; more usually, it has been the provider of “confirmatory evidence for a conviction already reached.” Of course, we are also now much more ready to accept that the Scriptures, as partially products of human endeavor, were written in contexts that themselves need careful cultural exegesis. Nonetheless, such interpretive complexities notwithstanding, doctrinal appeal to Scripture must still be made.6

However, an understanding of what it means for a doctrine to be “scriptural” still evades us. For example, the doctrine of the resurrection is scriptural in a way that the doctrine of the Trinity is not. That is, while there may be any number of ways of interpreting what the resurrection of Christ was and means, that the New Testament attests it is not in any doubt. The doctrine of God’s triunity, however, is scripturally opaque. Although Dan Migliore contends that there is a “pervasive trinitarian pattern” to the witness of both Old and New Testaments, it remains the case that the doctrine of the Trinity itself must be extrapolated from the biblical witness rather than being found there in any self-evident sense.7 What, indeed, were the earliest conciliar debates about—at Nicaea and then again at Chalcedon—if not heated controversies over the correct extrapolation of trinitarian theology from the pages of Scripture? As Dietrich Ritschl has so eloquently put it, the notion that “regulative statements [of doctrine] are present in the biblical writings” is true only approximately and with severe qualification. Notwithstanding the obvious and necessary truth that Christian doctrine is grounded in, and based on, the testimony of Scripture, “scriptural doctrine” per se, if we mean by that a set of directly applicable formulations of normative theology, is largely a fiction.8

So how are we to approach and understand this strange doctrine of election and affirm its “scripturality”? It goes without saying that election is in the Scriptures, much as the resurrection is and the Trinity is not. God’s decision “to choose” (בָּחַר—baḥar) Jacob/Israel, the divine “knowing” (יָדַע—yada‘ ) of his people that suggestively connotes so much more than cognition, Jesus’ “calling” of his disciples (καὶ εὐθὺς ἐκάλεσεν αὐτούς—Mk 1:20)—each verbal metaphor depicts a God who initiates and then activates a will to have a relationship with others who are outside his own Godhead. Thus, and given that this whole book is predicated on the affirmation of God’s free decision to be with us and for us, it seems right that we consider the relevant Scriptures not so much as mere texts to investigate but rather as God’s conversation with us. Katherine Sonderegger articulates this beautifully when she says that the “dearness of Scripture” is that we are drawn by it into the presence of God, our eternal Teacher. No matter how strange and even alien some parts of the Bible are to us—and this not least in connection with the doctrine of election—to hear the words of Scripture is, says Sonderegger, to enter into the “penumbra of a welcome Light,” to “touch and love a token of the One who irresistibly calls us.”9 In affirming the doctrine of election as scriptural, we mean here that in the Bible’s various expressions of this idea, we encounter over and again this freedom of God’s call. As we shall see, even in its shadow side, the confession that God chooses to call and beckon us into conversation and encounter—some first, then others; not all at the same time, but eventually some; always for the sake and on behalf of all—is the scriptural attestation of what it means to be elect. In other words, the Scriptures themselves are our conversation with God about his greater freedom to enter into conversation with us, which we rightly denote by the idea of election.

But we must also mean more than this. Conversations have a tendency to be heard discriminately, with us hearing only what we wish to hear. No matter how conversational our approach to the Scriptures is—and conversational it must indeed be if we know that in and through them we encounter not simply textual fragments and ideas but, on the contrary, God’s attestation of his own self—the Scriptures must be for us not simply a dialogical sparring partner but the very foundation and testing ground of what we claim. Only if this doctrine of election, as we wish to propose it here, can legitimately be understood as a faithful representation “of what God has already said of himself, and continues to say,” will it stand up to scrutiny.10 Scripture thus becomes the starting point of all that we say and then the touchstone by which our and others’ expressions of this doctrine are judged. With this in mind, we ought now to turn our attention to a selection of key passages in both Testaments.




