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PREFACE

The work on this dissertation brings along with it a fair dose of humility for a
variety of reasons, one of which is the full view of my limitations, with which | have
been constantly confronted. Thatrigs about the need for a lot of help from a lot of
people, for which | am deeply grateful. My wife, Jill, comes to mind first. Aside from all
the hard work she has done while | have studied, she worked as hard repairing the
mistakes in this manuscript as/brked making them. Of course, | owe a great debt to Dr.
Mark Seifrid, my supervisor, during this process. His guidance has been instrumental in
bringing the work to a successful end. In addition, | have not only learned how to study
the Scriptures unddris guidance; he has taught me many more things, not the least of
which is how to teach a Sunday School class. | am also thankful to Drs. William Cook
and Brian Vickers, before whom | defended the draft and who made valuable suggestions
for improvement. Thy have also been good and gracious friends to me during the course
of my studies. | am also grateful to Marsha Omanson, whose patient guidance has helped
keep this in the proper form, and to Dr. David Puckett and the staff in the Graduate
Studies office bThe Southern Baptist Theological Seminary for shepherding the process.
Finally, | extend my grateful acknowledgement of the hard work and dedication of the
entire faculty of the seminary, who have given selflessly to my improvement. Of course, |
am respasible for the final product as it appears, and the shortcomings should not be
seen as the fault of any of these people. They did the best they could with me.

It is, in addition, a humbling experience to enter into the discussion about how
we are to undstand Jesus and his identity. The issue had been a matter of controversy

for centuries before | had my first thought about it, and scholars careful and careless,
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devout and profane, creative and mundane have stood on both sides of the issue. Fine
thinkersand excellent students of the Scriptures have disagreed and continue to disagree.

| find agreement for much of my argument from many of those thinkers and scholars
whom | respect and admire, but | have found it necessary to disagree about this topic with
other scholars who are leaders in the field and who command the respect of students
everywhere and especially command respect from me. To be so bold as to disagree | hope
will not be seen as impertinent. | have tried to treat fairly and to learn fromwinase

disagree, but most of all to remember that | have surely not offered the last word in this
discussion. If anything | have written here can be considered useful for contributing to

the discussion at all, it is more than | should expect.

The thing that imbles me most, though, is the task of trying to speak of the
identity of the Lord Jesus Christ. For me, this is no purely academic pursuit. While this
work consists of analysis of what the apostle Paul thought about the identity of Jesus, the
conclusiond draw about what he thought are also my conclusions about who Jesus is. |
recognize that such a confession suggests bias that has the potential to color the analysis.
| think, though, that it is best to acknowledge that at the beginning. After all, iermat
such as this, who is the objective and disinterested observer? Yet | stand before the one
by whom and through whom and for whom are all things with the intent of in some way
describing him. Perhaps Martin Luther has captured best in his famous reymn th

description of Jesus and the final acknowledgment of who | will argue Jesus really is:

Did we in our own strength confide, our striving would be losing;
Were not the right Man on our side, the
Dost ask who that may be? Chidstsus it is He;
Lord Sabaoth His name, from age to age the same
And he must win the battle.

George W. Carraway
Louisville, Kentucky

May 2012
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

When Paul wrote histter to the Romans more than tweognturies agbe
begarwhat is now chapter @ith a lament over the condition of his countrymen,
followed by a catalog of benefits of the JéRerhapshat catalog added to tigeief and
pain that led him almost to wish himself accursed over their condition (Reb).9ri
verse5b Paul crowned his list of benefits with the wofd & C¢OELCE€§ ¢ § 6
Wa QR a4 Gduas T A g @ i0Gstes 7' ® & &Bhose wordsand the punctuation,
have been the subject of sosignificantdebat¢é Paul 6 s i ntent could be
several possible ways, depending among othethings,where one puts the stopnd
how one undetands the antecedent of the particifBecause of th various
possibilities, scholarask whether Paul intended for the reader to understand that Christ is
himself God overall, or whether Paul simplpke into a doxology to God the Father

over the coming of Christ

The punctuation of the Greek text is a significant issue for this digsartht this case the
Greek text displayed is taken, including punctuation, from the NAkled Greek text. EdKurt Aland, et
al., Novum Testamentum Grae@&™" ed.(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993

%As noted by many who comment on thigse, even in 1904 F. C. Burkitt commented that
the punctuation of the verse has probably been more ¢
Bur ki tt, iOn RomanggTSb@90H:450nd Mar k xiv 61,0

*The literature regarding the exeigesf Rom 9:5 is extensive, but for a fairly concise and
easily accessible listing of the possible ways the verse can be read, see C. E. B. CRamfiaits: A
Shorter Commentar§Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing, 1985), 222. For a more thorough treaten
argument regarding the exegesis of the veCGhsse, see Br
and the Spirit in the New Testamead. Barnabas Lindars and Stephen S. Smalley (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1973), esp87



Al t hough Rudol ph Bultmann asserted that
scarcely to b éschoafyepiniorsde more divitlkdrthiarshe allowed.
A review of various Englisktranslatias illustrates the differemossibilities The RSV
t r ans | and ef theirfiace, according to the flesh, is the Chastl who is over all
be blessed forever. Amemd T he ambs | ates di fferentl y: nand
the flesh Chist came who is over all, God blessed &ver. Amen With only minor
variatiors, the AS\follows the AV.TheNIVi s a bit more explicit: 0
the human ancestry of Christ, who is God ovela, f or ever pr aiteed! Ame

Revidierte Lutherbibel of 198#%tanslates faus denen Christus her ko

Fleisch, der daist Gottilbetab s, gel obt | The BawiAgetiean t . Amen. 0
Standard (Updated) | eaves some of the ambigu
the Christaccodi ng t o the fl esh, who i sAsowler al |l , C

seek to demonstrate, the syntax most naturally favors a reading that Christ is over all,

God, blessed forever.

Thesis

It is my proposal thah the Christological passages in Rams 911, Paul
speaks of Christ in a manner that suggests the correct reading of 9:5b is that he asserted
that Christ is Godver all; that is, he is the God of Israel. | will also argue that Paul
understood that the confession that Christ is God oves thle fundamental confession

that must be made by Israel for salvation.

New Testament Christology Since 1913

One would normally expect that a history of research regarding the thesis

would begin with the history of how Romans 9:5 has been interpr8iede, however,

“*Ruddf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testamgimans. Kendrick Grobel (London: SCM
Press, 1952), 1:129.



the language of Romans 9:5 is capable of more than one reading, other factors enter the
di scussion to influence how Paul ds intent i s
guestions are debated within a larger set of questions about #legtaent of

Christology in the first century. The debate concerns whether a devout first century Jew
such as Paul would ever call anyone on earth God. Scholars dispute whether such an
appellation could originate in Palestine or whether it must have awhéexgpread of the
Christian faith into Hellenistic pagan culture. If the latter, the next issue is the length of
time after the death of Christ such a development would require. Finally, if Paul did

intend the reader to understand that Christ is Godallegiven the fact that Paul does

not elsewhere make such a direct statement, some scholars question whether he would do
that here at the beginning of Roman$1% For that reason it would be useful first to

review the more general background of New desnt Christological thought in the past

100 years. The specific point to be addressed in this dissertation is whether there is good
reason Paul would have called Christ God at the beginning of Romans 9. That issue
cannot be addressed, however, outsidelifussion set forth in this section, regarding

what Paul might have been able to say. The position of many scholars regarding Romans
9:5 is as much a function of the larger Christological issue as it is a matter of the syntax

of the verse. The review stholarship will, then, move from general to specific.

Arguments Regarding Development of
Christology in the First Century

Wilhelm Bousset.Less than a year before the shot that killed Archduke
Ferdinand and started World War I, Wilhelm Bousset pubtistyrios Christos his

well-known discussion of the development of New Testament Christofdthough the

*Vincent Taylor,The Person of Christ in New Testament Teactliogdon: Macmillan,
1958), 56. H. W. Bartsciii R° msurfil 1. Clem 32,4: Eine notwdige Konj ect ur e i TZ2R° mer br i ef
(1965): 4020 3 The decisive argument is that nowhere else does StcPadl I Chr i st Godo ( my
translation). While | am for the moment acknowledging this as part of the argument, | will argue in chap. 4
that although the maing of Titus 2:13 is also disputed, Paul does in fact refer to Jesus as God there.

3



result was not as serious as a world war, the book was a turning point in the history of

New Testament theology and the influence of the book gvew more with its

translation into English in 1970Much of the discussion of New Testament Christology,

particularly its origins in first century Palestine, still concerns the questions raised by

Bousset. That discussion has resulted in an environmegritals had an important effect

on how readers of the Scriptures understand most of the Christological texts that deal

with the divinity of Jesus, including Romans 9:5, so some detailed consideration of

Boussetds contribution and the aftermath 1is
In his book Bousset addressed the quest:i

di vinize and venerate Jesus of Nazareth?0 Hi

major points: The first is that early Christianity can be divided into two-Peailine

stagesPalestinian Jewish Christianity and Hellenistic Christianity. Second, the earliest

form of Christology was Son of Man Christology, although Jesus himself did not use that

selt-designation. Instead, the title was developed by the Palestinian church tidird

kyriostitle was not possible in Palestine, but it was developed along with the infusion of

Greek pagans into the church. For Bousset the decisive turning point in the development

of Christianity was its transition to Genti{éhristian territory ints earliest beginnings.

Whether that transition resulted in complete revision of the way Christ was understood or

was a matter of simply taking over what was already developed among Jewish Christians

is a big part of the debate since Boussetos
Thefact that the expressidvaranatha,a word that appears in 1 Corinthians

16:22, is in Aramaic suggests the titlar was attributed to Jesus in Palestine in the

earliest years. Bousset argued, however, that the attribution originated in Antioch, where

®wilhelm BoussetKyrios Christos: A History of Belief in Christ from the Beginnings of
Christianity to Irenaeustrans. John E. Stee{iNashville: Abingdon Press, 1970

'See also Larry W. Hurtado, fiNew Testament Chri s
I nfl uESA el 9% 9) : 310. Hurtado reduces Boussetds ar gume

4



theinfluence of Greek speakers was stronger, rather than in Palestine. Bousset suggests
the term may even have been an Aramaic translation of an originally Greek invocation of
Jesu$.

The debate following Boussetodartboook basi
the main points of his book. The first question is whether the way the first century church
understood the person of Jesus was a developmental process that underwent fundamental
changes under a later infusion of Hellenistic ideas. Included in tlestign is the
argument advanced by some scholars that Hellenism had penetrated Palestinian Judaism
enough to preclude any sharp distinction between the two. The second is whether the Son
of Man title was a creation of the church and, if so, whether iewasisively used by
the Palestinian church. This issue does not require extensive attention for the purposes of
the discussion at hand. The third is whether theKiyigos was used only as a result of

the influence of the emperor cult on the church beter it originated in Palestine.

Rudolf Bultmann.Bousset 6s theories regarding t he
understanding of Christ have been followed rather closely by other influential scholars,
including Rudolf BultmandBul t mann essent i ashbrumentsabolk over B
the two stage development and he also argued that none of the conceptions of Messiah,
Son of David, Son of God and Son of Man were new. They were developed from the
myth of a Gnostic redeemer who would come and explain the nature of thiat who

have ears to hedf.

®8BoussetKyrios Christos 12 9 . Hurtado rightly reagraatdes. ousse
Larry Hurtado Lord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christia(@yand Rapids: Eerdmans
Publishing, 2003), 111 n 76.

°Bultmann, Theology of the New Testameh33175, esp. 12428.

Ybid., 16575. BultmannFaith and Understandig, ed. R. W. Funk, trans. Louise Pettibone
Smith (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), 264.



H. E. Todt. Todt thought Mark 8:38 is the only Son of Man saying that with a
high degree of probability can be traced back to Jesus. Todt understood the Son of Man
as always a transcendent figure at the parousia; thatNgrk 8:38 and Luke 12:8 Jesus
spoke of another coming Son of Man who does not belong to the existing world, but to
the new age. The Christology of the Synoptic tradition does not conceive of a
transcendent person, the Son of Man, in Jesus. All safyiagdo identify Jesus with the
Son of Man are creations of the church, but the Palestinian church, not the Hellenistic

churcht!

Oscar Cullmann. Cullmann presented a significant full response to Bousset.
Cullmann also contributed significantly to the ag@mno do Christology by way of titles.
His most significant contribution in terms of titles is to argue that the titles of Jesus are
functional rather than ontologic More significant for present purposes, Cullmann
argued against the suggestion by Betussid Bultmann that there was a sharp division
between Palestinian Judaism and Hellenistic Judaism. Cullmann asserted that there were
Hellenists in the earliest church in Jerusalem, and in fact, that the Hellenists did not
suddenl y app e thrbutedrepobablytiees inhd time ef deSus.
Cullmann further suggested that the Hellenists and the group represented by the Gospel
of John expressed their faith in Jesus by means of the Son of Man concept. He also
argued that the AramaMar was usd in the absolute sense for God in the same way that
AdonaiandKyrios were used, indicating that in the Palestinian church wiMarevas

used the worship of Jesus as Lord already existed. Thus, for Cullmann, both Bousset and

YH. E. Todt, The Son of Man in the Synoptic Traditi@thiladelphia: Westminster, 196%)0-
47.

20scar CullmannThe Christology of the New Testamérans. Shiley C. Guthrie and
Charles A. M. Hall, rev. ed. (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1968), 3

Blbid., 165.



Bultmann argue incorrectly f@an immediate transition under Hellenistic influence to
something completely new. Instead, according to Cullmann, there was simply
development from the use of Son of Man to use of Lord and one cannot say that Jesus
was first worshipped aseLord in a Helenistic environment?

Bultmann had argued that the origin of the use of the title Son of God in the
pagan idea of the god man applied to anyone who seemed to have divine power, such as
ability to heal*> Cullmann countered that the idea could easily limxeloped from
concepts from the Old Testament where the Son of God was one who enjoyed a

substantial relationship with God by virtue of the idea of election to participate in divine

work through the execution of @nagwaaaofti cul ar ¢
himself was Son of Man, but that concept must include not onlsetivant of YHWH
but also the Son of Gd4.

FerdinandHahn.Bui | di ng on Boussetdos wor k, Ferd

|l ayer of devel op méHemaintanedBhPalestmian Jodaismtldyer,o r vy .
but divided the Hellenistic division into Hellenistic Jewish Christianity and pagan Greek
Christianity.

In keeping with the trend toward title Christology, Hahn also understood the
development of Christology in terms of thiées by which Jesus of Nazareth was known.
Hahn agreed with Bousset that the earliest title assigned by the church was Son of Man.
Like Bultmann, Hahn can find no reason to think the church initially had any thought of

the Son of Man as the suffering angked one. For Hahn, if one is careful to understand

“Ibid., 184203.
*Bultmann,Theology of the New Testameh28.
®Cullmann,Christology 27275.

YFerdinand HahriThe Titles of Jesus in Aktology: Their History in Early Christianity,
trans. Harold Knight and George Orr (London: Lutterworth Press, 1969), 12.
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that the title Son of Man best fits the coming one then it cannot be disputed that some of
the Son of Man sayings originated on the lips of Jesus (those having to do with the
coming Son of Man}®

Hahn,like Bousset and Bultmann, argued tKatios had its importance in the
mystery religions and in the cult of the emperor in the Hellenistic sphere, which
Christianity must have taken into account in proclaiming Jesus &yttos.'® At the
sametimehegrued t hat Boussetds theory that wuse of
Antioch is untenablddahn also recognized the background of the word in the Old
Testament as an appellation of YHWH and acknowledged the use of the term for Jesus in
Palestinian Chstianity. He denied, however, that there was any intent to use it as a
predicate of deity. Hahn understood the téfaranathato be associated with the
parousia and addressed to the exalted one who was coming, not to the earthly Jesus.
When directed atie earthly Jesus, the wamthrais similar to teacher or rabbi. The new
interpretation in the Hellenistic area resulted in the description of Jesus as the exalted
one. At firstkyrios did not imply deity, but nonetheless, the exalted Jesus did now bear
thename of God himself and in the sphere of Hellenistic Gentile Christianiiyttes

title came to imply the divine nature and divine dignity of the exalted Lord.

Werner Kramer. Whi | e Hahndés work is based al mos
Werner Kramer argaed on the basis of pieauline and Pauline material. His argument,
however, regarding the development of the tkyriosi s | i ttl e di fferent f
found in the term a prPauline development in the Hellenistic Gentile church. Kramer
argued thattte use of the name of God for Jesus in Philippiand 2;@ven if it predates

Paul, makes no difference because such an attribution could take place only in a

Bpid., 28.

YFor Hahnoés argument descr rTitldsefdesis’3108.hi s paragrapt

8



Hellenistic Gentile environmert.As will be noted below, part of the debate over
Kr a me ri$has td do ith whether such a{ftauline Gentile church existed that
could influence the theology of the first Christians.
Kramer acknowledged thtaranathaoriginated in the early Aramaic church,
but did not consider it possible thaara could be aranslation forAdonai since that
would be blasphemy and the church would not have opened itself to that charge. Like
Hahn, he found the term solely related to the parousia; that is, to the coming Son of Man.
Kramer rightly wondered (against his own argnt) why the early church would not
simply have used the title Son of Man rather than develop anothemtarey,since the

Son of Man title refers to the coming one, but he was unable to provide an &hswer.

Martin Hengel. Martin Hengel argued more fultye point made by Cullmann
regarding the lack of sharp distinction between Jewish and Hellenistic Christianity.
Hengel 6s rather extensive writing argues
much for any sharp distinction to be made between Rastiudaism and Hellenistic
Judaism. Most importantly, he asserted that even from the earliest days there were
Christian Hellenists in Jerusalem. He bases his case in large part on Acts chapter 6 and
the reference there 1o A A i & da fieCassembly. Heergjrejects the argument that those
were Gentile Christians. Instead, the word simply refers to people who spoke®Greek.
Since before AD 70 Jerusalem as a holy city of the Jews was not attractive to Gentiles as
aresidence, the A A (i & fpe€eGreekspeaking Jews who had likely come from the

Diaspora for the sake of the Temple and the Law. The recently crucified Jesus could be

“\Werner KramerChrist, Lord, Sa of God trans. Brian Hardy (Naperville, IL: Allenson,
1966), 70ff.

Apid.

“Martin Hengel Between Jesus and Paul: Studies in the Earliest History of Christianity
(London: SCM Press, 1983%10.

t
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proclaimed among those Hellenists only if his sayings and activity could be proclaimed
in Greek. Thus, the translation into Greekide not in Antioch, Ephesus or Rome, but in
Jerusalem. The real bridge between Jesus and Paul were theseClavesan

Hellenists in the Greekpeaking community of Jerusalem. Only that community in

Jerusalem (Palestine) could be called theRaelineHellenistic community>

Hengel further argued that Paul 6s conver
to four years after Jesusd crucifixion. He h
Paul 6s Christology devel opeads.washptolmblyear | i est |
written about AD 50, so Paul dés Christology w

before his first missionary journey. The argument from Bousset that Antioch was a
GentileChristian community ignores the short time span duringlwvthe community
developed, which would not have allowed for the leadership to have passed from Jewish
to Gentile Christians. As Hengel notes, the problem for Hahn is that he barely notes that
the Hellenistic community had its origin in Palestife.

Hengelconcluded that the Aramaic and Hellenistic communities existed side
by side much longer than the Aramaic community was in Jerusalem alone and that it is
wrong to think of a productive Gentilehristian community before Paul. Even the Syrian
communities wee at best mixed communities and one should not assume any direct
massive pagan influence since the mission to the Gentiles in the decisive early period was
the work of Jews. The confessikgrios Jesus is not borrowed from a pagan cult, but is a
necessargonsequence in which Psalm 110:1 played a pltanatharepresented a

preliminary state in which the exalted Christ was called upon to returrf3oon.

#pid., 29.

*Ibid., 30-34.

Blbid., 39-44. See ats Martin HengelTheSon of God: The Origin of Christology and
History of Jewish Hellenistic Religiptrans. John Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976; reprint, Eugene,
OR: Wipf & Stock, 200Y, 57-83.
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C. F. D. Moule. Moule also offered an argument against the clear distinction
between the Greek and Araim communities so that they called Jesus by different
titles ?® He argued against the premise that there was a disconnect between the way Jesus
thought of himself and the way the early church came to understand him. Moule argued
further that had Jesus neferred to himself as the Son of Man the church would not
have created the title for him. In fact, the early church itself never addressed or invoked
Jesus as the Son of Man. Jesus himself saw in Daniell4:43icture of his own
destiny, which was taclude his own suffering and vindication. Neither was the title
Lord an invention of the Gentile church. Rather, it was already a part of the meaning of
the AramaidViara.

The key thought Moule advanced is that the understanding of Jesus was
developmentalnot evolutionary. It is not that new conceptions of Jesus were generated
in an evolutionary succession of new species by the creative imagination of the Christian
communities as they drew on pagan cults. Early Christians simply gained new insights
into the meaning of what was there all along. Thus, New Testament conceptions are in
various degrees true to the person of Jesus hifisks$fwill be noted below, however,

Moule nonetheless did not think Paul capable of thinking of Jesus as God.

I. H. Marshall. Mar shal |l 6s argument is similar
pointedly addresses the circular nature of the reasoning of the Hi$tBsligions
School. The only knowledge of what the divisions of the church might have been comes
from passages identified as dyeed by the various divisions, that is, the divisions are
developed out of the very passages said to be developed out of those divisions. Marshall

argues that all Judaism at the time of Christ was Hellenistic and he doubts that any pure

%C. F. D. Moule;The Origin of ChristologyCambridge Cambridge University Press, 1977),
2-43.

ZIbid., 133.
11



Gentile churchesxested in the period before the Pauline mission and even during the
Pauline mission, the churches were mixed
Hellenistic Gentile church must be dismissed from consideration. The roots of
Christology actuallyie in the application of categories from the Old Testament and first
century Judaism to Jesus. In the early period the influence of paganism is minimal.
Behind the development stands the figure of Jesus and the claims that he made for

himself28

J. A. Fitzmyer and the LXX. One of the questions that arises in the
discussion of whether any Palestinian Jewish Christian could refer to Jé&sifs &igp an €
absolute sense, is whether that title was ever used as a translation of the Tetragrammaton.
H. Conzelmann argued that the Christian usg pf ¢ dowddinot have been derived from
the Septuagint (LXX) for a number of reasons, the most pertiievhich are (1) outside
the LXX it is unusual as a designation for God, and (2) it has been disputed that the LXX
renders> @y Pp ¢ Phe Batter occurs only in Christian manuscripts of the LXX.
Conzelmann listed a number of manuscripts in which #teagrammaton, ngt p ¢, p g €
appears?

Fitzmyer acknowledged the validity of
denied that Conzelmann had closed the question of whether Palestinian Jews called, or
could call,> @by De titley p ¢ Phe Guestion remains: @hristians, either Palestinian
or Hellenistic, did not get the title from the LXX, where did they get it? Since there are

manuscripts that contain p ¢ fpr g @that predate the earliest known Christian

%) Howard MarshallThe Origins of New Testament Christolpgpdated ed. (Downers
Grove: InterVarsity, 1990), 321.

Hans Conzelmanmn Outline of Theology of the New Testaménains. JohBowden (New
York: Harper and Row, 1969), 8. Similarly, George Howardi The Tetragram and t he
T e s t a dommna af Biblical Literaturel (1977): 6383. We must return to discuss this issue in
somewhat more detail in chap. 4.
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manuscript of the LXX, Fitzmyer suggested thas iteasonable to think there were
copies of the LXX in the first century that made the substitution for the
Tetragrammatofi? Fitzmyer went on to argue from a review of Qumran documents that
the Aramaidviar (generally equivalent t§ p ¢) prahé HebrewN @wef: used in an
absolute sense for God. He also noted instances in the Greek texts of Josephus, the letter
of Aristeas, and in Philo, of the useyop ¢ i an &bsolute sense for God. Although
these instances are not direct translations @ir $3ripure, they are evidence that in
the first century it was possible that a Palestinian Jew in thRBaurkne church would

refer to God by using p ¢ absplétely** Fitzmyer understands Philippians 25 as a
pre-Pauline hymn, in which the Christian commuyrdid in fact apply the title to the
exalted Jesu¥.

Maurice Casey Casey examined recent sociological studies on the nature of
Jewish identity to offer light on how the understanding of Jesus moved from Jewish
prophet to Gentile God, even with Jews prgsn the communities where the transition
occurred. According to Caseyo6s analysis of t
Jews becomes more Gentile when they abandon Jewish practices such as circumcision.
Casey compares that to the Maccabeeawbkesm some Jews were assimilated to Greek
culture while others maintained strict adher
Jews. 0 Casey asserts that the Gospel of John

which Jesus is directly referred to as God emacludes that the writer of John was a Jew

%3 . A. FThe SemiticBackgroiind of the New TestamiéptiosTi t | &, 0 i n
Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Ess@lyisssoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1979), 121.

#bid., 12426. Others have reviewed the manuscript evidence from the first century and
arrived at aisnilar conclusion. For a brief survey of the scholarly findings in this area, see David Capes,
AYHWH Texts and Monot hei EanyJewsh dhéChtisbas MdDdtheisesl.t ol ogy, 0 i r
Loren T. Stuckenbruck and Wendy E. S. North (London: T&T Cl20k4), 12624.

Fitzmyer, fAThe Semitic Background, o 128.
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who had taken on a Gentile s&lentification, hence the constant disputes Jesus had with
Athe Jews. 0 Johnds community consisted of
community had been thrown out of the agogue after AD 70 and were assimilating to

the Gentile culture, influenced by Hellenism. Thus, the Gospel, as a product of the

community, became a Hellenistic document, even though produced b§*Jews.

Arguments Regarding Preexistence

James D. G. DunnOne recent issue having to do with development of
Christological ideas in the New Testament is the question of preexistence raised by James
Dunn. One feature of Dunndés argument deni
quickly as Hengel argues. Hisgament is that the Christology of incarnation or
preexistent God becoming man began to emerge only in the last decades of the first
century and appears in a clear form within the New Testament only in its latest writings.
Such a Christology can by no meare traced back to Jesus himself with any degree of
conviction®*

One of the issues Dunn addressed is the reading of Philippiatd 2:here it
is often argued that the preexistence of Christ is suggested. Dunn suggested instead that
the one who graspeat equality with God was Adam, not Jesus. Dunn creatively reads
the passage so that everything having to do with preexistence has to do with Adam and
not with Christ®> He acknowledged in a later dictionary article that few scholars have

been willing to rad that passage as he sugg&sts.

#Maurice Caseykrom Jewish Prophet to Gentile God: The Origins and Development of New
Testament ChristologfCambridge: James Clark and Co.; Louisvillidestminster, 1991 11-41.

3James D. GDunn, Christology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry into the Origins of
the Doctrine of the Incarnatigmev. ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing, 19968012

*bid., 98-125.

¥James D. G. Du n AnchofiBble Dictisnarped. NelDavisl Freeman

es

(New Yor k: Doubleday, 1992), 983. See also the tellir
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Dunn also takes issue with the idea that
Colossians 1:120. He argues that the emphasis there is on Wisdom Christology and
Paul 6s full er meaning i dsthebnapred€@drminedlly i s i nt e
God to be the fullest expression of his wise ordering of the world and its history. The
passage is not a statement about preexistence as much as a statement about the wisdom of

God now defined in Christ.

R. G. Hamerton-Kelly. HamertonKelly argued for preexistence in terms of
existence in the mind of God. HamerKelly argued that existence in the mind of God
is real existence, not just thought. According to Hamelkelty preexistence is implied
in the Synoptic tradition,bute ver di scussed explicitly. He a
Christology reading of Philippians 28l is incorrect. His conclusion is that
preexistence, as he describes it, is deeply imbedded in the biblical traditions. As both
protological preexistence andcestological preexistence it describes the nature of
entities like Wisdom, Torah, Christ, the Son of Man, and the Church as especially related

to the nature of Gotf

Simon Gathercole Gathercole contributed to the discussion of preexistence
by arguing thathe understanding that Jesus was preexistent was widespread among
various individuals and in various communities around the Mediterranean well before
AD 70. He argued for a pfg0 date for Hebrews with its several incarnational texts and

for an early da for Jude between 40 and 70. He then argued that in Jude 5 the correct

fiChristAdam and Pr e e x i rsWhereChastolegy Begani Essays ondPhilippians®
Ralph P Martin and Brian J. Dod{lLouisville: Westminstedohn Knox, 1998 84-95.

3Dunn, Christology in the Makingl76:95.

*R. G. HamertorKelly, Pre-Existence, Wisdom and the Son of Man: A Study of Pre
Existence in the New Testamé@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973}-830.
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textual reading is that Jesus brought Israel out of Eypte f urt her contended
have comeo statements in the Synoptic Gospel

agairst a fultblown Wisdom Christology, even in Matthél.

Arguments Regarding Jewish Monotheism

In general, much of the critical discussion revolves around assumptions of
what was possible among Jewish people who became followers of Jesus. Would the
strongmonotheistic stance of the Jewish Christians allow for worship or veneration of
Jesus, or of attributing traits or titles to him that would equate him or even associate him
with God? One way to answer that question for some has been to argue that Judaism w
not necessarily monotheistic at all. Some have argued for the veneration of angels and
other intermediary figures such as Wisdom, Word, patriarchs and other exalted human
figures, that paved the way for veneration of JéS@&hers have maintained tithbse
figures, although viewed in lofty ways, were not actually the objects of cult worship, and
therefore not relevant to how the church viewed Jesus. Still others surveyed below

guestion whether the modern concept of monotheism applied to second tedgien)

James D. G. DunnDunn argued that figures such as exalted patriarchs or
angels, and attributes such as word or wisdom could not be thought of as God.
Christological formulations in the New Testament are consciously kept within the bounds

of Jewi$h monotheism. Christ was both the one who prayed to God and the representation

%9Simon GathercoléThe Preexistent Son: Recovering the Christologies of Matthew, Mark
and Lukeg(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006);£3

“Ibid., 83221.
“ISee, in addition to those listed beldj | | i am Hor bur y, AfJewi sh and Chr

inthe Her odi &arly Yegigh,ad Chrigtian Monotheised. Loren T. Stuckenbruck and Wendy
E. S.North, JSNI' Supplement Series, vol. 26Bondon: T&T Clark, 2004 19-21.
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of God to humans. The New Testament writers were already working within

monotheisitic frameworks that constrained the later couffcils.

Margaret Barker. Barker argued that mortegism was a Deuteronomic
innovation imposed with only partial success just prior to the exile. In addition she
argued tha¥ HWH was understood as a younger god who existed alongglathm.

The Jews began to consolidate the two after the exile, butdbegsrwas not complete in
the first century. The dual god tradition eventually became Gnosticism. She concluded

that Judaism could not be considered monotheistic in the first céitury.

Charles GieschenCharles Gieschen also argued that using the word
morotheism to describe first century Judaism can be problematic. At least partially in
response to Dunn, he argued that angelomorphic (not Angel Christology) traditions had a
significant impact on the early expressions of Christoffigie defines Angelomorpt
Christology as the identification of Christ with angelic form and functions, either before
or during the incarnation. Gieschen suggests angels can sometimes be divine hypostases
when they participate in the divine name, glory, wisdom, spirit and péiuenans,
including patriarchs, kings, prophets, priests and apostles can be angelomorphic when

they speak for God. Gieschen adduces evidence from most sections of the New

“James D. G. Dunn, fAWas ChristianioScpttisA Mono't i s
Journal of Theolog®5 (1982): 30836 . See al so Richard Bauckham, @ATh 6N
Nature of Jewi $tbriMehdsh&osdmaodi Rebeccads Chil dren: Cl
Early Judaism and Christianityed. David B. Capesgt al. (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2007), 40.
Bauckham argued that although Judaism and Christianity acknowledge spiritual beings other than God,
they are all created beings and are no moattd a t hreat
creatures on earth.

he
e

“MargaretBarkertT he Gr eat Angel : A S{lLandon: SBGK, 1992y ael 6 s Se

“Charles Giescheyngelomorphic Christology: Antecedents and Early Evidé¢heilen:

Brill, 1998), 1. Gieschen cites a statementfromDurmat #fAno NT writer thought of C
whetherasapre xi st ent divine being who had appeared in | sra
an angel or spirit become man, or as a mam who by exeé

Christology 158.
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Testament to argue that angelomorphic features were attributed to Jesus. He also

contended that some first century Jews privately venerated affgels.

Larry Hurtado . Hurtado argued that Jesus was actually worshipped as God
from the earliest days of the church. He argued three main {$biftte. first is that
noteworthy devotion to Jesus emenlgn the earliest years in circles of his followers. It
was not a secondary stage of religious development or explained by extraneous forces.
Second, devotion to Jesus was exhibited in unparalleled intensity for which there is no
true analogy in the religus environment of the time. Third, the intense devotion to Jesus
was offered and articulated within a firm monotheism that helped establish what became
mainstream Christianity. As part of that argument Hurtado asserted that JKsusss
was a part ofhe Maranathaformula and thus was a part of the Aramaic confes¥ion.
Hurtado approves Hengel s arguments regardin
Christological thought was crystallized. An important argument for Hurtado is that
Philippians 2:611 is a pe-Pauline hymn, perhaps dating to the earliest years after the
death of Jesus. Hurtado sees in Paul ds ascr.i
will bow as a direct attribution of the nanMélWH to Jesug® The significant thing for
Hurtado is binitaan worship of Jesus. He regards the early readiness of Christians to
participate in the veneration of Jesus as the most striking evidence that Christian devotion

quickly constituted a significant innovation in Jewish exclusivist monoth&ism.

*Ibid., 31-35.

**Hurtado,Lord Jesus Chris®.

*Ibid., 10818.

“arry Hurtado, AA 6Case Studyod in Elalr,léoy Chri st
in How on Earth Did Jesus Become a God? Questions about the Earliestddetofiesu¢Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 2005), 8810.

“*Hurtado,Lord Jesus Christ13452.
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Richard Bauckham. Bauckham has also written about the worship of Jesus,
but not in the sense of trying to define a system in which the nature of God is defined.
Rat her , Bauckhamdéds emphasis is on the identi
on his nature (what Gdd).>® The argument he advances is that Christianity in its earliest
form was monotheistic, but that the New Testament writers simply understood that the
identity of God has the capacity to include Jesus. Bauckham identified two factors that
distinguish Gd from all other reality: YHWH, the only true God, is sole Creator of all
things and sole Ruler of all things. Thus, only the God of Israel is worthy of worship, but
the identity of the God of Israel includes Jesus because Jesus is included in those two
identifying features?

Bauckham distinguishes the uniqueness of God from the unitariness of God.
Thus, distinctions within the divine identity are not inconceivable. Other than Word and
Wisdom, none of the intermediary figures can be thought to participateation. Word
and Wisdom may be distinguished because they are intrinsic to the divine identity. In the
same way, the intention of the New Testament throughout all its texts is to include Jesus
in the divine sovereignty of all things and in the diveneation of all things. As a result
they accorded him worship. For Bauckham, the essential thing in the argument is that this
high Christology was entirely possible within the understanding of Jewish monotheism.
The difference between early Christologylé@econd Temple Judaism is that Christians
said something about Jesus that Second Temple Jewish literature was not interested in
saying about anyone: that he participates in the divine identity. Bauckham argues that

what Jewish monotheism could not toleratas the addition of intermediary type figures.

*Richard BauckhanGod Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 8.

*Ybid., 9-13.
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The New Testament writers sought to include Jesus in the divine identity. They did not

wish to add him as an intermediary. To do that would simply be to add another god.

History of Interpretation of Romans 9:5
in the Christological Debate

A |l arge body of I|iterature exists on
intent in Romans 9:5b. Most commentators comment on the issue, although in varying
detail. In addition, writers focusing on the Christolagythe New Testament comment
on the verse as well. While the lines of battle cannot be strictly drawn according to the
positions set forth regarding developmental Christology, the argument is conducted
within the atmosphere that has been described. Tti®sevill contain only a brief

review to delineate the issue.

History -of-Religions School

It is unlikely that there has ever been a lack of controversy regarding the
proper reading of Romans 9:5. The variety in punctuation of early manuscriptsingclud
the variety in the early translations, is enough evidence that the controversy existed even
early in Christian history? At the same time, the prevailing tendency among early

commentators was to read the verse to identify Jesus a¥ Gddct, Metzge notes that

2See the survey of punctuatio i n Met zger, fAThe iRChristanditket i on o f
Spirit in the Newl estamented. Barnabas Lindamand Stephen S. Smalleygmbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1973397-102.

