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The Saving Work of Christ, V

We continue our study of Christ's saving work. ll yust mention some of these features. Christ save
in His offices of prophet, priest, and king. Alk¢le of those are given in Hebrews 1. His savingwor
involves His state of humiliation and exaltatios,vee said under the person of Christ. Insteadsif ju
saying “His death is particular,” let me presenthbgides of the matter in this excursive on theeixof
the atonement. Millard Erickson, in i¥ristian Theologyages 825-835, very fairly sets forth
arguments for both unlimited and limited atonemel&.even uses fair terminology. “Particular
atonement” or “definite atonement” is better thimited atonement.” Limited sounds like somethiag i
lacking in the work of Christ.

Millard Erickson is a Baptist theologian who cdlisnself a moderate Calvinist, which is a very fair
description. He is a model of fairness, and onrowetrsial issues | like to use him just for thatgen.

In these pages @hristian Theologyhe sets forth arguments for particular atonentbety arguments
for universal atonement, and he concludes corrdetliymost of the arguments are not very good. It i
remarkable. He says those who argue for the Catvoasition of particular, definite, or limited
atonement, turn to those passages where it sayst @ied for His sheep in John 10, and for His chur
in Ephesians 5, and they thereby assume He didiador the goats or for those who are not pathef
church. I am going to set forth the arguments aed tome back and critique some of them. Other
times this particular atonement, this limitatiortloé intention and efficacy of the cross, is deducem
other doctrines. In John 17, Jesus says, “I dgret for the world, but only for my people.” Theveé
since prayer is part of His priestly work, then Hrgestly work on the cross must be particular a.w
Erickson rightly says that it is inferred from thery nature of the atonement. These are the ways
Calvinists have argued.

The Atonement itself, by its very nature, invohetull payment for sin. Therefore, with this type o
argument, it must be efficacious and thereby palgroor limited. Otherwise everybody would be saved
and that is not true. It has historically been didkvith election. Erickson goes so far as to sayitthas
always, or usually has, been the case. If someteabhes an Augustinian view of election—that
election is based not upon foreseen human resgmsgon God's own unconditional grace—they
often have a limited atonement view as well. AdiuBrickson made a mistake on that argument, lut le
me go through these. Erickson shows correctlyithainot enough to prove Calvinism to show the
passages where it says that Jesus died for Hislthiar His sheep, and the like. You have to shioat t
He did not die for the others, because Ericksos,s@oes not it make sense in a context in whicuse
is talking about His church or His sheep, that Sesould say that He died for them?” He is exactly
right. It does not prove that He only died for them

You would need some exclusion within the passageake it a good argument. The mere fact that He
says He died for His people—*“You will call his nadesus,” the angel told Joseph, “because he will
save his people from their sins"—supports particatanement, but it does not necessarily proveid.
deduced from other doctrines. It is kind of a sekcorder proof. | mentioned earlier in this lessbat tit

is not wrong to do deduction, but we need to digtish biblical data and basing things upon thanfro
making deductions from other biblical data. So thisot illegitimate and it could be used as suppgr
evidence, but it is not sufficient in itself. Ibhly had an argument based upon deduction, | woold
hold that belief as firmly as | would where | hathpary biblical evidence. And in fact | would aske
we supposed to make this deduction or is theolagyggbeyond the Bible and asking questions of it
that the Bible does not even answer? It is infefrech the nature of the atonement. A much stronger
argument would be where the Bible itself presdmsatonement as defective and therefore limited or