GENESIS 12:1-9

Now the LORD said to Abram, “Go from your country and your kindred and your father’s house to the land that I will show you. I will make of you a great nation, and I will bless you, and make your name great, so that you will be a blessing. I will bless those who bless you, and the one who curses you I will curse; and in you all the families of the earth shall be blessed.” So Abram went, as the LORD had told him; and Lot went with him. Abram was seventy-five years old when he departed from Haran. Abram took his wife Sarai and his brother’s son Lot, and all the possessions that they had gathered, and the persons whom they had acquired in Haran; and they set forth to go to the land of Canaan. When they had come to the land of Canaan, Abram passed through the land to the place at Shechem, to the oak of Moreh. At that time the Canaanites were in the land. Then the LORD appeared to Abram, and said, “To your offspring I will give this land.” So he built there an altar to the LORD, who had appeared to him. From there he moved on to the hill country on the east of Bethel, and pitched his tent, with Bethel on the west and Ai on the east; and there he built an altar to the LORD and invoked the name of the LORD. And Abram journeyed on by stages toward the Negeb. (Gen 12:1-9)


The story of Abram’s call, while perhaps not the most fantastical story in the Hebrew Bible, is nevertheless one of the most baffling. The creation of a universe ex nihilo may strike a somewhat more discordant note in an age so devoted to science and technology as ours. In principle, however, it is not especially problematic if you have already accepted the premise of a sovereignly powerful God. Similarly unproblematic are, on the acceptance of this premise, the sundry healing miracles (e.g., of the widow’s son in 1 Kings 17:17-24 and of Namaan in 2 Kings 5:1-19), the stopping of the sun (Josh 10:13), and the various other manifestations of God’s action in the natural world. This particular story, though, cannot be explained merely by reference to God’s presupposed almightiness, for the issue at hand is not power, but choice. As James Kugel puts it, the ancient and indeed only reasonable response to the call of Abram is “bewilderment”! What precisely had Abram done to deserve God’s promise that “he would become the ancestor of a great and mighty nation . . . [and would be granted] so many good things that his very name would turn into a blessing”? The only right and possible answer is nothing.11

Walter Brueggemann presses this idea further in linking Abram’s undeservedness with that small but vital biographical detail at the end of the preceding chapter: “Now Sarai was barren; she had no child” (Gen 11:30). Such barrenness, says Brueggemann, “is the way of human history. It is an effective metaphor . . . [because] there is no human power to invent a future. But barrenness is not only the condition of hopeless humanity. The marvel of biblical faith is that barrenness is the arena of God’s life-giving action.”12

In other words, insofar as this passage is the first substantive introduction to Abram—the preceding verses in Genesis 11:26-31 being more about his father, Terah—its details provide no basis for extrapolating any merit on his part by which his divine call could have been justified. Indeed, it is exactly the deficit of merit, of which Sarai’s infertility is a sign, that is the point. God’s call is unexplained, precisely because it is unmerited, and rests only on God’s free decision. True, a later passage in Joshua has been exegeted by Jewish, Christian, and Islamic scholars to prove Abram’s monotheism, in an effort to cite that as the reason for his being singled out.13 But Kugel reminds us that there is

not a single verse in the book of Genesis [that] actually says that Abraham believed in the existence of only one God . . . There is nary a hint, even in the Bible’s much later depiction of him, that Abraham’s beliefs differed in kind from those of the people he encountered.14


What we see in this story, then, is a confounding example of God’s freedom to choose one thing and not another—or in this case, one person and not another—not only for no good reason but seemingly for no reason at all.