*See, e.g., Ireaenusgainst Heresie2.16.3, trans. A. Robirand W. H. Rambaut, ANF,
American ed. (Buffalo: Christian Literature, 1885; reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981),1:441;
Tertullian,Against Praxeadrans. P. Holmes, ANF, American ed. (Buffalo: Christian Literature, 1885;
reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdms, 1981), 3:6081; Hippolytus, Against the Heresy @ne Noetustrans. J.
H. McMahon, ANF, American ed. (Buffalo: Christian Literature, 1885; reprint, Grand Rapids; Eerdmans,
1981), 1:22425; Novatian,Treatise Concerning the Trinityrans. Robert Eaest Wallis, ANF, American
ed. (Buffalo: Christian Literature, 1885; reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981)%,2B6@22; Augustin,
Expositions on the Book of the Psalnans. J. E. Tweed, NPRFAmerican ed. (reprint, Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1956), 836, 319, 356; Ambros€f the Christian Faithtrans. H. DeTomestin, NPRF
American ed. (reprint, Grand Rapids; Eerdmans, 1983), 8:213; Gregory of Wgssast Eunomiugans.
William Moore and H. A. Wilson, NPN American ed. (reprint, Grand Rapid&erdmans, 1983), 8:117;
AthanasiusFour Discourses Against the Arigrisans. Cardinal J. H. Newman, NPi\Rmerican ed.
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among the orthodox Greek fathers, only Diodore of Tarsus and Photius read the verse as
referring to God the Fathéf.

Under the more recent influence of the HistofyReligions School more
scholars started to read Romans 9:5b as a doxold@gdahe Father. Bousset argued
that Paul used the term Son of God to push Christ as close as possible to God the Father,
but at the same time to particularly distinguish tHémaul connects the Son of God to
Kyrios, who stands close to the Father, butlmaother hand is a being in his own right,
separate from the Father. Paul 6s focus 1is
actually speak of the deity of Christ. He avoids the expregsidrfust as he keeps his
distance from the idea of a deification of believers. Bousset calls for general
acknowledgement that however Romans 9:5 is read, one should acknowledge that Paul
does not intend to render a doxology to Chfigts noted previougl Bultmann agreed.
Cullmann disagreed, however. Based more on a grammatical analysis than on an analysis

of what Paul would do, he concluded that Paul did intend to designate Christ ¥s God.

Grammatical Analysis Favoring the Thesis

In 1881, Timothy vight produced a detailed and lengthy analysis of Romans
9:5 and concluded Paul intended to refer to Jesus as’®oiefly considered, Dwight

argued that) o U U sugde#tyg aa ahtithesis, which is expressed in the verse. He also

(reprint, Grand Rapids; Eerdmans, 1983), 8:321Theodoret ofCyrus,Commentary on the Letters of
Paul, vol. 1, trans. Robert Chkes Hill (Brookline, MA: Holy Cross Orthodox Pres&)01), 99100.

*Met zger, fAThe Punctuation of Rom. 9:5,06 103.

*BoussetKyrios Christos 207.

*9bid., 210. Cf. BultmannTheology of the New Testameh29. It appears that neither
Bousset nor Bultmanbases his conclusions on a detailed analysis of the grammar of Rom 9:5. Instead, the
conclusion is apparently based on the theory that such a doxology could originate only among Hellenists
and never with a Jewish writer such as Paul.

*’Cullmann,Christdogy, 31213.

*Ti mot hy Dwight, JBLO{88R:®»Mans i x. 5, 0
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argued that the participle is most naturally connected &dth pF &nd that the word
U & 6 oodclrs vehere one would expect, if it is descriptivé®h FELDL it is not h the
normal order for a doxology to God.

In their commentary published in 1899, William Sanday and A. C. Headlam
undertook a detailed analysis of the text and the possible ways to puncttateei.
concluded that no argument is conclusive, but thengrar suggests the woydu feférs
to Christ®® In an article published in 1965, Raymond Brown concluded that Paul meant
to refer to Jesus as God, and although he did not demonstrate his exegesis, he asserted the
only real objection is that Paul nowhere else calls Jesu$'God992 Bruce Metzger
undertook a more thorough analysis similar to Dwight and came generally to the same
conclusion that Dwight reach&8In 2003 HansChristian Kammler analyzed the text in

detail and concluded that Paul did mean to refer to Jesus & God.

*While this list is not exhaustivepore modern commentators who argue that Paul did mean
to call Jesus God include Charles HodgemangPhiladelphia: William S. and Alfred Maein, 1864
reprint, Wheaton: Crossway, 19927475; Frederick Louis GodeGommentary on Romai&rand
Rapids: Kregel, 1977), 3426; Charles R. Erdmaithe Epistle of Paul to the Romans: An Exposition
(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1925), 103; Adolf SclegfRomans, The Righteousness of Gmhs.
Siegfried S. Schatzmann (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995)030Leon Morris,The Epistle to the
RomangGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 350; F. F. Brlibe, Epistle of Paul to the Romans: An
Introduction and @mmentaryGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963),488 Thomas R. SchreindRomans
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 489; Joseph A. FitziRgenans: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentarirhe Anchor Bible, vol. 33 (New York: Doubleday, 1993)8%19; Anders
Nygren,Commentary on Romayisans. Carl C. Rasmussen (London: SCM, 1952), 359; C. E. B. Cranfield,
A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle toRbenansICC (London: T & T Clark, 1979),
2:46869.

®william Sanday and Arthur GHeadlamA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Epistle to the Romang e d , I nternational Critical Commentary, vol
Sons, 1899), 2338.

®'Raymond E. Brown, fADoes t heTSHI®S 55960sSeea ment Cal |
al so Maurice Casey, AChronol ogy ankaultndPaulbienvel opment ¢
Essays in Honor of C. K. Barrettd. M. D. Hooker and S. G. Wilson (London: SPCK, 1982), 130. Casey,
without explanation of the exegesis, concluBasl did intend to refer to JesusoED,j

®Met zger, fAThe Punctuation of ResusassGo&sThé 112. Si
New Testament Use of Theos in Reference to §ésasd Rapids: Baker, 1992), 172.

®HansChristian Kammlerfi Di e R odi W&@sus Christi as 6Gotto6 an
Christologie: Erwagungen zur Exegese von R6m 9&GBNW94 (2003): 16480.

22



Grammatical Objections to the Thesis
Ezra Abbot. One of perhaps the more thorough analyses of the text was
published by Ezra Abbot in response to Dwight in 188bbot argued that a doxology
to God was not out of place in Romans-5:and that the varis aspects of 9:5 suggest it
is proper. He argued that the participle can best be understood as starting a new sentence
in which the participle serves as the subject and God is the antecedent. As support for that
he denied thas U U 8h¥uldaeduire aan antithesis that Jesus is God, and, in
addition he argued that a full stop is suggested following it. Abbot finally contends that
U o6 dsthéverdipplied to Jesus in the New Testament and, in spite of suggestions
that the word order is unnaturalfar dox ol ogy, it 1 s best appl i ec
assessment includes a thorough analysis of the meaning of the text; however, he
ultimately realized that the reading that Christ is God is also a possible reading. He then
fell back to contentions similar tdaheers that Paul nowhere else refers to Jesus as God,
and that it is wunlikely that at the early ti

understanding.

Gordon Fee.Another more recent objection based on analysis of the grammar
comes from Gordon Feeini s qui te thorough exegef’ical ana
Fee argues that a reading that understands the messiah to be God is at best possible and
not, in fact, the proper reading. His argument consists of numerous points that require
some detailed aysis later in the dissertation, but here it can be generalized as: (1) In
most of Paul 6s writing hegoaékpedtheony, (2ear di st

Paul 6s emphasis i n Ro ma-hlsssatsoroaghlytieocentric and i n

“Ezr a Ab theConstruttomof Romans ix0&BL 1 (1881): 87154

®Gordon FeePauline Christology: An Exegeticdlheobgical StudyPeabody, MA:
Hendrickson Publishers, 2007), 272.
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that one would need more than a grammatical option to overturn it; and (3) Fee proposes
grammatical arguments that are essentially theesasrihose advanced by Abbott. Fee
argues his position at some length, but a close look will show that he begins with the
understanding that Paul could not here assert Jesus is God because that is not how he

(Paul) views Christ in the larger context of histing.®®

Non-Exegetical Objections to the Thesis

Emendation. A few scholars have suggested an emendation of the text that
would reverse  to3 3, which would result in Paul, referring to Israel, writing
Awhose is the God over all amen. 06 That conj e
widespread support, and of course, being conjecture, it has no manuscript support. In
supportoftheangme nt f or conjecture, thougdimgh W. L. L
i mpossibleo for Paul to call Christ God, and
the problems with the sudden introduction of the doxofddgarl Barth may be
representative dhe difficulty scholars find when he comments thgt §fmdy be
taken as the subject of the participial phrase, as supported by analogous constructions in
Romans 1:25 and 2 Corinthians 11: 31, but Al

unparalleled an at ®Thusbhe arguesntbedconfecfweo t i ng Zahn)

®Commentators opposed to the thesis that Paul intended to call Jesus God include Peter
StuhlmacherPaul 6s Letter t o t htrans.Boothh Hafemand(LoQisviteme nt ar vy
Westmnster/John Knox, 1994), 144; Ernst Kasem&@wmmmentary on Romansans. and ed. Geoffrey
W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 260; James D. G. Bonmans 916, Word Biblical
Commentary, vol. 38a (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1988), 536; Jameg{p&nn . Paul 6s Epistle toc
Romansinvol.2ofThe Exposi t or 6 ed W.mRebertson Nieo (Geamddrapids: Eerdmans,
Reprinted 1970), 659; C. H. Dodthe Epistle of Paul to the Romaii®ndon: Hodder and Stoughton,
1932), 15253; Brendan Brne,RomansSacra Pagina, vol. 6 (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press,
1996), 288.

W. L. Lor i mei , New Restamem Stud@s (1987): 3856.

®Karl Barth, The Epistle to the Romartsans. Edwyn C. Hoskyns (London: Oxford
UniversityPress, 1933), 3332n 4.
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Similarly, H. W. Bartsch argued that the conjecture is necessary to understand
the text®® After comparison with other doxologies in the Pauline letters he concluded that
the issue of the one to whom the doxology was directed coulceraedxded on the basis
of punctuatiorf? Either a period or a colon following eithér @ UU or (Y30 U °
" ¥ 3 |tesults in the doxology being disconnected from the rest of the verse, creating an
independent doxology. Bartsch rightly notes based on his analysis of the other doxologies
that Paul would not have created such a discaadetoxology. He also acknowledged
that the exegesis of the doxology references Christ, but questioned whether Paul could
have spoken in such a manner, especially here at the beginning of his argument about the
significance of Israel and at the end of liseof the gifts of the people of Israel. Thus a
doxology to Christ is not reasonaBBfeSince Bartsch finds it unreasonable that the text
can be resolved by punctuation to show that the doxology was intended to be to God, and
since it could not relate Ghrist, especially at this point in the text, he resolved the

dilemma by speculating that the correct original text included the conjétture.

Theological objections Although he stopped short of proposing an
emendation, Ck. D. Moule agreed that the safor the grammatical analysis that results
in the conclusion that Paul did intend t

an instinctive reluctance to all owltuiPbat

®Bartschi R° nsur@l 1. Clem 32,4 401-09.Similarly, John Ziesle® aul 6 s Lett er
RomangLondon: SCM, 1989), 239; Dod&®omans153.

°Other doxologies include Rom 1:25 and 11:36, 2 Cor 11:31, Gal 1.5, and PhiD4 P0se
texts, Rom 11:36 might be argued to be independent, but even there the antecedemitfan connect
the doxology to the previous phrase.

"Bartsch, fARdmM 9,5,0 402

")bid., 40607. Bartsch went on to argue that 1 Clement 32:4 shauteédd as a paraphrase of
Rom 9:5, and that it read the text with the conjecture.
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quite that way>Dunnconcursii The ar gument on punctuation ce
reference to Christ as 6god. d But Paul ds sty
as god at this stage would be even more unusual within the contextightliban an

unexpected twist in“grammatical constructi on

Present Contribution

As noted above, the proposed thesis of this dissertation is that Paul did intend
to call Christ God in Romans 9:5b. That argument will be made from a thorough exegesis
of Romans 9:385; however, as can be seen from the brief history reported above, even if
the evidence is convincing that the grammar supports such a conclusion, many are
unconvinced. While it is reasonable to conclude that research and argumentation in the
lag thirty years has thrown into considerable doubt the theories advanced by Bousset that
the titley p ¢ dowddénot have been applied to Jesus in Palestine or even by Paul, there are
still questions to be answered about the text at hand. In addition, mneasanably think
that an answer should be provided to the call from Bartsch for proof that Paul could even
have spoken of Christ as he did in the doxology. Bartsh also articulated fairly clearly the
guestion of why Paul would write a doxology to Jesub@abeginning of Romans®lL
and at the end of a list of the benefits to the Jews. Similarly, Jédblebe relies on his

analysis of the connection between Romans 9:5b and 9:6a to conclude a reference to

"Moule, The Origin of Christology137.

"Dunn, Christology in the Makingd 5. Se e dahesToeoldyy af Padal the Apostle
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 256. Itegyp Dunn would rather think that Paul would write a poor
sentence that does not say what he meant, than to think Paul could identify Jesus as God. But see the
critiqgue of Dunndéds argument in C. E. B. Cranfield, #f¢
Christology in the Makingvith Special Reference to the Evidence of the Epistle to the Rordafibe n
Glory of Christ in the New Testament: Studies in Christology in Memory of George Bradfordeghitd
D. Hurst and N. T. Wright (Oxford: Clarenden Prek387), 27273. Cranfield understands the burden of
proof to be on those who reject the reference of Rom 9:5 to Christ and his critique is essentially that Dunn
has not considered the evidence sufficiently to comment as he has, since he devotedHaffsatipage to
the issues contained in the verBat those holding views similar to Dunn include C. H. Ddddmans,
15253. Similarly DenneyRomans65859; KdsemanrRomans25960.
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Christ as God woul d imentation at thia goifffDiutn niérst o Paul 6
argument noted above that a doxology to Chri
thoughtalsocalls forth the analysis of the literary context of the sentence at iHseie.

objection that it is questionable that Pawuld applyy U tB Christ at this point in the

letter is the issue in dispute in this dissertation.

In addition to the exegesis of the passage in question, | will analyze the
remainder of Romans ®1 to determine whether evidence exists to suggest Paul had in
mind hs argument in those chapters when he penne8.9fhe analysis will focus on
three other passages in chaptefisl9The first to be considered is the issue of the
stumbling block (Rom 9:3@3), where | will argue that the Jews stumbled over the
person oflesus. The second is the confession of Jesus iFilBOWhere | will argue that
to confess Jesus as Lord is to confess him as YHWH, God of Israel. | will further argue
that the confession in 1028 cannot be separated from the confession of Christ@slGo
will then argue that this confession of Jesus as the God of Israel is what Israel must
confess to be savéd.

Finally, I will argue that the deliverer from Zionin11:25%6 i n Paul 6s
terminology may be an indication of who he means for us to underd¢sus to be
Paul 6s g u o t2d@raisemquestioms, blit 1 will2Zafgue that the wording itself
points back to 9:5There are many other issues to be developed within that framework of
analysis, but | will refrain from a complete list hefée mainpurpose is to propose that
Paul actually sets forth in Roman&Bhis view of the person of Christ that he will

exhibit throughout RomansBl1, that is, that the basic confession of the faith for Jews as

"Jochen FlebbeSolus Deus: Untersuchungen zur Rede von Gott im &e&Paulus an die
Ro&mer(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008), 27aL.

“See also, Abbot, fARomans ix. 5,0 124. Abbot unc¢

Lord was the fundamental article of the Christian faith. He declined to enter into discus$iemaaning
of that confession, but | will try to do that in the dissertation.
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well as Gentiles is that Jesus is YHWH, in evayse God himself. In effect the purpose
will be to address the question of why here at the beginning of RorEhsd?&ul would

refer to Jesus as God.

Method

The method will be primarily exegetical. The exegesis will focus on chapters
9-11 of Romans tdetermine whether the mentioned texts can be found to contribute to
an understanding of the person of Christ such that Paul would refer to Christ as if to God.
The exegetical work wildl | ay the groundwor k
forth in the chapters. The nature of the resistance to the argument, however, will require
some consideration of the nature of first century Jewish monotheism as well as some
philosophical consideration of whether Paul could speak of Jesus as he did, yet not
idertify him as God. Finally, some consideration must be given to the conditions under
which a Jew well trained in his religion could even make such an attribution as in
Romans 9:5b at all. Many of those issues will be considered in two chapters regarding
objections to the conclusions brought about by a grammatical analysis of 9:5b.

Chapter 2 will begin the discussion. It will consist of a detailed discussion of
the exegesis of Romans 9:5b. | will set the verse in context of the entire letter to the
Romans asvell in the context of chaptersXL. | will also consider in some detail the
various grammatical possibilities, as well as the nature of doxological structures. | will
argue there that the syntax points to Christ as God.

The next two chapters will seél answer objections to my conclusions. While
this dissertation does not have space for thorough analysis of all the developmental
theories of Christological thought, some consideration needs to be given to them and
whether they can be answered from theaming exegetical considerations of Romans
9-11. In chapter 3 | will consider the objection that Paul as a Jewish monotheist could not

speak of Christ in the way that my exegetical conclusions suggest he did. Chapter 4 will
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argue that Paul spoke of Jesus way that requires the reader to understand that Paul
either identified Jesus as God or he posits a second god, which would be a larger
violation of his strict monotheism than simply to refer to Jesus as God himself.

Chapter 5 will consist of argumeregarding the nature of the stumbling block
and the question of what it is that caused the Jews to stumble. | will argue that although
the problem of the Jewish attitude toward the Mosaic Law is part of the issue, the
ultimate issue is the person of Jesis Messiah and as Lord, in the sense that he is
YHWH himself. Various other suggestions have been offered, but this chapter will argue
that even if some of the other suggestions have reasonable validity, the ultimate place
where the Jews stumbled was otles person of Christ. Evidence from other writings of
Paul suggests the crucifixion of Christ is the place where the stumble occurs.

Chapter 6 will assess the confession of Jesus inli®):&here | will ask what
it means to confess Jesus as Lord anetiadr that meaning can be separated from the
confession of Christ as God. That discussi on
explanation of the confession in 10:13 and the universal lordship of Jesus. My argument
will be that, as is often acknowledgélat passage contains what Paul regards as the
basic confession of the Christian faith, and that this confession has to do with the fact that

Jesus is YHWH, who Paul understands to be God himself.

Chapter 7 will consi deah5320.dwilhasgteur e of Pe
that the deliverer from Zionin11:266 i n Paul 6s ter minology is a
means for us to understand Jesus to be. Paul

ask whether his wording itself points back to 9:5hiM/the meaning of the rest of 11:25

26 is an intriguing question it will not be the purpose of the chapter to solve the question

of the eschatological fate of Israel. The qu
of the quote from Isaiah, andwadhat might relate to the language he used in 9:5b. It is

to those questions that we now must turn.
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CHAPTER 2
CHRIST AS GOD IN ROMANS 9:5b

In chapterl, | cataloged a number of scholars who objected to the thesis that in
Romans 9:5 Paul intendéal call Jesus God. Others, however, have done detailed
analysis of the text and concluded that Paul did intend to call Jesus God. One early and
thorough analysis was done by Timothy Dwight in 18&hon after, William Sanday
and A. C. Headlam undertooldatailed analysis of the text and the possible ways to
punctuate it. They concluded that no argument is conclusive, but the grammar suggests
the wordy G reférs to Christ.In 1973 Bruce Metzger drew a similar conclusiars did
Murray J. Harris in 1992 Similarly, in 2003 HansChristian Kammler analyzed the text

and concluded that G rBférs to Christ.This chapter will undertake a similar study.

Some Preliminary Issues

In his letter to the Romans Paul attributes titles to Christ Jesus in various ways,

some of which imply a distinction between God and Christ. Those distinctions occur

Ti mot hy Dwight JBLBE@381):R%5 i x. 5, 0
Wwilliam Sanday and Arthur C. Headlaw Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the

Epistle to the Roman3 he Internatinal Critical Commentary, vol. 31 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1902),-233
38.

BruceMet zger, fAThe P u0ioChusaand tberSpirt ih th#keo estdmerd ,
ed. Barnabas Lindars and Stephen S. Sm@leaynbridge: Cambridge University Press, 397.12.

*Murray Harris, Jesus as God: The New Testament Use of Theos in Reference (@iasds
Rapids: Baker, 1992), 172.

*HansChristian Kammler fiDi e PJre?sdui kGahtriiosdte Paultni€chet t & und
Christologie:Erwangungen zur Exegese vohA Rn 9 ,ZBV94 (2003): 16480.
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from the earliest part of the letter. In ¥ 1part of the itroduction to the letter, Paul

introduces Jesus as the Son of God. Given its place at the front of the letter, that title and

the distinction it carries likely bears some prominence as a significant way of speaking

for Paul . | n 1: 8ed®&ad butshrotgh desuk Ghrish ineersd 9 r e c t

Paul serves God in the gospel of his Son. Similarly, Paul refers to the Son as distinct from

God in 8:3, 29, and 32. In each of those references the Son implies that God refers to the

Father, but in 1:7b, theelationship is explicit with reference to the Father and without

reference to the Son: fAgrace to you and peac

C h r s that verse there may also be a suggestion of the unity of the two, but that

discussion muswait for chapter 4. In 1 Corinthians 15:28 Paul also calls attention to

the distinction between the Father and Son in terms of submission by the Son to the

Father and in Galatians 1:1, it is the Father who raised Jesus Christ from the dead.
Cleary, b en, one must recognize that in Paul

the Son and the Father exists. At the same time, the argument in this chapter will be that

the syntax of Romans 9:5b suggests Paul could also refer to Jesus as God. The distinction

wilbeaddr essed briefly |l ater in theydijPEfsertat:

but | do not propose that | will finally resolve how it is that Paul can see a distinction

between Jesus and God the Father, and at the same time refer to Jesus s Gext. T

way forward at this time lies with the suggestion by Richard Bauckham:

Instead, | shall argue that high Christology was possible within a Jewish
monotheistic context, not by applying to Jesus a Jewish category oflisamei
intermediary status,ub by identifying Jesus directly with the one God of Israel,
including Jesus in the unique identity of this one God.

%népe FTAFAa yoR uncéoau DBCs vy uaaltradstaddsaemy Aza VY 6R
own unless otherwise specifiefimilarly, see Rom 15:6; 1 Cor 1:3; 8:6; 2 Cor-3;211:31; Gal 1:3};
Eph 1:23; 1:17; 5:20; 6:23; Phil 1:2; 2:11; Col 33 3:17; 1 Thess 1:1, 3; 3:11, 13; 2 Thess2;2:16; 1
Tim 1:2; 2 Tim 1:2; Titus 1:4; Phim 3.

"Richard BauckhanGod Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 4. Iddasus and the God of Israel: God Crimif and Other Studies
on the New Testament 6s (GamdRagds:&Eérdmgns, 2@08), 3Di vi ne | dent it
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The question of how the divine and human natures could both exist in Jesus is not new,
but as Bauckham points out, the question is remally of identity rather than nature.

The difference between identity and nat.t
comments that, what in the Jewish understanding of God really could be understood as
divine, is determined in modern scholarship by a vanétynexamined criteria for
drawing the boundary between what is and is not God. As a result, according to
Bauckham, it is unclear what the attribution of divinity to Jesus in early Christology
reallyimplied®*For Bauckham, Al den mnatuweyxconcemswhatr ns who
God is or what divinity is,0 and Ai f we wish
considered the unigueness of God to consist . . . we must look not for a definition of
divine nature, but for ways of characterizing the divine idenfiy

With that in mind, a brief statement of how chapter 2 develops will be in order.
After some consideration of how it fits in the near and larger context, | suggest that
Paul 6s statement in 9:5b is not a statement
resolution of how he can speak of Jesus as both Son, distinct from God the Father, and at
the same time understand him to be God. In other words, this is not a question of what it
means to be divine. The issue is rather a question of identity. Any ateempke this a
question of divinity alone is hindered by the phrise Wa 7 CYRu.BaulisC d a W
speaking to the identity of this God, and surely he has in mind the God of Israel. No other
God is over allPaul simply understood Jesus to be identical with the God of Israel, and

when he identified God he included Jesuse ©f the important issues in this chapter will

8BauckhamGod Crucified 5.

® bid., 8. But see Larry Hurtadobés argument t hat
of Jesus as Godlarry HurtadoLord Jesus Christ: Devotion to Jesus in Earliest Christiaf@yand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), £82. Although Hurtado has in common with Bauckham an emphasis on
veneration of Jesus from the earliest period, his suggestion is less appeatinse of his attempts to
explain thenatureof Jesusd divinity, which, as far as | have f
model might also be seen as binitarian but he avoids explanation of the nature of Jesus.
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be the use of the participlé §d), and perhaps at this point the participle could be

formul ated in a question fAwho is God over al
In addition to the objection that Paul often refers to Jesus as tifstincGod,

there is the argument that Paul nowhere else in his writings directly refers to Jesus as

God! | acknowledge this wider doctrinal problem at the outset and | will return to it in

chapters 3 and 4 in which | will take up several objectionsa@dssibility that Paul

could refer to Jesus as God. While those wider objections exist, however (and others as

well), and must be taken seriously, they should not be the place to begin. The place to

begin is with a detailed study of the text in questida.one, of course, is free from the

influence of theological presuppositions, but Timothy Dwight has perhaps best

summarized the method for this chapter:

We should approach consideration of this question, as it seems to us, first as verbal

and grammaticahterpretersalordas ki ng, apart from al l rega
doctrinal teaching, what the words before us actually mean, in the connection in

which they stand; and only afterwards should we take our view of them as looking

from the general doctrine oféhApostle. This is the natural order of examination in

all cases. The words of a particular passage have a right to be interpreted by the

common rules of language, and to have their meaning determined in independence

of anything beyond the limits of thesmwn context. A writer may not have intended

to bring out in a particular place, what he states as the substance of his teaching

elsewheré?!

Romans 9:15 Generally

That chapters-91 form a discrete section of Romans is not disputed. Some
have arguedih he past that the chapters are a diver

sermon Paul had spok&nThomas Schreiner, however, notes that such ideas have all but

n chap. 4, | will argue tHaTitus 2:13 is the exception, and that Paul does there refer to Jesus
as God. That conclusion would be disputed by many, and others would not accept Titus as actually
authored by Paul. For purposes of this summary | will accept for the moment that Risrth@:6nly
Scripture in which Paul directly refers to Jesus as God.

“"Dwi ght, AOn Romans ix. 5,0 23.

12C. H. Dodd,The Epistle to the Romaftisondon: Hodder and Stoughton), 148.
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vanished today’ It also appears the present majority opinion is that the place of Israel is

not the fundamental idea of the chapters. Instead, the issue is the righteousness or

faithfulness of God? That is a fair enough analysis, but many also rightly note that it is

the question of the unbel i efltiefmypbsitiosnael t hat
that the burning que s, andtheanswerisdevelopeslinthe r ael 6 s

framework of the faithfulness of Gd8As | wi || argue below, the ¢

¥Thomas R. SchreineRomangGrand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998)94Brendan Byrne,
RomansSacra Pagina, vol. 6 (Collegeville MN: Liturgical Press, 1996), 282.

130, Johann D. KimGod, Israel, and the Gentiles: Rhetoric and Situation in Roralis
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 1999), 6. Examples of ¢hefio understand the righteousness or
faithfulness of God to be the central issue include Anders Ny@@nmentary ofRomanstrans. Carl C.
Rasmussen (London: SCM Press, 1952):883Robert JewetRomans: A CommentatiMinneapolis:
Fortress, 2007), B John B. PolhillPaul and His Letter§Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 1999), 294;
Krister StendahlFi nal Account : RBeangMihreapblie: Fdrtress, 1998); Sthieimer
Romans471; Sanday and HeadlaRomans226; ByrneRomans282 ; E. Elizabeth Johnson,
11: The Faithful nes s PalmnaThdologyalr3tRomansed. Pavio M. H&yardl, 0 i n
E. Elizabeth Johnson (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995), 220.

), C. Beker, fAThe Faithf ulsmreasesl afn Goadu | adrsd Lteht et eR
R o ma marva@ TheologicaReview(1986): 1616; HansHiibner,Gottes Ich und Israel: Zum
Schriftgebrauch des Paulus in Rémet B(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984);1B% Ernst
KasemannCommentary on Romansans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1980), 256; Ulrich WilckenDer Brief an dieRomer 3% ed. (Zurich: Benzier Verlag and Neukierchener
Verlag, 1993), 2:181IN. T. Wright, The Letter to the Romans: Introduction, Commentary aneé&fhs
invol. 100fT he | nt er pedeleamderdEs Keéki(Naghwlle; Abingdon, 2002), 621; C. E. B.
Cranfield,A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Roithamsion: T&T Clark,
1979), 2:44647; James D. G. DunRomans 916, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38B (Nashville:
Thomas Nelson, 1988),54/9 ; Dougl as J. Moo, T ARespbisetoE.ogy of Ro ma
El i zab et h Pauine mheaogyob 3 Romansed. David M. Hay and E. Elizabeth Johnson
(Minneapolis:Fot ess, 1995), 241; Otfried HB®3 ] DaslusstddiZrur Ausl eg
Il (TUbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002)61 Contra E. E. -1J1q hauiBson finko mans 9
some reason to think the problem of Jewish unbelief prompts Rbn @it denies the reasons are
sufficient. At the same time, Johnson argues that t he
what brings Paul to the dilemma at the beginning of the chapters. She locates that question in the problem
of how it is hat God is remaining faithful to Israel if the church is full of Gentiles and the Jews are staying
away in droves. So it seems even with her very strong emphasis on the faithfulness and impartiality of God,
she acknowledges the issue that raises thatiqoéstisrael.

“Nygren is right to argue that there is no theod
imagination. That is why, after the introductory paragraph, Paul begins the section in which he asserts the
freedom of God as creator to choeg®om he will. NygrenRomans35455.Cf.E.EE. Johnson, i Roman s
9-1 1, 0. Cahtta&. F. Brucelhe Epistle of Paul to the Romans: An Introduction and Commentary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963), 183. Bruce describes the theodicy in terms of the uhlisedief o
calling into question the whole exposition of the gospel set out in the previous chapters.
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unbelief confronts the reader in the first sentences of chaptét@nans 9:35 stands as
the introduction to chapters® It introduces the issue Paul seeks to resolve in the
chapters: the unbelief of Isra€lIn these verses Paul sets forth his lament for his fellow
Israelites. The passage follows directly on thels of 8:3139, where Paul bursts forth in
his lofty proclamation of the love of God and his joy that nothing can separate the
believer from that love. In that passage, believers are more than conquerors who do not
succumb to the direst of circumstanced difficulties. The lament here, then, at first
glance comes as somewhat of a surprise. In chapter 9 it seems that Paul has lost that
unconquerable spirit, and perhaps lost the sense of the love of God that endures through
all circumstances. In fact, as kays in verse 3, he could be willing to be separated from
Christ on behalf of his kinspeople according to the flesh.

Beyond this introductory passage the reader gains a further clue from 9:6
where it can be inferred that Paul is concerned that the ef@add may have failed. If
So, it appears to be related to Israel, and whether the reader could rightfully expect that all
of Israel should be saved. Paul picks up the laffiagain in 10:1, where his concern
over the unbelieving state of Israel beconlearcin his prayer for Israel that they be
saved. Similarly in 11:1, 11: 11 and 11: 23

and continuing unbelief, although some hope begins to develop in those verses. So within

P a

"Ws also noted in Martin Rese, HGApdePaRtettung der

Personnalité Style et Conception du Ministéd. A. Vanhoye (Leten: University Press, 1986)22-23.
Rese argues rightly that Paul was concerned throughout chapsviéh the pitiable fate of his people,
although he goes on to argue that the unbelief of Israel brings into question the righteousness of God.

18350 al® JewettRomans556. Kim,God, Israel and the Gentile$21, terms the paragraph an
exordium.

Moo, Romans554.

Zalthough it is not within the scope of this work to decide the question, 6 9sllament, and
if, as | will argue, v. 5 does not rolude with a doxology to God, perhaps one should think of all of chaps.
9911 as | ament. Some support for that could perhaps
condition of Israel, and by the lack of any real resolution until one neaesnthef the chapters beginning
with 11:25 and culminating with the doxology in 11:38.
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the chapters there is plentytoshot he cause of Paul s angui sh

is logical to infer that the same is the cause of his pain #3.9rideed, | will argue
below that the reason can actually be inferred in the introduction itself.

This introductory paragrapthen, is called forth by the question of Israel.
Since it stands as the introduction to all of chaptet&,%nd since Paul speaks of his
concern throughout the chapters, that must be the issue that calls forth this whole discrete
section of Romans. Butdhquestion did not first surface here. Paul has already begun
introducing the question as early as in 1:16, with his assertion that the gospel is for
everyone who believes, but for the Jew first and then the GiepkX @ AfE 6 B C Cp a
anée CdE6 aERp & C (lpapciCieZz ¢ %A A Ji*aipthe following
section (1:183:20) Paul shows that all are under sin, whether Jew or Greek, and
regardless of possession of the Mosaic Law. The argument concludes2G that no
flesh is justified before God by works of the Lawv|§ P @ |6 es3dFaAaaTc
UpyopdgEOCHCER ©pPrahaput in development of that section, Paul pauses
in 3:1-8 in the face of his argument that Jew and Greek are equal, that aticer sin,
and the possession of the Law is no advantage, to ask what advantage there is to being a
Jew (3:1). Although Paul answers there is much advantage based on having had the
oracles of God entrusted to them, the next verse (3:3) introduce®bierpithat he will
take up again in chapterslq: if some of the Jews do not believe, does their unbelief
nullify the faithfulness of GodX1i C o0 € CihEHIFKD Cp G TG (&0 CCPh A
y Gg 8 Co QpTEanswer is in verse 4: of course motd © & ) Findllg, in 3:10

Paul concludes that the Jews really do not have an advantage because, as he has already

shown, all, both Jews ar@@lr e e k s , are included under sin.

position of Israel here looks forward to chapterkl%and his more complete discussion

ZCf. Dunn,Romans 916, 520. Dunn thinks the letter revolves around the motif in 1:16; that
is, that the Jews had put themselves behind the Gentiles by not ac&pistg
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of the problem of the faithfulness of God in
outcome forsrael.

Immediately after his conclusion to 1:B80 in which Paul has shown that all
are equally under sin, he proclaims the solution in-221The righteousness of God,
which has been witnessed by the Law and the prophets, has been revealed and
demorstrated in Jesus Christ for all who believe. In 3330 Paul makes the point that
God is one, both God of the Jews and God of the Gentiles. When Paul returns to the
guestion of the Jews and their ultimate salvation in chaptets Be will resolve it ira
similar manner. The Christ who is God over all is the key. It is he who has come from
Zion and who will ultimately turn aside sin from Zion. Thus, in chaptet$ @aul will
concern himself more at length with the question that has lurked behind lg) \firom
the beginning of the lettéf.What about Israel? The question is answered in the coming

of the redeemer

The Lament over Israel: 9:1-5

Chapter 9, following closely after 8:&9, where Paul confessed the
unconquerable love of God in Christ, begs Paul 6s | ament over the
The importance of that lament, which is the point of the analysis €§&: that in verse
4 Paul did not suddenly break into praise for the gifts to Israel, but instead treated the
gifts as further reasaiw lament their unbelief. That will support my later argument that

the final phrase is not a doxology.

ZAnhile it may go too far, some have been willing to argue that chajk a®e the culmination
of all Paul 6s thought wup to that point in the l|letter,
read. F. C. Baur saw the whole theolagyhe letter as nothing but a radical refutation of Judaism and
Jewish Christianity. F. C. Baufhe Apostle of Jesus Christans. Allan Menzies (London: Williams and
Norgate, 1873; reprint, Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2003), 349. Cf. N. T. Wiightdimax of the
Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theolg@iynneapolis: Fortress, 1991), 234; Krister Stendahl,
APaul among J e wRaul anmmodg J&vws ant Gdntides and OthenEsgakdadelphia:
Fortress, 1976), 4. Mo®omans551,thinks uch an assertion goes beyond Paul
history of modern views of the purpose of RohQ seeBr uce Corl ey, #AThe -Blignificanct
A Study i n Paul i n eSodthwestein BajtTheologiRdl Sehinaryd 1i9%5351. ,

37



The lack of any connecting particle or conjunction, together with the sudden

change in tone, mar k Thelparagmphiconthis | ha Plads 6 s

strong emotion, requiring an affirmation in verse 1 of his truthfulness. That Paul speaks
the truth in Christ is best taken as an affirmation of his truthfulness as one who is a
follower of Christ?* The witness of the conscience does not carmpash weight in the

modern world, but Paul mentions the conscience also in 2:15 concerning the Gentiles

ar

withoutthe LawC ¢ AA6 ¢ Cc ¢ agpCuié 6TCza CLé CcaupuoCude

AaopCAza yo6Ciuwacap a.Crail sdemsjtauBe the Cogaskimpsa ¢ AO A d &

sort of independent witness within or even standing over against hithsetddition,

Paul calls as his witness the Holy Spirit, in which his conscience bears witness. The

Romans can be assured of Paul 6saséanr ut hf ul

infallible witness, but because his conscience is under the control of the Holy Spirit.

