CHURCH OF THE REDEEMER

117 North Stapley Drive, Mesa, AZ 85203 Phone: (480) 833-7500

Series: Exposition of Romans

Number: 111

Text: Romans 9:14-24; II Peter 3:9 Pastor/Teacher
Date: April 27, 2008(am) Gary L.W. Johnson

EXCURSUS: CALVINISM VS. ARMINIANISM (Part X)

confronted with “an intellectual challenge of a magnitude it has never before confronted.”?

And just what is this foreboding thing? Simply put (but difficult to define precisely) it is

“Post-modernity.” Aschle, as the title of his book makes clear, contends that the Church at
large must embrace this state of affairs. But this kind of “chicken little” response to the changing
tides engulfing our culture is nothing new. A similar alarm was sounded at the turn of the
eighteenth century by Friedrich Schleiermacher. Sinclair Ferguson recently observed along these
lines that, “In his own way, Schleiermacher had patented and branded a ‘seeker sensitive’ theology
that (he certainly believed) made the gospel relevant to his contemporaries — ‘the cultured despisers
of religion’ who, under the spell of the Enlightenment, had given up on the possibility that
Christian doctrine could be true. For them the knowledge of God was no longer attainable. Kant’s
critique of reason had limited it to the knowledge of the phenomenal realm; access to the noumenal
was barred. Schleiermacher, refusing to believe that all was lost, turned things on their head,
stressing that the essence of true Christian faith was the feeling or sense of absolute dependence
upon God.”? The most alarming development over the last few years centers around the proposals
of this group that also fondly refers to itself as “Post-Modern evangelicals” or “Post-Conservative
Evangelicals.” The term “Post-Conservative” was first coined by erstwhile Evangelical Arminian
Roger Olson in the pages of The Christian Century.? Critics like Millard Erickson described this as
the new “Evangelical Left,” and has taken umbrage with how Olson has responded to his critics.*
Olson, in mirroring the Post-Liberal Yale school theologians like the late Hans Frei and George
Lindbeck, wants very much for Evangelicalism to escape what he calls the Old Princeton’s
hegemony with its stifling scholastic methodology. In particular, Olson complains that the Old
Princeton placed way too much emphasis on such doctrines as penal substitutionary atonement and
Biblical inerrancy. These supposedly distinctive trademarks of genuine Evangelicalism need to be
abandoned.? As we shall see, this has struck a very responsive cord in what goes by the name “The
Emergent Conversation.” The late Robert Webber, one of the individuals who openly celebrated the
developments identified with the “Evangelical Mega-Shift,” sees the rise of the Postmodern
evangelicals as the next step in this mega-shift, calling it “a new evangelical awakening.”® Another
highly influential figure (also with direct links to the Evangelical Mega-Shift) was the late Stanley
Grenz. Grenz was, In many ways, the most prominent figure in the group, and his writings
continued to provide the theological and philosophical identity for the movement. Grenz argues
that the break between the modern and post-modern worlds may rival in historical significance the
shift from the Middle Ages to modernity. “Fundamentally,” he argues, “post-modernism is an
intellectual orientation that is critical and seeks to move beyond the philosophical tenets of the
Enlightenment, which lie at the foundation of the now dying modern mindset.” As such, the new
intellectual era calls for “nothing less than a rebirth of theological reflection among evangelicals.”?

E vangelicalism, in the assessment of Carl Raschle, is in a state of crisis because it is being

I. GOD AND TIME (2 Peter 3:8, 9)
The renderings of verse 9 include these: (1) “The Lord is not slow in keeping his promise, as
some understand slowness. He is patient with you, not wanting anyone to perish, but