Choice, however, is not the only ingredient to this story. Just as prominent are the promises of descendants and blessings, and the representative office to which Abram, and subsequently his “children,” are called. Claus Westermann argues here for a historically contingent manifestation of blessing. Presuming the existence of the J source, Westermann contends that the blessing and promise of greatness refer solely to the period of Israel’s history when it was “at the height of its prosperity . . . [which] is best thought of [as] the era of David-Solomon, that is, at the time of the Yahwist.”15 Yet such a reading misses the vicarious mission implicit in the blessing. Not only for himself or his family is Abram promised the gift of children; on the contrary, there is a catholicity to God’s gift.16 “Israel,” says Brueggemann, “is never permitted to love in a vacuum. It must always live with, for, and among the others.”17 And thus, what Abram’s/Israel’s experience has been—undeserving recipients of God’s gifts—becomes paradigmatic for the whole world: “God freely gives, and none must ‘qualify.’”18 As Sibley Towner puts it, this “extraordinary promise of God to Abram [and through him to all nations] is an open-ended, abiding announcement of potentiality.”19 Without merit or deserved favor, the free gift of God to Abram flows out subsequently to “all the families of the earth” (Gen 12:3). Articulating “a divine plan for universal salvation,” verse 3 proclaims “Yahweh’s programmatic statement. [Even] sinister nations and people of the earth . . . are to be blessed through Abram.”20

Even here, though, the motif of undeservedness shines through, most notably in the repetition of the “I will” phrases (וְאֶעֶשְׂךָ֙; “I will make you . . .”; וַאֲבָרֲכָה; “I will bless . . .”). Again, in Brueggemann’s words, the future hope that is promised to Israel “is no accomplishment or achievement by Israel. It is a gift by the one who is able to give good gifts.”21 Just as important as the verbs of making and blessing, therefore, is the subject of those verbs—the divine I, whose initiative is both sovereign and free. In sum, this call of Abram, which is in fact a call through him to all peoples, demonstrates archetypically what election in Scripture looks like: divinely and freely initiated, extravagantly global in its embrace, and without the need for any human merit. As we shall see, this pattern recurs in each of the other texts to which we shall turn.




GENESIS 32:22-32

The same night he got up and took his two wives, his two maids, and his eleven children, and crossed the ford of the Jabbok. He took them and sent them across the stream, and likewise everything that he had. Jacob was left alone; and a man wrestled with him until daybreak. When the man saw that he did not prevail against Jacob, he struck him on the hip socket; and Jacob’s hip was put out of joint as he wrestled with him. Then he said, “Let me go, for the day is breaking.” But Jacob said, “I will not let you go, unless you bless me.” So he said to him, “What is your name?” And he said, “Jacob.” Then the man said, “You shall no longer be called Jacob, but Israel, for you have striven with God and with humans, and have prevailed.” Then Jacob asked him, “Please tell me your name.” But he said, “Why is it that you ask my name?” And there he blessed him. So Jacob called the place Peniel, saying, “For I have seen God face to face, and yet my life is preserved.” The sun rose upon him as he passed Penuel, limping because of his hip. Therefore to this day the Israelites do not eat the thigh muscle that is on the hip socket, because he struck Jacob on the hip socket at the thigh muscle. (Gen 32:22-32)


Whereas Israel had been prefigured in the previous narratives of call and blessing, it is only in this passage that the name, and thus the people, come into being. Two generations removed from Abram/Abraham, Jacob the deceiver becomes Israel, the one who contends with God and is blessed but not defeated.22

This particular story sits within the broader context of Jacob’s hesitant and fearful return from the land of his father-in-law, Laban, to the land of his birth—and, of course, thereby also to the land in which his estranged brother, Esau, still lives. Brueggemann highlights that this larger context is not incidental but is indeed a vital connection with the call of Abram (12:1-9) at which we have just looked. In God’s command to Jacob that he is to go back to “the land of [his] ancestors and to [his] kindred” (31:3), we see an inverse parallel of 12:1, in which God tells Abram to “go from [his] country and [his] kindred.” Thus, says Brueggemann, Jacob’s return

is not only his own homecoming . . . [but] also the homecoming of Abraham, who had left long ago. Jacob is presented as completing the sojourn which has been underway for three generations. Something more is at stake here than simply reconciliation with Esau. The family of Abraham now finally comes to its own country and that concerns Yahweh as much as Jacob.23