©Summer 2006, Robert Peterson & Covenant Theolb§eminary



Humanity, Christ & Redemption Lecture 27, page 2

particular. That would be more powerful than thigerence. This is another example of deduction. Can
you show biblically that the nature of the atonehteamands effectiveness? Then you are showing
something, but if you are merely arguing theordifc@é may impress those who already believe ut; b

it may not persuade those who for other reasomns@fence and deduction have reached some other
conclusions. It has been linked historically witbation. Erickson is a wonderful Christian man and
especially adept in modern philosophy and theoladych are areas | am not strong in and in which |
rely upon him. My Ph.D. is in historical theolodyhink perhaps his is not. He uses secondary ssurc
Somewhere he got misled. It is not true that thlesgys have always been linked. So it is not a good
argument for Calvinism in any case. If I am righten Calvin, who taught unconditional election, did
not teach particular atonement. That is, it westerldevelopment. His successor, Beza, taughititndst
Calvin himself. It seems to be an issue he didewen address. | am not saying he denied it, bjidte
did not seem to even think about it, at least hoarind it in thelnstitutes of the Christian Religion
Erickson canceled out most of those argumentsrag soe bad and some are weak. | have to agree, but
he is a very fair man who presents argument footms position and criticizes them soundly too.

Arguments for universal atonement or unlimited ataent include “the world” and “all” terminology.
Christ died for all. Christ died for the world. Bhs a very common argument that is used. | will
summarize them now and come back to criticize theenmoment. John 3:16, for example, says, “For
God so loved the world.” At a couple of places, Bilgle says, “Some for whom Christ died will
perish.” Erickson points to Romans 14:15 and 1 @bians 8:11, which are passages that warn about
somebody not causing a brother to stumble becasalldestroy the one for whom Christ died.

The Gospel is to be universally proclaimed. How wanproclaim the Gospel to everyone if Christ only
died for all? This is an argument from deductianj & has more or less weight depending upon a
number of facts. Limited atonement contradicts &aml’e for the world. It is sort of another dedanti
although one could point to passages that say@bdtloves the world and say that is incompatiblnwi
particular or limited atonement. Erickson critiqulesse as well, even as the passages that saythat
died for His people have to be evaluated in coraexit so do “the worlds” and “all” passages. Erickso
admits in most of them the context of “the worldnot only the Jews, but Gentiles as well, thaé typ

a thing. In general, these are not talking abochead every last individual. He admits it. He deed

up with a few passages that incline him in thigction and | will get those on the table quickigome
for whom Christ died will perish,” said in the Ronsaand 1 Corinthians passages that we looked at, he
admits is not very persuasive. It could be, fomepke, that the being destroyed or perishing coutéim
physical death which is spoken of in Scripture asdlgment, in 1 Corinthians 11 for example, and not
necessarily perishing eternally.

These might count as some evidence but they arenmatgh to prove universal atonement. Likewise,
the Gospel is to be universally proclaimed. Gedetfield believed that. Some say that limited
atonement contradicts God's love for the world,dmume of the greatest evangelists in history did no
think so. So these two have some weight by virfugeductions, but in themselves they would not
really sway the jury in Erickson's estimation. | aammarizing. You ought to read his stuff if yoe ar
really interested in this. In the end, Ericksonegdp to four passages. First is 1 Timothy 4:10s€he
passages appear to him conclusively to teach thastGlied to save every human being. | want to be
really fair to him—he has very well summarized #nguments on both sides. For example, | cannot
accuse him of holding back or ignoring the besw{D&t arguments. No, he has not done it. Am |
admitting that there has not been good argumentaticeither side? Yes, that is exactly what | am
admitting. | think it is the case.
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First Timothy 4:10, he says, “is a verse that gastnot be ignored.” | agree with him; it should het
ignored. It says, “We have put our hopes in theg\God, who is the Savior of all men, and espécial
of those who believe.” He says, “Look at that, éhare two different realms of salvation. There is a
sense that Jesus is a Savior of all men, biggeleciand in a sense, a subset of that, that HeeiSavior
of those who believe.” Erickson says that thisosdausive. Again, | have great respect for him but
disagree with him. He misunderstands. In the Pakletters the word, “savior,” does not always rege
Jesus. If my study is right, when it does refeddeus it uses His name, and just an undifferedtiate
reference to savior refers to God the Father,imSon. Let us just take a couple of little examspyeu
can trace the rest of them out yourself. In 1 Thgdt:1 it says, “Paul, an apostle of Christ Jesuthb
command of God our Savior'—does that mean Jesukik not, because the rest of the verse says,
“And of Christ Jesus, our hope.” God our Savior nsethe Father.