everyone to come to repentance” (NIV); (2) “The Lord is not slack concerning his promise, as
some men count slackness; but is longsuffering to us-ward, not willing that any should perish,
but that all should come to repentance” (KJV); (3) “The Lord is not slack concerning his
promise, as some count slackness; but is longsuffering to you-ward, not wishing that any
should perish, but that all should come to repentance” (ASV); (4) “The Lord is not slow about
His promise, as some count slowness, but is patient toward you, not wishing for any to perish
but for all to come to repentance” (NASB); (5) “It is not that the Lord is slow in fulfilling his
promise, as some suppose, but that he is very patient with you, because it is not his will for
any to be lost, but for all to come to repentance” (NEB); (6) “The Lord is not slow about his
promise as some count slowness, but is forbearing toward you, not wishing that any should
perish, but that all should reach repentance” (RSV). For our purposes there is little to be
concerned about beyond the rendering of the last clause, almost uniformly rendered as that
“all” should come to repentance (The NIV has “everyone” for the almost uniform “all” and the
RSV refers to “reaching” (repentance). It seems clear that the Lord according to the apostle is
intensely interested in the ones identified as “all” coming to, or reaching, a state, or condition,
defined as repentance. There is, however, according to the translators’ renderings a slight
difference in the intensity of the Lord’s interest. In three of the renderings above, the Lord
does not “wish” (the NIV has “wanting”) anyone to perish, but everyone to come to repentance.
In two of them, He is not willing for anyone to perish. In one He does not want anyone to
perish. In other words He does not wish, want, or will that any perish, but that all (undefined
at this point in the paper) come to repentance.
What is involved in these statistics is ultimately a disagreement over the meaning of the
Greek word BOULOMAI, a Greek word that is usually considered a strong word meaning to
will, or to purpose, especially when used of God (Matt. 11:27; Luke 22:42; I Cor. 12:11). The
other common word meaning to wish, etheld, was usually considered the weaker word, but in
the New Testament the distinction common in classical Greek does not appear to many
interpreters to still be observed. And, in fact, in the opinion of many scholars, does not have as
strong a sense as it had in classical times. I am not, however, totally convinced, and it is clear
that the word may still express the divine will, as it does here. But let us turn to the defining
problem. Just what is meant by the apostle when he says in verse 9, “He is patient with you,
not wanting anyone to perish, but everyone to come to repentance.” There is a difference of
opinion over the meaning of the “anyone,” and the “everyone” in the verse. And the solution of
this problem throws light upon the theological position of the author, the Apostle Peter. Let us
consider the problem and the major solutions offered.

A. _First, Arminians generally interpret the “anyone” and the “everyone” of verse 9 to be
words that refer to all individuals without exception. But pay careful attention to the
words of the text. Peter says the Lord, whose promise to return, either to execute
judgment upon the world or to deliver his ancient people from the predicted time of
Jacob’s trouble (Jer. 30:7), is not slow in fulfilling his promises, or perhaps his specific
promise to return, but is engaged in a different purpose in the present age. The scoffers
may scoff, but the Lord has a different saving plan in mind. He is exercising
longsuffering for his readers and others, because He is engaged in the accomplishment of
the salvation of all the “beloved,” for whom He is so concerned (cf. vv. 1, 8, 14, 17). It is
clear from the text that the “beloved” ones for whom the apostle is so concerned, are
believers. In verse 9, Peter says that the Lord is “patient with you” (NIV), or
longsuffering toward you, as the original text has it. And he adds, “not wanting anyone to
perish, but everyone to come to repentance.” There are some things to discuss here.
First, is the rendering of the Greek verb in the clause, “not wanting anyone to perish,”
correct? I have already touched upon the two Greek words meaning to wish and to will
generally. Unfortunately for an easy decision they have, it is thought, some overlaps in
meaning. It has been generally thought that THEL[] essentially means to wish and is
the weaker of the two words. My classical Greek teachers used to say this. The other
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Greek word, BOULOMALI was said to be a bit stronger and meant to will, and to purpose.
But unfortunately for doctrinal precision, the two verbs may have some overlap in
meaning. Accuracy in translation depends upon analysis of context, where there is often
as everyone knows, interpretive conflict, BOULOMAI is still regarded as the stronger
word and, while some feel it may from time to time have the force of THEL[], to wish, I
still think its most common sense is to will, or to purpose. Therefore, I would render
verse nine’s clause where the word occurs as not willing that any should perish but that
all should come to repentance rather than as the word is rendered in the NIV, “not
wanting anyone to perish.” “Wanting” cannot compare with “willing” in the expression of
a divine purpose, a divine intention to fulfill a goal, to complete a divinely designed task.
It is difficult for a believer in a sovereign majestic deity to think of Him as “wanting” to
accomplish a serious task, one that only a God can accomplish, with the implicit
possibility that He may not be able to be successful. One is able to think of a child
“wanting” an ice cream cone, but difficult to conceive of a mighty sovereign God “wanting”
to accomplish something well within His power. Peter’s verb, BOULOMAI, is better
rendered by the verb to will than to want, and it is suitable to express a royal purpose
and design, the purpose of a being who “works all things according to the counsel of His
will” (cf. Eph. 1:11). Shrenk sums up the sense of the Greek verb BOULOMALI, is better
rendered by the verb to will than to want, and it is suitable to express a royal purpose
and design, the purpose of a being who “works all things according to the counsel of His
will” (cf. Eph. 1:11). Shrenk sums up the sense of the Greek verb BOULOMAI here in
this way, “Similarly in 2 Peter 3:9 the word expresses the divine will to save.”®