Because this homecoming concerns God as well, perhaps we ought not shy away from identifying the anonymous assailant of verses 24-29 with God. While some commentators have argued that in the earliest versions of the narrative “the man” is a demon of Canaanite animism,24 the hermeneutical tradition has favored an identity of this attacker with God. Thus Calvin: “Moreover, it is not said that Satan, or any mortal man, wrestled with Jacob, but God himself.”25 And also Ephrem the Syrian: “The angel himself was God and the man was God. While the fighting was of the man and the deed was of the angel, yet the perpetrator was God.”26 Indeed, this makes the best sense in that the chief outcome of the encounter is not so much the fight itself, or even the “draw” that both protagonists play out and that as such prefigures the New Testament depiction of God,27 but rather the creative act by which the encounter is punctuated. In the Bible, it is only ever God who brings something into being that was not there before (e.g., Gen 1:1-3; Ps 104:30; Rom 4:17); insofar as that is what happens here, the assailant must be God.

But what is made? Simply—but, in fact, momentously—in response to Jacob’s demand for a blessing, God gives him a new name instead. However, in doing so, God is not being disingenuous—the name is not in place of the blessing; it is the blessing. In an age when names were identity-forming, Jacob shifts from being a somewhat unsympathetic trickster to a person named (and thus called) by God himself. That is to say, in bestowing on Jacob a different name, the unknown assailant initiates an irreversible transaction: a “new being has been called forth . . . Israel is something new in the world.”28

In the first instance, the new entity that is Israel is a man no longer frightened to meet his brother. Even though from this point on he is physically restricted, his limp serves as a reminder not of weakness so much as of his having prevailed in the riverside fight. Thus, Jacob/Israel now knows himself as one who needs to be respectful but who no longer needs to be fearful. His encounter with God has left him forever wounded but also strengthened in resolve.29

In the second instance, Israel is an identity—both a person and a people—formed from divine freedom. In much the same way that St. John says Christ was born “not of blood or of the will of the flesh or of the will of man, but of God” (Jn 1:13), so too Jacob’s new identity as Israel is formed “not by success or shrewdness or land”30 but by God’s own determination.

In this passage, then, we have the miraculous creation—ex Iacobus—of a new character in God’s economy of salvation. Israel is called forth out of struggle and perseverance, out of woundedness and undeservedness, out of God’s freedom rather than Israel’s merit. But equally, Israel is called forth for a particular purpose. As we have already noted, Israel never lives on its own or for its own, but always in and among, and for, others. That the first of Jacob/Israel’s actions after Jabbok is to pursue reconciliation with his brother exemplifies the service of Israel to the world: to be that community through which God’s love is made known to all people, to be that “light to the nations [gôyim, גּוֺיִם], that [God’s] salvation may reach to the end of the earth” (Is 49:6). Creation and vocation thus come together in the emergence of Israel, as person and people, from the banks of the Jabbok.




DEUTERONOMY 7:6-11

For you are a people holy to the LORD your God; the LORD your God has chosen you out of all the peoples on earth to be his people, his treasured possession. It was not because you were more numerous than any other people that the LORD set his heart on you and chose you—for you were the fewest of all peoples. It was because the LORD loved you and kept the oath that he swore to your ancestors, that the LORD has brought you out with a mighty hand, and redeemed you from the house of slavery, from the hand of Pharaoh king of Egypt. Know therefore that the LORD your God is God, the faithful God who maintains covenant loyalty with those who love him and keep his commandments, to a thousand generations, and who repays in their own person those who reject him. He does not delay but repays in their own person those who reject him. Therefore, observe diligently the commandment—the statutes and the ordinances—that I am commanding you today. (Deut 7:6-11)


With his insistence on the primacy of God’s grace, and on our faith in that grace, Martin Luther might be presumed to have had little love or time for the “book of the law” that is Deuteronomy. Yet such was not the case. In 1525 Luther presented to Georg von Polenz, bishop of Samland, the published version of his lectures on Deuteronomy, which he had started in Wittenberg in 1523. In his opening remarks, Luther declared that “there is nothing in the whole range of life that is not arranged here most wisely and properly.”31 There remains, however, an apparent dissonance between the German reformer’s insistence on religious freedom, on the one hand, and this text of command and curse, on the other. How could Luther, of all people, have understood these divine dictates as being in any way “wise and proper”?