%F_ Blass and A. Debrunnek, Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature trans. and rev. Robert W. Funk (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961), 242.

ness

BDF points out the asyndeton, but they also note thattvitht di f f er ences i n the sectior

conjunction would stil!]l be a far ftRomdarsam a r eal

Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testaede@. K. Beale and D. A. Carson (Grand
Rapids: Baker Academi007), 638; MooRomans555.

#Charles HodgeRomangWheaton, IL: Crossway, 1993), 269; Frederic Louis Godet,
Commentary on RomafEdinburgh: Messrs Clark, 188&print, Grand Rapids: Kregel, 1977), 338;
Joseph A. FitzmyeRomans: A New Translatiomith Introduction and Commenta(iew York:
Doubleday, 1992), 543.

%The conscience is an important issue to Paul. The word appears 14 times in his undisputed
writings and 6 times more in the remainder of his letters. He shows a great deal of conitern for
conscience as guide, but see also 1 Cor 1:12, where Paul calls upon his conscience as affirmation of his
integrity.

#Bruce,Romans91; Sanday and HeadlaRomans60; SchreinefRomans479. Christian
Maurer locates the etymology 6f¢ & U aniCip G [Bdne who has knowledge along with another person
as an eyewitness who can serve as a witn@p&saglod
C ¢ a 0 @u Th@dlogical Dictionary of the New Testamestt, Gerhard Kittel and GerhaFdiedrich,
trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1971), 79889 That seems to be the nature of
Paul 6s usage hRemams286CMmargues thdBcpnsaierace is an internal witness to, not a
witness along with.

2ISchreinerRomans 479; WilckensRomer 2:186.
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Paul 6s Anguish over His Kinspeople

The assertion to which Paul must bring such weight of witness is in verse 2.
The content of the truth that Paul speakfiad he has great grief and unceasing pain in
his heart. The cause of that grief and pain is developed in verse 3, although, as noted

above, it is not directly stated.

The fact that Paul és great grief and

kinspeople acaunling to the fleshj{ 6 € ¢) is thought by some to account for his need

to call witnesses to show that he could experience pain and grief on their behalf. Leander
Keck somewhat speculatively suggests that if Paul endured the criticism that his ministry
to the Gentiles wasomehow partially the cause of the unbelieving status of the Jews of
his day, or that by taking the gospel to the Gentiles he had abandoned his own
kinspeople, that could account for his strong assertion of truth and the witnesses called to

support the trth of the fact that he is actually in great grief and pain on their bé&half.

Whil e Keckds theory could well be correct

attestation of his truthfulness, his argument is unconvincing that chagtérar@ aesult

of such an accusation against Paul. Keck can find no reason for Paul to express concern
about the Jews since that mission had been entrusted t*Rueeven if Peter had

been given responsibility for the Jewish mission, there is no reasongessiaul had
given up his concern for Israel. Some of
care for their welbeing expressed in the collection from the Gentile churches for the
Jews in Palestine (2 Co¢3®B) In addition, as can be seen belowylRPet only reported

his grief, he expressed a much deeper willingness to suffer loss on behalf of the Jews.

8 eander E. KeckRomangNashville: Abingdon, 2005), 2225. Cf. Francis Watsom®aul,
Judaism and the Gentiles: Beyond the New Perspg@irand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), 3% Watson
follows Keck. See also Walt&chmithalsDer Rémerbrief: Ein KommentdGitersloh: Gitersloher
Verlagshausserd Mohn, 1988), 328.

Keck, Romans224. Keck does go on to acknowledge the question of whether God had
rejected Israel is a second reason that was perhaps more impomanttha ul 6 s concerns fo
against him (225).
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The reason for Paul és concern is there: They
and, as he implies here and states later, they are ineinbelddition, if Paul were
writing to a primarily Gentile audience as suggested by Romans 1:13;aid18:15
16 they would likely not be overly concerned about Jewish accusations against Paul.
While in verse 3 Paul does not make explicit what cabgegrief and pain,
the cause is nonetheless implicit. The wish that Paul had in mind, is that he become
> 3 Y d. Baullvas thinking of being accursed from Chist ( Ue ) Gywhich Ue
he meant separation from Christ, in a manner no doubt consistierthe understanding
of being devoted for destructidhBut he stopped short of that wish. Instead, Paul means
he could almost wish, or perhaps he considers his wish hardly attathBbkn though
Paul stopped short of the final wish to be accursesl difficult to understand what could
bring him to such a brink, unless it is the unbelief of his kinspeople. For that reason,
Paul 6s willingness to undergo accursedness I
plight of Israel based on theirunbeliffaul 6 s wi I I i ngness to suffer
suggests that those for whom he was willing to make the sacrifice suffer the fate of being

under the curse themselvis.

*n this cased Ci®used to denote separati®DF, 211. The word & n y acdlrs 6 times in
the New Testament, and other than in Acts 23:14, all instances are in the Pauline corpus (the verb form of
the same word also appears 4 times in Acts, with the sense of beimg)Wwith an oath). In the passage in
Acts, the word refers to an oath, as some of the men of Jerusalem had bound themselves with an oath not to
eat until they killed Paul . I n Paul s writings (1Cor
meanig of accursedThe wordP & n yalsd\dicurs 26 times in 19 verses in the Septuagint. Other than in

the 3 uses iddt16:19 and 2 Macc 2:13; 9:1B,a n ytianslates the Hebredv Wivhich occurs more than
75 times and means a thing devoted or banished. The thing could be dev@tat] &and thereby made
holy, or it could be devoted to destructi@o J ac ki e J YWBo THaNed kmternafional

Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and ExegesisWilliam A. VanGemeren, ed. (Grand Rapids:

Zondervan, 1997), 2: 2767. In the uss ofD & n yinitedanonical books, it is used for devotion to God

in Lev 27:28 only. In each of the other instanBe& | yigiuded of things devoted for destruction,

i mplying they are accursed. Thus o naadtwiecemlitonhe dept h ¢

31BDF, 182.

%250 Moo,Romans557. Cf. Richard H. BellThe Irrevocable Call of God: An Inquiry into
Paul 6s (Thbagenh: BlahySiebeck, 2005), 199; Schreifymans481; WilckensRomer 2:186.
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Although Paul returns later to the issue, whether he understood the unbelief of
the &ws permanently barred them from the kingdom is not specifically worked out in this
passagé° Also, whether or not Paul understood that every Jew&vis all Israel)
would be ultimately saved, the necessary point here is that their condition of uabelief
the time was the cause of Paul dés grief

Paul 6 s wi s F C@hiskinspelbbmeraecording (o the fle§ihe
GreekFC®é&n mean fdon behalf of, 0 or fdin the pl a
and it is possible that in verse 3, the mirgs have mergetl.That Paul wished he could
serve as a substitute for his kinspeople further solidifies the thought that he had concern
for their ultimate fate. The language and motif of substitution suggest Paul saw himself as
a parallel to Moses, whesked God in a similar way following the golden calf incident,
to allow his name to be blotted out as a substitute for the punishment of the Israelites who

had sinned (Exod 32:384)3° As Johannes Munck suggests, the language of both Paul

and Moses is simar in that both wished to suffer for people who had sinned

Against Ll oyldd GaBnemi, e gilism MEa8(1982h 4€1116. Bastorl aoggeyg , 0

there is no evidence in chap. 9 that Israel was in a
silence and there is no other IikeRds@anenfPhat  m&bhds asdnse
Israel: Romans-41 in Recent Researghn TheSocial World of Formative Christianity and Judaisedl.

Jacob Neusneet al.(Philadelphia: Fortress, 198880;idemfi Tor n Bet ween Two- Loyalties
11 and P gtindg Gosn vd ocntfThe Nosdic Bauli Finnish Approaches to Pauline Theo)agly

Lars Aejmelaas and Antti MustakalligLondon: T&T Clark, 2008 25.

#Keck, Romans227, who argues it is unlikely Paul thought the Jews were already cut off. The
streng h of the | anguage seems to work against Keck, as
Israel has been cut off, although capable of beirgyaéed.

¥ 00 T Neyuse bf that term suggests an antithesis, but | will reserve detailedent
about the phrase until the discussion of v. 5b.

%50 Walter BauerA GreekEnglish Lexicon f the New Testamerdns.and adapted by
William F. Arndt, F. Wilbu Gingrich, rev. and ed. Frederick W. Dankémd ed. (Chicago: University of
Chicago Pess, 2000),s.v Ay 9

%See esp. Johannes Mun€lyrist and Israel: An Interpretation of Romand 9, trans.

Ingeborg Nixon (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1967).3f0 Cf.Moo, Romans558; SchreinelRomans480;
Fitzmyer,Romans544; Bruce Romans185; WilckensRdmer,2:187. Contra KdsemanRomans258.
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unforgivably?’ Somewhat similarly, Jewett argues that Paul used the imperfect

(d ¢ h)indhe customary sense: used to wish (or pray). That means Paul had made
actual prayers to be separatedvirGhrist on behalf of Israel at some time prior to the
writing.3® Jewett based his argument on the unlikelihood of a subjunctive construction (I
could wish) with the intensive U ( dIn addlition, Paul would then better correspond

with Moses (Exod 32:383), who actually did pray to be blotted out of the book of life

instead of the Israelité8]l t i s wi se, however, not to overe
atoning for Israel. |1t must be true that if
figuretobepuni shed for all of Israel, he was al so

and the response from God that he chooses whose name(s) will be blotted out (Exod
32:33). It is also evident that God chooses who will serve as atonement. Paul must have
known hewas not able or permitted to offer himself as such a sacrifice, for, as much as
anything else, he himself was in need of atonertfdfie recognized only the cross as the
eschatological place where atonement could be fdelrally, Paul would not have seen

it as a possibility that he could be separated from Christ, given his statements in 8:31

$"Munck, Christ and Israel 30.

#JewettRomans56061.
FIbid.
“This statement is true notwithstanding Paul 6s s

that passage Paul was expressing his understatidinbis suffering was redemptive in that his suffering

was necessary for spreading the gospel among the Gentiles (cf. Actiss9:d15d thus, by his suffering

Paul hastens the end of the agCwlossidghg PhileengWdrdmi | ar vi ew,
Biblical Commentary, vol. 44 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 19828F5Similarly, as suggested in Munck,

Christ and Israel29, it is possible Paul could also have had in mind the suffering of thoke in t

Maccaban tradition who saw themselves adaufg for the purification of Israel (see, e4Macc 10:11;

6:2830;17:2022) . Paul 6s | anguage here lacks the direct | an
Maccabeeantet , and given Paul 6s own need o ffferiagiamne ment , it
atonement for Israel. Jarvis Williams has plausibly argued that the atonement mentioned in the Maccabean

texts was in the background of Paul és thought about t

could see himself as sacrifitia that way. Jarvis J. William&JaccabearMartyr Traditionsin Paul 6 s
Theology of AtonemefiEugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2010);2

Wilckens,Romer, 2:187.
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39*2The best conclusion is that the use of the impedectc fjwad tendentialHe
could wish to be accursed, but he knew his appeal would not succeed. For Paul there is
only one deliverer who will remove sin from Jacob. That deliverer is characterized in

11:2526 as one who comes from Zion.

AWho Areedd®&drael it

The use of the relative clause/erse 4 links to verse 3 by the relative clause
8 Ussyd U .GosBhe Ggrltdec ddddJent of the relative
according to the flesh mentioned in verse 3. The pronoun in this case could b&odders
as explicative (inasmuch a®)lt is probably better, howevgto read the relative as
causal** In either case Paul intends more than to simply further identify his kinspeople as
Israelites. It is unlikely that Paul was simply identifying those kiopfeefor the sake of
listing privileges that accrued to them. It is better to take the relative pronoun as the basis
of Paul 6s foregoing statement that he woul d
While the relative clause is probably intended taigebhis willingness to
suffer being accursed from Christ, the structure of the passage suggests Paul ultimately
wishes to establish the ground for his statement that his grief is great and his pain is
unceasing (verse 2). In verse 3 th@ i§ explicative so verse 3 provides the ground of

the depth of his grief and palfVerses 4 and 5, introduced by the causal relative clause,

*2John MurrayThe Epistle to the Romans: The English Text with Introduction, Exposition and
Notes(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), 2:3.

“3For arguments for the explicative, see KasemRamans258; JewettRomans561; Dunn,
Romans 916,526. BDF, 253, notes use of the relative to express the general quality.

“**Hiibner,Gottes Ich und Israell4; JohnCalvin, The Epistle to the Romarisans. and ed.
John Owen (Edinburgh: Calvin Translation Society, n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 338; Moo,
Romans559, following Calvin. For use of the relative as a causal clause see H. E. Danhusnid.Ju
Mantey,A Manual Grammar of the Greek NawstamenfNew York: Macmillan, 1946)272 The
relative,a U, shoylddmost likely be read causally in Rom 1:25 and 2:15. In the broader NT, other
examples are Matt 7:15; 21:41; Acts 10:47; 17:11.

g0also SchmithalsRomerbrief 328.
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are part of the same sentence begun by the explicativaatement, further explaining

why he would be willing to undergo seption from Christ on behalf of his kinspeople,

so the whole sentence from the beginning of verse 3 to the end of verse 5 should be

understood as an explanation “f the reason f
I f that anal ysi s i stoshdttoradistngofgifisdaoul 6 s pur

Israel that results in either a shift in the status of the Isrdéliea doxology in praise of

God for those gifts. It is surely correct that Paul understood the list of attributes that

follows to be gifts of God, butis intent, at least in the listing of the gifts, is not

laudative. As a continuation of his explanation of his anguish, the verses are the

continuing basis of the lamefftlt is in spite of all these privileges that Israel is in

unbel i ef anghesst®saarficédsmselfis keven more explainable given their

identity as the elect people of God. It is not only a matter of substitution on behalf of his

countrymen, but also a service to God himself, who had choserfittem. i t wer e Paul

purposetes how t he even more remar kable depth of

“Contra Ezra Abbot, #AOn t HoarnaCobSosidatyrdiibticali on of Ro ma
Literatureand Exegesi¢ (1881): 92. Alf we will | et Paul be his o
unnatural thoughts betweenthe nes, 6 we wi | | not take the view argued

intended this to be a shift to a positive view of Israel based on 9:6. That argument can be faulted by the
argument that if in 9:6 Paul really did view Israel as not being in unbteze would be no reason for his
anguish. In addition, Abbot did not take note of the structure of the passage suggested here.

“"John PiperThe Justification of God: An Exegetical and Theological Study of Romans 9:1
23,2"ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Agamic, 1993), 43.

“So also Dane C. Ortland, AThe Insanity of Faith
9 : 3TinJB0 (2009): 280ContraKeck, Romans227; Gordon Fedlauline Christology: An Exegetical
Theological StudyPeabody, MA: Hendricka, 2007), 275.

“9Calvin, Romans337, affirms that Paul could not have spoken the words only with regard to

service to God. #Al connect the |l ove of men with a zec
God was not the only motivation, bRgul may have been similarly motivatéar servicein his
extreordinary statementinCdl: 24 where he rejoiced in his sufferings

filled up what was lacking in the afflictions of Christ on behalf of his bdthgre Paul also ay express a

double service, onen behalf of the Colossians aade a service to Christ for the building up of his body.

? 3 eUayr "3 Ue d "UdecgsUloss © (0 3 edasgy bws Ba UUsiUs e
Uvnke ¢ | Us 0t §VWsy P JUssadqtalU
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emotionally such a doxology would interrupt the train of thought as well as be

inconsistent with the mood of ¥adness that p

Use of t hae Iniatmeaptérd Isthrough 3 Paul used the word
} a ¢ uniné tamés to refer to his countrymen (1:16; 2:9, 10, 17, 28, 29; 3:1, 9, 29). In
chapters 911 he used it to refer to them just twice (9:24; 10:12). In 9:4, he shifts rather
abruptly, identifying them for the first time in the letter as Israglitdthough this marks
the first time in the letter that Paul used either of the words Israel or Israelites, he used
those words a total of 12 times in chaptetfsl9 The importance in this instance is to
show that Paul 6s ki npeppeofGod® Intesamegencralal | y t he
way, Paul uses the word (i } Ud] ¢ Rdihans 11:1 and 2 Corinthians 11:22 to refer to
himself as part of the people of God, once to show that God has not forsaken his people,
and once to defend his own position among the people of ¥iadRomans 9:4, the
importance is that thpeople over whom he anguishes are not simply Jews, a people
living in Judah. They are in fact descendants of Jacob, elect Israelites. That election is the
underlying cause of the continuing lament. How could those who are elect now turn their

back on thevlessiah who has come for their redemption (as Paul notes in 11:26)?

Met zger, fAPunct uatRomans488LJeBettRoBahns568Karhmles,i ner |
ADi e Pradikation, 06 169. AgRechtfestigungORestszhrifKfyr&mst fZu R° mer
Kasemann zum 7.0 Geburtstagl. Johannes Fdech, Wolfgang Péhimann and Peter Stuhimacher
(Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck and Géttingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 1976), 303.

'H. G. Kiu Hdre #eological Dictionary of the New Testameed. Gerhard Kittel,
trans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (GraRdpids: Eerdmans, 1965), 3:88. Cf. FitzmyerRomans

545; CranfieldRomans2:46061. After the return from thexée to Babylon, the namB <@ B ¢ ) was g €

applied to those living in Judah by ndawish people of the areBhe nameH 8 W¥ B ¢ pwa@shused by

the Israelites with anngphasis on the religious aspecth at i s, t o denote themselves ¢
people

*Dunn,Romans, 916, 526, notes that here Paul was speaking as an insider. But see also Gal
1:1314 and 2:1314, where Paul refets Judaism and Jews. There, he is referring to himself as an outsider
looking back to what he once was. So Mark A. Seiftidyr i st Our Ri ghteousness: Paul
Justification(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2000), 26. Paul could speak of hinrselfith ways in
relation to his kinspeople.

45



Li st of | sr.d&helisbo priplegeswacdrsamgttees sections, the
first two beginning with the relative pronounsbut the last, with the preposition
attached to the relative: 3= . The first two sections list privileges that belong only to
Israel as a people. The last is the Messiah, but even though he is the Messiah of Israel, he
is substantively different froniné other gifts and thus can be only from Israel. Unlike the
first two sections of the list of privileges, both of which begin with the relative particle,
this last section is preceded Yy& That signifies not only the last in the list, but also
calls atention to the transition from possession to derivation. He is the Messiah of Israel,
but as Messiah for Israel, not the Messiah belonging to Israel. As Godet notes regarding
Christbés proceeding from among | sdsael as far
from them as to origin, but He does not belong to them exclusively as to His
dest i A &bodetmpparéntly means human origin, which is the meaning endorsed
here.) Paul has been careful in the first 8 chapters of Romans to make clear that all are
under sin and all are justified by faith in Jesus Christ through the redemption that is in
him (Rom 3:2124). God is one, therefore God of both the Jew and the Gentiles, who
justified both by faith 3:280) . Paul 6s emphasis costdi nues hi
both.
The gifts to Israel are noteworthy in that they further identify the privileged
position of the people now in a state of unbelief. For that reason they serve to add
intensity to the lament, rather than to create a thought of praise. Thengeis so
di sagreement among scholars whether the gift
| srael belong only to thsielewtathobeywhaprieferaos of | s

see that Paul understood the gifts and privileges have not been forfeitzdedy |

53Godet,Romans341.
%4So Munck,Christ and Israel 30-31.

*Piper,Justification 30.
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Rat her, the fact that || srael i's privileged i
Most persuasive is the argument that if the gifts are in the past, there is really no need for

Romans 911. To restate it, if the gifts have been withdneamd belong only to history,

then Paul déds struggle with t h®Foutmelsamei ef of |'s

reason, the privileges should not be regarded as passed on to the’thurch.

AiFr om whom i sFrammamonglsraelites tomes the Chititgre
the word7 ¢ p Gup®ags with the article, standing alone, not qualified by the often
connected 0 C.gtWer ner Kramerds careful study demon
can be drawn from that grammatical constructfoimyt it seems clear from the context
that the reference in this case is to the Messiah. Since Paul has presented a list of benefits
accorded to Israel, and the phrase under consideration appears at the end of that list, it is
reasonable to conclude that Paul would speak of the MeSsiah.

As notedabove, the prepositional phrage & Rsimply indicates derivation.
The Messiah comes from Israel according to the flesh, which means that in human terms
he is an Israelite; that is, the Messiah is a Jew. That fact is a further cause of the issue
connected with the question of Jewisherbi ef . We wi | | return to th
rejection of the Messiah in chapter 5, but first the matter for further consideration is the

Messiahodés true i dentity.

*%Bell, Irrevocable Cal) 201-02.
*’Piper,Justification,24.

*Werner KramerChrist, Lord, Son of Gadrans. Bria Hardy (Naperville, IL: Alec R.
Allenson, 1966), 204.3.

*Ibid., 210. Cf. N. T. WrightClimax (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991%3; KdsemanrRomans
259; FitzmyerRomans546; CranfieldRomans2:464; JewettRomans566.
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9:5b: Who Is God over All?

The latter part of verse 5 is tbeux interpretunof this passage and the focus
of this chapter. It is hard to identify a single key issue in interpretation of verse 5b, but
perhaps the key is the question of the antecedent of the parficipl@ he participle
could refer eithert§ G & ¢ ¢ p CbhOt@iGee that is noted, it is only a statement of the
overall problem. Does Paul mean to say that Christ is God over all? As noted earlier, the
task for this chapter is to answer the question filoertext itself. Nearly every point is
disputed, but analysis of the text will lead to the conclusion that the weight falls most
naturally and most heavily on the side of Jesus as the referent of the participle and
therefore, as the one who is over dihattis, that he is God.
Gordon Feeds assertion that the reading
possibility based on ambiguous grammar, and that there are other possibilities is not
altogether reasonabf®The probability that Christ is the reéett of the participle is
decreased only if one starts the exegesis, as Fee does, with the assumption that for
various reasons Paul would not ysé &2 & predicate of Chri&tBecause Paul does not
do that anywhere el se, thatpefifcei veutawe idogo[r sn

g r a mnfaBeginding with the premise, which is at the least open to question, that Paul

®Similarly C. E. B.Cranfield,i So me Comments on PrChrstelsggior J. D. G
the Makingwith Special Reference to the Evidence of the Epistle to the Romafke Glory of Christ in
the New Testament: Studies in Christology in Memory of George Bradford €dirt. D. Hirst and N. T.
Wright (Oxford: Clarenden Press, 1987 2 7 3. Cranfield notes that the onus
of those who reject the refer eheePaulmdChrstologyd¥7.t o Chr i st .

®Fee,Pauline Christolgy, 273, where Fee notes fiwhatis here wer e
said, one probably would read th&Vaas modifyings 7 ¢ p CRUfRiewhatin this case seems heavily to
outweigh our grammatical expectation, hence another acceptable grammaiiralopteferred by
many. o0 So it is clear that Fee is |l ooking for an alte

®9bid., 274. Similarly, Kiiss begins his exegesis with the premise that Paul could not refer to
Jesusas God becausehe gvda speaks of Jesus in a subo97.deenate rol e.
al so Abbot, AOn the Construction of Romans ix. 5.0 Al
exegetical arguments, and he begins with the assertion that he wilfamguihe grammatical
considerations only. While Abbot does offer reasonable alternatives to the arguments that will be made
below, they can be answered and in the end, Abbot also appealed to the broader theological problem of
whether Paul would ever calesus God. In fact, he devotes at least 14 pages to the question, so even in
Abbot one can reasonably suggest that his argument was influenced by an underlying premise.
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could not call Jesus God because he does not elsewhere, will surely cause one to wish to
find other possible alterpauovesmiéipks har énbe
however, one simply allows the text to stand without influences from outside the text, one

should conclude the reading suggested below is not only possible, but the evidence to

support it is so weighty as to be most proballs Cranfield noted, to conclude that Paul

could not refer to Christ as God because he
the stylistic considerations “WsMetduerstrongl y
noted, however, the exegeteisicor ont ed wi th the decision as
considerations (those internal to the text or those external) should be allowed the greater

we i ¢"hAs noted previously, the problem for this chapter is the grammar and syntax of

the text. Whether externalatters, as Fee suggests, far outweigh the most probable

grammatical conclusion is an issue for chapters 3 and 4.

The Problem with Punctuation

The analysis of the text often begins with punctuation. As is well known, the
earliest Greek manuscripts didtruse punctuation, so placement of the punctuation is
dependent on the conclusions from exeg®sihe portion of the text at issue from

NestleAlandis:sT A Z&a L£scgpCesEncyoVvYuseWwWaTAgRrRIUCgacCdac

%3t goes too far, however, to call the premise as presented by Fee or Abbot aiclogmat
presupposition, as E. H. Giffor@ihe Epistle of St. Paul to the Rom&hsndon: John Murray, 1886;
reprint, Minneapolis: Klock & Klock, 1977), 179. The premise can rightly be regarded as based on
impressions formed from observation of how Paul writes.

®Cranfield, Romans2:468.
®“Met zger, HAPunctuation, o 110.

®sanday and HeadlarBpistle to the Roman233. Sanday and Headlam set forth examples of
what might be considered punctuation in some-Nd@mmanuscripts from the first century, but none conta
any marks that approach being full or partial stops. Although Sanday and Headlam are now dated, nothing
developed in my research to suggest additional evidence of first century punctuation in NT texts has been
di scovered. See al §ondHClemV32.4:EEme notvendige KanjBcktune i ,
R° me r bTheoledisché Zeitschritl (1965): 40409. Bartsch, in suggesting the text should be
emended, regards it as useless to try to resolve Rom 9:5 on the basis of punctuation since theotext had n
punctuation.
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o Nz & o6 ¢Of coBrdeQlie punctuation in that text is a function of the work of the
editors and scribal punctuation in early texts is not concldéiVee punctuation

suggested by Nle-Aland contains only two partial stops, one affen ¢ §nd one after

0 n z,dud feveral other possibilities exist. Metzger, who has perhaps the most thorough

list, included eight possible punctuations, as foll&tvs:

1. TheTextus Receptusinderlyirg the AV, punctuates only with a comma following
Cnéyy Za L£LscygwCes&ncyow s Wa TCR CnacCda
onzBAYa yi el dofwhpmasicencemivg thie flesh Chigaime who
is over all, God blessed fever. Amerp

2. WedcottHort punctuated with a comma aftem ¢, hubalso afteCn a @dAa Za s |
CEpCBsFoCe CncécyoWwus cWa TIAGR tCpaA@EECE CagUCE o

S Vv

could yield fAwho i over all, God bl essed
Bible).

3. Placing.a comma aft€ n ¢andaftey 0 P Z2ad L£scgwCes&Encyow ¢
CnacCcda TYAgwd Cs ¢ m®AiyECs thetRSW margid r@ading
AChrist, who is God over all, Dblessed for e

4. AcommaafteCn a @uilalsoaftef € A 23 L£scgwCesEncyow $
CnagQdigsd AgoeuCs ¢ ®mNPayga ed den &GO, who i s
forever, 0 (RSV) once again not <calling J

5. Acommaaftes Wdaftey (P& z3a LscgpCes @MRyvCda Wa
yu,ssdAgoguCsé¢ DOAPaCcazuCaldarszaméthe transl atio
onewhois¢ he Chri st according to the flesh, Go

6. Withacolonorafullstopaft€€n ¢y 8 Za £sc¢ §wCes GMEE ff CR
CnacCda yuscé¢ uTAaPdARSydgestad in@ nuBlbetat critical z & 6 €
editions, one could transl|l ate fiHe who 1is

7. With acomma afte€ n ¢andafull stop afte€n 8 0dAa Za L£sc FwCes e
CncéyoWw Cénavgadias €CRUTAg e U CHA Patmadslatidoaddddbé nz a 6 €
Aand from whom Christ according to the f

®For an analysis of manuscript evidence of scrib

of Ro m. -99 Mebzgeo poifity out the haphazard nature of the punctuation in the manuscripts,
making it difficult to determine any consistescribal practice, but he concludes that in a majority of uncial
manuscripts scribes favored some sort of stop &figré. Prie cannot, however, determine from those

manuscripts fiwhat kind of punctwuation Paul in dictatdi

regarded as appropriate. 0 See p. 99 Aldéxandrinus arti cl e
that call into question the weight of the evidence based on punctuation of those texts. Cf. Cranfield,
Romans2:46667n 7, following Metzger.

®Metzgerfi The Punct uat o-98 GranfieldRamans@465 lists 6. Fee lists 3
in Pauline Theology273. JewettRomans567, reduces the number to just 2.
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The Doxology

Grammatical form of doxologies.Although the doxology occurs last in the
verse, it ishelpful to first consider the issues that surround it because how one
understands this doxology has some impact on how decisions are made on other
exegetical issues in the verse. The main issue is the form of the doxology, namely the
asyndetic, independedoxology, if one places a full stop affers Ce ,@Hig § 6
normally the case by those who wish to refer the doxology to God. Placing a full stop
aftery 6 Ce I€ayes }hé latter part of the verse as an independent serftendda 7 CR
CnacCda yusé aTA PpAiDGs 8, théraiiso lirk & @ dordimitted 6 ¢
immediately preceding sentence. In the two passages (2 Cor 1:3 and Eph 1:3) where an
asyndetic independent doxol ogy adc[Autesi Ci n
in the sentence before the reference to the one to whotoxiadogy relates. In the other
doxologies in Paul in which T A §&ayip&ars later in the clause, the word for the one
blessed occurs in the preceding clause, with a connecting word in the clause in which
0 T A §8apéars, as doéy ¢ p GndRBrdans 9:5Rom 1:25; 2 Cor 11:38) In both
of those occasions the structure is similar to Romans 9:5 in which the word serves as a
predicate descriptive of the subjéttn none of those cases, or cases in which doxologies
occur with words other thain T A@daie the doxologies asyndetit.

That practice is not limited to Paul. In the New TestardeftA §agpéars in

the initial position in an independent doxology in Luke 1:68 and 1 Peter 1:3. In addition,

9See also Gal 1:5 whete T A §8aldie€ not appear, but a similar form of praise occurs,
referring to a word in the previous clauke (] U PA® Gané CagU&). Similarly, e 2 Tra & 6 n
4:18; Heb 13:21; and 1 Pet 4:11. In Rom 11:36; Eph 3:21; 1 Pet 5:11; and 2& ¢h&doxology is
linked to the previous clause ByT CliZPhil 4:20 and 1 Tim 1:17, the link is made thro@yi § U|Z
“wight, fAO0On Rd48mans ix. 5,0 47

"Met zger, fAPunctuation, o 106.
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the wordll T A §8appéars 100 times in 92 verseshia t XX. On eight occasions

G T A §8isiuged as a blessing to humans, but on every other occasion except one
0 T A gtappé&ars first (blessed be. "2 he lone exception occurs in Psalm 67:19
(English 68:18, MT 68:19). In that case there may be a ttaorsiasue because

0 T A §appeéars twice in verses 19 and 20 (LXX) Buh ¥d@@ars only once in the

MT. The two verses from the MT and the LXX appear as follows:
JDO>v N8 f @D MUs ba OH J D OwW BWU @O

> ZHNDOZ D@8 @ h NHRO @L OQxD JU @D

(You ascended on high; you took captivigptive you received gifts among men,
that YHWH [who is] God may dwell even among the rebellious. BtebgeAdonai,
the God of our salvation. He daily bears a load for us. Sdlednslations are
minel])

PacewWELHCECAA2CICROANDRBRAOI @AY Cpa@QhBCupyGa& CUac
yoCoCynpeyaifPEAaos i CPE

UTAg g ihCHpARBIoOGN ¢ glllesfEIIPEZEd CUEF ADP N DOASGAD

(You ascended on high; you captured captives; you received gifts among men, for

even the blessed Lord God to dwell among the disobedient. Blessed is the Lord. The
God of our salvation gives prosperityus daily. Selah.)

As can be seen, the placementiof A §&isind@mal in verse 20 of both the LXX and

the MT(E h )YuBrthere is no doxological statement in verse 19 of the MT, although it
does appear in the LXX, albeit in the reverse order. Therellemrea number of
suggestions about the double usé of A §&gbut ©Owight has done the most thorough
analysis, concluding that the difference is not an exception at all and has no bearing on
Romans 9:8% He argued that the two sentences were constrémteanphasis by

placing the same word at the end of one sentence and at the beginning of the next. Even

"In addition to the LXX references, Kammler asserts ithatl the ancient Jewish literature an
i ndependent blessing stands at the beginning of the ¢

“"Kammler thinks the double use may be a result o
Pradikation, 0rd68)t Mest agem amesdgati on error. Met zger ,
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in this case, then, where there appears to be an exception, the verses actually strengthen
the impression that T A §8ds@icen the strongest possilggminence, as it is given
when it appears first in a senterféé\bbot conceded in his reply to Dwight that because
0 T A §8appéared twice, it is not a proper parallel to Roman$°9:5.
G. B. Winer sought relief from the conclusion thal A gémaiu@aly occurs
first in an independent doxology by arguing
that this arrangement c affAbbotgoestogamelbrgith as un a
as well to argue that there is no law of grammar bearing on the metept the law that
the predicate, when it is more prominent in the mind of the writer, precedes the Subject.
One may reasonably ask here on what basis a rule of grammar for an ancient language
would be formulated other than from observation of how tlegsanhwriters used the
language. Of course, as Dwight notes, language rises above rules at dff botégall
writers pursue the same course, their unanimous action carries with it greatWeight.
While it may be correct that no rule requires the oafi¢he blessing in Romans 9:5, the
evidence of Paul dés usage, the usage in the d
LXX with only one exception (which is not actually an exception) suggests that Paul
would surely have followed the normal usage. Ofrseunothing requires that he do that,

but arguments that he would not are unpersuasive in face of the evitlence.

“Dwi ght, fAOn R-83nAalso BitznxyyerRomans549, 8hd considers the first
instance otuvloghtadjj 67:19 (LXX) a gloss and not applicable to the discussion.

“Abbot, A®hrubéei 6onof Romans ix. 5,0 107.

G. B. Winer,A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek Regarded as a Sure Basis
of New Testament Exegedigns. W. F. Moulton,"9Eng. ed. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1882), 690.

"Abbot, AOn t heonCaomss tirxilseasH.,béd. 1o0f3 R
"Dwi ght, fAO0On Romans ix. 5,0 31.
"Ibid., 35.

80Cf. Wright, Romans630, who regards this as the strongest argument that Paul meant to call
Jesus God in this passage. But contra James Deriey, Pa ul 6 s oBgnsirsvoll2efTHeo t he R
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Application of G T A §8#0(G6d alone.Some have objected, and it must be
freely acknowledged, that nowhere else does Paul apply theit&re g&taCChrist, nor
is it applied to him in any other place in the New Testarfieftere are, however,
doxologies to Christ in the New Testament using other language. There is an arguable
application ofthewords 7 Uh3U U d Ue d3tdChriggidg U 3 U 3%
Timothy 4:18, but not all would agree th§ p ¢ip thak text is meant to refer to Christ.
Clearly the doxology is both to the Father and to the Lamb in Revelation 5:13 and to
Christ alone in 2 Peter 3:18. Perhaps some would arguth#sat were all written later
than Romans and no one should expect such a doxology as early as Romans, but there is
really no reason that language of that sort could not be applied to Christ 59 Raul.
will argue in chapter 4, Paul surely speaks of &hni lofty language that would suggest
he is capable of such a doxology.

In all but eight instances in the LXX¥, T A §8ésagplied to God, and the
remainder to men blessed by God, or on whom the blessing of God is invoked. On the
other handy T A3\ di @ppeérs seven times in the New Testament, all in the gospel

accounts, and all but one are applied to CHfiSimilarly, 0 T A4 éceuds 33 times

Expositor 6s ,@d ¥eRoberfsendNicaGnanchRapids: Eerdmans, 197658, who
acknowledges the position 6fT A g8 isC iunpar al l el ed in a doxology; i
to stand firstinthe sentenc® but he finds that and other argumen
outside the text. Similarly, Ulrich LuBDas Geschichtsverstandnis des PayMsinchen: Chr. Kaiser

Verlag, 1968 , 2 7. Luz argues on the bdsbs &, dhéeh@aanPauti o
available a liturgical background for the word order as it appears in Rom 9:5, so an uncomfortable

reference to Christ can be avoided here.

(o]

t
ts |

8% or instance, Abbot, fiOn the Constrhacti on of Ro
Abbot concludes from only 5 usesiofT A §8@niP&ul that on that evidence weight can be given to
predicting what Paul would write regarding the theology of who Christ is, which seems to me far less
subject to rule forming than how he would use gramimat Abbot is more reluctant to give weight to the
evidence for the grammatical construction of the asyndetic doxologies.