THE IMPORTANT PARTICULARS

Now, for some important points. First, who is the “you” of verse nine, whom the Lord does not
will to perish? The answer to the question is easy and clear. The “you” are identified four
times (vv. 1, 8, 14, 17) in the context as “beloved.” The term beloved in the Greek text is a
verbal adjective, perhaps suggesting that the one to whom it applies is the object of love, in
this case derived by the early believers from their sense of being the objects of the Father’s
love, for He had used this term of His Son at His baptism and transfiguration (Matt. 3:17;
17:5).° He does not will that His beloved ones perish. His beloved ones who belong to Him are
related to Him as sons and daughters. There is no slackness, or hesitation, in him. He is
simply longsuffering toward his saints and diligent in gathering His sheep into the fold,
unwilling to lose a one of them.

Second, we must identify the individuals referred to by the word anyone (Gr., TINAS) in verse
nine. It clearly, as interpreters agree, does not refer to the same word in the original
language, TINES (translated by the word “some” in the NIV, used earlier in the verse but in a
different case), which refers to those who have a certain understanding of slowness. The “any,”
or “anyone,” of verse 9 is used in contrast to the PANTAS, translated by “everyone” in the
verse, that is, everyone of the “you” mentioned earlier in the verse. Bauckham has it right,
“TINAS (‘any’) does not take up TINES (‘some people’) in v. 9a, but contrasts with PANTAS
(‘all’): God desires all, without exception, to repent and escape damnation. But PANTAS
(“all”) 1s clearly limited by humas (‘you’).”1? In other words, when Peter writes, “He is patient
with you, not wanting anyone to perish, but everyone to come to repentance,” the “anyone” and
the everyone,” or “all,” refer to those who belong to the “you,” that is, the believing body, the
“beloved” ones. The apostle is not speaking of the scoffers, or of all generally, but of all
particularly, all of the “beloved” ones.

Third, we must have a brief further discussion of the words “not wanting,” the rendering of the
Greek words ME BOULOMENOS (NIV, “not wanting”). Having been trained in classical
Greek, I find it difficult to forget that this verb is a rather strong verb, and its common
meaning was not to wish or to want, but to will or to purpose. In New Testament times,
THELO, or ETHELO, has almost crowded it out. BOULOMAI, however, still has significant strength.




According to Schrenk,™ it is used of apostolic authority and, further, it is a term that emphasizes the apostolic
authority. It may emphasize the will of God, and in Hebrews 6:17 it is used to express the eternal purpose of
God. This raises questions about its rendering in 2 Peter 3:9 in the NIV as “not wanting anyone to perish,” a
weak rendering even suggesting that the sovereign God of heaven is not able to carry out His will. | much
prefer “not willing that any should perish,” as the KJV has it, or “it is not his will for any to be lost,” which is
the translation of the New English Bible. The resultant meaning is that Peter’s statement is that God is not
willing that any of the elect shall perish, noted above.

CONCLUSION: John Owen, who has thought and written about the nature and intent of the
atonement about as much as anyone, has said this about 2 Peter 3:9 in his seventeenth century
English: “That indefinite and general expressions are to be interpreted in an answerable proportion
to the things whereof they are affirmed, is a rule in the opening of the Scripture. See, then, of
whom the apostle is here speaking. ‘The Lord, saith he, ‘is long-suffering to us-ward, not willing
that any should perish.” Will not common sense teach us that us is to be repeated in both the
following clauses, to make them up complete and full,--namely, ‘Not willing that any of us should
perish;, but that all of us should come to repentance?” Now, who are these of whom the apostle
speaks, to whom he writes? Such as had received ‘great and precious promises,” chap. 1. 4, whom he
calls ‘beloved,” chap. iii. 1, whom he opposeth to the ‘scoffers’ of the ‘last days,” verse 3; to whom the
Lord hath respect in the disposal of these days; who are said to be ‘elect, Matt. Xxiv. 22. Now,
truly, to argue that because God would have none of those to perish, but all of them to come to
repentance, therefore he hath the same will and mind towards all and every one in the world (even
those to whom he never makes known his will, nor ever calls to repentance, if they never once hear
of his way of salvation), comes not much short of extreme madness and folly. Neither is it of any
weight to the contrary that they were not all elect to whom Peter wrote: for in the judgment of
charity he esteemed them so, desiring them ‘to give all diligence to make their calling and election
sure,” chap. I 10; even as he expressly calleth those to whom he wrote his former epistle, ‘elect,’
chap. 1. 2, and a ‘chosen generation,” as well as a ‘purchased people,” chap. 11. 9 . . . The text is clear,

that it is all and only the elect whom he would not have to perish.”12
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