The answer is simply that this passage, and indeed the entire book of which it is a part, is less about command and more about covenant.32 In Von Rad’s words, “the basic theological fact about Israel,” is that it has been chosen as God’s undeserving (and at times, reluctant) beloved; Deuteronomy returns to this theme time and again.33 This passage in particular lays stress on that identity-forming reality. Following hard on the heels of the Decalogue (Deut 5:6-21) and the Shema (6:4), the text before us here provides the foundational reason for all the preceding commandments and thus all the future behaviors that will be expected of Israel. For, notwithstanding all that has already been said about Israel’s representative character, it is nonetheless unlike all other nations and peoples. Alone among all others, Israel has been chosen (בָּחַר) by God, intentionally set apart to be so exclusively bound to YHWH that, collectively and personally, it must “abstain from everything which might prejudice” its commitment to God’s supremacy.34

Despite the wider context of commands and prohibitions, blessings and curses, it would be a mistake, however, to associate Israel’s chosenness—its election—as a reward for unwavering obedience and unequivocal allegiance, no matter how sternly God requires those things. Their requirement is not thereby a merit. As Weinfeld puts it, God’s choice of Israel must not be employed as a basis for a national “superiority complex.”35 On the contrary, the Deuteronomist hurries on to insist that Israel has not been chosen by God because of its size and power, or its meritorious virtue in obeying his precepts. Israel’s election does not find its ground in the idea “that Yahweh . . . allowed himself to be impressed by Israel in any respect, but simply from an impulse in love,” which had first been expressed in God’s promises to the patriarchs.36 Perhaps this is why Luther had such regard for this “book of the law,” because, in fact, it is at its core a book of the gospel.37 In spite of what has often been preached from Christian pulpits, Deuteronomy is not merely (or even essentially) a codification of Israelite cultus from which, under Christ, we have been freed.38 Rather, it is the application, in the several and corporate lives of his people, of his freely given love.

Weinfeld’s close exegesis of this passage underscores just how robust this divine love for Israel is. For example, that God has taken Israel to be his “treasured possession” (לְעַם סְגֻלָּה, l’am segullah) (Deut 7:6) suggests Israel is valued by God in the manner that a king treasures his private wealth.39 Even more starkly, God having desired, or “set his heart on,” Israel (7:7) (חָשַׁק) is, as Weinfeld says, best understood as a passionate yearning that might, in fact, be accurately thought of as an almost lustful longing.40 Far from being a litany of commands and precepts, Deuteronomy is thus grounded in the insistence on God’s zestful and zealous desire for his people. Israel’s sociality as a nation, therefore, is founded not on a shared culture or cultus but on its divine election, out of which its culture and cultus emerged as an obedient response.




ROMANS 9–11

I am speaking the truth in Christ—I am not lying; my conscience confirms it by the Holy Spirit—I have great sorrow and unceasing anguish in my heart. For I could wish that I myself were accursed and cut off from Christ for the sake of my own people, my kindred according to the flesh. They are Israelites, and to them belong the adoption, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship, and the promises; to them belong the patriarchs, and from them, according to the flesh, comes the Messiah, who is over all, God blessed forever. Amen. . . . What if God, desiring to show his wrath and to make known his power, has endured with much patience the objects of wrath that are made for destruction; and what if he has done so in order to make known the riches of his glory for the objects of mercy, which he has prepared beforehand for glory—including us whom he has called, not from the Jews only but also from the Gentiles? As indeed he says in Hosea, “Those who were not my people I will call ‘my people,’ and her who was not beloved I will call ‘beloved.’” “And in the very place where it was said to them, ‘You are not my people,’ there they shall be called children of the living God.” . . . I ask, then, has God rejected his people? By no means! I myself am an Israelite, a descendant of Abraham, a member of the tribe of Benjamin. God has not rejected his people whom he foreknew. . . . So I ask, have they stumbled so as to fall? By no means! But through their stumbling salvation has come to the Gentiles, so as to make Israel jealous. Now if their stumbling means riches for the world, and if their defeat means riches for Gentiles, how much more will their full inclusion mean! (Rom 9:1-5, 22-26; 11:1-2, 11-12)