8250 Sanday and HeadlaRpmans237-38.

83Matt 21:9; 23:39: Mark 11:9; Luke 1:42; 13:35; 19:38; John 12:13. Other forms of the
participle occur in Matt 25:34; Mark 11:10; Luke 1:28, 42.
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in the LXX, being applied to God only in 1 Kings 10:9; 1 Chronicles 16:36 and Daniel
(Th) 3:53, 54, 55, 56. But it is possible thiafl A §&nayde applied to someone other
than God (in the LXX see Gen 12:2; 24:31;285:43:28; Deut 7:14; 33:24; Judg 17:2;
Ruth 2:20 and 1 Sam 15:13) and thal A §&anayde applied to God (see the LXX
examples above); and even though Paul elsewhere applied §&mrnily@o God the
Father, there are only four other places where he thhgaword, which hardly provides a
basis for judgment.

The argument that Paul never otherwise usgdA g&dai Christ is little
different from the argument that Paul never calls Jesus God elsewhere. In fact it differs
only in the sense that it is obje@ly more verifiable. The fact that Paul does do
something elsewhere, however, is no strong argument that he would not dolit here.
assessing the weight of various arguments, Metzger rightly concluded that if one allows
for the principle of the usef hapax legomenan an aut hor 6s writings,
no reason why it [the principle] should not also be allowed to operate with reference to
hapax legomena mong doct r i®iSinkce the pattdrnefonexpréssing o
doxologiesissoconsisten al most without wvariation, #fit
incredible that Paul, whose ear must have been perfectly familiar with this constantly
recurring formula of praise should in this solitary instance have departed from the
est abl i s®ATéhus the @gument.iscstrongest from usage that Paul meant to bless
Christ.

In addition to the evidence from the form of the doxology, there is the
problem of the fit of such a doxology in the overall thought of Roman5.94k | have
argued above, Paul hereosiid not be understood as offering the privileges and

prerogatives as a reason for rejoicing or praise, but instead as further mourning that Israel

%Met zger, APunctuation,o 110.

8bid., 107.
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is in unbelief in spite of their privilegek.is true that in Romans 1:25 there is a doxology

following anegative situation, but it is not clear there that Paul lamented that situation.

The language of sorrow over the condition of Israel that exists 18 B lacking in

Romans 1. Instead, in 1:25 Paul made a state
thosewho suppress the truth and who worship the creature rather than the creator. For

him it may simply have been a statement of the natural effect of disobedience to God, and

Paul could well be stating approval of Godoés
connection with the vindication of his peopfein addition, that doxology was following

the rabbinic practice of inserting a doxology following the mention of God, while in 9:5,

no such mention has occurf@Based on the strong evidence from the struatfitee

doxology and the argument that the doxology is out of place here, the passage should not

be considered a doxology to God, but should be taken as a declaration referring to Christ,

the one who is bless&8As a result, one should not understand thete is a full stop

following G Y ; @ldsh), since it would create an asyndetic doxology to God.

The Christ According to the Flesh
Romans 9:5b begins withthewofidsA Za $§ ¢E¢pCChsote€s y6Ce C
above, some sort of stop should be there, ligicesion as to the punctuation can be
deferred for the moment.
The phras¢ 6 Ce  ébpeéry il that form in the Nestdand®’ text of the
New Testament 20 times. It occurs twice more as a variant reading (Acts 2:30, Rom 8:1).

The phrase includes thetiale beforeC n ¢ (y 6 €¢ Gin ¢) jwice (John 8:15 and 1 Cor

83eifrid, Christ Our Righteousnes47-51.
8’Sanday and HeadlairRomans237.

8\Whether the implied copula here is to be taken as optativelioaiive is of some
importance. Since the verb is only implied, it is not certain, but based on his survey of usage in the NT and
L XX, Peter T. O6Brien concluded that it is best to wur
T. OO0 Btroduetory Thanksgivings in the Letters of Péididen: Brill, 1977), 240.
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11:18). Other than the variant reading at Acts 2:30 and the instance in John 8:15, all the
uses of the phrase occur in the Pauline literature. The phrase is preceded by the neuter
accusative idicle only in Romans 9:5 and in the variant reading in the text of Acts 2:30.
Notably, the variant reading in Acts 2:30 is in reference to Christ according to the flesh as
the offspring of David, which is similar to an appearancg 6fC e 6 Ranans B

(but it appears in the latter without the article). The phrase occurs in Ephesians 6:5 and
Colossians 3:22 (parallel statements) governed by the dative plural article. To summarize,
including the text with the article appearing within the phrase, Hrera total of 21
occurrences in the Nestfdand text® plus two more variants in the text (Acts 2:30,

Rom 8:1). All the occurrences are in the Pauline corpus except John 8:15 and the variant
in the Acts texts. The phrase does not appear in the LXX withtbout the article. Of

coursey On@With other objects, either genitive or accusative, occurs with some frequency

in the New Testament, with and without an article.

3g/6Ce BRabIy 6

There is no consistent pattern of use of the phrase with cowtithe article.
In the three uses of the article other than in Romans 9:5b, the use of the article appears to
be consistent with other factors in the sentence in which it appears. In Romans 8:54 |
a UU 8 Y ), and Ephesidnd §:6 (O U g 0 AHVC gFodgyicd/ 6 )y ¢ Eoapé
which is paralleled in Colossians 3:22, the phiase € ¢ ¢i§ it the attributive position
and modifies either a participle @8 §dJ & nour?® In 9:5h however, the article is neuter

and the phrase is not in an attributpasition. As Piper points out, the neuter article

8John 8:15; Rom 1:3; 4:1; 8:4, 5, 12, 13; 9:3, 5; 1 Cor 1:26; 10:18; 2 Cor 1:17; 5:16 (twice);
10:2, 3; 11:18; Gal 4:23, 29; Eph 6:5; Col 3:22.

“INRomans8:12° ; U 6 3, 2 utU0alea, iUsayUUs /théeys, U
genitive article appears prior to aUU Gyjin@U, but t he
an articular infinitive, so that doesno6ét inform the i
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prevents taking 6 €g) ¢ ds & modifier of the masculife¢ p C'R&lger, it serves an

accusative of reference, limiting the véftDf course, in 9:5bthe clauteA Z2& $ &Eép CCs
Cs V 6 Cgloenoptdnitain a verb. Although it is possible to translate it without a
verb (as in the ESV), English transl ations c
updated; ASV; RSV), fAcame, 0 or fycéoQees o (KJV,
C n ¢ shduld be understood tnodify the implied verb. The translation could loosely

then be Afrom whom the Christ is (or comes),
purpose of which is to limit reference to the coming or being of Christ; that is, his origin,

only to the realm ohis human existence alone. Paul also useg theCg) ¢ t§ limit the

verb of coming or being in Romans at 1:3 and 9:3.

Antithesis of y 6 €g) é. Rsthas been often noted, it cannot definitely be said
that the phrase U @ ¥ } , svith or without the article, must have a stated antitiésis.
No adversatie such asi ccurs and there is no formal oppositgyod Gsgchag 6 C e
C & u fitAs@vident, however, that in every usg/od € ¢ i the New Testament an
antithesis is intended, even if it is often impliéd survey of occasions of use of the
phrasey 6 Ceq Cifjf the New Testament shows the antithesis is sometimes included in
the passag@lohn 8:15; Rom 1:3; 8:4, 5, 12, 13; Gal 4:23, 29), but more often it is
implied (Rom 4:1; 9:3; 1 Cor 1:26; 10:18; 2 Cor 1:17; 5:16 [twice]; 10:2; 11:18; Eph 6:5;
Col 3:22). K¢ss asserted that the applicatio

provocative enough to Jews without attributing deity to him, so Kiiss saw no antithesis to

piper,Justification 43.
9250 Max Zerwick and Mary Grosvendk,Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New Testament
rev. ed. (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1981), 479; BDF, 139, §266(2). Cf. C. F. D. Mauipm Book
of New Testament GreeX“ ed. (CambridgeCambridge University Press, 1959), 58.
%sanday and HeadlarRomans 2 3 5 ; Met zger , f Plesusas@albs on, 6 104;

“So also Metzger, fAPunctuation,o 104; Dwight, AC
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Christ in the flesii” It is no doubt true that even referring to Jesus as Mesgiah
provocative to unbelieving Jews, but the degree of provocation is not the issue. In
addition, Kuss takes Romansl® as written to Jews, which is by no means clear (Rom
11:13). Even if the letter (or chaps12) were written to Jews, there is no needuggest
that Paul would not write what he held to be true about the person of Jesus just in order to
stay within the framework of Jewish thought. Finally, Kiss did not address the evidence
that an antithesis, implied or explicit, is called for eactefind Ceg) ¢i§ used.

In Romans, the phraged Ce ¢i§ used three times to limit the reference of
the origin of someone to the flesh; that is, to human descent. In 1:3 Christ is descended
from David but that genealogy is expressly limited to the flesthdt case, Paul
specifies the antithesis in 1#:6 Ce 0 & & @bk, sEthere Paul is specific about the
sense in which Christ was not descended fron
Israelites that is limited. Paul does not say what tii¢hesis is in that verse, but the
phrase would be unnecessary unless there was a sense in which they are not his
kinspeople, or seen differently, if there was no sense in which he had kinspeople in some
way other than in the flesh. In 9:5b the antitheséy or may not be stated, but that an
antithetical statement is called for can be seen in the same was as in 9:3. Unless there was
another aspect of Christds person to which t
applicable, there would be no reason forghease. Apart from an antithesis, there is no
reason for Paul to have limited the coming of Christ to his hum&hity.

The closest parallel, both conceptually and structurally, to Romans 9:5b is 1:3
4. As HansChristian Kammler has proposed, the paraiéei be seen in Table’1In 1:3,

the article does not appear withtnGvhich may simply be a function of style, but if Paul

“K¢ss, fZu R°mer 9:5,0 30.
%Harris, Jesus as Gt 156.

9Kammler, Die Pradikation, 167.
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did use the article purposefully in 9:5b, it is likely that he intended it as an even more
stark limitation in this case. The statement in 9:5b is a stronger statement of the person of
Christ, anda stronger contrast is called for than the contrast between one who descended

from David and declared Son of God.

Table 1. Comparison of Romans #and 9:5

Romansl;3-4 . _ Roman<9:5
330 euagA6aac ul | A za § 7¢p(
yoCecyo Cs yo60e Cn¢
3alu $¢pCyoacCac s Vva TCp Cnaf(
VyoCa uEkEAfbd U C UTAg dii0sttc ZzBAA QA
| A EaocCCncCudeé

In any case, the strong conceptual and structural parallel between the two passages
strongly suggests that thereais antithesis needed for the phriisé €g) ¢ ifi Romans

9:5, just as it exists in 1:3. As Metzger notes, the question is not so much whether an
antithesis is required, but whether an antithesis is expressed, as it i€%itf tha.

antithesis is not expssed, then the suggestion for the implied antithesis mightth€ e

C & U Qrfsdpport of that suggestion, Abbot argued Paul did not intend to suggest that
his kinspeople according to the flesh had a divine nature as well. According to Abbot, the
issue isa matter of spiritual relationship. In the same manner, the Messiah, the Son of

David, was from the Jews, but as Son of God and in his higher spiritual relations, he

“Met zger, APunctuation,o 104; DwiRomans25% On Romans
argues that a Aremembrance of the parallel in 1:3 is
connection wouldead to a deduction that there is a reference to the deity of Christ in Rom 9:5. In the face
of such strong structur al and conceptual connections,
K¢ss, AZu R°mer 9: 5, 0 3 GtdniertekParallslisierumgverr Rom 9,3blk.dund idi e unk
R°m 1,3.4 is unzul&ssig.0 His assertion is-lbased on t

speaks of the new event of salvation from the aspect of Jewish thought processes, while in&/dradl:3

deals with the community in Rome that believed in Jesus. The argument that in the same letter Paul was
addressing different audiences is not within the scope of this paper, but | see no reason to expect such a

shift in audience. Paul wrote his ltto the believers in Rome (Rom 1:7), which must have included
Jewish(Rom2:129) and Gentile (Rom 11:13) believers. K¢ssb
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belonged to all mankin.Such an argument has some weight. It is unnecessary,
however, 6 imply that part of any argument is that Paul meant his kinspeople had a
divine nature as well. Rather, it is much more likely Paul had in mind a way in which the
Israelites were not his kinspeople, or in which others were. In addition, it is not eear th
the antithesis foy 6 Ce ¢if B3 must bgy 6 € U CPArbaps it would be just as
likely that the antithesis would Bed ¢ BC C

But evenify 6 € U is &6 implied antithesis in 9:3, that does not preclude
Paul 6 sy ouGgpcapdntithetal toy G When speaking of Jesus in 9:5b. It cannot
be demonstrated from the New Testament that the antithegié d€¢) ¢ riust always
bey 6 €q 0 &K 61EB used as the antithesis in enough cases to make it entirely
credible that here that contrastintended?”’ The contrast in 1:3 has to do with
something more than relationship, because Paul is interested there in the identity of Jesus;
that is, the contrast is between the Son as descended from David humanly speaking and
the Son declared to be therSof God. Similarly, a contrast in relationship is not the best
way to understand the antithesis in 9:5.

Perhaps the strongest argument against reading some other unstated antithesis
is that if the phrasé  Wa 7 CR&Eishnt heahtithesis, a stop is required after
C n ¢, fedving an independent, asyndetic doxology, which as | have argued above is
unlikely.*®? Gordon Fee argues the stop affen ¢ I§aties the doxology to read in the

normal Paulinewayi May God who is over all, be bl esse

“Abbot, AONn the Construct i cRomaesfles B35.Manmalsoi x 5, 6 10
understandthe antithesis to be in terms of relationship.

1%sanday and HeadlaiRomans235. Cf. GodetRomans342. Godet understands the
contrast to be a matter of origin.

YWn Paul és writings see 1 Cor 1:29:; Gal 1:16; Cc
"“Bartsch, umRem. C9em532, 4,0 402. Bartsch argued
impossible that leaves the doxology disconnected. Cf. CranRelchans2:46768.
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sudden blessing is typically Pauline and connects to the listing of Jewish priviléges.
While it is true that sudden doxologies are not unusual for Paul, Fee seems to overlook
the unusuahnd abnormal feature of the independent, asyndetic doxology. In addition,
Fee doesndt seem to appreciate the fact that
and not offered as strong positives that lead to praise. The best conclusion hera is that i
addition to the problems with the independent doxology, a doxology would in any case
be out of place since Paul | aments | srael 6s
received divine privilege®* While it is true that a doxology can express faitkhia face
of a lament, in this case a doxology to God would make it appear that Jewish unbelief is
pleasing to God®
For all the reasons stated above, a full stop §fterCe) ¢i§ unlikely, and
therefore, although not required grammatically or lexically, the antithesis is required for
the sense of the clause. If an antithesis is expected it is not hard to see that it is expressed
inthe phras6 Wa 1 CWhil€itjsiss@alyzcorrect that, other than for the sense of
the verse, there is no requirement thai €e) ¢ have as its antithesis the deity of

Christ, it is natural to read that as the implied antith@8is.

The Participle

As noted previously, the partidgis the watershed point of interpretation of
9:5b. How one decides the referent of the participle is the basic issue of the discussion.

That decision in itself determines whether Paul intended his doxology to be offered to

1%ree,Pauline Christology277.
%30 also SchreineRomans488; Wright,Climax, 237; Sanday and HeadlaRomans236.
1%Jewett,Romans568.

%50 Sanday and HeadlaRpmans 235; Dwi ght, AOn Romans i x. 5,0
Romans658. Even though Denney acknowledges that the antithesis is most naturally the deity of Christ he
goes on to conclude that lzerse Paul never elsewhere refers to Christ as God this doxology should be
understood as to God and not Christ.
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God or to Christ. Grammaticallyhere are three possibilities for the participle. It is

syntactically possible for the participle to refer eithef t6 p ©IQAEYERE Bince either is

possible, the decision is based on probabilities but, as | will argue below, the weight falls

most naturally on a reference®o¢ p CliC&@dition to the grammatical possibilities for

interpreting the participle, therg the suggestion of an emendation to the text, although

in the end it seems that those who support that solution do so more as a matter of

convenience to explain a clear statement that they prefer to think could not b® made.
The emendation.Prior to comsidering the grammatical possibilities, perhaps

the noagrammatical suggestion can be considered first, since it is the least likely

possibility. The suggestion is to emend the text so that instead of the text as it appears in

the current standardtexs ( WA T CR CnacCdawWw yuasé )inefAgouCsé

participle would be changed to a relative pronoun to match the series of relative pronouns

in verses 4 and 5 and the article appears after the pronoun. In that construction the article

a

modifiesy @% 7 CR Cn@EsCo a0 T A g g U C £ETheirésaltingtemtsiatiors i 2z & 6 ¢

would match those in the previous three

over all, may he be blessed forever, amen.

the article and pronoun could easily have been transposed since (in modern script) the

difference in the text would only be the difference betwagpefendd a §ince both

YAsinJohn Ziesleaul 6s Let t etondoro SCMtared PiRladeighia: Srinity
Press, 1989), 239. Ziesler poses a choice betwekwsille emendation for which there is no manuscript
evidence, a natural syntax with unusual Christology (nowhere else does Paul call Jesus God), and a reading
that raises no theological issues but which involves a grammatically unusual change of Zilbjecopts
for the emendation, which gives every appearance of being a choice of convenience.

1%The Socinian Jonas Schlichting is usually given credit for originating the concept of the
emendation, per Metzger, i Paf praponants dfithes alteroative See a n d
chap. 1. I n additi on sbe BewWestarhent Studié8 (196¢€),r388B6A Ro ma n s
Lorimer suggests yet another emendatiér@7 Gpn & @ di Fuyct T A gbdl i0&s0 B 2, DA O
Lorimer thinks theransposition fron¥ & to Ry &ould have happened easily without further assistance,
but the existence of they dater in the text may have helped with the corruption of the text. This, of
course, suffers from all the arguments | will suggest agaiastriginal emendation, plus Lorimer suggests
yet another text for which there is no evidence.
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7

vowel s are 006 sounds, and the diffldrence be
be small, the transcription mistake could easily have been made, and most especially if
the scribe were transcribing based on audible reading by another.
The suggestion of how the error could occur is plausible and one must admit
that if the emendatiowere the correct alternative, it would ease some of the present
tension. The suggestion is so fraught with difficulty, however, as to make it actually
implausible. The first problem, as acknowledged by all, is that there is no manuscript
evidence for suta readind® although H. W. Bartsch suggested the text was read as
emended in the first century. His argument is that 1 Clement 32:4 is a paraphrase of
Romans 9:50H) €n 4 Ce P& i z a®oca C g yycujs@ddy 68 Badsaha
argued that Clemenhanged the text frod Wa 17 C REtEHCHGACEaWYEBC d ¢
As Donald Hagner notes, it is trtieere is a clear parallel of ideas between Romans 9:4
and 1 Clement 32:2, but Bartschoés argument t
Romans 9:5 goes tdar. The titleC 6 & C g yigcgn@bréin 1 Clement and may be
unrelated to Romans 9'5
In addition to thdack of externakvidencefor the emendatiorgther problems
areraisedbytheememdi t ext. The first is the™problem
Paul has been at pains to show that the Messiah is only from Israel as to fleshly origin.

He does not ascribe ownership to Israel, so there is no reason to think he would suggest

1950 ZieslerRomans 239:; K¢ss, AZu R°mer 9.5,0 298.

1%But see Clement of RomeClement32:4, trans. Kirsopp Lake, ifihe Apostolic Fathers
(Cambridge: Harard University Press and London: William Heinemann, 1913), 1:62. The editors of this
text do not note this as a reference to Rom 9:5.

Mponald Alfred HagnerThe Use of the Old and New Testaments in Clement of Rome
(Leiden: Brill, 1973), 216.

M50, Metzg r, fAPunct uatJesosas ®qdlda700; Harri s,
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God is the possession of IsraElIn fact, as E. Stauffer points out, Phals already

asserted that God is the God of both Jew and Gentile (Rom'&*29)rddition, thej 6 o

priortoT & % ¢ ¢ puGo€sisdaul reached the end of his list and attaching the article

toy U &bsd suggests T A gvioddPalso have the articté’ Finally, the addition ofy in

9:5 breaks up the rhythm of the lists which the argument for tliee@ation seeks to

preserve. As the text stands it offers a completely readable and coherent sentence, so the

emendation is introduced for little more than doctrinal reasons. In the end the suggestion

looks like a concession to weakness, proposed duelititywan theological grounds to

accept a normal reading of the text.

The participle as otioseThe suggestion that the participle is superfluous is

also unlikely as a grammatical possibility. It can be considered a grammatical argument

because it involv@a grammatical suggestion, but a superfluous participle is really not

possible in 9:5. The suggestion is that, since the participle is superfluous, the article can

modifyy &P yi el ding a rough, more I|iteral

foreve | amen. o

Fee seems to favor something akin to this reading of the participle asserting

it he pr e sWhsircelevant ih termé & meaning but its occurrence is almost

transl

certainly responsi bl 'Feearguestthaténthe slmisent wor d
occurrence of the participle in a praise formula in 2 Corinthians 1431 @ R
“3Contra Karl BarthThe Epistle to th@omanstrans. Edwyn C. Hoskyns (London: Oxford
Press, 1933339, Barth asserts that God belongs to Israel, not the church.
e St @edj b dhieglogiéh Dictionary of the New Testamerrrl. Gerhard Kittel,
trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), 105.
5o also Metzger, fiResmsatsQodd7i on, o 100; Harris,

1% ee Pauline Christology277.
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C o6 CE ayiic ¢ Join CaantpsWVi T A a g (OGstEd 2)dhe participle is also
unnecessary. He further argues that without the participle the reading wouldshenthe

and the participle is probably there to highlight that this interrupting phrase goes back to

AGod the Fathero and n'OReegoes omtcamgue ohthat d Jes us

basis that the participle is superfluous in Romans 9:5 and that withbetihrase, which
wouldread A Z&4 § ¢E¢pCCsé Cs yo6Ce CnéywoWw sddiTCR
> ¢ ewoyld be just as clear, so the participle is intended to signal a change of Siibject.

In response to Fee, however, it is not entirely clear that the participle in 2
Corinthians 11:31 is superfluous. Certainly without it the one to whom the doxology
refers would be unclear, but the problem is bigger still. Without the participle, the reading
of the text shifts, leaving a rather sudden and abrupt doxology without a cleactcmmne
to the previous phrase. As | have argued above it would be norniallfok g goii C P €
appear first, and in that case there would be no one to whom the doxology is directed. In
addition, there is no instance in the New Testament or the LXX where the article directly
precedesi T A g glnif&®Z Corinthians 11:31 is the onlgiance other than Romans
9:5 of an article withi T A g gaildGrRfgat case it is preceded by a nominative participle,
as in Romans 9:5. When it appears in first position, of course, there is no article at all
with 0 T A a gtirGileame way, without thparticiple in Romans 9:5b, the words
T CR Cn a&a€sliggested y Eee, would still stand in appositi®tvié pdCGso C e
C n ¢ edause the position of the doxology would not have chaBge@ven if it does

not, to conclude that the participletigere to signal a change in subject goes beyond the

"' pid., 276. CfonsAblict, omOmft R@mans ix. 5,0
participle is not superfluous, but he goes on to suggest the article serves to make the sulysiayive (
definite as well as the participle. Grammatical arguments below make that argument unlikely

18ee Pauline Christology277.
19There is one instance (Mark 14:61) where the article appears directly before the genitive

form@$c OG@&WTAg g Cal
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evidence. The participle clearly does not change the subject in 2 Corinthians 11:31, and,
as | will argue in more detail below, in Romans 9:5 the preceding subject with the
participle in apposition is theatural reading.

For Fee the clinching point is Paul 6s uc:t
word order where the prepositional phras€ R Cagciir€ loktiveen the participle and
its nouny U.Pee suggests the reason is for emphasis, and he suggests that if the wording
weresy g & QR & O d & g maia@dmt would be made to ascribe the doxology
to Christ'?° That assertion may onay not be correct, but the wording Fee suggests is not
the wording of the verse for a reason. Had his intention been to relate the participle to
God, Paul surely had access to use of the wo
suggestion works against hisading of the verse.

I n addition, Feebs understanding of the
because the construction would be unusual at best. As Denney points out, the natural way
to have the preposition and its object modify God would beatee out the participle as
ing 17T CR @&Hrrat&in Bphesians 4:6, the construction is similai ¢ yusé Yy o R
CoCi ¢ Cnacdaw $§ 1 CRT &ELhdhi cape)tRe piefositiorCandt Cd & § 6
its object are in the attributive position acmlld just as easily stand befgral; P €
however,| have examined the New Testament occurrences of the article and the
participle oft 1, Plowed by a preposition and its object and found no instance when
that construction modifies the following noun.efsame assertion is made by Ferdinand

Pratt and Sanday and Headl&h.

12ree, Pauline Christology277.
2IDenney,Romans658.
12 erdinand PrafThe Theology of SRaul, trans. John L. Stoddard (Westminster, MD:

Newman Press, 1950), 2:127; and Sanday and HeaRlamans236. Cf. Murray,Jesus as Gqdl57, who
followed Prat.
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In addition, it would not be natural for the article to reach all the wgydoP €
Onecouldsag T CR (Bm&phd:6)osT Ry &4 Q&Barevens Wa T CR CnacCd:
butnot§ WER 7Cn #Cdleast jotiif one takes the article as modifying. ™é
argument to the contrary, L. G. Champion acknowledged that the separation of the article
fromy U i®@nique among doxologies, but he argued that other examples with the
unusual nmber of words between the article and the noun it modifies could be found.
Champion listed a number of examples (Wis 8:3; 16:7; 2 Macc 3:22; 7:35; 12:6; 3 Macc
2:21; 5:28; 6:18; 7:9) in which there are several words between the article and the
substantivét modifies, and he concludes thivd CCRy a Q@& bel ongs pl ainly
this styl e'*dtie examptes aldused my Champion, however, all consist of
one or more adjectives followed by the noun they modify or they include post positives
(2 n, & © Between the noun and the subsige. None of them are similar to the
construction of Romans 9:5b. The closest example is Isaial$52€p C¢c B A @ & &

y p ¢y a6 ©),inbere there is an article followed by a participle and its object
before the substantive the article modifiestHat case, though, the participle cannot be
considered superfluous and it stands in attributive position to the substantive. The object
just completes the modifying function of the participle and in any case, is not a
preposition with its object.

Finaly, as rightly noted by Sanday and Headlsém, COR) & @ di #® dorrect if
y U iPthe subject of the sentence, but the additian aheans God must be the
predicate’?* The article is most naturally connected to the substantive closest to it; in this
case the participle serving as the substantilae.article makes the participle the more

particularized substantive in the clause, leaving the anarthirou® ¢he predicate.

123 G. ChampionBenedictions and Doxologies in the Epistles of R&xford: Kemp Hall
Press, 1934), 1225.

125anday and HeadlaiRomans236 Cf. Neil RichardsorPaul 6 s Language About G
JSNT Supplement Series, vol. 99 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 293.
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So the best conclusion is that Feelds sSuCc
work grammatically, but it is not what Paul weptind the words that exist cannot be
made to fit Feeb6s argument that the particip
argument that the participle is intended to shift the subject is possible if the participle
starts a new sentence, whiclgreammatically possible but unlikely, since that would
require the start of a new sentence and the aforementioned problems with the placement

of the doxology.

The participle as a relative clause beginning a new sentendée participle
could be an attribitte taken in the sense of a relative clas&(C,Cpé he '@Wimo i s6) .
that case it would serve as the beginning of a new sentettehe participle begins a
new sentence, then it much more easily refers to God. Abbot argued that the participle as
the subject of an independent sentence is far more common in the New Testament than its
use as an attributivé! Such an assertion may be true, and serves as a good argument
against one who denies the participle may serve to begin a sentence, but it is really of
effect for the argument here, since it is clear that regardless of which use has the largest
count, both are legitimate uses of the participle.

The use of the participle, then, to start a new sentence is possible, as can be
seen in Matthew 12:30; Lekl11:23 and John 3:31, among others, but the difference
between Romans 9:5 and those and other such texts is that in the immediately preceding
clause of 9:5 there is a noun to which the participle can be easily ff%edveakness of

the participle as stang a new sentence and signaling a new subject has been mentioned

“8DF, 212, A412; Abbot, AOn the Construction of
128As in Matt 12:30; Luke 6:3; John 3:31, among others.
2YApbbot, fAOn the Construction of Romans ix. 5,0 ¢

»Dwi ght, AOn Romans ix. 5,0 24.

69



already. That use requires a hard stop §ftér €¢) y @hd that leaves the sentence as an

independent, asyndetic doxolbgy, which i

The participle in apposition to§7 ¢ p CT@i®ié the most natural reading of
the sentence. While it is not impossible for the participkeaice a reference fo U, R i&
hard not to think that a reader coming to the text and seeing this clause would not
naturally consider that the noun that has already occurred is the referent of the participle.
It goes too far, however, to assert with Rayith Brown that the constructidgny as
normal only if there is an antecedent in the previous cfdises, in fact, possible for
that construction and for other participles to begin a sentence or clause where no
antecedent exists (see, eMatt 12:3Q John 3:31; 6:463:47; 18:37). One must also take
care not to overstate the argument for an anaphoric use of the article, but since that use is
the most natural, there is really no reason inside the text to look for another explanation.
As Dwi g hThe peauliatysof Rori ix 5 as compared with such passages [where
the participle begins the sentence], lies in the fact, that in the clause immediately
preceding there is a prominent noun to which the phrase is most easily joined, and a
noun, also, desigtiag a person of whom a description in the way of praise might readily

BN

be exp®cted. o

129Cf. KasemannRomans259. Although Késemann translates the verse with the participle
beginning a new sentea, he acknowledges the unusual form of the doxology. He finds it more unusual,
however, that a doxology would be offered to Christ. It is not clear how he classifies the degree of
usualness since if the doxology is to God, it is the only place in Péhg T where such a form exists,
but his objection to the doxology to Christ is that it occurs only once in the NT. Since the choice is between
two items occurring only once, his conclusion must be based on more than the degree to which one of them
is unusial.

13%Raymond BrownJesus, God and Man: Modern Biblical Reflectighiwaukee WI:
Bruce Publishing, 1967), 20.

Biso Dwight, AOn Romans ix. 5,0 24.
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Abbot objects to the assertion regarding the natural reading because the words
Cy 6 €aq ¢ gppear betweeh7 ¢ p G@IPEE*1t is normal in Paul 6s
however fora U U to Yollow b substantive that it modifies (e.g., Rom 1:3; 4:1; 9:3;
1 Cor 1:26; 10:18; cf. also Acts 2:30). The exception is Colossians 3:22, but given the
normal flow of Paul 6sUUWr i&wduydadshe takehte pl ac e men
separate the participle in a way that would cause a reader not to naturally refer ®ack to
7 ¢ p C*¥Theé aforementioned 2 Corinthians 118y G 8 R Cadd €loiw€a G
an pSWVAI T A g @ i0GstEd 2)&ah @lso be seen as an example of a agrt&in in
which the participle is separated from its referent by a whole clause, yet there is no doubt
that it refers all the way back to the first word of the sentence.
The construction of 2 Corinthians 11:31 is, in fact, perhaps closer to that of
Romang:5 than any other New Testament text. There is no possibility in the Corinthians
passage that the participle could point forward to some other noun. The syntax is clear
that it points back t8 y 0. But as Dwight astutely noted, if the construction of the verse
were changed so that it rea 6 CC g)ai Gaantii @b 4 p 0 ULAD R 4 @A P &
G T A a d@ 0GR z,3hé dind would naturally carry the participial phrase back to
C 6 C IDis unlikely that anyone would dispute tiah Cvdld be the natural
referent** There would be no reason not to read Romans 9:5 the same way were it not

for premises from outside the text.

¥YAbbot, fiOn the Construction of Romans ix. 5,0 ¢
¥3Murray, Jesus as Gqdl58, asserts thattteer i s no i nstance ianePaul 6s wr
C n ¢ preedes a noun it modifies. That does not account for Col 3:22, but perhaps Murray refers only to
Paul 6s undi sputed | etters.

¥pwight, AOn Ro manksusasGod59, follovdng DwgMur r ay ,
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T&A&macda

While it is at this phrase that the throatsome readers may begin to tighten
before the full gulp that occurs when they read the wotd € phrase does not present
many significant exegetical issues. The one question is wHethei G diguter (over all
things), most likely a reference to gemlesovereignty?° or masculine (over all human
beings), in which case the emphasis is God over both Jew and G¥rttie. phrasé R
C n & ©aturs again in the New Testament only at Ephesiangi46q yusé Yo R Co Ci
CnacCdaw ¢ 7T CR Cn&Cd al B@pRrddbikits CamicisCcd & § 6 R
declensions, occurs four times in the verse. There the subject is clearly the one God and
Father of all, in which case tli2n & @dsibe masculine (all people, perhaps on the
same order as Rom 3:3®), but the remaing uses are likely all neuter and refer to all
things*®’ It is not my purpose to solve all the problems with that verse but one should
note that in Ephesians the phriisBC n & Gedess to the Fathér® That fact, though,
should not lead to the conclusithat Paul would never make the statement that Christ is
over all things. Instead, the conclusion should be that if Paul attributes to Christ
sovereignty over all things, he understands Christ as the sovereign God in the same way
he understands the Fatlerthe sovereign God.

While it is not necessary to resolve the issue entirely here, | side with those

who understand the masculine sense in Romans 9:5, that is, God over all people. Paul

13%Barth, Romans339; GodetRomans345; Murray Jesus as Gqdl60; HodgeRomans274.
13%\rright, Climax 237; MunckChrist and Israel 33.

BBut see Pe tTaeletfer.tothe Emesia(@mand Rapids: Eerdmans, and
Leicester: Apollos1999),2848 5. O6Bri en argues that all 4 uses shoul

18T here is a textual variant that agdsA fo e end of the verse, which would make the final
dative form masculine; that is #fAin us all.o That migtl
theology connected with the thought that God is in all things, but Metzger suggests the gloss was
introduced to establish a personal reference to all Christians. Bruce M. MétZgettual Commentary on
the Greek New Testamdhtew York: United Bible Societies argtuttgart: German Bible Societp71),
536.
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would surely agree that Christ is the sovereign God over all cnedtit more
specifically, he is concerned with Christ as the sovereign God, revealed first as the God
of Israel, but in fact the God of all people. In addition, one should note that Ephesians 4:6
is in a passage addressing unity and there as well, theeFat i s t he fione God a
of al |l . o CHwaeduiditonbd negen, since to be masculine would simply
repeat the previous phrase, it is as creator and ruler of all things that God is also the God
of all people So in fact, the point is similar in both passages and even though the
construction irRomans 9:5b is similar to the neuter in Ephesians 4:6, the point is
probably more similar to the masculine us€af & C d &

Support for interpreting n @ @did f or understanding Paul ¢
to do with God as the God of all people in Romans arbbe found firsin Paub s
statement in Romans 3:3® that God is one and that he is therefore the God of both
Jews and Gentiles. Following that statement Paul goes on to develop his argument in
chapter 4 regarding Abraham, in which the point is arguathe 4:16 that Abraham is
father to all who are of faith. Here in Roman$X as | argued previously, Paul is
concerned more with the unbelief of the Jew, but God is still the God of the Jews as well
as the Gentiles. The point can be further supported &mother use & n 4 GdGi13.
There all who call upon the name of the Lord will be saved. Clearly that is a reference to
Godds conc er'®Offcaurse, being rulgr ef allghings .includes being ruler
of all people, and no harm will be dorethe exegetical argument if the reader
understands the text in that way, but as | will argue further regarding Romaris310:9
C n a4 Gdest taken as masculine.

While the issue must be taken up further in chapter 4, | briefly call attention
here to thehought that Christ over all is a substantial reason for objection to the

exegetical conclusion | propose in this chapter. Késemann asserts that attributing that

B%Munck, Christ and Isragl 33.
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idea to Christ is fAhard to i magine in view o0
1 5 : P%Although more can be said later, it is adequate here to note that there is no

need to think that Christ over all implies that Christ rules over God the Father, any more

than does Jesuso6 own claim to*smee all autho
K2 s e nsanbjaction comes from outside the text, to argue further regarding 1

Corinthians 15:27 now would require some straying from the task set for us by Dwight in

the early part of the chapter to first examine how the passage itself speaks.

The Meaning ofy & P

What Paul means by the woydu i®itnportant, because of the objection that
Paul refers only to the Father as God. The argument here is that he intended to identify
Christ as God, not God the Father, but neither as some being who is not in all ways God
As | will develop in later chapters of this dissertation, in Romah$ Paul means to
identify Jesus directly with YHWH of the Old Testament, so my argument is that to
simply understand Paul és intent was to ident
adequate. But first the grammatical possibilities should be considered.