Now granted, usually in the Bible when it says,Vi6g” it means Jesus. | am saying we need to g ve
sensitive to the way the pastorals work. They bsentord “Savior” to refer to Jesus sometimes and to
refer to the Father sometimes. We can determinehwikiwhich by of the way they do it when they
refer to Jesus. What | am trying to say is, wheul Pathe Pastoral Epistles refers to Jesus, he Hee
name. For example, 2 Timothy 4:10 says, “...the appgaf our Savior Christ Jesus.” He does this
because the bare word, “Savior,” refers to the éadind not to the Son.

So here is what | am saying: First Timothy 4:1@ {goblem for Calvinism, but it does not even parta
to the atonement. It is not talking about the Sb@ad. Calvinism in the larger Calvinist/Arminian
debate would have account for some sense in whachte Father is the Savior of all men and in a
lesser, distinct sense—a subset of that—in whiclst8avior of the world. But it does not even talk
about the Son of God and His atonement, so itetewvant to the matter of particular atonemendoks
not speak of Jesus, so it does not speak of thes.citds a problem for Calvinism in a greater wiaya
larger concern, but it is not even relevant heoe.Nfillard Erickson or anybody else to prove unlied
atonement, they have got to have an atonementg®sshich speaks of Jesus' cross.

| would say God, in this case the Father, is theddaf all men in that in the book of Acts, He
commands people everywhere to repent. He is theSQalior of humanity and He actually saves those
who believe in Him. | am on the defensive now. | @oh giving you my argument for particular
atonement. | am giving you Erickson's best shotlaad trying to answer him. My response to histfirs
passage of the four he bases his doctrine on iarttles that it is irrelevant to this matter. Since
Erickson is a four-point Calvinist, this is as muchroblem for him as it is for me, a five-point
Calvinist, because it is a problem for the redtiefsystem. But it is not a problem for this pdriny
system and it does not count for points for thig pahis system because it does not speak of dimeod
God and His cross. First John 2:2 is better bectuakkees speak of the cross. It says, “If anybodgd
sin"—thinking of believers—“we have one who spetikthe Father in our defense—Jesus Christ, the
Righteous One. He is the atoning sacrifice”—preayibin is the word used—*“for our sins, and not only
for ours but also for the sins of the whole worl8urely this is a reference to Jesus. Yes, | aidmit
Surely it is a reference to Jesus' atonement. i¥egropitiation. There is no question about itreyit
says, “He died for the sins of the whole worldddmit it. Then case closed, right? It proves uritahi
atonement. Not so fast. We do not want to makesaaraption here. | can view “the whole world” in
two different ways. | can speak of the whole wanlé distributive sense or in a collective sendeatT
does not make people think as much as when | sayw could view the world as all people without
exception—each and every last individual in theldidDistributive means counting them one at a time,
each and every last person. We could view it, h@nesollectively, to mean all; it is another useatf

but all without distinction. Not only red peopleajthwhite people and black people and yellow people
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and brown people and any other kind of people yatehAnd not only people who speak Chinese, but
also people who speak Spanish and French.

Now, it is curious to me that there is one other imsl John of almost the exact same expressian. Th
word order is slightly different from 1 John 2:2arh going to understand it. | admit this is a bette
argument than the first one and his argument hae seeight. But | do think | can answer it, though
you may not agree with me. | would take it as anexiice to all without distinction, not necessaialall
without exception, although it is possible. | vaimpare it to 1 John 5:19, which certainly does not
mean all without exception. “We know that we are thildren of God and that the whole world is under
the control of the evil one.” That does not meaargVast individual. There the whole world is soft
like Jesus' prayer in John 17: “I do not pray for world, | pray for the people you have given nie.”
almost means the unbelievers or something like thaertainly does not mean each and every last
individual. It means collectively those who areiagaChrist and outside of Christ. So granted the
sample is too small. These are the only two placesild find in 1 John, | think in John's writinghere
this exact expression is used. And | also do nattw@fool anybody. The word order is slightly
different, but that is just John's style anyway.dHaost always varies his word order.