Before concluding this chapter on the scripturality of election, we cannot avoid looking at two of the key New Testament texts on the matter, which we find in St. Paul’s letters to the churches in Rome and Ephesus. We will first consider an extended three-chapter portion of Romans and then look briefly at the opening verses of Ephesians.

In discussing Paul’s hermeneutic of the relationship between Israel and the church, as expressed in the middle three chapters of his letter to Rome, we encounter what Karl Barth described as “the crooked path of the chief New Testament passage” on election.41 We may not wish to go as far as Christiaan Beker, who has contended that these chapters ought to be regarded as the letter’s material climax because, in his view, the letter itself is nothing less than an extended “dialogue with Jews.”42 Nor can we agree with David Martyn Lloyd-Jones’s alternative suggestion that these three chapters are merely “a kind of postscript.”43 They are indeed far more than that. As Leon Morris has observed, the entirety of Romans 1–11 is a unity, designed to show forth God’s plan to save humankind. The purpose of chapters 9–11, therefore, is to bring into particular focus the question of how, post Christum, that plan continues to include Israel.44 Quite logically, then, when Karl Barth penned his remarkable Römerbrief in 1922, he noted that the theme of the letter is the universal suffrage of every person for the gift of God’s grace: “Both Jew and Greek are enfranchised for the Gospel.”45

If this is so, then one might well ask why Paul seems to lay such stress in chapter 9 on the disobedience of Israel and their apparent exclusion from God’s grace. Morris argues that, despite his own wishes, Paul must have thought that his “brothers according to the flesh”—that is, the whole community of the Jews of his day—were indeed destined for annihilation (άνάθεμα),46 insofar as he expresses his desire to “take their place, to be lost so that they may be saved.”47 Morris argues this, despite the fact that the text does not unequivocally permit a substitutionary reading.48 Gifford is even blunter in his assessment. The “vessels of destruction” (9:22), he argues, is the “eminently applicable” term “for the mass of the Jewish nation in St. Paul’s day.”49

Yet the point of these chapters is not that ultimate culpability and thus divine punishment fall on the collectivity of ethnic Jews as such and primarily, nor even that their historic sufferings are proleptic of an eternal fate that awaits at least some of them.50 On the contrary, Paul’s contention is nothing other than a repetition of the gospel we have already discerned in the earlier Old Testament passages: that God’s mercy and grace are the free gifts of his own sovereignty, which he distributes according only to his own will, without reference to merit, heritage, or the privilege of birth.

David Congdon very helpfully reminds us of two dangers in positing God’s free sovereignty (one of which he argues is real, the other perceived). On the one hand, the assumption of much of what Congdon calls the “Augustinian-Reformed tradition,” based exactly on these three chapters of St. Paul’s letter, in particular Romans 9:18-21, is that “God’s freedom is a freedom to condemn.”51 Rather than understanding God’s essential character to be one of love, this construal of God’s being instead prioritizes his wrath. The hermeneutical presumption is that, in the employment of his freedom, God tends always toward the willing, or at least the permitting, of the eternal damnation of most of us. Grace and salvation are the mitigations of God’s more proper aspect of righteous justice (Rom 3:23). Grace is thus pitted against God’s default will, as something akin to a reluctant concession that is inherently at odds with God’s better judgment.