In the phrasé Wad CCRy 4 @ di & T A g @i i0Gsted 2z théréare several
possibilities for how one might understand the placemeftwfin@ the syntactical
relationship to the other words, but one of two is most likely. It could be construed with
whatgoesbefer, so that the translation would be
forever. o Or it could be construed with what
one who is over all, God, blessed forever.o

corsist of three predicates, forming a statement something like, the one who is over all

1% aseman, Romans259.

14IMatt 28:18. Even if one rejects these words as original to Jesus it is clear the author of the
Gospel saw no conflict in such a statement. See also DeRomans658.

74



things, who is God, who is blessed forel/8Harris rightly rejects that possibility on the
grounds that in Scriptung G i® <o closely connected with T A g ghét SUerta
construction would be irregular, especially withgudpeecedingl TAg o i CP ¢
That leaves the possibility, though, of a double predicate, which is the best
option!** Taken this way, the wordsW& GOR) & @ré dssociated with Christ. Standing
in apposition to thatig 0§ T A g @ O&sES 2. Ttie datter phrase is easily
understood in apposition to the former because to say that ChrislI) & &d a
precisely to say that heys U. Phe resuing translation, loosely written to emphasize the
apposi tion, is AFrom whom is Christ accordin
bl essed forever. o
But the implication of that for the meaningyfu fm@ains to be considered.
Harris understarglthe anarthrous use to point not only to its appositional predicate
function, but also to point to the noun as qualitative; that is, it points to sharing of the
intrinsic nature of divinity:** Ernst Best argued that Paul did not mean to imply here that
Jessis i s to be identified with God, but only t
variance with other statements Paul makes about him. Moreover it balances a statement
about the human side of Jesus (natural descent) with one about his divireiside3d
and gives a truly fitting climax to the list of the privileges which Israel ha$ liael

divineMe s s i(emnphasis originaf*®

21 arris, Jesus as Gqdl6566.

3bid., 166. Cf. CranfieldRomans 2:469; Sanday and HeadlaRpmans238; Godet,
Romans345.

“%arris, Jesus as Gqdl66.
14%Ernst BestThe Letter of Paul to the Romaf@ambridge: University Press, 1967), 107. See
somewhat similarlffhomas R. Schreineba ul : Ap o st lyén Christ: AGauting $hedbbyo r

(Downers GrovellL: InterVarsity Press, 2001),180 Schr ei ner argues that Paul doe
without remainder , 0 but that he shares the divine nat
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Il n many ways Bestods (and Harrisd) sugges:s
is first of all recognition that 8b as it is written is to be attributed to Christ. Best
recognizes the problem of understanding that Christ is God the Father and his resolution
of that problem is to assert that Christ in some sense bears the nature of God. That
argument, if true, coulcelieve some of that tension. And surely, it would be true that if
Paul means that Jesus is God, he also means that Jesus is divine; that is, that he is deity.
There are problems, though, and in the end it must be rejected because while it is true, it
is na an adequate recognition of what Paul meant by this difficult statement.

The first consideration is the meaning of the wprd. R<it appears here, the
word is a noun standing as a predicate in a sentence and not easily taken as the English
adjective O60divine. d TheywyéiR&hickvasoosrkgrglishnst ances
translations (rightly or wrongly) use the wordide to translatey U, But all those
instances are in the genitive or dative case and modify other words in the sé&fftence.
addition, if Paul wished, he could have uged p ,RR<h did in Romans 1:20, a noun by
which he meant divine nature.0 p Bs@hkiapax legomenom the New Testament, but
the adjective formy U apgdars three times, all in r@auline literature (2 Pet 1:3, 4;
Acts 17:29). Botly U p &n@yii (€ hayetthe meaning of divinity, meaning all that bears
the stamp of God, relating hature or essenc¢’In addition, Paul also used the form
y G P Ciii@lgssians 2:9, so one can see that Paul had the vocabulary available if he had
meant Jesus was a divine being, or of a divine nature.

In the present case, to understgnd &3 &ivine would create a predicate
adjective situation in which the reader must provide, at least in his mind, a noun to be

modi fi ed. Best seems to take the noun as nat

Y9 n Paul 6s writi ng€or$0et¢ESR BN RSV, RRBV)(2EEC8r\1):2 2
(ESV, RSV, NRSV); Col 1:25 (RSV).

“Her mann K| § o kayedhBE TONMed. Gerhard Kittel, trans. and ed.
Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965);222
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being. 6 To supply eit tha Godwborisdivinenimpplyinges a bei n
perhaps that Christ is a second order divinity. But as Bauckham has rightly pointed out,

that is precisely what the New Testament writers would not say, because that means

adding a god: ndPaul wish mormthaism,iwheregs werelte r epudi a
merely associating Jesus with the unique God, he certainly would be repudiating

monot h'i sm. o

None of this is to say that Paul did not think of Christ as divine; only that to

say that Christis a sharerinthedivinenaes i s i nadequate. Paul 06s p
describe Christodéds divine nature, but to iden
divinity is inadequate for that. |1 f Paul 6s a

Christ as divine could have leftam for thinking of him in terms of how they might have
described pagan divinities, or even perhaps, it could have left room to think of Christ as
one of those deitie’$?
James D. G. Dunn asks the same question regarding the meairig B
proposestht i f Paul did intend to Abless Christ
S0), it may be a title of exaltation as in Romans 1:3, or it may be a status and honor (a god
over all) or it may be an echo of Psalm 45:2 and 6 where the king is addresedd as g
For Dunn it is by no means clear that Paul thought of Christ asqstent god>° But
Dunndés suggestion doesnodot take into account

to identify Christ as over all, which could identify him only as the Godrael, YHWH

1488 auckhamGod Crucifed, 3839.

19While it is not probative for the argument, the same problem exists for the English word
divine. It can describe anything from angels, to trees, even including a beautiful day or some of the desserts
my wife bakes.

1%0james D. G. DunrGhristology in the Making: A New Testament Inquiry in the Doctrine of

the Incarnation2®ed. ( Grand Rapi ds: Eer dmans, 1996), 45. I h a\
case figod. o
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of the Old TestamenthimséffDunndés | anguage suggests it
Jesus as some lesser exalted being who is over all, but it needs to be further demonstrated
that Paul could think of any being as over all people (or aVéhnings) other than the
God of Israel. By attributing the woriisGOR) & @dChrist, in the same manner that he
attributed the words to the Father in Ephesians 4:6, Paul makes it easy to conclude that he
identified Christ as the God of Isrdéf.As | will argue in chapters 3 and 4, to think this
kind of language coultde applied to Christ and yet not identify him as God would not be
possible for a monotheist such as Paul.

The question, of course, remains as to why Paul would use theywoli
rather thary p ¢ ds Betdoes more typicallgnd, similarly why did henot use thgg a4 P €
more often? To answer the latter question requires some speculation as to what Paul
thought and intended, but perhaps we can suggest that the issue lay with the fact that
many of his letters were, at least arguably, addressed to GeAslew:ill argue in
coming chapters, when Paul used the tgrfn ¢, peapfien shifted the referent in Old
Testament passages from YHWH to Jesus, thus identifying Jesus with YHWH, so it is
likely his readers understood his usg/db ¢ fpr deSus to refeotYHWH. If Paul had
simply usedy U I#séGentile readers may have done what | have cautioned against, that is,
they may simply have understood Jesus to be a deity at the level they had encountered in
Gentile culture. Thus, Paul usgdb ¢tp idedrtify Jesa as the Most High Gaaf the Old

Testament

®Contra Rudol ph Bultmann, AThe Chhdlofst ol ogi cal

Ch ur c hessays@hilosophical and Theologi¢aNe w Yor k: Macmill an, 1955),
0Christ is Godé6é is false in every sense in which

%275 | noted previously, | accept thdlfoorpus of writings attributed to Paul, but even if one

ma \

Cc
28

God

does not, few scholars see Ephesians as significantl

significantly later than Paul wrote. Certainly few would challenge the fact that Paul would fhkerstaod
the Father as over all things or over all men.
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The issue regarding why Paul would use the wordi® Romans 9:5, rather
thany p ¢gs hebdoes more typically is the issue the dissertation will address. A brief
suggestion can be made with deferral of exiegl support for later chapters. | will argue
that the difference is semantic, not substantive, but the semantic issue is still important. |
will suggest that in Romans 3:3®, Paul had already established God as the God of the
nations as well as God tife Jews. In 9:5 he identifies Jesus with the God of the nations,
that is God over all people, alsocluding the Jews. In 10:93 Paul makes very nearly
the same statement about Jesus as lord of all who saves all who call uptratisit is
the sare thing he sayabout God as the God of all who justifies all by faith. It is now the
Jews who must join the Gentiles in this confession, so the ysé&l i @&ppropriate at the

beginning of the section dealing with the salvation of Israel.

Chapter Summary and Conclusion

In this chapter | have defined the task as the effort to understand the text of
Romans 9:5 without undue influence from premises from outside the text. It is natural
that questions should arise based on what Paul said elsewhere,flyst thsk is to let
the text as it stands speak. To do otherwise consists of simply submitting one Scripture to
another rather than formulating theology that includes what is said in each text as it
stands. The task then, is to understand Romans XStasds within the paragraph in
which it appears. | tried to briefly account for the first eight chapters, while at the same
time recognizihgRomans93 as the introduction of a discr
thought turns to a new question.
Inanalysi s of the text, I have suggested th
that is the driving question with which he deals in chapter$.9n 9:15 the strong
i mplication is that Paulds concern for I srae
willingness,if it were possible, to suffer being accursed on their behalf. Based on the

structure of the passage, | have argued that in listing the privileges of Israel Paul did not
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mean to turn to an outburst of joy, but to explain further the depth of his grief over
unbelieving Israel that caused him to wish he could make the ultimate sacrifice for them.
Because of that, | argued that the passage would not appropriately eadimithiogy. |

also concluded after analysis of the form of the final phrase of verse¢ Bahl would

not have offered a doxology to God in that form, and that the phrase is instead, a
declaration of the blessedness of Christ.

The analysis of the remaining part of 9:5b supports that conclusion. That Christ
was from Israel is limited to hisuman nature, which calls forth a further antithetical
statement, which is provided in the immediately following portion of the verse: he is also
over all, that is, God. The grammatical evidence presented in this chapter makes it far
more than possible th&&aul intended to call Christ God. In fact, based on the grammar,
the probability is very strong that he did so intend. As it stands, suggestions for
alternative readings really are a result of premises from outside the text.

But as | acknowledged in chiap 1, the grammar is not enough to convince
everyone. Some reasonable questions remain: (1) Is it possible that Paul the apostle, the
Jewish monotheist, would call Christ God? (2) Is it possible Paul would call Jesus God at
the beginning of RomansBlsit e he di dndét do i1t anywhere
Jesus God, why would he do it here, at the beginning of a section of the letter in which he
is concerned for the unbelieving condition of Israel? Before we can continue the
argument a bposein Réhans®16as suggested by question 3, we must

pause to address the first two questions in the next two chapters.
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CHAPTER 3

OBJECTIONS FROM OUTSIDE ROMANS 9:5:
PAUL AND MONOTHEISM

At the beginning of chapter 2, | paused only longrtouggh to acknowledge
two general objections to the conclusions that | drew there, and while | occasionally
mentioned those objections throughout the chapter, I did not address them at any length.
In chapter 2 the task was to allow the text of Roman®Sahd particularly verse 5b, to
speak without consideration of objections from outside the text. | adopted Timothy
Dwi ght 6s suggestion that the natural order o
passage fAto be i1 nter pr eteeahdtdhavethhiemeaniognmon r ul
determined in independence of anything beyon
At the same time, it must be acknowledged that every text must also be
interpreted within the | arger ditootot ext of an
theological questions from his writings, questions of a more psychological nature can be
raised, such as whether Paul, the monotheistic Jew, could even be capable of such a
statement as | have argued in chapter 2. Those are legitimate issitanante that
Bruce Metzger is correct that the resolution of the matter depends upon whether the
exegete will give the greatest weight to considerations from inside the text or whether
external considerations will be the most influentiak can be seeftom the history of

interpretation on pages I8! of chapter 1, scholars are ranged on both sides of the

Ti mot hy Dwi ght, JBiDO®88HB:@Man i x. 5,0
Bruce Metzger, i The PGhmstandile SpiribimthedNew Rom. 9: 5, 0 i

Testamented. Barnabas Lindars and Stephen S. Smalley lf@idge: Cambridge University Press, 1973),
110.
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guestion of where the weight should fall. Even many who recognize the likelihood of the
correctness of the exegetical conclusion | have suggestezlpean unwilling to draw
the conclusion that Paul meant to make such a statement about Christ, or that he could
possibly make such a statement. As Vincent Taylor noted, the question is not whether
Jesus is divine, but whether he is actually describgdénd whether we are today
justified in speaking of him as G3df course, in chapter 2, | raised the question of
whether divine is a title that can rightly be applied to Jesus. In this chapter and the next,
some of the reasons will be advanced than@ivs not the proper title.

Perhaps James Denney can be seen as representative of the struggle to

reconcile the language of Romans 9:5b with the larger question it raises:

[The objection that Paul always distinguishes God from Christ] has a weight which

it is i mpossible not to feel, and it becom
whole habit of thought and speech .If we ask ourselves point blank whether
Paul, as we know his mind from his epist]l e

greatnesdy calling Him God blessed for ever, it seems to me almost impossible to

answer in the affirmative. Such an assertion is not on the same plane with the
conception of Christ which meets us everyyv
though there is some igalarity in the grammar, and perhaps some difficulty in

seeing the point of a doxology, | agree with those who would put a colon or a period

atC n ¢, §ind make the words that follow refer not to Christ, but to the Father.

So the division between the weight of evidence from within the text and from

outside it is clear. On the other hand, however, if | am correct in my conclusion that when

%incent Taylor, fADoes t heExN@ew3(T96% tisllhhent Call Je

“James Denney t . Paul 6s Epijisvwll2ofThe ERpoROmMands Greek
Testamented. W. Robertson NicoflGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), €88 Similarly, K. E. Kirk,The
Epistle to the Romans in the Revised Version with Introduction and Commgutéoyd: Clarenden,
1937), 104. Ailt is difficult to i maeshonl@nothivat i f he we
done so el sewhere i n hi sChristploggibhtheeMaking: AGIéw Tesfamene s D. G. [
Inquiry into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnatjoav. ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing,
1996), 45. Dunn, even thoughrag ei ng t he punctuation favors a referen
style irregular enough that he is not troubled to fir
construction. o Unli ke Denney, he gealseIochéniFlehbé, e wei ght
Solus Deus: Untersuchungen zur Rede von Gott im Brief des Paulus an die(Rérier Walter de
Gruyter, 2008) . Flebbe similarly finds that Paul d6s di
possibility that he means to identi@hrist with God. So strongly is Jesus excluded from the identity of
God, that Flebbe apparently sees no need to give attention to the exegetical arguments about the passage.
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mattersirom inside the text are considered exegetically and independently, the very
strong probability is that Paul intended to call Christ God, then it is reasonable to
conclude those internal issues should carry the greater weight if reasonable answers can
begiven to objections from outside the text.
In the next two chapters, then, | will consider what appear to me to be the two
most significant external objections. In this chapter the question to be answered is
whether Paul, as a monotheistic Jew, could exfer to Jesus as God. In the next chapter
the question will be whether Paul would refe
do so anywhere else. The reader will recall that the primary objection | seek to answer in
this dissertation is the pradh of why Paul would refer to Christ as God in Romans 9:5b
at the beginning of this discrete section of Romans. In the next two chapters my intent is
simply to acknowledge the other objections and offer some possible answers. It is my
suggestion that thebgections can be answered sufficiently to allow the conclusion of
chapter 2 to stand. | acknowledge, however, that the present chapter encapsulates a wide
ranging discussion of monotheism, parts of which will be brief. My hope is to establish a
biblical urderstanding of monotheism and to show that within that biblical understanding,
Paul was a monotheist who could understand Jesus as no less than as identified as God.
To do less, but to make the kinds of statements he makes about Jesus, would be a most
serbus Vviolation of his monotheism, more seri

somehow not God. To that task we may now turn.

Description of the Objection

The objection that Paul s monotheism doe
would call Jsus God is worth consideration at the beginning because it presents an
assumption that underlies much of the difficulty scholars present from outside the text.
The basic argument is that Paul was a monotheistic Jew, which would make him unable

to speak ofChrist as God, although others more influenced by Greek culture could speak
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that way. Such an argument regarding what thought is possible for someone is

speculative and not really capable of refutation, since no one else knows what, beyond
judgingbywhath e wrote, was in Paul dés mind. The bes
he wrote, but perhaps some other reasons can be advanced to suggest Paul was capable of

saying that Christ is God over all.

Monot hei sm and Paul s Psychol ogy

A. W. Wainwright, with grhaps good reason, refers to the argument that Paul
could not refer to Jesus as God because of his monotheism, as the psychological
argument. The reason for that can be seen most clearly in comments by Charles A.
Anderson Scott that, while Paul may hdezn urged by his convictions up to the verge
of acknowledging that Christ is God, he was finally precluded from such an
acknowledgment by his monotheism. According to Sdotiere is any uncertainty about
whether Paul referred to Christ as God, thatenr t ai nty fAmust give way
great improbability that one in whom the monotheistic faith of Judaism was so deeply
ingrained coul d hav e ®Simldle 6 HtDoddsalthoughme nt ous st
acknowledging that Paul in places otherthanRams 9: 5 ascri bes to Chri
and dignities which are consistent with nothing less than deity, yet he pointedly avoids

calling hFom 6D&oddd. 66che reason Paul could not

A. W. Wainwright, AThe ConfessiQcotfdadbma us i s God
of Theologyl0 (1957): 275/6.

®Charles A. Anderson ScofGhristianity According to St. PagCambridge: University Press,
1927), 2747 5 . See also Donald A. Hagner , fi P Rewspebtises Chr i st ol o
on Christology: Esays in Honor of Paul K. Jewettd. Marguerite Shuster and Richard Muller (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1991), 27, fAé Paul <could have thot
comfortably to formulate the thought into the corresyg

C.H. Dodd, The Epistle of Paul to the Romafi®ndon: Hodder and Stoughton, 1932), 152.
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theologians who followed him could, waot that they differed from him in their belief

about the person of Christ, bt that they we
Dodddés assertion illustrates part of t he

regard it as true that Paul could think of Jesus@d, or at least as deity, as the Greeks

could, but because he was a Hebrew he could not actually write it or say it. That Paul

could think a certain thing to be true, yet be unable to say that thing is true surely requires

a level of psychological analgsthat renders it highly speculative. Did his background

create thought processes that were too strong for him to break, in spite of his knowledge

of what is true? Or was he conflicted in some way with the acknowledgment that Christ is

some form of deityyet less than God, and the implications that has for the idea that there

is only one God? Dodd does not make <cl ear ho

suggest below, it is possible Dodd and others who adopt this objection operate with an

undersanding of monotheism that may not be entirely biblical or fitting. R. W. L.

Moberly perhaps makes that point more clearly:

My first suggestion, therefore, is that we need a kind of So@ptida, a
recognition of not knowing as the context for freshwigaige. Instead of our

knowi ng what &édmonotheismb6b is in the cont ex
and it then being a problem to know how tF
be correlated with it or how Jesus can be fitted into it, we dhatter
acknowl edge that we may not have rightly
because the preferre category of dédmonot he
i mpeded our grasping the nature of the OITc
first place?
A Brief History of the
Monotheism Objection
The objection based on the problem of monotheism arises primarily from a
History-of-Rel i gi ons vantage, as can be seen from

8bid., 152n 1.

‘R. W. L. Moberly, fiHow Appropriate is OMonot hei
Il nt er pr eBadytlawsmaRdChristaiMonotheismed. Loren TStuckenbruck and Wendy E. S.
North (London: T&T Clark, 2004233
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differences in the way Hebrews and Greeks couliktabout God. Wilhelm Bousset

wrestled with the question of how Paul, who from his monotheistic past must have had
sensitivities for the difficulties, could link so closely the figures of God and Christ in the

eye of faith. B 0 u s Bhadcone urder theihflueace of Hellenism t hat F
and that he kept separate the idea of the FaghéjBréd Jesus as p ¢, feepgnizing a

subordination in which he finally allows Christ to appear as a divine being at a level

bel ow God-goflasfawkaWwfsHInofmpet ,i Bousseelbp. O
characterization is at least partly accurate. Aave suggested and will argue later, to

think of Jesus as divine and not God puts him into a completely different class of being, a
demtigod, as Bousset suggests. It is, of course, correct to raise the question of how Paul,

the monotheistic Jew, could thiof Jesus in the exalted terms in which he described him

(e.g., Phil 2:611, Col 1:1520). Whether the separationyfu 0@y p ¢ds Baiisset

suggests is defensible will be considered later in the next chapter, but here | will simply

suggest that his understanding of the Hellenistic influence on Paul might have kept

Bousset from seei nf¢ipadTesiamenatexystoClrist.t i on o f
Similarly, Rudol ph Bul t nigprir ¢eaile figorejbut Jesus t o
certainllyOfnodouosde,d Bousseto6s contention tha
would mean that Jesus would be a{galfl is entirely acurate, but as | will suggest, to

make Jesus a hajfod would relegate him to a class of beings over which Paul asserts he

is highly exalted. That, of course, makes it impossible for Bousset (and Bultmann) to

think that Paul the monotheist could redefin@notheism to fit such an idea into his

%ilhelm BoussetKyrios Christos: A History of Belief in Christ from the Beginnings of
Christianity to Irenaeustrans. John E. Steely (Nashville: Abingdon, 1970), 205.

YRudolphBultnann, fAThe Christol ogical Confession of t6&h

Essays Philosophical and Theologicabns. dmes C. G. Greig (New York: Macmillamd Co., 1955),
278.
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thought, so Bousset seeks relief in the argument that the yisp Gfgs g divine figure
could occur only within the Hellenistic churth.

Others have been influenced in a similar way to conclude that Paul could never
refer to Jesus as God. Ka@asemann6s concl usi on
purposes. He fis that, as unusual as the form of the doxology in Romans 9:5b might be
if it is a doxology to God the Father, it would be more unusual that a doxology would be
offered to Christ? In addition, as | noted in chapter@,F. D. Moule agreed that the
case or the grammatical analysis that results in the conclusion that Paul did intend to call
Jesus God is Aremarkably cogent, 0 yet he has
of Paul 6s upbr i ydiPduiethatovayl’ it a dingilar fashiors\Véndent
Tayl or acknowledged that Paul Rspeaks of Chr
titles which give Him no less a status, assigns to Him soteriological functions such as no
man or demgod can exerces gives Him a place in the creation of the universe, and all
but identifies Him with the Spirit of God. o
one God and Paul will not compromise that even for Chtist.E. Harvey states the
issue perhaps mostrdctly, that the monotheism of the early followers of Jesus

constrained them so that when they attempted

' called attention to some of the problems with that argument by Boussw®ipn1. As can
be seen there, his argument regarding the Hellenistic origin of the s étagb&en followed by a
number of scholars in the Histeof-Religions school, but it has come under serious challenge by others
such as Martin Hengel and ltgiHurtado who argue persuasively that the concept of Jesupasp g €
originated on Palestinian soil.

BErnst KasemanrCommentary on Romartsans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 260.

14C. F. D. MouleThe Origin of Chrstology(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977),
137.

Vincent Taylor,The Person of Christ in New Testament Teactiiogdon: Macmillan,
1958), 60.
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well short of de s'tDorialld Hagrer isrightto @mmeatthatv i n e .

within full scope oftheevd ence of the New Testament,
inadequaté’ Finally, Dunn observes that Paul retained his categories within the limits of
current Jewish theology.

In the rest of this chapter | will survey recent discussion on the meaning of
monotreism and whether either the Israel of the Old Testament or Second Temple
Judaism could rightfully be considered monotheistiaelcent years, the classical
definitions of monotheism have come under some criticism, which could influence the
way one would oderstand Paul as a monothefst | will develop below, the classical
emphasis on monotheism as a matter of counting the number of gods and finding only
one is not the best way to understand biblical monothérsfact, biblical monotheism
may better beinderstood to recognize the existence of other gods while at the same time
asserting the uniqgueness of YHWH, so that monotheism is itself not thredtesiied
also argue that to think Paul could assign to Christ some level of divinity, yet not to think
of him as God, actually undermines the very monotheism that many seek to preserve by
doubting that Paul could think of Jesus as Gaudll also consider arguments made
rightly by Richard Bauckham and others to explain how it is that Jesus could be called
God within the monotheistic construct of the New Testament. | will consider some texts

i n which Paul a(Ddutbd)acaffitmdis mdmnaheiSrhaadairdclude

1A, E. Harvey Jesus and the Constraints of Hist¢Bhiladelphia: Westminster, 1982), 167.
Harve 6s emphasis is on Jesus as the Son of God,
word about and from God. Perhaps some expansion into other things the NT said about Jesus would
impact his conclusion.

"Magner, fAPaulo6s Christology, o 33.

8james D. G. DuniRomans 916, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38B (Nashville: Thomas

00
Har v
who wa

Nel son, 1988), 529. Si mil Rechtfgrtigun@ Festechrit fiisEsnst A Zu R° mer

Kasemann, zum 70. Geburtstagl. Johannes Friedrich, Wolfgang Péhimand Peter Stuhimacher
(TUbingen: Mohr Siebeck, and Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976), 302. Kiss argues that Paul
directed Rom 9.1 to Jews and thus would have stayed within a Jewish understanding of God.
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Jesus within that monotheism. In spite of the serious objections listed aboNd)dt mry
conclusion that Paul 6s monotheism did not pr

God.

Classical Monotheism

Much of the discussion of the history of monotheism has challenged the view
that Israel was ever monotheistic prior to the sihtery BCE when the nation went
into exile in Babylon, and when Isaiah, thecsdled prophet of the exile, proclaimed
YHWH as the only God? In his detailed review of scholarship in the twentieth century,

Robert Gnuse commented:

One must sense a genearahsensus in all of the authors thus far discussed. They
sense an evolutionary process which moves through various stages of monolatrous
or henotheistic intensity in the pexilic era to a form of pure monotheism which
arose in the exilic era. Althoughetyr describe the process in a state of development,
they often stress the radical or revolutionary nature of this trajectory. They see
monotheism emerge in a series of conflicts or crises, wherein significant
spokespersons articulate insights or undertakerss which advance the movement.
These scholars also provide us with new concepts and terminology by which to
describe this process. It appears that their views represent an emerging consensus
which will manifest itself in scholarship and textbooks witttie next generatioff.

In general, the scholars within this consensus described by Gnuse do not credit the
biblical narrative of the settlement of Canaan, instead thinking of the Israelite settlement

as Npeaceful and i nt e mprededessorboaiatiesofghel@ate nt i nui t vy

*This brief discussion is limited to bibkl and historical arguments about the nature of the
religion of Israel of the OT and of First Temple Judaism. There is a body of recent work that argues that
monotheism is itself a dangerous idea that leads to violence and warfare. For an examplerieetheri
events of September 11, 2001, see Regina M. SchwéwzCurse of Cain: The Violent Legacy of
Monotheism(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997). Schwartz argues, based on her reading of the
Bible, that monotheism leads to identity in grepwhich results in conflict. Conflict is caused in large part
when groups do not recognize plenitude, the belief that there is enough for everyone, but instead operate
under the principle of scarcity, in which things are in short supply and must be ednfipret~or a cogent
criticism of Schwartzd reading of the Scriptures, sec¢
The God of Isragled. Robert P. Gordon (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 20017),199

“Robert Gnuseo Other Gods: Emeemnt Monotheism in Isra¢Bheffield: Sheffield
Academic: 199y, 62-128.
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Br o n z e* TAagunderstanding of the conquest was pivotal for those scholars in

doing biblical theology because that affected how they envisioned the overall Israelite
culture. A[ U] se of t blashbedone inagpropriaté for bildicac o nqu e s
t heol ogy %rhus, theytuhderstand that Israel was not a people monolithic in
their worship of the one God who invaded and conquered a pantheistic culture. Instead,
their conclusions are that during the-gwelic period, Israel, which had gradually

infiltrated Canaan, was in the processing of evolving away from the polytheistic religions
they inherited, but prior to the Babylonian exile Israelite religion was not monotheistic.
That argument is based not piain recent archaeological discoveries suggesting worship

of other gods and goddesses, especially Asherah, but also on biblical texts themselves
that seem to suggest a recognition that other gods exist. Scholars point to texts such as
Judges 11:24, whereh€mosh, the god of Ammon, has power to give land to the
Ammonites, or 2 Kings 3:27, where the gods have the power to cause the tide of battle to
turn against Israel when the king of Moab offered his eldest son to his protectimod.
addition to biblicalevidence scholars rely on archaeological finds to argue that the
worship of other gods was widespread in Israel. That is especially true of Asherah, who,
as argued by John Day, was considered by many in Israel to be the wife of YHWH.

Gnuse reports:

[lIncreasingly, it is suspected that an early pure Yahwism may never have existed
except in the minds of the Deuteronomisigtdriansor among a very small
minority of Yahweh devotees (whose religion may not have been really very pure,

“libid., 58.
lbid.
S0 Ulrich Mauser, fAOne God APriocaet@anSemari | | ar of B

Bulletin12 (1991): 258.

#J0hn DayYahweh and the Gods and GoddessesaoB@n,JSOT Supplementary Series,
vol. 265 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2000)-820 . Day acknowl edagleadne hRar t We AY
that composed the OT rejects any notion of Asherah as the wife of Yahweh, but his argument is that in
popular religionAsherah was a most important deity.
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either). Scholarsra beginning to suspect that later Yahwism may have emerged out
of a greater Canaanite religion or out of a Yahwism basically indistinguishable from
the Canaanite religion. Hence, the artifacts are testimony not to some syncretlstlc
cult, but rather to thaormaIYHWHrellglon for most people in the peilic era®

Gnuse further reports a general consensus among the scholars he surveyed that there was
Afan evolutionary process which moves through
henotheistic intensity in eéhpreexilic era to a form of pure monotheism which arises in
t he e x i Gnuse himseltoffeds a model taken from modern biology by which he
explains the emergence of monotheism as an evolutionary process which occurs in
revolutionary fashio! He reers to that process as Punctuated Equilibria, by which he
means the process evolved slowly, but was aided by large fairly sudden insights that
forwarded the process in larger, more punctuated jumps, such as during the
Airevolutionary beiesakd hir 66iBuadhrstophed @eizt h
argues that whilen Isaiah 4066 YHWH asserts his uniqueness and exclusivity, nowhere
does that lead to practical elimination of polytheism. The message there is that in view of
the gods of the other nationddWH demanded sole allegianteAs | will note below,
there have been other important challenges to the consensus.
Moberly lists five recurring emphases in modern literature concerning
monotheisnt’ The first is that although the Bible presents a pictuag is apparently
monot heistic from the outset, monotheism act

Second, it was probably not until the exile that monotheism proper was clearly

#GnuseNo Other Gods72.

*Ibid., 105.

Ibid., 69.

B pid., 207. fA[1]ln this prophet we have an aggre

®Christopher Seitz, fAThe Di WorchWthodt &ndeTheOd Chr i sti a
Testament as Abiding Theological WitnéSsand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 255.

™Moberly, fAHow Approprl7ate is Monotheism?06 216
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formulated. Third, although the Bible presents a etedrcontrast bigveen YHWH and

deities of other nations, Israelite religion for the most of the biblical period was actually

in a symbiotic and syncretistic relationship with the religious beliefs of the surrounding

peoples. Fourth, the formulation of monotheistic belia§ a product of political events,
particularly the confrontation of Judah and
to say in the face of Judahoés defeat. Finall
more or less unrepresentative of the aatelgion practiced by many of the people for

much of the time. In this system, monotheism becomes a sort of intellectualizing idea that
evolves and develops into Abelieving that 1in
that the class of deity has ordye member, a proposition of self evident philosophical

significance, rather than a kind of transformative and demanding awareness of reality that

is rooted in, and inseparable from, *a range

An Alternate View of Monotheism

Gnusebs conclusions and those of the sct
consensus, as summarized by Moberly, have not been unchallenged, particularly the
conclusion that the religion of Israel became monotheistic in the late monardtymay
or following the Babylonian exile. One prominent challenge was posed by Peter Hayman
in a paper presented in 1990 when he argued that Judaism did not become monotheistic
until the Middle Ages? Hayman argued that angels were understood in the wame
that gods were in the religion of pesilic Israel. He argues also, however, that angels
came to be understood as part of the class of divine beings of which YHWH was a
member, distinguished from the angels not in terms of kind, but in terms ohbghip

over them. Other figures, such as Enoch who ascended into heaven and metamorphosed

3Ypid., 223.

eter Hayman, fMonotheism: Alouhdlsfdevisd Word in Je
Studiest2 (1991): 2.
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into Metatron, came to be considered in the same®*MBguckham also points out that
Ai f o6érigourousd or o6éexclusived mouoralorhei sm mu
heavenly beings besides God, then clearly such monotheism never existed until the
modern *heriod. o
Other writers have suggested as well that Judaism was not completely
monotheistic after the exile. Margaret Barker argues that YHWH was one aithefs
the High God who could be manifested on eart
argument is rooted in her reading of Deuteronomy 32:8 in which she understands YHWH
to be one of the sons of God who was given Israel as an inheritaBicgilarly, William
Horbury also argued that Judaism was not monotheistic in the Herodian period based on
his understanding of the belief in the existence of a heavenly council as depicted in Psalm
82, the book of Job and various reemonical writings® More must be sd later about
those views, but for now, it is sufficient to note that under the model of emerging
monotheism within which Gnuse works there is room to challenge whether Judaism was
actually monotheistic, at | eals.Butihis defi ned i
possible that Gnuse and others may be applying a definition of monotheism that the
Bible, whether in the Old Testament or the New, may never have applied.
Perhaps a | arger question about Gnuseds

scholarshave rightly understood piexilic monotheism. The meaning of the word

*bid., 4-6.

¥Richard Bauckham, AThe 6Most Highd God and the
|l srael 6s God and Rebeccads Chil dr enedDamB.iCapepl ogy and
et al. (Waco, TX: Baylor University Pres007), 40.

®Margaret BarkerThe Gr eat Angel : A Si{landon: SBGK, 19%2), ael 6 s Sec
3. Contra Dayyahweh 22, who argues from a reading of Deut 32:8 that as monotheism became absolute,
the gods had become angels.

®Wi I liam Hogtuaryd G@Hreiwiti an Monot tEaly¥wshi n t he He

and Christian Monotheisped Loren T. Stuckenbruck and Wendy E.N&rth, JSNTSupplement Series,
vol. 263 London: T&T Clark, 2004 19-21.
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monotheism itself, at least the biblical meaning, may not in fact be as Gnuse takes it. In a
paper published in 1998 regarding the monotheism of the first century Jews, Larry
Hurtadoo mment ed Ait 1 s mistaken to assume that
and beliefs in terms of whether or how closely they meet our own preconceived idea of
6pur ed mc'Hortado gdesomto argue that if we are to avoid imposing our own
theolggical judgments we must accept monotheism as the religion of those who profess to
be monotheists regardless of whether their religion is complicated with other beings in
addition to the one Got.

Similarly, Nathan MacDonald calls attention to the probtdérithe modern idea
of pure monotheism. MacDonald points out the Enlightenment origins of the present use
of the term monotheism by showing that the word originated from a group known as the
Cambridge Platonists, particularly from a publication by HenryeMio 1660°° The term
then became associated with the Enlightenmen
ethical, and universally evident religion in which there is only one god and other deities
are mythical, figments of the imaginatidhMacDonaldargues that the term monotheism
reflects an agreement between the Cambridge Platonists and Descartes that the issue of
monotheisrpolytheism was philosophical, rather than theological, having to do with

prioritizing the establishment of the number of igsit* Under this view, to affirm that

arry Hurtado, @AFir sm, JENTAM(1098)y6. Jewi sh Monot hei s

*bid. Hayman also makes a similar assertion in his comment that he does not wish to set up a
model definition of monotheism and then measure the Jewish tradition against that yardstick. Hayman,
AiMonot hei sm, 0 2 of Hkyman,tthouflo fori geing o td dstabitshdtio ex nihiloas a
criterion for monotheism. Hurt ado, iFirst Century Jev

*NathanMacDonald Thé gdOm of 6 MoBadytUdwish anchChristian i
Monotheismed. Loren T. Stuckdmuck and Wendy E. S. NortdSNT SupplemenSeries, vol. 263
(London: T&T Clark, 200% 205. His ideas are now also included in chap. 1 of his monograph. Nathan
MacDonaldDeut er onomy and t he Kéabngen: MghiSebeckd0R). Seetedpe i s mo
6-7.

““MacDonald Deuteronomy?210.

Ypid., 15.
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YHWH i s one ( adeuia)is doremosyhuaderat@od as a declaration of
monotheism in the sense that there is only one God. No other god¥ gste his

survey of scholarship is not nearly as thoroaghhat offered by Gnuse, MacDonald
argues that the Enlightenment idea of monotheism has influenced major accounts of

Israelite religion by scholars from Wellhausendn.