Erickson's argument has some weight, but | woutdegard it as proving his case, however. Another
one is Isaiah 53. He thinks this really is an eecglcase. Erickson says, “Look, the people who are
sinning and those for whom atonement is made agtensive: ‘We all like sheep have gone astray.’
That means everybody. That means each and eveimpdiagdual. ‘We all like sheep have gone astray.
Each of us has turned to his own way.’ That leaneeexceptions and the Lord has laid on Him, Jesus,
the iniquity of us all. The remedy is coextensivienvthe need,” he argues. | think he is being isgere
to the historical context of Isaiah 53. The alh@t all human beings, but all Israelites. Yes, ¢hera
universalizing reference within the context. InEB2:for example, “He will sprinkle many nationss” i
seen differently in its context of 53:6-8, for exalm “He was cut off from the land of the livingrfthe
transgression of my people, He was stricken.” 80 hot think it is a proof for universal atonemdhis

a proof for Israelite atonement that the Messi&l dor His people. There is a hint within the caite
52:15, which acts as a unit with verse 53, thatlléd for the Gentiles too. That is brought to fullght

in the New Testament, but | do not see this agatgroof of particular atonement. His last proof
passage is 2 Peter 2:1, and | will admit thistiscky example. | am an honest man. | do not have a
good answer to this one. | will give you my answvzer, | do not think it is a good one. Second P2tér
says, “But there were also false prophets amongébele, just as there will be false teachers among
you. They will secretly introduce destructive hées®ven denying the Sovereign Lord who bought
them, bringing swift destruction on themselves.”

Erickson rightly says, and he puts his finger rightny wound at this point: “Look, they deny the
Sovereign Lord who bought them.” | have been siadylunimpressed with Calvinist attempts to untie
this knot and | refuse to manipulate “Sovereignd.blt is not the normal word for Lord, but it doeet
refer to the devil. That just will not do. And difent attempts to say “bought him” means something
else than “redeemed”—I am just not convinced. lheotvords, | would rather admit | am in trouble
than resort to forced explanations. You say, “Beteryou are admitting you have a problem with this
thing?” Yes. The other side has some problems,ltwdl bring some of them up later. Everybody has
problems on every viewpoint. There is no such tlisgno problems on review.” This is the best | can
do, and it is not very good, friends. The only penb is that the text does not say it, but we magltie

to imply that this is their claim: that the SovegriLord bought them, when in fact He did not. Am |
reading between the lines? Yes. Is this what tkiestays in a straightforward fashion? No. Does this
count for points on Erickson's team? Yes, | adiitwill wait for a better answer on that one the
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meantime, | will go to bed tonight and sleep cdtgfsleep soundly, Lord willing, in the arms of my
Savior. His being my Savior does not depend uporhawng all the answers. | never claimed to have. |
applaud Erickson in his fairness, in his arguingaht to write an article someday opposing himhos t
and maybe even getting him to respond. That woeltlib. | think it would illuminate the issues. | do
think | have, and | can say it without sounding ¥@in, better arguments that have traditionallyrbee
given. Next time, Lord willing, | will begin our aks with them.

You may wonder if false teachers in this contexiusth be lost. That would be an evaluation from
distinctively Calvinist premises. They are defihjtiost. | would say that they are hopeless. Heesri
them off damned, | think it is fair to say. Doesstherse still count for universal atonement ifytlaee

not saved? Yes, do not evaluate your opponentisipo$ased upon your definition. For them, Jesus
died to save everyone and all that He dies to aev@ot saved. People must believe in order to be
saved, which they must. You have Calvinist efficacthe back of your mind. If He died to save peopl
who are not saved, it looks to me like a lessogffiective atonement. |, in fact, agree with yougrmise
based upon Scripture, but I will not invoke to rhls argument out of court, because it is not tdis.
argument has to stand within his own system. Nex t will at least take some minutes and give you
the best case | can present. In the meantime, nealydrd bless you.
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