But there is an equally problematic presumption on the other side, where God’s radically generous grace is (or is perceived to be) constricted by an abstracted rule from which God cannot escape. That is, an explicit doctrine of universalism—according to which God’s forgiving and salvific love is not only extended to but is effective for all of humanity—is said to destroy the freedom of God’s grace by binding him to the principle that his grace obliges him to save everyone. As Barth put it during his visit to Princeton in 1962, while “we cannot avoid to, if we understand Jesus Christ and his work, than to look for, yes, look for universal salvation,” we are not thereby permitted to proclaim it as a fait accompli about which we can be certain. “Because salvation is an act and a decision of God’s free grace . . . if we proclaim [it] . . . , then we take away God’s freedom to do it.”52

Of course, as Congdon has argued, the dogmatic unsustainability of this position is valid only if we have already committed ourselves to the view inherent in the first of these two dangers—namely, that God’s default will is to condemn and that this will is ameliorated, reluctantly, by the decision to allow some to live and not be damned.53 Only if that is our premise is the suggestion that God might save all a contradiction of his freedom. To put it the other way around, there is no obligation on God, and thus no damage to the free exercise of his will, if his eternal (and free) commitment is to the salvation of all instead of only some.

My argument here, though, in the context of Romans 9–11, is not that Paul teaches, or even implies, a proto-doctrine of universalism (apokatastasis). Nor does he teach—though he has frequently been understood as at the very least implying—an unyielding righteousness that prefers perdition over salvation. Rather, he proclaims an irrevocability of Israel’s election that is neither confined to a single ethnicity nor oblivious to the failings and faults of the chosen. No one could accuse Paul of letting his fellow Jews “off the hook.” They have been, he insists, “ignorant [άγνοοῦντες] of the righteousness that comes from God” (10:3)—desperate to obtain it but, in seeking for it in all the wrong places, failing to find it (9:30-31). Moreover, Israel’s failures have opened up the possibility of salvation for the Gentiles. Using that potent symbol, Paul notes that in cutting off the natural branches of the olive tree, room is made for the ingrafting of unnatural branches—yet with a crystal-clear caveat that precisely in their unnaturalness, the ingrafted branches ought not think themselves as superior to those whose place they have taken. More to the point, though, Paul’s argument in Romans 11 is not so much that everyone—Jews and Gentiles, natural branches and unnatural ones—is vulnerable and at ever-present risk of being “cut off.” Rather, the emphasis falls on the universality of God’s grace, from which no one—neither natural branches nor unnatural branches; neither the Gentiles who did not receive the promises, the law, the patriarchs, or the divine glory (9:4-5); nor the Jews who have stumbled—is in principle excluded.




EPHESIANS 1:3-14

Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who has blessed us in Christ with every spiritual blessing in the heavenly places, just as he chose us in Christ before the foundation of the world to be holy and blameless before him in love. He destined us for adoption as his children through Jesus Christ, according to the good pleasure of his will, to the praise of his glorious grace that he freely bestowed on us in the Beloved. In him we have redemption through his blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses, according to the riches of his grace that he lavished on us. With all wisdom and insight he has made known to us the mystery of his will, according to his good pleasure that he set forth in Christ, as a plan for the fullness of time, to gather up all things in him, things in heaven and things on earth. In Christ we have also obtained an inheritance, having been destined according to the purpose of him who accomplishes all things according to his counsel and will, so that we, who were the first to set our hope on Christ, might live for the praise of his glory. In him you also, when you had heard the word of truth, the gospel of your salvation, and had believed in him, were marked with the seal of the promised Holy Spirit; this is the pledge of our inheritance toward redemption as God’s own people, to the praise of his glory. (Eph 1:3-14)