Monotheism in Deuteronomy

As argued by MacDonald, the classic definition of monstheassumes a
monotheism not found in Deuteronomy. In fact, Deuteronomy does not deny the
existence of other gods. MacDonald builds his case on a number of passages in
Deuteronomy, beginning with the Shemadé. | <ca
tansl ation and interpretation of the Shemaod,
AYHWH our God, *BuiWihin thasstammeat, MacDonald argues that
even Deuteronomy 6:4, often taken as a statement of classical monotheism, does not deny
the exstence of other godS.The statement that YHWH is one is not a statement of
numerical existence, but is a statement of uniqueliggse fact that in Deuteronomy
other gods exist can be seen in other passages such as 5:7, where translation issues also
exig( @D @~ HxQ JD)OW BRI KN8t heD Gew tN8t rrabH | &tNDb B:

not have ot her godBb ix&¥stadken astagams, ratherthan t hi s cas

2pid., 72.
“bid., 21-43.

“R. W. L. Moberly, A6YHWH is OmmmEdenichhe Transl at i
Golgotha: Essays in Biblical Theolog#tlanta: Scholars Press, 1992)-886. See especiglp. 80, where

Moberly argues that the proper translationof @Be@8 6: 4 is fAone, d not dalone, 0
translation AYHWH our God, YDétBlonomy70one. 0 See al so Mac

“MacDonald,Deuteronomy72.

“R. W. L. Moberly, fATowar d Theolodical Exegepis Essagst i on o f
in Honor of Brevard S. Child®d. Christopher Seitz and Kathryn GredmeCreight(Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 199913233.
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before, but even if the latter is taken as correct, as suggested bXX, the verse is
taken against as a warning against an act of defiance by following otheY Gatsiarly,
6:14) OF D WzO3 @D ®Q@> D O>v N8 OL( ayD WOWsDBa 08 d ®t (
after other gods from among the godstoet peopl e who surround youo
of the existence of other gods. In fact, both these commands are given in recognition of
| srael 6s difficulty maintaining singular | oy
were tempted to follow the felity deities under the influence of the surrounding
cul tures. The emphasis i s not on monot hei sm,
unique God'® In addition to passages listed earlier in this chapter, see also other passages
such as Exodus 15:11; 3)Deuteronomy 12:2; Psalm 82:1; 89:695:3 and 97:7,
where the uniqueness of YHWH among the gods is emphasized. In general, Israel was to
have no other gods beside YHWH, they were to venerate no image, to sacrifice to God
alone, to serve him alone araifear him aloné?

Deuteronomy 32:® is also an important passage in relation to the meaning of
monot heism (and as | will suggest | ater, for
God in Rom 3:22B0). In those verses God is said to have dividedding of Adam
according to the number of the sons of Isrkbl 08 xW B¥ OD ON);but W x~ DO OL 1
YHWH kept his people Jacob as his heritagtd(@Z @H OB xN H OQ:iti®> : UV P x
possible, however, that a part of the textrie first portionkd O8 GWighEBtbeD ON B°
original. Instead of sons of Isradfl(O8 Ve IR realls GnYel®of GoB @ ¢ O A d &

y UJaSince some order of beings with access to heaven before God is known as sons of

“’MacDonald,Deuteronomy77.

“BIbid., 77, 124; See also Peter C. Craidiee Book of Deuterononf@rand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1976), 1523.

“Wolfgang Schragd)nt er wegs zur Einzigkeit und Einheit Go

Paulus und seiner alttestamentlich frijudischen TradifidaukirchenVIluyn: Neukirchener Verlag,
2002), 7.
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God J D O> yinNiBb @&; 2: 1A 887, and in each case the LXX translaRdON
J D (O¥8u @» o (bdas po o & a@yds possible that the translator of the LXX had
a text of Deuteronomy 32:8 before him in whicd D O> vapN&réd®in aliidh |
Symmachus matches the LXX and 4QDeontains] D O> v rdi@r @ DDODIN B°
H N85 @n\ids @d@sible that the Masoretic text appears as it presently does to remove a
text that implies the existence of other g&d.that analysis is correct, itds further
evidence that Deuteronomy accepts the existence of other beings in a ruling position
subordinate t&& HWH.
In the same way that passages above suggest the Israelites were to sacrifice to
God alone and vener at e oretitalystatbrment,butearh e She maé
expression of commitment, followed by the command for Israel to love YHWH with all
their hearts®J. F.ASawyer goes on to argue that the f@m
found in the love song in Cacles6:89. Outofallthgpoet 6 s f emal e friends
acquaintances, the one is his favorite and is thus unique and to whom all love is directed.

In the same way, YHWH is the one God above all others to whom total allegiance is

owed>* Similarly, both MacDonald and Moberly agrémtwhen the lovein Canicles

**The thought of Deut 32:8 may reflected in Dan 10:1@%here the Prince of Persia is surely
not a reference to any of the human rulers of the day. G. B. @aindjpalities and Powers: A Study in
Pauline TheologyOxford: Clarenden Press, 1956), 6.

*MacDonald,Deuteronomy90-91; Duane L. ChristenseBeuteronomy 21:1€84:12, Word
Biblical Commentary, vol. 10 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2002), 791.

*MacDonald Deuteronomy90; ChristenserDeuteronomy796; CraigieDeuteronomy378
79; Day,Yahweh and the Gods of IsragP-24; Caird,Principalities,5; Daniel |. Block,The Gods of the
Nations: Studies in Ancient Near Eastern Natiohagology 2" ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 200QY-32;
Mi chael S. Hei ser , 0 De uBib%aclh8q2091)55 wadWith $ome va@ratios of God, ¢
onthecontentaf he original text, Jan Joos VEST(200/)54Bbot e on Del

“John F. A. Sawyer, ABi bl TheadogyB741984p t76.ati ves t o Mo

*Ibid. Sawyer concludes that the fact that YHWH is the only god Christians kewlly about
and have experienced, calls for some sensitivity and understanding of gods worshipped by other people. As
MacDonald points out, however, Sawyerds method of bilk
arithmetically and concludes monothe m was not i mportant in early |Israel
passagesviacDonald,Deuteronomy55.
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6:89i s referred B® tahse fotnhey oomee (of roter mot her ,
mean that she is the only daughter of her mother, but that she is the unique one because

she has an unrivalled place for the poet. In the same way YHWH is unique faPisrael

Thus, the conclusion shoul@dtbe that monotheism is an expression of abstract

monotheism, an intellectual claim that consists of counting the gods and finding that only

YHWH exists. The biblical guestion fAi s not t
and character of YHWH in aassumed world of contested polytheism, the ways in which

this God (among others) is known, afid the wa
The monotheism of the Old Testament had room for other gods, but understood YHWH

as unique among them.

The Uniqueness of YHWH

If the emphasis in Deuteronomy is on the uniqueness of YHWH, one must ask
what it is that makes YHWH unique. It is clear that YHWH is the one God above all
others who demands total allegiance. YHWH has allotted the worship of heavdidyg bo
to the other nations (Deut 4:19), but none of those other beings are like YHWH who have
brought | srael out of Egypt, so there is no
of God as the one who brought Israel out of Egypt stands at the Imggofrthe first
commandment (Deut 5:B). It is this God whom Israel is to love and seR#lacDonald
concludes that the claim to uniqueness in Deuteronomy is based not on creation, but on

YHWHGs faithfulness, mercy atahofjseeddndinsy as d

> MacDonald,Deuteronomy 7 4 ; Moberly, fAToward an I nterpreta

*Walter BrueggemantReverberations of Faith: A Theological Handbook of Déstament
Themeg Loui sville: Westminster John Knox, 2002), 137. S
the Creator and the Experiende goyfo Hxpialpee:r Tphe s@mrteadu rts
Society for New Testament Studies NT Theol&gminar, HalleVittenberg, Germany,-Z August, 2005),

7; Moberly, @ HowlNpTpWrighpThe Netv €e8tamer2t 2n8 the People of God
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992), 259.

Seifrid, AThe Knowledge of the Creator, o 8.
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his particular actions for his people. There
soteriological, not ontologicaf.
In his mild critiqueof MacDonald, however, Richard Bauckham notes some
lack of clarity in that statement, inshMacDonald could mean YHWH is ontologically
unique, buperceivedoy Israel as unique onthroughwhat YHWH has done for Israel,
but MacDonald might also mean YHW8luniqueas a result ofvhat he has done for
Israel; i.e, only because of his savingtiaity. > Bauckham is probably right to suggest
that the first is the proper understanding. YHWH is unique not just in the fact that he
reveals himself to Israel as savior and deliverer, but is ontologically unique in himself.
The fact that God has revealeidhself as unique soteriologically should not be
overl ooked, however. The wunique relationshinp
allegiance to the one unique God lies in his choosing of Israel, which makes them able to
confess that notonlyis YHWBne, but he is fiour God. o6 That
based on the saving act that no other deity could produce: deliverance from Egypt. But,
as noted above, soteriology is the means by which Israel perceives the uniqueness of
YHWH, but it is not ontolgically what makes him unique. Further discussion of that

issue is taken up regarding the nature of monotheism in Second Temple Judaism.

Monotheism in Second Temple Judaism

The question of the nature of Jewish monotheism in early Judaism has received
considerable attention in scholarly publication, but here | can offer only a brief summary.

The issue is largely whether first century Judaism could be considered monotheistic if

*MacDonald Deuteronomy?215. See also C. J. LabuschagdFtee Incomparability of Yahweh
in the Old TestamerfLeiden: Brill, 1966), 72. Labuschagne argues that the mighty acts of YHWH were
what made him incomparable among the gods.

*Richard Bauckham, #fBirblbil earls ToH e ddomtiygypizer & nt, e i n

Biblical Theology and Biblical Interpretatigred. Craig Bartholomevet al. Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
2009, 192.
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there were indications in writings of the period that Jews believed othesheiisged

and perhaps even venerated them. William Horbury argues that describing early Judaism
as a religion of exclusive monotheism in the sense that it denies the existence of other
divine beings fails to do justice to the inclusive tendencies dureglénodian period

when the supreme deity was seen as above, but also in association with, other spirits and
powers°The meaning of fidivine beingsd and the r
YHWH is the main issue. Could those divine beings be considemadbfstanding that

YHWH was simply one of many, albeit the most powerful and perhaps even king of a
similar class of beings? Horbury argues that was in fact thétlsparticular, specific

beings such as angels and exalted patriarchs, and divinetatffilmight be thought to
challenge the idea of an exclusive monotheism. This matter may be of interest to a
number of academic pursuits, but the issue here, of course, relates to the manner and

circumstances in which Jesus came to be worshipped as alaiungeby communities

“Hor bury, fAJewish and Christian Monotheism,o 17.

I pid. In addition, sk2, Haypanll:AMdinohaeli svg doh 4
Jewi sh Monot hei sm dur i BhgJewishd&oots efIChristalogisat Mogothétsenr i od, 0 i n
Papers from the St. Andrews Conference on the Historical Origins of the Worship ofetestarey C.
Newman, JameR. Davila and Gladys S. Lewi& ¢iden: Brill, 1999, 21-42. As | will argue below based
on consideration of several passage from Ephesians, Paul would not have endorsed the position argued by
Horbury, even if it was widely held in the first century.

®2Angels and exalted patriarchs, and divine attributes are the two categories suggested by
Richard Bauckhantzod Crucified: Monotheism and Christology in the New Testa(@naind Rapids
Eerdmans, 1998), 17. IdefmnGo d Cr u ddsds iarel the God of tsra€od Crucified and Other
Studies on the New Test amdGrdandRapids:Eerdnanso2D08)gIf. Larry Di vi ne
Hurtado,One God, One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and Ancient JeMshotheism2™ ed. (London:
T&T Clark, 1998), 8. Anga and exalted patriarchs or heroes may be considered together since the
distinction between angels and men in some writings is so reduced that men may become angels as
happened to Enoch in 2 Enoch 22. S eGanohlchtewishd B. Kuhn,
Apocal yppeeés(98948), 219. Cf. Loren Stuckenbruck, HAd&AnNC
Early Jewi s h Bstydewishhaedi ChristiaroMonotheised. Loren T. Stuckenbruck and
Wendy E. S. Mrth,JSNTSupplement Series, vid?63(London: T&T Clark, 200% 46. As Bauckham
points out, divine attributes did take part in creation and sovereign rule, but they are not separate beings,
but are intrinsic to God hdlinsel f. Bauckham AGod Cruci
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who nevertheless regarded themselves as monotfididésy who argue that early

Jewish monotheism was not exclusive, do so with a view toward explaining how various
views held by Jews with varying degrees of monotheism providesbtheut of which

the doctrine of the deity of the man Jesus Christ could grow. Barker argues that Christian
Trinitarian theology is rooted in pi@hristian ideas about angels, one of whom was

YHWH, the Holy One of Israel. YHWH could be manifested as huamahit was as a
manifestation of YHWH, the Son of God, that Jesus was acknowledged as the Son of
God® Similarly, Sawyer finds it hard to see how the divinity of Christ and the doctrine

of the Trinity could have developed if the biblical texts were exadlys monotheistic,

but if the oneness and uniqueness of God were not stressed, then the Trinity is less a
problem®The cause that effected such assertions
statement that the placing of Jesus as the center of the cultlehangecommunity

could not occur in Palestine where Old Testament monotheism ruled unconditi®nally.
Efforts to show that early Judaism was not monotheistic can provide an answer to the
problem of the early origin of the worship of Jesus, even on Padassail. But perhaps

the problem is in fact not so easily solvable in that manner if the Jews of the first century

could be classified as monotheists.

®3n fact, that is the quesin posed by the editor at the beginning of a collection of essays
regarding early Jewish monotheism. James R. Davil a, 7
The Jewish Roots of Christological Monotheism: Papers from the St. Andrews ConferencHistotloal
Origins of the Worship of Jesusd. Carey C. Newman, James R. Davila and Gladys S. Lewis (Leiden:
Brill, 1999), 3. Similarly, see Hurtad@ne God2.

®Margaret BarkerThe Great Angel3.

®Sawyer, fABiblical Alternatives to Monotheism, o

®BoussetKyrios Christos 148.
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The Ontological Uniqueness o¥HWH

The question as to whether early Judaism was monotheistic |aiagetp do
with the nature of the divine beings referenced earlier and their relationship to the one
unique God. As has been argued, monotheism, at least as defined in Deuteronomy and
the Old Testament in general, is not a denial of the existence of otteog perhaps
better termed by the first century, of divine beings. Dunn characterizes angels as
intermediary beings who execute Godobés wil/l
nations were absorbed into | themaasindnbersmonot hei
of YHWHG6s heavenly council, and thus finally
nations as well as over the forces of naftirn a similar way, G. Kittel argued that
belief in the overpowering uniqueness of YHWH reduced the beintpe heavenly
court that had assisted YHWH in-the governan
luminariesd with no vi ol atGod8®hequestitnise absol ut
how these beings relate to the unique, or as Labuschagne terms it, theairatmenp
YHWH.®® In this understanding of monotheism, YHWH is not simply the leader and
most powerful among a class of the same kind, as was the place of the chief god in the
polytheism that developed in the Ancient Near East and in later Roman and Hellenisti
areas’ Instead, for early Judaism, although other divine beings existed, reality was not

some gradient that Adoes not draw sharp onto

®James D. G. Dunn, fAWas ChristianiScpttisA Monot hei s
Journal of Theolog®5 (1982): 311.

®G. KiEtetee(l A FBNM, ed.Gerhard Kittel, trans. and ed. Geoffrey Btomiley
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964), -188. Similarly, see KLt

%9Labuschagndncomparability 14.

™Bauckham, AThe 6Most OHdGpd OneGoyd9nél. 40; Hurt ado,
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God and other gods or between godHBWHasnd human
unique in terms of an absolute difference in kind from all other réeality.

As noted earlier, MacDonald suggested that the uniqueness of YHWH for
Israel lay in his revelation of himself to them as the savior and deliverer. Bauckham
argued that Machma |l dd6s suggestion did not adequately
uniqueness of YHWH and indeed, as Wright argiszagl was committed to seeing her
God as fAontologically (and not merefy practi
There are a number gfews regarding the criteria that early Judaism and early Christians
used to ontologically delineate YHWH from these other beings. Hurtado thinks the
distinguishing issue is worship. He argues that none of the other beings were worshipped
in early Judaisnand that the worship of YHWH set him apart from the other béthgs.
Stuckenbruckds point is that, whether or not
evidence of reverence and veneration of angels, even if the angels rejected such reverence
(Jos. Agn. 15.1112; Tob 11:14; Ps. Philo 13:6; 15:5). Stuckenbruck agrees with
Hurtado that no cult was ever formed around angelic beings, but maintains nevertheless
that there was some evidence for the worship of angels. In addition, he argues in a
convincing ashion that even if there were no organized worship of angels, there is
evidence of honorific reverence. Nevertheless, Stuckenbruck suggests that even in

settings in which reverential language exists, the authors did not let it interfere with the

"Bauckham, AThe 6Most Highd God, o 40. Against An
Expectations and Medi at or i a Paulasiugddaseargikedudehtugd.a ul i ne Chr i
Martin Hengel and Ulrich Heckel (TuUbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1963) Chester asserts the difference to be
a matter of degree and not kind, based on the fact that some language used of God is used of mediatory
figures. He does not assert, however, that any of those figures participated in creation or sovereign rule.

"AWright, New Testameng49.

"Hurtado,0One God x.
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asserin of the uniqueness of G6UThus, based on that contention, the Jewish view of
the unigueness of God is not entirely centered on worship. Other beings such as angels
might be worshipped, but that does not qualify them to be placed within the redligy of t
unique God. As | will expand below, if one thinks divinity is a matter of degree, then
worship is also a matter of degree, but Hurt
deity must surely carry some weight in understanding that Jesus could bieid evith
YHWH.™

As Bauckham argues, however, the best approach to understanding the
unigueness of God for early Judaism is rather the fact that only YHWH can be considered
the creator of all things and the sovereign ruler of all thifgghile it is truethat
Bauckham also understands that the uniqueness of YHWH can be seen in his revelation
of himself by name to Israel, the revelation of that name comes in the context of
deliverance from Egypt and creation of a people for himself. | will argue lateBtuhat
has revealed himself in Jesus as the unique God in his saving action for the whole world,
but for the moment the focus will be on the uniqueness of God for all creation as seen in

sovereign rule over all things and creation of all things.

“Stuckenbruck, f6AMNN.el Siomialnadr 16yGo ds, ebed BBe st er , [ J
Expectation, 0 64. Chester argues worship should not
just as ea$y be attributes and function.

“"Against Hurtadobs argument that the early Chris
Dunn,Did the First Christians Worship Jesus? The New Testament Eviflemodgon: SPCK and
Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 2010), 14 .his response to Hurtado, Dunn suggests that early
Christians would not worship Jesus Wé@aaugyge 0s Aclc owai s
to Dunn, ithe idol substitutes for God, dbydghees t he pl ¢
idol .o This of course is somewhat <circular in its as:¢
worshiping Jesus they were not worshiping God. Perhaps the best response is from Gregory of Nyssa:

AFor i f the s on auljwouldnothave awdrshipped Hari ot He evauld hake

refrained from classing those who worship the creature as idolaters lest he himself should appear to

be an idolater, in offering adoration to the created. But he knew that He whom he adored was God

overd |, for so he terms the Son in his Epistle to tfF

Gregory of NyssaAgainst Eunomiugrans. H. A. WilsonNPNF (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983), 5:117.

"Bauckham, fAGod Crucified, o 9.
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While Baucktam acknowledges that only the God of Israel is worthy of
worship, that worthiness is first because he is the sole creator and ruler of all things.
Bauckham roots his arguments about YHWH as sole creator in Isat, 40t
especial |l y iThsshys the LORD, yodr Redéemend formed you from
t he wleambkthe LORD, who made all things, who alone stretched out the heavens,
whospread out t h@WwhileBauckhanbrgcognizestieat other beings
assisted God in carrying out his ndiauthority, they were invariably portrayed as
servants who do #°Sihce snly&addimselficre@eddlbtingsand e .
only he sovereignly rules, only he is the unique God over all. None of the variously

conceived heroes, exalted patriarchr angels participated in either creation or flle.

bid., 12.
bid., 10.

M bid., 10. Seérdlsgd abirnry, MoWaos h@i skesuc 2?0 313; L.
and God i n PaUSN®,vol E9(Sheffeeld: dcadeqig Press, 1987)Y929Kreitzer
examined pseudepigraphal literature from the second century BCE through the first century CE aad found
number of writings in which the messiah was identified with God, normally by participating in judgment on
behalf of God, but in spite of the strong identification with God, the writings had sections in which they
extolled the uniqueness of the one Gaeimonstrating strong monotheistic views. In spite of the
identification, they maintained a separateness of God from all other beings.

&There are, of course, two prebhs that might be considered egtions The first is 3 Enoch
16:1-5, where Aher, upon séng the angel Metatron sitting on the throne of Gitatlared there were two
powers in heaveWhile this is not the place to consider these issues in detail, it should be noted that the
two powers issue was considered adhte Jewish monotheism by trebbis Aside fromproblems of
dating both 3 Enoch and the rabbinic polemical documents in response to the two powers, belief in two
powers in heaven was clearly considered here8m#. Alan F. Segal,wo Powers in Heaven: Early
Rabbinic Reports Abo@hristianity and Gnosticisr(Leiden: Brill, 1977), 1724. Segal suggests that the
heresy may have been earlier than the rabbinical writings and argued orally, but that suggestion needs
evidential support. See also P. M. Caseyyonot hei s m, \dtologisahDepelogmerd in @e r i
Pauline Churches én Thie Jewish Rats of Christological MonotheisnPapers from the St. Andrews
Conference on the Historical Origins of the Worship of JesdsCarey C. Newman, JamedRwila and
Gladys S. LewigLeiden: Hill, 1999), 21518. Casey argues that holding the two powers theory involved
leaving Judaism, as was the case with Aher, who became apostate upon his seeing Metatron crowned as the
lesserYHWH. The Son of Man in the Similitudes sitting on the throne ad ®al Enoch 69:2-29, is the
second problem that could have been considered a threat to first century monotheism. Dating of the
Similitudes is a matter of some debate, although the consensus seems to be that they were written between
100 BCE and 100 CE uibthe main characters to which the rabbis reacted were alive between the end of the
first century and the middle of the second. So Dunn,
regarding dating of 1 Enoch, s€éristopher L. Mearngi Dat ien @i tmh | i t u NESR5 (O7¥8 Enoc h, 0O
79): 369 Mearrs argues for a date around 40 CEdl e m, A The PaQrabgliens aenpd BEDnactceh, 0
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I n response to Bauckhamdéds argument that
found in his being the sole creator and in his sole sovereign rule, Hurtado argues that
Bauckham offers no explanationtbke development of the theological view of
uniqueness that Bauckham proposed. Hurtado also argues that if, in early Judaism,
worship of a figure was essentially a logical consequence of holding certain theological
beliefs about the figure, other examplassid exist! That does not necessarily follow if
God alone was held worthy of worship, but regardless of that, Hurtado goes on to argue
himself that Jesus was linked with God in devotional practice and attendant beliefs. This
may be a chicken or egg argent, but unless one is willing to grant that Jews would
worship human figures who were not God, then the theological linking must have
preceded the devotional practice. That is, to worship a figure, the Jews must already have
drawn the theological conclusi that the figure is indeed God. Bauckham rightly notes
this issue and argues against Hurtado but similarly to Stuckenbruck, that the typical
Hellenistic view was that worship was a matter of degree because divinity was a matter
of degree. Even philosoptal monotheists among Hellenists who held that all other being
is derived from God, still held the derived divinity of lesser beings to be appropriately
acknowledged in cultic worshff.Since that is true, and given the fact that even within

Hurtadméstarghe theol ogical recognition is n

Tim. 89 (1978): 119Thee Mearns argues the eschatplof the Similitudes fitsnto the pattern oNT

eschatologyboutthe timeof the Thessalonian c@spondenceSee alsdMaurice CaseySon of Man: The

Interpretation and Influence of Daniel(Zondon: SPCK, 1979), 9€asey dates the Similitudes between

100 BCEand 70 CE. M. A.Knibbii The Dat e ofEndieh::Pak abrl idiES2504978 Revi ew, 0
79): 358 argues for a date at the end of the first century CE. Blindley argues for aate in the early

second century. C. Hindleyi Towar ds a Date for NTBl (198)nbbAChrisudes of Ei
Cargyounis,The Son of Man: Vision and Interpretatihibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1986), &hds no

compelling evidence for a date in the Christian Bauckham argues that the Son of Man is given only

partial participation in the divine identity and then oatythe last judgment. His inclusion here is the only

example of such an inclusion and points to the absence of any similar language for any other being.
Bauckham, AGod Crucified, 016.

8 arry HurtadoHow on Earth Did Jesus become a God? Historical Questabout the
Earliest Devotion to Jesy&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 20082-26.

Bauckham, AGod Crucified, o 12.
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argument about the uniqueness of God located in sovereign rule and creation is the best

way forward.

Jesus in the Uniqueness of God

How on earth did Jesus become a God? Those wamtstiie title of one of
Larry Hurtadobs books and they aptly descridb
become somewhat of a focal point in scholarly discusgidhe relationship between
Jewish monotheism and early Christology, particularly the persbdeity of Christ, is
the gnawing problem that leads to the objections | mentioned at the beginning of this
chapter. The classical objections | noted are primarily concerned with the problem of how
a strict monotheist could use the wgrdl Wth referenceo Jesus.

One of the important I|ines of scholarly
elevation to deity was smoothed by the history of Jewish fascination and even veneration
for intermediary figures that may have somehow participated in divihych an
existing category would surely provide an inviting way toward the solution of how Jesus
could have been considered God by monotheists. Yet, none of those beings were ever
thought of as God if the wuni queugreatosofof | sr ae
and sovereign rule over all things. Since all other beings are in fact less than God,
associating Jesus with those beings produces
a demigod who is neith¢éYAsnotedabwe, Bdusseti ne nor tr
recognized in his comment that seeing Jesus as a divine being but yet not God results in

the picture of a halfjod. But, as Bauckham points out, the New Testament writers did

#¥As an example, see the survey of I|literature in
Century Jewi s3ocidofiBhlicdl lateatsrenSetninar Paperd993) 348-60.

8See, e.g., BarkeT,he Great AngelCharles A. Gieschedyngelomorphic Christology:
Antecedents and Early Eviden@esiden: Brill, 1998).

Bauckham, fAGod Crucified, o 4.
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not think of Jesus as a hgbd. Bauckham argues that rather thdamtifying Jesus with
semtdivine intermediary status, the New Testament identifies Jesus directly with the one
God of Israel by including him in the identity of the one God as Jewish monotheism
understood if®
Bauckham further argues that the exaltediggmrticipates in the sovereign
rule of God by virt (déspartofthe atguniem,auckhamGo d 6s t h
demonstrates the uniqueness of the early Christian reading of Psalm 110:1 over against
that of the early Jewish literature by showing thiatle Christians read this passage to
mean Jesus was placed on the throne of God i
Jews did not associate that passage with the messiah, or with any patriarch or angel.
Further, Christians used the text to saynething about Jesus that Second Temple
Judaism would not say about any hurfi&im fact, the New Testament demonstrates four
aspects of the way texts envision the exaltation of Jesus: (1) He is sovereign over all
things (Eph 4:10); (2) He is exalted owadirangelic powers (Eph 1:222; Heb 1:114);
(3) The exalted Jesus has been given the divine name (arguably Heb 1:4; surely Phil 2:9;
cf. Rom 10:913 and Acts 2:1-21, among others): and (4) Universal worship is accorded
to Jesus (Phil 2:91; Rev 5)%°
Inaddition, the New Testament includes t|I
activity of creation (John 1:5; 1 Cor 8:6; Col 1:186; Heb 1:23, 1012; Rev 3:14). As

Bauckham notes, including Christ in the creation activity is the most direct way of

®bid., 7-20. Bauckham differentiates betwedentity and nature. Identity concerns who God
is, while nature has to do with what God or divinity is. Nature has to do with philosophical descriptions and
definitions, often having to do with attributes such as ingenerateness, immutability, etc. Bauckhamat h i s
to search for ways that early Judaism characterized who the unique God of Israel is.

#lbid., 20-21.

#Fbid.

8bid., 23-25.
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excluding any threat to monotheism while refining the description of the identity of God

in a way that i1 ncludes Jesus. ABy i1 ncluding

Paul is certainly not repudiating Jewish monotheism, whereas were he mereigtasgso

Jesus with the unique Godweuldb e r epudi ating monot®hei smo (e
I n the above portion of the argument, Be

of Godds uniqgueness that are more tinanscende

that portion of the argument has to do with protological identity with God (the preexistent

Christ participating in creation) and the eschatological identity (the exalted Christ

participating in sovereign rule). Bauckham argues further, howeverhthatdarnate

Christ is the revelation of the divine identity. He bases his argument on the early

Christian reading of Isaiah 45, which, as is well known, contains some of the strongest

overt statements of monotheism in the Old Testament. Bauckham aegadhat in the

humiliation, death and exaltation of the Servant of the Lord, God reveals his glory and

demonstrates his deity to the wotfdiVhile Bauckham reviews several New Testament

passages (the Gospel of John and the | am statements, and trendlphaega

statements in Revelation), perhaps the point most pertinent to this discussion is from

Philippians 2:611. In brief, it is in the exaltation of Jesus, including his identification as

YHWH in YHWHOGsSs universal souwe6Gaiofdsaely fnt hat t

comes to be ackn o WPhik2g&odwith rgferentelto Is45:28Rt i o n o

The monotheism of lIsaiah4/®5 i s ful filled in Jesusd partic

Thus, for Bauckham, nAJ[ e] s beklristadopicalgi c a l monot h

monot h%i sm. o

Ybid., 26-28.
Ypid., 35.
9lbid., 38.

Sbid.
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Paul and Monotheism

There is no reason to think Paul, both-poaversion and post conversion, was
anything other than a monotheist consistent with the monotheism described above. In the
same way as for the Old Testamaxglusive devotion to the one God was for Paul not
identical to the Enlightenment definition of monotheism. He was not concerned for
counting and thereby finding divinity was singulakVhile he was aware of the existence
of spiritual beings that in sonveay were associated with God, he also understood the
uniqueness of God in a way that viewed God as separate from all other existence. In this
section | will argue that Paul came to understand Jesus to be identified with the unique

God of Israel, while helso retained the same Jewish monotheism as before he came to

that understanding. Paul 6s thought <can be

e X

mentions the one God, alluding to the Shemabéd

understood the identity of Gothad o ne of which speaks directly

Jesus in that identity. It is perhaps first reasonable, however, to ask how it is that a
Pharisee of the Pharisees could come to understand that Christ could be a part of the

identity of the one God.

Paul 6s Conversion

Paul 6s conversion experience and his
understanding of how a strict Jewish monotheist could come to adjust his understanding
of the implications of that monotheism. The events before and afteormigrsion are the
effects that are important here, because the radical change in his view of reality can be
seen in his account. Paul makes clear that the gospel he preached was not something he

was taught by human agency, but he received it directlgvslation from Jesus Christ.

“UI ri ch oheGasland Trinifarian Language in the LettersaflP BIBT 20 (1998):
99.
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As a result, Saul, persecutor of the church,
the Gentiles. The Son of God as content of his gospel was thus formed without
consultation with any human beings, including the apostoldeleship in Jerusalem, at
least for the first three years of his ministry.

While Paul did not himself report the actual conversion event, the Book of
Acts contains three accounts (29; 22:321 and 26:121.8), all of which include
reference to a startlgvisual and auditory experience of the exalted Christ that resulted
in Paul 6s blindness. As argued by Seyoon Kin
both his apostleship and hisgosffgdiur t ado bui It on Kimés thesi s
experiencas valid as an explanation of religious innovations, and he particularly applied
the revelatory experiences of the early church as factors in the veneration df Gfsus.
course, Paul dés experience was an experience
revd ati on involved. Paul 6s comments in 2 Cori
the glory of the Lord with unveiled face, and in 4:6 that the light of the knowledge of the
glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ has shone in his and their heartssibafit ea
within the description of revelatory experience. The impact and value of that revelatory

experience for the shaping of Paulds theol ogd

%Martin Hengel,The Son of God: The Origin of Christology and the History of Jewish
Hellenistic Religiontrans. John Bowden (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1976; reprint, Eugene, OR: Wipf &
Stock, 2007), 59.

%Seyoon KimOrigino f P a u | (Tébingzn: MpheSiebeck, 1981), esp. 32.
9Hurtado,How on Earth?192-200. See also Heikki RaisanénPaul , God and | srael :

9-11 in Recent Researghn TheSocial World of Formative Christianity and Judaised. Jacob Neusner,
Emest SFrerichs, Pder Borgen and Richard HorslegHiladelphia: Fortress, 1988.78206. While it is

not necessary to agree with R2is2nends argument for
recognition of the t en sisexperiechoe touledjesnas easilydoibtsowardrtreed i t i on
kind of radical changes in Pauldés thought that can b
l' i kely had in mind Paul s experience in shateing the ¢

that also has connection to his experience on the Damascus Road.
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It is not the purpose here to argue that
fromthe Damascus experience. It is Iikely, how
gospel was formed in that experience. In fact, it is hard to avoid the thought that for Paul,
the essential change that occurred in that experience was in his understétiaing
personof JestDunn argues that the thrust of the i
experience was the commissioning to become apostle to the G&htilage that
emphasis is correct, at |l east in pafrt, it do
Paul 6s recognition of the identity of Jesus.
the risen Christ fundamentally altered his estimate of Jesus and formed the basis of his

taking on the role of the Apostle to the Gentif¥As Kim concludes:

Paul accepted not only the Christian confession of the crucified Jesus as Messiah,

the Lord and the Son of God, but also the ideas contained in the confessions. This

meant Paul s abandoning the Jewish concept
Jesus of Nazeth was and did as the true characteristics of the Messiah. Paul saw

Jesus as the Lord exalted by God and enthroned at his right hand in fulfilment of Ps

110.1, being ready to return to earth for judgment and redemption, so that he came

to know thatnowas | vati on depends on entering into
by confessing 6Jesus is Lord. & Paul al so s
primitive confession of Jesus as Son of God. But at the same time he realized Jesus

was the Son of God not just the sense of the Davidic Messiah who was confessed

by the Christians as having been installec
more profoundly in the sense of the being who stood in an intimate relationship with

God from the beginning, acted lais agent in creation and was sent forth by God

into the world to redeem us from sin and the 1&tv.

%See also C. Kavin Rowe, fARoman#$BTR2D(200®:: What i s
171. #APut crudely, Sauldéds reading of the p@ilodand his i
does not add up to Paul. The only feasible explanation is the one that is always so unsettling and quite
frustrating to historians of Christian origina he appearance of the risen Chri st

“James D. G. Dulme , Gd AThiGlagsoftGhrisiomthe New Testament:
Studies in Christologyed. L. D. Hurst and N. T. Wright (Oxford: Clarenden, 1987), 255.

Hyagner, fPaulés Christology, o 32.

19%im, Origins, 330-31.
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Thus it was that on the basis of his experience with the resurrected and exalted
Christ, Paul could shift from his view of Jesus as pretender to Jegwesaspointed Son
of God by the resurrection from the dedd.

The point here, however, is not that Paul reached some new Christianized

understanding of monotheism. Rather, as Ulrich Mauser noted,

The advocate of the emergence of a people of God madeleprsfand nodews

in a single community would never consider realizing his aim by abolishing the

exclusionary claims of one distinct God in favor of the adoption of a religious

syncretism which was there for the taking in the form of the theocracy damginat

IGrece{\ngan religion. Th§ pcp@E t he Shemad echoes unmi s
etters.

As attractive as it may be, the solution to the question of what Paul could or could not
write about Jesus does not lie in reformulation of his monotheistic tholghevidence

of his letters is against th&Y: In fact, as can be seen from a brief look at three texts, Paul
sets forth what he accepts as a basic biblical confession: God is one and there is no God,

but one!®

Romans 3:2930

In verse 29 Paul makes ta®ement about the oneness of God, in what must be
an allusion to the statement in the Shemad t

own question: God is the God of the Gentiles as well as God of the Jews. He grounds the

1%Hengel, The Son of Gods5.

“Mauser, Go@nand Trinitarian Language, o 100. See
AChristol ogy as anThéRupre af ChrisioclogyTHssays In slangr ofd.eandar E.
Keck ed. Abraham J. Malherbe and Wayne A. Meeks (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 198Byrao
goes too far, perhaps, in his insistence that to emphasize Christ in the divine identity runs the risk of
|l eaving God in the background. My earlier comments a
God the Father apply here as well.

YSeifi d, fAThe Knowledge of the Creator, o 10. See &
Kyri osgl aubaNWB2(1923p 43%i7/l us, 0

“Charles H. Giblin, AThroB@37Me7B)PRhei stic Texts ir

113



fact that God is the God oflgdeople in the fact that God, who justifies by faith, is tiie.

APaul here interprets the oneness of God con
saving rul e '§msnotedabove, MaeDonaltl @giedahat YHWH

revealed himself to Israel as tbee God in a soteriological manner by his election and

acts on behalf of his people. Seifrid points out here that the identity of the one God for

Paul is thus found in the word of promise as seen in Romans 4 in the discussion of

Abraham, with the emphasi the fact that through his encounter with Abraham, God

effects salvation for the whole worlt?

I n addition to the Shemad, there are t wc
background of Paul 6s statement of the onenes
appearance in the Scripture, the first is Zechariah 14:9, an explicit quotation of
Deuteronomy 6:4% The prophet speaks of a day when YHWH will be king of all the
earth and YHWH will be one as will his name be &&he day spoken of by the
prophet must & taken as the day of the Lord in continuation of 14:1, and the context is a
series of cataclysmic events when YHWH gathers the nations to Jerusalem to battle, with
the result that the city is initially taken, but living waters will flow from the city and
YHWH strikes the armies of the nations so that everyone who survives becomes

worshippers of the aforementioned king of the whole earth. In that day God alone reigns

%4 dgicéncessive. BDF, 237 §454(2).
WSei froimd,edige of the Creator, o 7.
1%bid.

%\acDonald Deuteronomy 66 ; Moberly, fAHow Appropriate is N
Webb,The Message of Zechariah: Your Kingdom CéBw@wners Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2003), 180.

e 788 U@OL o h < @BTOEW 880@> BD@B @b & CD O O6L> bt
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with no rivals contending with hift!The confessi on of the Shemab¢
recognzed by all: The God of Israel is the one and only creator and ruler of the
universet?Paul calls on the Shemaé to proclaim wh

both Jews and Gentiles, the God over all. As Mauser notes:

Paul has in Rom 3:30 neitherabragat nor modi fied Zechariahos
ulti mate oneness of Gododés being and name,
reali zation of the vision has arrived. Goc

the hour in history has come at which theasof the universality of the one God
of Israel must r(ijghtfully be implemented in concrete missionary activity that spans
the whole world"*®

In addition to the connection to Zechariah 14:9, there is also the similar
connection to Deuteronomy 3298 As noed earlier, a possible reading evidenced by the
LXX and the text found at Qumran suggests th
strong possibility thaDeuteronomy 32:® may have referenced sons of God who were
given authority over the nations. Dergiromy 32:89 may in part explain the passage in
Zechariah at | east to the extent that YHWHOS
with the day when he and his name will be one could be connected with the vindication
of his rule in the face of theations and of their gods. It must be well noted, however,

that although the victory results in destruction, the destruction is not total, and many, but

T homas Edwar fech@rmimd Fhie Rigor Praphets: An Exegetical and
Expository Commentaned. Thomas Edward Comiskey (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 3:1234.

HM3Nebb,Message of Zechariali80.

Mauser, fiOne God and TrinitabUrteavegstuanguage, 6 10:
Einzigkeit und Einheit Gotte4-15. See especially p. 15 where Schrage argues that Zech 14:9 points even
now to the future. Schr age6s odethat God will notitrelyabdthen g t o t hat
only God until all people acknowledge him, and until then the other gods still have influence and oppose
God. Under that description, monotheism is not yet a term that could apply for Paul. Schrage agrees that the
OT acepts the existence of other gods and for that reason he does not think God could then be regarded as
completely the only one, preferring instead to use the words monolatry or henotheism. | have argued
contrary to that, and there is no reason to think@uat becoming one is dependent upon every person
acknowledging him as supreme. Zechariah does not sa
better understanding is that Godés name is one as h
work as described by Paul in Rom 3:29, not by means of his judging work at the last day.

y
e
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not all, of the ones who remain from the nations are converted and subsequently worship
YHWH (Zech 14:5-19).

The difference between I srael as Godos i
their gods is captured in other texts as well. According to Deuteronomy?@;150d has
allotted to all the peoples the hptor ship of t
Israel and his claim of their sole worship is uniquely based in his delivering them from
Egypt. Jubilees 15:382 echoes Deuteronomy 328but adds the notation that although
all the nations belong to God, he appointed spirits over the othensiabahat the spirits
would lead those nations away from him. As is often mentioned by the commentators,
that thought is expressed in the rabbinic te
world but | have joined my name only with you; | am not chilee God of the idolaters,
but t he GU8“hisordbbinical quate likely@ame about a century after Paul, but
given the other background and the question Paul poses, there is reason to expect that
thought to have b®¥en strong in Paulds day.

It is against this background that Paul poses the question by the interlocutor. Is
God the God of the Gentiles? Care must be t a
answer is yes, God is the God of the Gentilé® ground of that fact should not,
howeve, be taken as the fact that God justifies by faith. The relative clause is descriptive

and simply identifies God as one who justifies by faith. The oneness of God, now known

“Rabbi Simeon Ben Jochai, quoted in Ernst Kasem@ammentary on Romartsans. and
ed. Geoffrey W. BromileyGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 198003 and with some slighvariation in the
translation in C. E. B. Cranfield Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Epistle to the Romans
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clar k, 1975) , 1:222n 1. But see ¢
Gentiles (Romans 3:29 0 ) ,Studes im Paul: Theology for the Early Christian MissiMinneapolis:
Augsburg, 1977), 1821. Dahl argues from several midrashic passages that the rabbis were wrestling with
the issue of how God could be God of all the world, but uniquely the God of &wael Dahl argues that
while the rabbis saw a distinction, they would not deny that God is the God of both Jew and Gentile.

1530 also Robert JeweRomans: A Commentafilinneapolis, Fortress, 2007), 299.
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to be the one who justifies by faith, is the reason he is God of the Géfftits.
because he is one that he acts in the same way toward both, that is, he justifies both by
faith.''” So as in Zechariah 14:9, YHWH is king over the whole earth, in spite of
subordinate gods that may lay claim to rule over the Gentiles.

So for Paul, th implication of monotheism is that YHWH is creator and God
of all people, but also that he acts to save all. To be the God of a people is rooted in the
concept of a God who acts on behalf of his people to save. To have chosen Israel in no

way suggests tha&od is not God of all people. But neither should the fact that God is the

God of all people be thought to affect Godods

of the Jews!® While one cannot see from here the full argument that Paul will make in
Romans 911, one can see from the vantage point of those chapters that the argument
begins in 3:28B0. God, who is God over all, is savior of both Jew and Gentile by faith in
the work of the one who has always delivered Israel, but that one is identiRednans

9:5 as Christ, who is God over all, and it is he who delivers Gentiles by faith. As | will
argue in a subsequent chapter, it is also he who will remove sin fromi*Zidte must

return to the thought in later chapters, but in 33R9focus is on YHWHs God of the

Gentiles, while in 9:5 the focus is on God over all, meaning Jesus is also God of the Jews.

"Richard W. Thompson, ilésThiRem 3, 2v( Bildich 691(1988)f t he
546.

"73ewettRomans301.

"Dahl, AThe One God, o 191.

119 am indebted for the development of the thought in that paragraph to Professor Mark Seifrid
who graciously made available to me a manuscript that wastobae Rbnass oiCammentary on
the New Testament Use of the Old TestapgehtG. K. Beale and D. A. Carson (Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2007). Alas, the portion to which | refer was not a part of the final publication.
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YHWH, already seen as having become king, is acknowledged by every person when

every knee bows and every tongue (Jew and Gentile) confesses tisas Jasd"*°

Ephesians 44-6

Ephesians 44 is also a declaration of the oneness of God, again a reference
t o t h e 3He staaneént in this passage that there is one God is in a string of
statements of wunity i n tediaestalicerwordyofthem f Paul 6 s
calling by maintaining unity. In this case, Paul refers to God as the one God and Father of
all. Since the passage occurs in the context of unity within the church, unlike Romans
3:29-30, the emphasis is not on the one Godllgbeople on the earth, but on the one
God and father, who with the one Lord, rules over all opponents. In Romar303t28
uniqueness of God is in his saving power for all people. In Ephesiafstdes
unigueness of God liesin hisrule overallprinpal i ti es and powers. Pa
is that it is not only true that there is one God, but there is one Lord, who has been exalted
above all other beings who might themselves, as we will examine later in relation to 1
Corinthians 8, be consideredds. While the exaltation implies sovereign rule, it is still
true that in Ephesians the exaltation also has implications that God has the power to save.
While we should not be delayed for a full exegesis of the passage, it is
important to note that Pabkgins Ephesians 4 with a call to the readers to walk worthy
of their calling, which he defines in terms of humility that leads to their keeping the bond
of peace. In verse 4 he begins the list of evidences of their singularity. Notable in the list

is theexistence of only one Spirit, one Lord and one God and Father of all. In verse 6

Bauckham, fAGB88:; CbucRfi PdLacy, fA60ne Lordodé in Pe
Christ the Lord Studies in Christology Presented to Don@&dthrie,ed. Harold H. Rowdon (Leicester:
InterVarsity, 1982)202

12150 also Clinton E. ArnoldEphesiansZondervan Exegetical Commentam the New

Testament, vol. 10 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 23, As Arnold notes, for Diaspora Jews, the
confession of one Lord would echo their daily conf es:c
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there is the appearance®fE but the gender has been a matter of some discug8ion.

The Greek text of the verselsy & % &R CE ra Ga &0 4 @ dipGen 4 @ d R

T & E Q¢né& God and father of all, who is over all and through all and in all). As |

pointed out in chapter # C Ei€ masculine it probably refers to all Christians, Jew and

Gentile, since the reference is to God the Father, rather than all JeGsiaiilds,

including unbelievers. If it is neuter it probably refers to the whole universe. Perhaps,

however, it is not necessary to argue that the same decision must be made for all four
instanceso€ Eién t hat verse. The wordpdip@@mwe God and
C n & Xadeanodified by the relative clause, by which may simply be intended that the

one God and father of all people (masculine gender) is also over all things.

Ephesians 1:2022. The importance of the statement that there is omd &nd
one God is seen best in context of the whole letter, especially in context of the emphasis
on powers and principalities. Clinton E. Arnold argues that in Ephesians there is a higher
concentration of power language than in any other Pauline episti¢hat only 1
Corinthians exceeds the total number of refereffceb.Christian Beker reads Paul as
having demythologized the references to the powers so that they represent death, sin, law
and the flest?* As shown by Arnold, however, Paul often usesasjipg spirits in ethical

statements and as entities who can destroy (1 Ces)5deceive (2 Cor 11:14) and have

2For an explanation of the var iemTheletteitetes on t he
EphesiangGrand Rapids: Eerdmans and Leicester: Apollos, 128)36.

123Clinton E. Arnold,Ephesians: Power and Magic: The Concept of Power in Ephesians in
Light of its HistoricalSetting(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 99&print Grand Rapids: Baker,
1992),1.

1243 Christiaan BekeRaul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life and Thought
(Philadelphia, Fortress, 1980), 189. See also Walter Winklaming the Powers: The Language of Power
in the NewTestamenfPhiladelpia: Fortress, 198451-63. Wink follows Beker closely. Perhaps Beker
was anticipated somewhat by Caird in his argument that the law duplicates those adversarial and
enforcement functions that are elsewhere attributed to Satan. Baircipalities, 40-53. For a review of
how various scholars have viewed the powers see Arkplgesians: Power and Magi¢2-51.
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the potential to entice Christians into partnership with them by participating in pagan
sacrifice (1 Cor 10:1:21). Arnold further notes th#tte categories other than flesh noted
by Beker seldom appear in Ephesians, and flesh appears in Ephesidras Zi@e form

of influence while the prince of the power of the air appears as af6theaddition, a
similar distinction between flesh and btband rulers, authorities and powers occurs in
6:12.

Thus the i mportant reference to fievery r
|l ordshipo in Ephesians 1:21 must refer to ac
and best understood as beings hostile éattife of God?>° The demonstration of the
power of God is in his raising Christ to sit
authority and power and dominion and every name that is named not only in this age, but
in the onfeCatéon dcdo nbenoCi(é DEELE Yy6R TAagcCoodé Yo
CoaCsé RaPAO @gec APEaA0 0 fA Qg WorRA BRAGKRLPZ DAA
When Paul describes Jesus as high above every other being, he was not concerned with

spatial categories. Taekabove is associated with a position of power. To be above all the

2Arnold, Ephesians: Power and Magi&.2934.

1267 K. Abbott,A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles to the Ephesians and to
the Colossiang(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1897)32-34 (although Abbott does not think it matters whether
they exist or not, Christ is above them); Rudolph SchnackenBptgsians: ACommentarytrans. Helen
Herron (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991Y,7-7 8 ; PeteenT. AiP66Bncipalites and Powe
t he Ch wiblcdl Intérpretation and the Church: The Problem of ContextualizagdnD. A.
Carson (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1984),-B%3 idem,Ephesians144; Arnold,Ephesians: Power and
Magic, 134;Ernest BestA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Ephesi@dinburgh: T&T Clark,
1998), 17273; Margaret Y. MacDonald;olossians, EphesianSacra Pagina (Collegeville, MN:
Liturgical Press), 2@B5CHApedddhaabdfssoomiintiveand Bl ack, 0
Paulinism: Essays in Honor of C. K. Barretd. M. D. Hooker and S. G. Wilson (London: SPCK, 1982),
76. Against Wesley CarAngels and Principalities: The Background, Meaning and Development of the
Pauline Phrase Hai Archikai Kai Hatxousiai(London: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 43. Carr
concludes that when the languageiof & 6Apg cadtie p & dyr ih Jewish literature they are confined

to angels and archangels of YHWH and aperguasive r ef er t o ¢
response in which he criticizes Carrdéds exegesis, but
solves by suggesting it is a second century interpole
APrincipalitie8 and Powers, o 125
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other beings is to have power over th&fThus, the uniqueness and power of the one

God in this instance lies in his power and rule over all other beings. But the importance of
this is te reference to Psalm 110:1, which gives this a Christological turn, and
strengthens the assertion of the power and victory over the other opposing beings, by

which Paul identifies the powers of verse 21 with the enemies of Psalfi®110.

Ephesians 2:17. In this passage those to whom Paul refers in verse 3 as
Achildren of Cery&hotRIChYyarémahatpasitod betause they lived

according to the age of this world, according to the ruler of the authority of the air who is

the spirit who weks in the sons of disobedience (322 6 6¢& CaCu CuépucCos COC

-

onzao Cagl yPCAagc CapCacWw yo6Ce Csa dcécagacCo

~

gaglaCacé 1T & )Radldescib@sthistsitudtinnéas deali(\egsdisSy and

O~

aua
the saving action here is raising the children of wrath together with Christ. The
implication here is that the ruler of the authority of the air holds them in death, but that
hold is overcome by the power of God through the work of Christ. Thus, the igovere
rule of God includes his ability to rescue people who are under the authority of powers

that oppose him.

One Lord. In Ephesians 4:5 Paul mentions one Lord, one faith and one
baptism. Whether faith is meant as objective or subjective, and whethdrtbisneas a

baptismal formula, it is still true that there is only one faith for both Jew and Gentile. The

12/Best,Ephesians172; Schnackenbur@phesians77.

1280 6 B r Ephesians142. Markus BarthEphesians: Introduction, Translation and

ClL

Commentary on Chapters3l( New Yor k: Doubl edafECoAPT@g7d.Bottral; Bl ack |

Carr,Angels 89-90. Carr argues that Ps 110:1 is used only to refer to the exaltation of Christ as the ground

of Goddéds acceptance of man. Hi s argument, however

passge are only angels of YHWH. Certainly, the exaltation of Christ is for the benefit of man, but the
problem is his use of the word 6only.d I f Christ
mentioned in Eph 2:B, who clearly work againg&od by working in the sons of disobedience. See also
Arnold, Ephesians: Power and Magit14-15, who understands Paul referred to Ps 8, particularly 8:6
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thought here is not so far from that in Romans 3@9where we learn that because God
is one, he justifies both Jew and Gentile by faith. In Ephes4:5, the thought is that
because there is one Lord, there is only one faith and one baptisnthe same sense,
baptism makes all subject to the same Lord. The reference here must surely be to the
Lord Jesus as is consistent with Pauline thought (R@:&9; 12-13). The Lord here
must also be no ot her YAsawilatghedelowlitelcasef t he S
in 1 Corinthians 8:6, Paul here has stated t
one God (the Father) and one Lord (Jesus Chhbisth of whom are included in the
unique identity of the one God of Israel.
Finally, we should note that in this monotheistic statement it is possible to see
the inclusion of Jesus Christ in the identity of the God of the Old Testament, but there is
no exclusion of the existence other beings that might in some sense be considered divine.
Paul takes seriously the existence of those beings, but he is clear that Christ is far above
them in authority, surely more in the category of the one God than of Hee fEsvers,

demigods, so to speak.

1 Corinthians 8:6

The two texts mentioned previously can
in their background. It is my position that in 1 Corinthians 8:6, Paul once again directly

al |l udes t U DietbrBelle§ howewer dGrgues that Deuteronomy 6:4 is not in

%50 al s o EpbesiBnsA8E8A.
30bid., 283.

13150 alsaloseph A. Fitzmyefirst Corinthians:A New Translatiomwith Introduction an
CommentaryThe Anchor Yale Bible (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2088); Richard Bauckham,
Jesus and the God of | srael: God Crucified and Ot her
Divine Identity(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 20081012; David E. Garlandl Corinthians(Grand Rapids:
Baker Academic, 2003), 37btans Conzelmant, Corinthians: A Commentary on the First Epistle to the
Corinthians trans. James W. Leitch (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1945}%4. Conzelmann argues that the
confession that there is one God was inherited from the Jews, an important concept given the argument by
Zeller below.
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the background of 1 Corinthians 8% He argues instead from a Histen§/i Religions
Vi ewpoi nti @& It & a miah é-Gridek gagan meligions in which the followers
of certain other beings pclaimed them as one, are more the background. Zeller is
probably right to sugge$t p Cip\er&e 6 is in contrast with the many lords in verse 5,
but it is not necessary on that basis to conclude with hinytifiat i reptén reference to
YHWH.**3In fact, that juxtaposition may be evidence thatithp ¢ i \@rée 6 is
YHWH, intended to contrast the unique creator Lord with those other lords with no real
claim to uniqueness. Zeller concludes that the one Lord is not included in the one God,
although he dmowledges that in verse %,p ¢ipam équivalent of 0.*®*én general,
Zell er6s argument is built, at |l east in part
not have been familiar with Deuteronomy 6:4, but such an assumption may not be well
foundel i f Paul 6s c o n yearersisthevegnagegud who raeHeard Go d
Paul 6s teaching for an extended period.

In a response at least partially to Zeller, Otfried Hofius constructed a
persuasive grammatical argument for the translation of 8:60nm#E subject in the
parall el phrases: AOnly one is God: the fath

him; and only one is Lord: Jesus Christ, through whom all things are and we are through

¥Dieter Zeller, fANew Testament NI®A7({2601)0ol ogy i n it
320.Fordeval p ment of t he pagla@& dlaaxrhagtrioamsdd ofed hei diem fADer
ene Herr Jesus Christus: R e IDér gebendige GatsStutlieneunt | i che | bel

Theologie des neuen Testaments. Festschrift fir Wilhelm Thusing zum 75 Geledtsthgnas Soding
(Minster: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1996), &%p4 748.

133Similar to Zeller is the argument @. K Barrett, The First Epistle to the Corinthians
Bl ackds New Testament Commentaries (London: A. & C. E
Hendrickson, rd.), 193.

=13

¥ n contrast to Zel*p é)p g BheabogicAldictiorany of heMews t e r |
Testamented. Gerhard Kittel, trans. Geoffrey.\Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), 3:1091.
Foerster recognizes that there are many |l ords and mar
any dstinction betweery U 8@y p ¢ gsahdugly p cwa@ae an intermediary god. 0o
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hi M my translation from tmwddicedsndhe®amoteyan t e xt ,

Zell er acknowledged the weight™afe Hofiuso6 ar

specul ative nature of Zellerdés claim that th

Shemabéd, compared with the rysigbildofiusteridstai ght f or

support the contention that Paul here was |
Regardless, the monotheistic statement in 1 Corinthians 8:6 is clear that there

is one God, but of course, there is more to the statement. The contextahfinesion

lies in what is best understood as a response to questions put to Paul by the Corinthians,

to which he responds with agreement in three sentences that are affirmations that seem to

indicate an understanding among the Corinthidhs.h e  f &llroksus haves fi

knowledgeo (8:1). The second and third are i

existence) and # t¥msinehe passage m Eghesidns,Pauthere n e . o

makes a clear monotheistic statement, but also here the onenessliec@odis

0t fried Hof i uiEineristHeérmEwanguger zu Smikiut und Aussage des
Bekennt ni s s eBauldsstudienrIW8NTpvol.d43i(Tubingen: MohBiebeck2002), 175. The

Ger man text i s : AEIi ner nur i st Gott: der Vater, von
Herr : Jesus Christus, durch den alles i st and wir dur
und Erlésungsmittle®as Bekenntinis 1 Kor 8, 6 i mnRadusdtudient der pal

II, WUNT, vol. 143 Tubingen: MohiSiebeck, 200p 18283.

1%2eller, fANew Testament Christology,® 320n 44. ]
regarding whether ongnderstands that Paul was primarily influenced by his reading of the OT, or whether
he was influenced by Hellenistic Judaism, and second whether one gives primary weight to the
grammatical structure of the text, or to other outside factors.

BYMauser God OAkkone, 6 259; Seifrid, fAKnowledge of t
fiMonotheistic Texts 6 5 3 0 ;  CldCorinthidngnlal B4B. Gordon Fe€lThe First Epistle to the
Corinthians(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 362, 365. InTeutelt on ¢ o mme wdosbtthah at Af e
Paul is quoting a Corinthi an ThdFosyEpistle o the @oanthiams.. 0 Ant hor
A Commentary on the Greek Té&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 620. Thisel&ders to a list of 25
commentators who agree compiledlB65, and lists 10 more since that time.

138 hethera T tiehal A 4PEC ghiduld be taken as a predicate (an idol is nothing in the
world, or, better, has no real existence) or attributively (there is no idol, or no idol exists) is a matter of
some dispute. It is not conclusive to argue that it shouldabpslated attributively because it is in parallel
with g Tfayau ®PR (4 dtidere is no God, but one). Read in the light of v. 5, however, the attributive use is
probably best. So also GarlaridCorinthians 371. See also the detailed discussion ofgtge in

Thiselton,First Corinthians 630.
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unigueness, not in the absence of other gods. According to 1 Corinthian2@0QHRA&ul
understands the other gods to be meaningl ess
of fered to idols is anytCht@AS Apira dARsptc CaPet | d o
T C djSaupn 0 AL Yed Paul goes on to say demonic powers underlie pagan

worship!®*l ndeed in 8:5 Paul -amslsleed&s ¢dhes ewh ett leenrc
or earth. That they are salled should not be pressed toame¢hey are said to exist, but
donot!®*They acrael Ifiesdo,b © because he calls these be
comparison with the true unique and only creator, God the Father and the Lord Jesus
Christ, who Afor uso i s”Thehomfessionlofwer®86,d and t he
then, disempowered the other divine characters and asserted the one actual Lord and God.
Despite the concession that there are many gods and lords, they are powerless and

meaningless and no hint of monolatry should be seen here. i$tsamgply one actual,

unique God and one actual, unique Lord who may be worshifped.

¥Gi blin, AMonotheistic Texts, o 532. For an ol der
here, see Charles Hoddén Exposition of the First Epistle to the Corinthighew York: Robert Carter
and Brothersl1857; reprint, Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 1995)4. For Hodge, Paul understood the gods; that
is, Jupiter or Mars, to be naexistent, but the supernatural beings did exist, albeit they are creatures and not
gods. Contra F. W. Grosheidepmmentary on theifst Epistle to the Corinthians: The English Text with
Introduction, Exposition anblotes(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 195392

149%Cconzelmannl Corinthians 143; Barrettl Corinthians 192.

“Giblin, AMontheistic Texts,ad DHDFafisoldohFPagh Giolkl
not question existence. Simil ar/|l ylCorivthiansld445. AOne God /
See al so Zel | e r-49. Zéléreauld well e €orr€&dtd see the orde Lord in v. 6 in contrast
to the many lord# v. 5, which he understands to be the many gods who would likely receive acclamation
as the one God or the one Lord. His conclusion does not follow, however, that such an assertion precludes
the identification of the one Lord, who is Jesus Christ, withane God, who is the father.

“2Trraugott Howlgti 2, afhh &€dr i s tGalbe gnd Eschhteldgie:Paul us, 0 i
Festschrift fur Werner Georg Kiimmel zum 80. GeburstdgErich GralRer und Otto Merk (Tubingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1985), 106. Contra Zell&rDer ei ne Gott, 0 47. Zeller understa
monotheistic in relation to God the Father, but henotheistic in reference to Christ, but goes on to assert that
the monotheism is not philosophighkoretical since the stalled gods of v. 5 clei a certain reality. See
also idem, fAiNew Testament Christology, ¥ p@d3Ap Al n conf
Cor 8:56), Paul indirectly elevates the Jewish Messiah to the level of these sgvindrAs.JainesD. G.
Dunn points out, although Paul was clearly aware of the many lords, it is clear that Paul could not have
derived attribution of LordshimptJesus from the cults because, as seen from 1 Cor 16:22, Jesus had already
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The assertion that Paul could think of those beings as in actual existence
should not be thought strange if my analysis of Ephesian8 #:.4orrect and if | am
correctthat Deuteronomy 32:8, in the form that | have proposed, is in the background of
Romans 3:280.** Whether, however, one agrees with that reading of verse 5, there is
another feature of Paul 6Shepl@®dnurhberiosems i n t hi s
at ached both to God the Father and to the Lo
singleness the being and act of God as Father and the being and act of Jesus Christ as
L o r '& Both are linked in their involvement in creatidtaul recognizes many lords
and many gods, but the oneness of God, within whose identity as creator the Lord Jesus
Christ is included, is found in his uniqueness as créé&ttm.this passage there is the hint
of distinguishing Christ from God, but also of identifying Christ with G8elifrid has

perhaps most clearly stated it:

been designated Lord in Aramailames D. G. Dunihe Theology of Paul the Aposférand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1998), 2448.

Against Hofius, fEi nermstoargueon®e basisobhiskexegsisoHof i us &
1 Cor 8:6, that if there is only one God, that precludes the existence of other gods. Based on 1 Cor 10:19f,
he acknowledges the demonic aspect of the worship of these gods, but assertsdiéese gods do ro
exi st Ain t he napaetfromeasd,indepdndeatibe hursans whavenerate them.
Nonetheless, they are not merely superstitious +oredtions which basically can be overcotheough
better understanding, but once conceived and creatadath alemonic reality, whiclhule overhumans
and to whose power and fascinatioite is handed over. Their existence is solely based on their creation
and acknowledgement by humans. Hofius apparently understands that the existence of only one God and
only one Lord precludes the existence of other gods, but as | have suggested, that is not actually the biblical
view of monotheism. See also Conzelmah&orinthians 144; FitzmyerFirst Corinthians 342; Fee,
First Epistle to the Corinthians370, for asertions similar to Hofius that the gods exist only in the
subjective experience of the idol worshippers.

“Mauser, fiOne God and Trinitarian Language, 6 10:
that the Lord Jesus Chr i sthecrsdliamaces Goddés place and str

9t should be noted here that Paul uses the formulation in Rom 11:36 that he uses in 1Cor 8:6,
but in the Romans passage he applies the whole formula to God alone. In both passages Paul uses three
prepositiong s, U , agidii § but inRom 11:36 he applies all to Gdd.1 Cor 8:6 Paul appligs@to
Christ, but the other two to God. The application of the prepositions in that way is simply evidence that
Christ is included in identity of God as the instrumental cause of creation. SeléhBapesus and the
God of Israel214-15. It is also evidence of fluidity of thought that Paul exhibits when he writes of God the
father and of Jesus. See ché&ffior further discussion and examples
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Paul thusdentifiesGod as the Creator who saves. The parallel description of the
Lord, Jesus Christhroughwh om t he Fat her 6s creating and
both distinguishes him from and identiflem with God in a manner that defies the

prioritization of distinction over identity, and vice versaf t he fALor do wer e
defined by the statement that fAall things
Arius) that the Lord had a temporal origintBu nal I t hi ngso | i kewi se

the Lord, so that the Lord is simultaneously and without qualification set apart from

all created things. Here distinction and identity cannot be played off against one

another. Without in any way setting aside theinsion, then, we may recognize

that in so far as this confession echoes t
Yahweh!*® (Emphasis original.)

Paul 6s Monot hei sm

The nature of Paul és monotheism has beer
History-of-Religions Schol argues for a gradual development of Christological thought
so that Christ could come to be thought of as God only among Gentile believers. P. M.
Casey is a fairly recent representative of such an arguitiekfter his analysis of
Philippians 2:611 Caseyoncluded that thpassagewhether it is a hymn or drafted by
Paul, should be read to say Jesus is on the verge of deity, but the hymn does not say Jesus
is God. Such a conclusion could be drawn only in Gentile percefffiMonotheism was
such an importat boundary marker of Jews, that a Jewish writer could breach that
boundary only on purpose. Paul and Timothy were able to do that because in their Gentile
mission they had become assimilated into the Gentile Wotldn gener al , Caseyb
argument assertssles became a full god, only when the church became primarily
Gentile. Only then could another god be added to Jewish monotheism.
In his critique of Casey, Carl Judson Davis correctly pointed out four

i mplications of Caseyo0sngRhiipplans®:6l%. (1aThed concl us

“Seifrid, AKnowledge of the Creator, o 22.

14’See genally, Maurice CaseykFrom Jewish Prophet to Gentile God: The Origins and
Development of New Testament Christol@gmbridge: James Clark and Co. and Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox), 1991.

“Ipid., 11415.

9bid., 11617. See also 1388.
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one God of monotheism for Paul is exclusively God the Father, (2) Jesus cannot be deity

or God, (3) For Jesus to be divine, Paul would explicitly have to renounce monotheism,

and (4) Paul did not renounce monotheism, theeeJesus is not deity’ As Davis

notes, Casey would be correct that, if by claims that Jesus is deity one would be adding

another God to the already worshipped God the Father, then that would represent

polytheism*>! Surely Paul would not do that. Davis aeguhowever, that Casey misses

the point in that the addition of a second divine figure is not what modern exegetes mean

when they refer to Jesus as Adivineo (Davi sbo
Ashared divinity bet Wwagdromaredsfinionad nd t he Fat he
mo n o t h'¥ Davisnlater refers again to a redefinition of monotheism and appears to

define that redefinition as a reinterpretation of the one God to include both God the

Father and the one Lord Jesus CHrdt.

Davi s 0 to@aseyis coreettothe degree that Paul would not consider
adding another god to the one God, and that
understanding Jesus as God would require Paul to abandon monotheism. In addition, |
have argued in this chaptéat on three occasions Paul made comments about God with
the Shemadé clearly in the background of his

included Jesus as Lord as part of his staten

%0carl JudsorDavis, The Name and Way of the Lord: Old Testament Themes, New Testament
Theology JSNT Supplement Series vol. 129 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1896)). For an
additional critique of Caseyo6s t hwlegyisEvadutoeorJ ames D. G.
Unf ol d iJesgsdfiNazarath: Lord and Christ: Essays on the Historical Jesus and New Testament
Christology ed. Joel B. Green and Max Turner (Grand Rapids; Eerdmans and Carlisle, UK: Paternoster,
1994), 43752. Dunn argues thataCs ey wor ks with a Atoo simplified conce
identityo and that he does not sufficiently explain t
the impact of the Holy Spirit, the power of religious experience.

IDavis,Name ad Way of the Lord16970.
%bid., 161. See also N. T. WrightheClimax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in
Pauline TheologyEdinburgh: T&T Clark, 1990, 121. Wright wunderstands Paul 6s

redefinition of the Shemad.

153pavis, Name and Waof the Lorg 170.
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more likely to indica¢ Paul maintained his Jewish identity rather than that he was

assimilated into Gentile culture, since Paul
a purely Jewish statement. Since that is tru
interpretationofi e Shemadé was &'ltismtties mdrerikely thaain o f it .

Paul 6s vision on the road to Damascus he <can
in theh&dhealaways i ncluded the Lord. Thus Bau
Testament writeranderstood that the identity of the one God included Christ the Lord is

the best way to understand Paul s monotheisn
identification of Jesus witfHWH, but for now we can simply note that if Paul were

addingtheone Lord to the one God of the Shemabd,

he would be producing, not christological monotheism, but outright ditheism. The

addition of a unique Lord to the unique God

uniqueness of h e  [**3Paul snply ilentified them both as one.

Summary and Conclusion

When delivering the Manson Lectures at the University of Manchester in 1966,

G. H. Boobyer asked a series of questions that are pertinent here:

So orthodox christology in coe$sing Jesus as truly God is not asserting that Jesus
is God without qualification, or God absolutely. But will this line of argument do? .
.. For does it not evoke the query, What kind of God is it, then, who is only God
with qualification, who is not &d absolutely? On any legitimate Christian use of
terms is any beirl;%who is only God with qualification, not God absolutely, any
longer truly God?” (Emphasis original.)

LeavingasidBoobyer 6 s e st ihmsotogy, his fuestianisbm d o x C

point. Howcan one be almost God? Boobyer goes on to supply the answer in his

So also Seifrid, fiKnowledge of the Creator, o 1
have spoken of his interpretation as a redefinition of it.

Bauckham, AGod Crucified, o 28.

%G. H. Boobyer, fJes usmeansBJROFONIO6Z68524B50. t he New Tes
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conclusion: The New Testament writers did not mean to assign Jesus equality with God
Aand certainly did not wasttuyGald Theymeaatiie t hat on
wasGodfunconal |l y. o (EmpPBasi Boobyegi dslsdl ution do
much. How can one act as God if the one acting is not God, if being God includes
creation and sovereign rule? Boobyer should not be faulted especially. The problem is
difficult. He does, tleast, ask the right question of those who, with Casey, would argue
that Paul saw Jesus in some elevated level, even on the verge of being God, but yet not
quite God.
In this chapter, | have considered the question of how a monotheist could think
of Jess as God and in so doing | have responded to one of the arguments from outside of
Romans 9:5 that Paul as a good monotheist would not refer to Jesus as God. | began by
summarizing the history of the objection and then suggested that biblical monotheism,
unlike classical monotheism that began with the Enlightenment, never excluded the
existence of other gods. | have also argued that neither did First Century Judaism
maintain such an exclusive view. | argued that God is distinguished as the only unique
one inhis class, not as the highest of a class of divine beings as might exist in Greek and
other cultures. The uniqueness of God is in his identity as creator of all things, including
the divine beings whom some might see as in competition with him. In additio Go d 0 s
unigueness is identifiable in his sovereign rule over all things, including all such other
beings. Finally, God is seen as unique in his saving power. This unique God is identified
as YHWH, God of Israel.
Paul 6s monot hei s m samewayb sumahagizedtwo bed i n t 1
passages of Scripture in which Paul showed that he recognized other divine beings, but
none were involved in creation and none were involved in sovereign rule. Only Jesus

Christ is in that category. He has been exalted far adbti@ngs (Eph 6:4), and he was

Bpid., 260.
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present with God and involved in creation (1

work is bound up in Jesus (Rom 3:209). Thus, for Paul, to the extent human beings are

willing to become dependent upon these cibagEngs, they can lay claim to the title

lord. Yet they are not lords as Jesus is Lord, just as they are not gods as God himself is

God. Itis only in creation and absolute sovereignty over all other beings that one can

claim he i s God. isBoaectc Al bxsterntesis bnaryntimmereyists the

one true God, in whose identity Jesus Christ is included, and as a second reality, all other

beings regardless of their status, because all other beings are part of the created order.
So,onitsface, he obj ection regarding Paul 6s mol

assumption because scholars who acknowledge that Paul in some way thought of Jesus as

divine, but not as God, have themselves endangered the very monotheism they try to

protect. Many acknowledge thadaR1 | 6 s | anguage so closely asso

that they must explain the close association in terms of divinity, but not in terms of

actually being God. To say that Christ is less than God requires that Paul thought of

Christ as above every othewalie power, yet that he was one of the lesser divine powers

himself, and therefore a created being. To say that such a being could be exalted in the

manner that Paul describes should be considered unthinkable, and would consist of

adding this other bein@tthe confession of the one Gedhich is by definition not

possible. The better approach is simply to acknowledge that his lofty language indicates

Paul identified Jesus &su, ®igether or not we can close all the loops that Paul did not

close.
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CHAPTER 4

OBJECTIONS FROM OUTSIDE THE TEXT:
IDENTIFYING JESUS WITH GOD

In chapter 3, | commented on the first of two major objections to the thesis that
Paul meant to appli Rc&Jesus in Romans 9:5. That objection was that Paul the
monotheist could never think of Jesus as God. A second objection must now be
considered as well, that is, that Paul never refers to Jegué &gwhere else in his
letters so it is unlikely it he would do so in Romans 9:Bhe premise that if Paul does
not speak of Jesus as God elsewhere he would not do so in Romans 9:5 is an assumption;
however, that does not necessarily stand. It can be stated briefly that the thrust of the
guestion in ths objection is whetherlaapax legom@on s o t o speak, i n Pau
should disqualify use of the word in that one instanceMi@&ger arguesf one can
allow ahapax legommonin a lexical matter, there is no reason to think it should not be

allowed n doctrinal matters.