The celebrated classical philologist Eduard Norden once said that this opening section of St. Paul’s letter to the Ephesian church is “the most monstrous sentence conglomeration . . . I have ever met in the Greek language.”54 Be that as it may, the “heavy clumsiness” of this opening passage, to use Markus Barth’s words, cannot mask the sheer extravagance of God’s electing grace described here.55 Barth reminds us that—whomever it may be who is making these statements, Paul or an otherwise unknown author—the statements themselves about God’s decision to choose people for himself are “adoring rather than calculating or speculative.” What is in view here is neither “a fate or system above God,” nor does this passage describe merely one particular feature of “an impersonal omnipotent rule.”56 On the contrary, the election of which Paul speaks is deeply personal, referring not, in the first instance, to individuals about whom a certain destiny has been decreed but rather to the God who has taken people to himself as his children.

Andrew Lincoln has made much the same point. The writer of the letter, he argues, seems not at all interested in speculating about the whys and wherefores of election, nor indeed about its shadow side of reprobation. Rather, having been “overwhelmed by the blessing of being chosen,” he can do nothing other than “praise the God who is the source of such blessing.”57

Of course, the frequently used language of election “in Christ”58 renders this passage particularly susceptible to an exclusivist reading, in which God’s blessings of “sonship”—υἱοθεσία (“adoption as his children,” v. 5)—might be assumed to accrue only to members of the Christian community. St. John Chrysostom, for one, represents precisely this view. In the first of his homilies on this letter, he exegetes verse 3 (“who has blessed us in Christ with every spiritual blessing in the heavenly places”) as an explicit denunciation of the allegedly carnal blessings enjoyed by Israel. “The Jews,” he says, “had blessing also, but it was not spiritual blessing.” Thus, as the possessors of carnal things only, Jews are now “unable to hear of spiritual things,” including, most importantly, those bessings that have now been bestowed from the heavenly places in Christ Jesus. With searing logic, yet with no textual justification whatsoever, Chrysostom concludes that “we”—that is, those who have been chosen “in Christ”—“surpass [the Jews] not only in the quality of the blessings, but in the Mediator also.”59

Fifteen centuries later the Reformed theologian Charles Hodge, in his own exegesis of this letter, drew similarly narrow limits around God’s electing will, albeit without the anti-Jewish overtone. The blessings of election, he contends, are bestowed “not on any external community or society as such” but to “believers, scattered here and there.”60 Moreover, while “the purpose of [God’s] election is comprehensive,” only those who supplement God’s prior federal union with their own voluntary union of faith are actually the recipients of its benefits.61

Markus Barth, however, reads this passage in an entirely different way. The “in Christ” language does not, he suggests, imply a constriction of God’s grace but, on the contrary—when taken in concert with what many have described as the “cosmic Christ” of verse 10—a “universalist” application of it.62 Certainly, this Christological election must mean that it is only “as members of [the] community” of God’s people that individuals “share in the benefits of God’s gracious choice.” Yet, insists Barth, this ought not be parsed as “the creation of a scheme which divides mankind [sic] into two opposite groups.”63 The reason for this is surprisingly simple. Insofar as the acting subject, and first object, of God’s electing will is Jesus Christ himself “before the foundation of the world” (v. 4), and that the goal of God’s purposes is the eschatological summing up of all things in that same Christ (v. 10), then it follows that “God’s comprehensive purpose goes beyond simply humanity to embrace the whole created order.”64 John Muddiman has argued that this “‘christologization’ of the doctrine of election,” in terms of the preexistent Christ, means that “it is not so much that Christians claim to be an elect race apart from ordinary humanity, but that they are those who believe in the one who is the unique object of God’s elective love.”65 That is true, but it does not go far enough. Rather, the blessing that accrues to the believing community is not that they alone are the ones who exist in elected solidarity with Christ but simply that they are the ones who are aware of that solidarity.66 The election, in fact, is representatively true of all people, for all are included in the pre-foundation election of Christ. The divided humankind, implies Barth—divided erroneously between the false categories of “the elect” and the “reprobate”—is reunited, through the work of Christ, into “a new man,” ut omnes unum sint (that they all may be one).67
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