So, among others, Gordon D. FPauline Christology: An Exegeticdlheological Study
(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2007), 274. Feeds argument
Father and Jesuas Lord. See also, among others, Neil Richardd@au | 6 s LangudSNE About God
Supplement Series, vol. 99 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 30; James Benney, Pa ul 6 s
Epistle to the Romanmvol. 2ofThe Exposi t or 6 edWs Rabartkon Nieols(Granthe n t
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 658; K. E. Kiflhe Epistle to the Romans in the Revised Version with
Introduction and Commentaf@xford: Clarenden, 1937), 104; Ernst Késemalmmmentary oiRomans
trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (GranRapids: Eerdmans, 198@5K8, Ezra Abbot, AiOn the Cons:s
R o ma n s Journal of Saciéty dBiblical Literature and Exegesik (1881):113; C. K. BarrettA
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romdhgw York: Harper and Row, 1957), 179; Lukiendthy
JohnsonReading Romans: A Literary and Theologi€ammentaryNew York: Crossroad, 1997)47.
Cf . Raymond E. Brown, iDoes TIre (1999560 Breve assentesthet Cal | J e
only real objection to the interpretation of Rom that Paul refers to Jesus as God, is that nowhere else
does Paul speak of Jesus as God.

S0, Bruce M. Metzger , @ TChestaRdtheSpirmiathdaNewm of Rom.
Testamented. Barnabas Lindars and Stephen S. Smalley (Cambridge: Canibridgesity Press, 1973),
110. See also Murray J. Harrlesus as God: The New Testament Use of Theos in Referdeseado
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1992), £78.Fora little different twist, see Maurice Cas&ypm Jewish Prophet
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In this chapter, however, the objection that Paul did not refer to Jesus as God
can be addressed on other fronts. The first is whether it can even be granted that Paul
never called Jesus God outside Romans 9:5. Titus 2:13, althmspgitedi, will be
considered in this chapter to point out the likelihood that Paul did indeegd i@ &fer
to Jesus in at least one text other than Romans 9:5. It must be acknowledged that Titus
2:13 contains some ambiguities in grammar and the authorship of the letter is disputed,
but it can be fairly argued that Paul spoke of Jesus as God there.

The objection considered in this chapter can also be addressed from the
standpoint of whether Paul uses terms for Jesus, suyclpas fhat &re not substantively
different fromy G.™&his chapter we will examine some passages and arguments that
suggest that when Paul spoke of Jesu$ s ¢ He avds identifying Jesus as YHWH, that
is, as God. Yet, even if Paul identified Jesus as God, there is still the weighty and difficult
semantic issue. Why does Paul use the wotdi® Romans 9:5 when his moremrmal
termisy p ¢?fOicodurse, an underlying question exists as well: Why did Paul at this
place in his letter think it necessary to make any kind of Christological statement at all,
whether he useyl p ¢, psah€ might more normally do, yru, Bis tle case? The
remaining chapters after this one will address that question. The purpose here is to
suggest that Paul did refer to Jesus as God in another text and to argue that Paul used

language that sugges he identified Jesus as God.

Titus 2:13

Two disputed issues exist in consideration of Titus 2:13. The first is the issue

of whether Paul even wrote that letter. It is not within the scope of this chapter to

to Gentile God: The Qgins and Development of New Testament Christo{Ggynbridge: James Clark &
Co. and Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1991), 135. Casey argues that Rom 9:5 is indeed best read to
say that Jesus is God, but since Paul says that about Christ in onlgah#ace, it is important to

recognize he doesndét do that anywhere else. Casey
a statement in one place that he doesndét make el se
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undertake a detailed review of the evidence regarding authorship, but | side with those
who acept Pauline authorship of the letféFhe letter says it is from Paul (Titus 1:1) and

the arguments that the early church would not have accepted a letter falsely attributed to
an apostle are convincing in my viéiReasonable answers can be posed for the

objections to Pauline authorship so the weight of the argument that the church would not
accept pseudonymous writing tips the argument in favor of the claim of the letter that it
was from the Apostle PatPer haps most convi nciislagtersar e Paul
especially in 2 Thesdonians3:17 that suggest he was careful to authenticate his letters

and that he expected his readers to distinguish his letters from those falsely claiming to be
from him. It is not likely the church would have becomeanaerned about that after

Paul 6 $8Atthesammhehime, even if Titus was authored by someone in the Pauline
school, the letter apparently read Romans 9:5 as speaking of Jesus as God. The question

of the syntax of Titus 2:13 is also contested and, whéeissue also cannot be covered

3See, e.g.George A. F. Knight, IlIThe Pastoral Epistles: A Commentary on the Greek Text
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and Carlisle: Paternoster, 1¢
Dictionary of Paul and His Lettergd. Gerald F. Hawthorne and Ralphvartin (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 1993), 65#5; Donald F. Guthrid\ew Testament Introductig®owners Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 1970), 62@1. Contra Jouette M. BasslérTimothy, 2 Timothy, Titu®Nashville: Abingdon,
1996), 21; Jerome D.@nn, The Letter to Titus: A New Translation with Notes and Commentary and an
Introduction to Titus, | and Il Timothy, the Pastoral Epistlése Anchor Bible, vol. 35 (New York:
Doubleday, 1990), 21; Martin Dibelius and Hans Conzelmaiiime Pastoral Eggtles trans. Phillip
Buttolph and Adela Yarbro, ed. Helmut Koester (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1922), 1

“For a detailed review of the argument, with the conclusion that the church would not have
accepted pseudonymous | et & es 56 GBhEcBNevETledtament A The Past or
Introduction 671-84; D. A. Carson and Douglas J. M&0) Introduction to the New Testamemty. ed.

(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2005), 337. But see contra, James D. G. DuinfR s eud e pagir ap hy

Dictionary of Paul ad His Lettersed. Gerald F. Hawthoe and Ralph P. MartilDpwners Grove, IL:

InterVarsity Press, 1993982. Dunn argues that associates or disciples of Paul could legitimately write in

Paul 6s name and that Athe | idteeruar.y0 device could be ac

°For a detailed analysis see Carson and Ntttepduction 55568; Everett F. Harrison,
Introduction to the New Testamd@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971), 3.

®So also, KnightThe Pastoral Epistleg6-47.
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in detail, the problem deserves some mention and perhaps a brief case can be made that
Paul did in fact mean to call Jesus God in thattext.

The text of the verse at issue@t g C 0 4 € PEsGyasarp& 6 & & R
T CRAMCAEP A& o n A aycolRi € &) 6Ag7¢E1 Cractp CTva Possible
translations of the verse can be suggested here: (1) Awaiting the blessed hope and
appearing of the glory of the great God and our savior Jesus Christ, or (2) Awaiting the
blesed hope and appearing of the glory of our great God and savior, Jesus Christ. In the
second translation the attribution of Jesus as God is most direct, but it also allows for two
ways to read the verse, as noted in the discussion below.

Titus 2:13 is parof a sentence in the original Greek that begins in 2:11 and
endsin2:14Br i efly, the main clause is AThe grace
which, of course, grace is the subject. The
so that the grace @od appeared for the purpose of training us to live in the manner
described. Verse 13 begins with a participeé(a C 0 U & &vAiting) svhiich modifies
& O C d (e l&e) either temporally or causally. Verseflither modifies 0 C g G

7¢pCCal

"The issue is difficult enoughaht A. E. Harvey regards the comment
issue as a matter of presupposition. A. E. Har¥egus and the Constraints of Hist¢Bhiladelphia:
Westmi nster, 1982) , 176. As an exampl e rtésatr amhihgehrt s u

remarkable comment that because of doctrinal conviction that Paul would not call Christ the great God, he

was induced to find evidence th&dCthéep@agséondno gr amme
subj ect . 0 AGramnga.of th&/idiore of the New Testament Prepared as a Solid Basis for the

Interpretation of the New Testame#f ed., trans. J. Henry Thayer (Andover, MA: Draper, 1872), 130n 2.

See his similar statement in idefTreatise on the Grammar of New Testamemrte®iRegarded as Sure

Basis for Exegesjsrans. W. F. Moulton,3rev. ed. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1882), 162.

f11 Y €0 Cqg &jéc n Cmfia § & C OC b Giay ¢ AZaoppeu Ujp A DA ©
PéaicEAmEa-biatexa CApy e ¢ Cd Co Y BRDYOEGURE C (-QEATARIA 0 &
o nz186¢ g Cu u € PMBGYAcEEPE 6 % 6if BC p C nGLaGP éCin&ia n Aygcy 60Rd C L éAgzea
} 0 Craclh GIAE & 0 I G ATCERA DBAX CE e CAPDERN CRIXa ABREY 6 K 0 ECC
Ad €& ¢ b alpilChdyGl Az & a (Far the grace of God has been manifested, bringing salvation to all
men, training us ilrder that denying ungodliness and material desires, we might live righteously and in a
godly manner, showing self control in the present age, awaiting the blessed hope and appearing of the glory
of our great God and savior, Jesus Christ, who gave hifiesel§ in order that he might redeem us from all
lawlessness and cleanse for himself a particular people who are zealous for good works.)
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As with Romans 9:5, much of the discussion of Titus 2:13 has to do with
theological issue¥Since they are not dissimilar to the objections regarding Romans 9:5,
| will ignore the theological arguments for the present to concentrate on exegetical
concernsThe baic issue is the function of the wordsi C7ac¢tip CThe wiords are
surely in apposition to something in the sentence, and Fee suggests three possible nouns
to which they could be in appositidh( 1) t o fAour savioro only, (2
great God and Savior 00 Ferd n03 st @« htthes ewomd i
majority view, but he argues for the thitdl. will argue here that the majority is correct.

The first translation suggested above, i
appearing of the glory of the great God and oursaviers us Chr i st 06 can be ¢
first. A basic issue is whether the fAGreat C
whether the reference is to two different persons. The Granville Sharp Rule applies in this

case, and the referent should be takeio ame persof’ According to that rule when two

See, e.g., Michael R. Aust i ExpTifi98 €98%)aespi on and t h
274. Austin argues theiis no identification of Christ with God as Christ is the hope of our salvation by
God. Christ is savior only because God is savior. Sece

JBL 1 (1881): 10, where he argues that Paul nowhere else tefégsus as God; Fdeauline Christology
445, where he argues that it would be an anomaly to call Jesus God.

% ee,Pauline Christology441.

Hbid. See also Harrislesus as GqdL85, who notes that although there are some dissenting
voices, hiigphl gyepmebable that in Titus 2:13 Jesus Chri c
verdict shared, with varying degrees of assurance, by almost all grammarians and lexicographers, many
commentators and many wr it er sheldenatund listed theeednlsupgost or Chr i ¢
of Harrisé contention.

2Fee Pauline Christology443. See also KnighRastoral Epistles32225; Kevin Smith and
Art hur Song, i Some Chr i st oNeotgOi(20@6): 290; Bgsdlefjtase200i ons i n Ti t
01; F. F. Bruce, A60Our God and Tiedaviowr Gad: CompAratiRee cur r i ng
Studies in the Concept of Salvation Presented to Edwin Oliver JaoheS. G. F. Brandon (Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 1963), 51. Brpoefers, however, to see the construction as a reference to
the savior God. Contra Dibelius and Conzelmarirg Pastoral Epistles 1 4 3 ; Ezra Abbot, #AONn t
Con st r uelb.iAlabot relies largely on the previously mentioned quote from Win&rammarof
the Idiom 130n 2 to refute the Granville Sharp Rule, but Daniel Wallace correctly notes that Winer
adduces no evidence in favor of his argument other than his belief that Paul could not have intended to refer
to Jesus as the Great God. The evidenceeWin pr esent s goes beyond the require
also C. F. D. MouleAn Idiom Book of New Testament Gr¢€ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1963), 10910. Moule, without citing evidence, says the article need not be required to gottemmolns,
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nouns or participles are connectedybgaad the first is preceded by the article and the

article is not repeated before the second noun or participle, then the latter noun or

participle always refers to tteame person that is expressed or described by the first noun

or participle if neither noun is impersonal, neither noun is plural and neither is a proper

noun®® Unless one wishes to argue tkiati i® & proper noun, there is no immediately

evident grammatial reason to deny the rule applies to Titus 2%18.addition, there is

the argument suggested by Harris that the phyasés 6CRI Cv@ié used formulaically

in first century religion terminology and was used by Jews in both the Diaspora and in

Palestir in reference to YHWH® That also suggests the words are a reference to one

deity, nottwo'®*For t hose reasons the first transl at.
appearing of the glory of the great God and

grammatical and usage grounds since it points to two different perfsons.

but he goes on to conclude that it does. Wallace demonstrates effectively that in the NT the Granville Sharp

Rul e al ways applies in cases that meet Sharpds requir
on doctrinal grounds rejetitose passages with Christological import. For a detailed statement of the rule

and its requirements and the argument that the rule always applies in the NT, see Daniel @fakéce,

Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Tes{@rend Rapids: Zondervan,

1996), 27@90. See also F. Blass, A. DebrunreiGreek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early

Christian Literature trans. and ed. R. W. Fuifhicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961),-1%4

Harris,Jesus as GadL79-80,in his more extended discussion of the article at B2

¥Wallace,Greek Grammar27172.
For some of the reasogist §héuld not be understood as a proper noun, see, ibid., 272n 42.

®Harris,Jesus aod, 17879, following Dibeliusand Conzelmaniihe Pastoral Epistles
100-03.

¥Harris,Jesus as GqdL79.

"Contra Abbot, AConstr ucionitochis argumenfitiatthes i i : 13, 0 11
Granville Sharp Rule does not apply, Abbot also argues from the parallelism of Titus 2:11 and 2:13 that
sincey U rBférs to the Father in v. 11 it must refer to the same in v. 14. Harris replies that other parallels
exist in he passage and that such reasoning would also allow one to argue th&t@iQi®identified as
Jesus in 2:13,in 2:71¢ n Ca@iu § & C Oshdquig be equated with the salvific grace of Christ (Christ =
C aydt)aSimilarly, Quinn,Titus, 156, following Harris.
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The proper understanding of the second t
and appearing of the glory of our great God
understanding ahe appositional relationship of the genitjvaéi C7acip Cleapse
words are in apposition wit LUEP Atkiedglory) the translation would be understood as
AAwai ting the blessed hope and appearing of
oursav or , [ whi ch ( gl'%Feepsiggeststhat rdadisgwithe @t based t . 0
on a number of arguments, but they are all a bit weble first argues somewhat
i nexplicably that no one would ever have rea
andsavioro were it not for the modifiers. But
recognizes as at least a partial reason to read the words in just the way he is arguing
against’ But given the possibility that such a construction as Fee suggesssiblp,
why would one assume that a reader would not connect Jesus Christ with God? Fee does
not explain, but it seems likely that he is already presupposing his theological argument
made later that it would be anomalous for Paul to refer to Jesus &8 God.

I n favor of wunderstanding the words fiJes:c

suggests first that Paul understood Christ a

8suggested by Harrigesus as GqdlL78.

Fee,Pauline Christology44446. While space and the focus of this dissertation dictate only
a brief interaction with Fee, for a detailed response
Chi st , God Mani f estJETSHL(20@B85 738H2.13 Revi sited, 0O

ree,Pauline Christology444. See my commentsinchapt 2 gar di ng Feeds simil ar
argument that if the wording of RomB&xwere different it would be read differently. In this case Fee
sugestsCol2:2 d ~ " aos3 v lsos dlle |g gpasdexample Helssurely correct that
there Christ is in apposition with the mystery of God, but the difference is not only that there are no
modifiers, but the words appear in sequence.®@he t he obj ections to Feeds sugge:

bet ween the words he wishes to see in apposition in T
Paul may not have recognized the difficulty he was creating for the readers. In additionaB points out
that even if Col 2:2 were similarly worded to Titus :

would not make the connection between Jesus and God, the two passages would still be different because

to speak of the manifestatiofithe glory of God as anything other than God manifesting himself in his

own glory would be unnatural, while the knowledge of the mystery of God naturally conveys the idea of
knowing, not of God himself. Bowman, fAJesus Christ, o

ZAs pointed outby Boman, AJesus Christ, o 742.
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3:7-4: 6. Fee acknowledges that Paul refers to
gl ory, but Fee asserts that the fact that Ch
mani festation of Godds glory. Perhaps, but t

nothing to support the idea. Secondly, Fee falls back on the familiar argtivatn

Al n] either Paul ([n]or a pseudepigrapher) [ w
toChristay UUP&¢ The argument then, for Feebs posit]
is a bit thin®

Finally, the genitivg 0 C7aéip @Gand be taken in appositio
God and savior.o The only real obWywoeldti on to
not actually refer to Jesus that way. In addition to that reading as the most natural
reading, it is also very likely that the savior here speaks of Jesus. Titus 2:14, immediately
following, which begins with a relative whose antecedent is JesustQlescribes in
more detail the work of Christ as savior. It is hard to imagine that with the extended
description of Christ as savior in 2:14, Paul had someone else in mind iT@:13.
mitigate this argument Fee mentions the appearance of God asis&si0) and 3:4°
The connection, however, between Jesus Christ and the description in 2:14 is quite strong

and the fact that God appears as savior in the other passages is not so convincing. As

Oneargumentrci t i cal t o F mjection of the mssibilityo® LUGPRS IEi s
attributive (glorious appearinglf that is the correct translation then, of course, Jesus Qlatigd not be in
apposition taC LUEP Aiticé the latter would be serving adjectivally. @ e n  F ersedtshatshg r e
Granville Sharp Rle appies the apposition relationshipuns t t hen be wi t Wsofhsur God and
argument would not stand. Fee rejectsthea di ng of the genitive as attributi
thing in favor of thisviewand@er | y e v er yt h iagues thagtlzeiattrisutive is out obsynd e
with Paul 6s usage el sewher eFeeRaulibe Christolagy443eBovenam ot hi ng t
has demonstrated, however, that in 12 of the I8¢ a s i 0 n sse of¢ LUdP ahizldvérds either could
or should be taken attributivel.o wma n, f J e s 48% Bo@ran lists Rgmo8:2T, 3:23; 1 Cor
2:8; 2 Cor 4:4; Eph 1:17, 18; Eph 3:16; Phil 3:21; Col 1:11; Col 1:27 and 1 Tim 1:11 (in addition to Titus
2:13). He listsrersions that translate the genitive as attributive in each $adéthe translatioof Titus
2:13offered by the KJV, NKJV and NIV is coreg as it may well be, since it is both grammatically
possible and demonstr at edrgumentchnaot stand BuiimagrBeaent wWitt u s age,
Fee that the genitive is not attributive, see Kni§latstoral Epistles322 and HarrisJesus as GqdL7576.

*Fee,Pauline Christology446.
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Bowman points out, the true pattern in Titus begins irahBincludes 2:10, 184; 3:4
and 3:6. In 1:3 Paul refers to God our savior and in 1:4, to Christ Jesus our savior. In 2:10
and 2:13, and in 3:4 and 3:6 the pattern continues. Each time, Paul follows a reference to
God as savior with a reference in the saantence to Jesus Christ our sa¥for.

In conclusion, while it is fair to say that one can find some ambiguity in Titus
2:13, it is also fair to say the evidence that Paul did indeed mean to refer to Jesus as God
is exegetically more convincing than takernatives. If my argument here is correct that
in Titus 2:13 Paul meant to call Jesus God, the objection that he never identifies Jesus as
God must at the least be modified to say he infrequently makes that identification. The
only real objection to thas that Paul would not refer to Jesus as God. Since on the basis
of that supposition many will remain unconvinced, however, the objection can be further

considered.

Jesus Identified As God

Whether Paul Pointedly Avoided
Use of( i PéJesus

It is useful at the beginning to consider comments by C. H. Dodd, since Dodd
refers to two passages (Phil 26 and 1 Cor 8:6) as evidence that Paul would not call
Jesus God. In each passage Dodd would expect that if Paul would have spoken anywhere
ofJesusas@® he would have done so in those passa
though he ascribes to Christ functions and dignities which are consistent with nothing
l ess than deity, yet he ?plosfirsttofalifotcleaahoni ds c al

sucha st atement could be consistent with a str

“Bowman, fAJesus Christ, o 749.andysisohtherpattermgages i n
but the pattern here is sufficient to show that Feedd:s
the saving work described in 2:14 and the name Jesus Christ in 2:13.

%C. H. Dodd,The Epistle of Paul to the Romafiew York: Hodder and Stoughton, 1932),
152. Others, of course, have argued similarly.
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| have argued it in chapter 3. To think someone speaks of a being in ways that clearly
point to the being as deity, yet not God, must surely suggest two deities of@dme s
even if one is subordinate to the other. Such a statement, in fact, threatens to destroy the
very monotheism it apparently seekstoprofédt.i s i s essentially Ri
argument in support of his thesis that the NT writers included Jetus igentity of
God. As BauckhamnoteS,l f [ Paul ] waddiegthe onellond ®otheanel a s
God of whom the Shemadé speaks, then, from
would be certainly producing, not christologicalmotheism, but outrigt ditheisnd®®
(emphasis original). As Rowe also rightly
confession that YHWH, the one God of Israel, unable to be imaged, was indeed in Christ
(2 Cor 5:19), the wunity of Palhasonsgodwedi t i ng
anothergod an i ma g & (emphasi¥ ofigittald

We must also consider whether Dodd went too far with his assertion of
pointednes$® Such a statement of pointedness would be true only if Paul were
intentionally addressing the persoihnChrist and came to a point wherel iloaild be
called for and deliberately chose another word. Such a case is not demonstrable in either
of the two passages he suggests as examples. So the question to be addressed briefly here
is whether, even though Paul made lofty Christological statemnleis intent wat

address the person of Christ.

%Richard Bauckhamlesus and the God of Israel: God Crucified and Other Studies on the
New Testament ds Chr i(Grand RapidsyEerdnmiansP2Qp8i2ne | dent ity

Cc he

t h

no

cC. Kavin Rowe, fRomans 10: 1BBT22(2080):170.§orahe Na me

more complete development of his thought about the connection of the Trinity with the OT, see idem,

ABi bl ical Pressur e arPiECILl (2002):285312aThe cHtigismmtleanl effertofl ¢ s , 0
Doddés comment can al so iReadinggRbmand4?,ieoragues titaeRayl e . g . ,
would not use&y  fBrédesus but acknowledges that Paul thought of him in some sense as deity.

%30 Leon MorrisThe Epistle to the Romafiseicester: Apollos and Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1988), 350.
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Il n answer to Doddds point, two things
context of Philippians 2:81 is not solely Christological in the context in which Paul
uses or writes it, although it is trtieat Paul makes important Christological statements
there? It is, rather, a part of a paragraph in which the emphasis is ethical and in which
verses 611 are exemplary, picking up the thought of verse 1, where Paul also treats
Christ as the example ofl she exhorted behavidP.Paul then calls upon the Philippians
for unity, which was finally based on each one not watching out for their own things, but
the things of others. The exhortation is to have the same attitude as Christ Jesus. Then, in

2:12, theinference(§ C Xofi2:511 is that the Philippians should remain obedient. Since

®Indeed, Moo commentsthBta ul 6 s Chr i st ol eigabitbfa pamadox. Pauar | i er |

often makes important Christological statements, yet not once is Christology the central topic of any

passage inthelette®ou gl as J. Mo o, AThe Chri st €onogyof of t he Ear |l

Christology in the N& Testamented. Richard N. Longenecker (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2005), d&9

not intend here to enter the discussion of whether Paul composed PHll @:Gvhether he took over a pre

existing hymn. If it is a hymn, the fact that Paul used it in¢higext must surely be evidence that he did

not find anything in it contrary to his thought. At the same time, if the passage is a hymn that Paul took

over, then whether or not the worda &ppears for Jesus should not be important for deciding whetbker Pa
himself would make such an ascriptiéior a detailed analysis of the issue and an argument that Paul used

an existing hymn The&pistle teteetPhilippiais: A ComrBentareom the Greek Text
(Carlisle: Paternoster, and Grand Rapidsrdfhans, 1991),188 02 . See al so O6 Bri enods
bibliography regarding the passage on pp-886

*For a survey of the various arguments against the view that the passage is ethical, see Ralph
P. Martin,Carmen Christi: Philippians ii: L1 in Recenlinterpretation and in the Setting of Early
Christian WorshigLondon: Cambridge University Press, 1967; reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983),

t hc

848 8 . Martin affirms the argument put forth- by Ernst

1 1 rabs. Alice F. Carsdournal for Theology and Church(1968): 4588. Kdsemann argues that the

passage is soteriological and not ethical in that the soteriological explanation effectively unites v. 5 with

w. 9-11. He further argues that under the ethigalv, vv. 311 could be only an appendix, since Paul

would not exhort believers to be exalted as Christ is. That argument misses the emphasis on humiliation

and exaltation in the letter, however. The emphasis inAhl,&s many readily point out, is amat God

has done. Readers are surely not exhorted to do what God has done, but it is easy to see that having
humbl ed themselves they wil!]l benefit as Christ di
should note that even if one adopts haswof the passage, that view would still not present this passage

as a primarily Christological statement. For a detailed analysis and critique of the argument by Kadsemann

and Marti n, Philpmaes2B8&Rr. i €OQ®,Br i en ar guethcaltShaso, JBaul 6s i
Lightfoot, St . Paul 6s Epistle to the Philippians: A Revi
(London: Macmill an, 1913; reprint, Grand Rapi ds:

Reflexions on Phillippian&:5-1 1 , Apostolic History and the Gospel: Biblical Essays Presented to F.
F. Bruce on his 60Birthday, ed. W. Ward Gasque and Ralph P. Ma@mand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970),
269; Mor na Hookée€rl, ddsshmdPaulps Feststhsift \@ern@rGeorg Kimmel

zum 70. Geburtstaged. E. Earle Ellis und Erich GraRRer (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975),
15355.
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Paul 6s | arger purpose is to exhort his reade
Christological statement, there is no reason to expect him to apply they wiot@ desus.
We must returna discussion of the passage below, but the purpose here is to show that
Paul was concerned for making Christological statements in this passage in the context of
exhortation of the believers. The context 1is
intent for the passagé.
In a similar wayjt should be noted that 1 Corinthians 8:6, although also
making an explicitly Christological statement, appears in a passage that is instead
intended to answer an ethical question about eating food offered t3t@ise 1
begins with the conjunction and prepositni ¢ € z&n 0 d A gNop eddcérning
food offered to idols), which introduces a new topic and suggests what the topic il be.
Paul makes a significant Christological statement here as arguedasttbhbapter. He is
certain that although there are manycatied gods, there is still only one God, with
whom he identifies the one Lord. Paul seems almost to take that as a given that would be
well known to the Corinthian believet§Since, however, thissue he is addressing is
more than Christological, contrary to Doddods
that Paul must makdl @f his Christology explicit.
Il n summary, while the argumgm@ert hat Paul

than in Romans 9:5 needs yet further attention, it seems to me that the above arguments

Hooker, @APH.Ill, iopFliS8Bns 2: 6
250 also, David E. Garland,Corinthians(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 375.

#Anthony C. Thiselton,The First Epistle to the Corinthiang Commentary on the Greek Text
(Grand RapidsEerdmans an@arlisle: Paternoster, 200%1617; C. K. BarrettThe First Epistle to the
Corinthians Bl ackdés New Testament Blacknh968)repant Pealsody(MAo ndon: A.
Hendrickson, n.d), 188; GarlantiCorinthians 364.

#Similarly, Joseph A. FitzmyegEirst Corinthians: A New Translations with Introductioncan

CommentaryThe Anchor Yale Bible (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2088}, Fitzmyer
understands that Paul made reference to the basic Christian confession, with which they were familiar.
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suggest Paul did not find particular need within the contexts in which he made statements
about Jesus, including the most lofty statements, to make suchrgstian. In fact, if |
am correct that neither of the passages are explicitly Christological, that is, that Paul
never set out to make all of his Christology clear, the weight of the argument is at least
diminished. When one considers the limited volome Paul 6s writings that
the expectation that Paul would make a complete Christological statement within that
limited material is diminished further.

The core of this part of the response to the objection is whether it is probative
that Paudoes not actually use the wordd tB describe Jesus. If Paul used other
language that is equally lofty, or if even that points to the identity of Jesusi &én
the argument may not do what it is employed to do. Whether Paul does use such language
must be decided by the reader, but | would suggest that while Paul does not use the word
y u iR Ehilippians 2:511 and 1 Corinthians 8:6, his language does identify Jesus as God.
In Philippians 2:10 Paul applied to Jesus a text from Isaiah 45:23 thativehs
originally intended to refer to YHWH. In addition, the name given to Jesus that is above
every other name must be the name of God. As | suggested in chapter 3, in 1 Corinthians
8: 6 Paul applies the |l anguageudesilesusinthe t o t he
act of creation. In both passages, one can reasonably conclude that Paul identified Jesus
as YHWH. | will argue later in this chapter that these and other passages where Paul uses
such lofty language at least lessen the weight of thetdjeard perhaps negate it
altogether.

In addition, there are passages in which Paul speaks of Christ and God using
the same language and passages in which he mixes references to Christ and God in such a

way that he does not clearly distinguish betwdsemt. | will mention only a selection of
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such texts® Before taking up that argument, though, | should point out that it is striking
that i n Doddds comment mentioned above, one
of Jesus in the passages in a way saggests Jesus is deity, yet without the direct
ascription. If my argument is accepted that there is no strong reason to expect Paul to
have referred to Jesus as God, then perhaps
an argument that Pauldidiatt i denti fy Jesus as God. Dodd
to Christ functions and dignities which are
is true, perhaps, as | suggested in chapter 3, to think of Jesus as less than God assigns him
to the ealm of created haljods that the Scriptures seem to recognize. That is an unlikely
ascription, however, given Paul 6s recognitio
8:6)%°

At the outset, though, the point should be made clear that Paul also speaks
Jesus Christ in ways that point to a distinction between Christ and God. Many have
pointed to that distinction as objection to an argument that Paul would identify Christ
with God. Jochen Flebbe makes the point rather sharply that he has surveyed all th
authentic Pauline letters and found it is characteristic that for Paul there is not only a
distinction between Christ and God, but also there is programmatic subordination of
Christ to God. He adduces as evidence 1 Corinthians 15:28; 8:6 arid B@rélebbe,

any identification of Christ with God is excluded by that evideéfigéebbe is correct to

*For a more complete listsee HaBh r i st i an Kammler , ADi e Pradikat.i
und die Paulinische Christologie: Erwangang z ur E X e g e s ENWA4 (0033 °L680.Bee5 b, 0
al so Walter EI well, i The DeiQuyentdsbuesGBiblicalandi n t he Wr it

Patristic Interpretation: Studies in Honor of Merrill C. Tenney Presented by His Former Stuelénts
Gerald F. Hawthorne (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975)0300

%%Bauckham,Jesus and the God of Isradi83.

%'0Of course, as | argued in chap. 3, | disagree that 1 Cor 8:6 is only an example of
subordination. It is also a rather strong example of ideatifn.

#Jochen FlebbeSolus Deus: Untersuchungen zur Remn Gott im Brief des Paulus die
Romer(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 200827071.
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draw attention to the distinction and subordination. One could even add Philippians 2:11

as support for his argument. There, even in this highest of exakitegrents Paul

distinguishes between Jesus and God. But Flebbe is not correct in his assessment that the
evidence excludes the possibility that Paul would identify Christ as God. His statement

does not give enough weight to substantial evidence thattenafghe passages where

Paul distinguishes Jesus from God, Paul in other ways in his letters does identify Jesus

with God. Ernst Kdsemann for similar reasons objected to identification of Jesus with

God in 9:5b, but even in his objection Kdsemann ackribwglee s s ome fl ui dity i
thought i n his comment t hat-exiBtantheavénlg bvi ousl y
being to whom tha §y6uacf Phi | 2 Flébbealgeprotigase this argument,

of course. Arguing against HC. Kammler, he assertisat even if Paul does in some

places speak of Christ in a way that is parallel with God, that in no way overrides the

axiomatic distinction that Paul makes between the*fto argument to the contrary is

made here. Paul 6s r e fidentifghintwetts God damotbwersides i n way
the subordinating passages. But one must also argue that neither do the passages where a
distinction is made override those passages where Christ is identified as God. To do so

betrays exegesis driven by doctrinal jpigzosition. The argument here, then, is that even

in the face of the distinction, Paul nonetheless identifies Christ with God. Whether that

works well in modern theological thought or not, Paul both distinguishes and identifies

Christ and God in a way theannot be said to exclude the possibility, as Flebbe asserts it

does, that Paul would identify Jesus as God in Romans 9:5b. | do not propose to answer

how Paul could hold the thoughts in tension that Christ could both be equal with God and

*Ernst KasemanrGommentary on Romanisans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 198052

“Flebbe,Solus Deus271n 1. Flebbe supports his assertion with arguments that glory is

ascribed only to God but his argument is quite thin. Flebbe was respondirgytom!| er , A Pr 2 di kati on
164-80.
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subordinate. Téa church has long struggled with resolution of that issue and | am not
likely to have the final word. There is evidence that can be offered, however, that he did

hold that tension, and that he meant to speak of Jesus as God.

Paul 6s* féeradrifst

It will not be my purpose to enter at length the debate about whethe p g €
was used as a surrogate for the Tetragram hCprestian texts, particularly the LXX. |
should point out at the beginning of this section, however, that George Howard has
offered an argument that the Tetragram appeared in such texts ratherfthath lighis
suggestions are accurate, it would have significant implications for the argument in this
chapter, or, for that matter, any discussion of what Paul meant when hed¢btedesus
asy p ¢ Bagddl on his data, Howard goes on to suggest somewhat more speculatively
that only after the beginning of the second century did Gentile writers begin to replace
the Tetragram with the surrogatep ¢, pnd &s a result, only then ditky begin to
confuse thg p ¢rppaedenting the Tetragram with thep ¢thagh&ad always referred to
Christ, with the result that the surrogate came to apply to Chhsiward suggests some
of the textual variants in places like Romans 1£7614:1011; 1 Corinthians 2:16 and
10:9 were caused by confusion about whether the original reference was to God or to
Christ. We will have occasion to comment briefly and engage his argument regarding
Romans 14:141.

But in spite of Hoewagranid me€heistiandopiesofe f or t |
the LXX, J. A. Fitzmyer points out thitte use o8 Wiadccurs in Qumran literature as an

absolute use of the word Lor@ihe same is true of the Targum of Job and a manuscript of

“"'George Howard, fiThe Tet: &8 969197796838 t he New Test a

“2bid., 76-83.
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Enoch? Similarly, LasryHur t ado comments that Howard did
early date by which the cultic invocatiohbe s us a s begédme a abriventionat
and uncontroversial practice among Christians both in Gspelking and Aramaic
speaking circles’ In addition, C. F. D. Moule points out evidence that-@mistian
Greekspeaking Jews had already substitutefdl ¢ fpr ghé Tetragrant> He points to
Aquil ads version of the LXX, instances in Ph
refused to call the emperprp C. [t Gaig be reasonably suggested that refusal was caused
by their use of that term for God. dwldition, others have argued that regardless of what
may have been written, the evidence is clear that in reading the text aloud in the
synagogue and otherwise, the Jewish readers must havg psédphgrtthey came to
the Tetragram, as evidenced by Blil De Mutatione Nominur8§ 20, 21, 23
The second part of Howar diofcévmgrgtu ment , i

used for the Tetragram until the beginning of the second century, is perhaps even more

3. A. Fitzmyer, fAThe Semit KwiosBitec@aAround of the
Wandering Aramean: Collected Aramaic Ess@gssoula, MT: ScholarBress, 1979), 1225. See also

Al bert Pietertsmagr amMyrAoRemewde QuestDdor the Origina
Septuaginta: Studies in Honor of John William Wevers on his 65 Birtedaylbert Pietersma and Claude

Cox (Mississauga, ON: Benben Publications, 1984)1 &b Pietersma argues that the teftthe Greek

Pentateuch do not offer convincing proof of an original Tetragram in the LXX.

“Larry HurtadoLord Jesus Christ; Devotion to Jesus in Earli€sirristianity (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2003183

“°C. F. D. Moule The Origin of ChristologyCanbridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977),
40.

“*petr PokornyThe Genesis of Christology: Foundations for a Theology of the New
Testamenttrans. Marcus Leféburd&@inburgh: T&T Clark, 198y , 76n 32; D. R. delLacy, i
Paul i ne Ch Chrigtheolord: $tudies in Chnistology Presented to Doralthrie, ed. Harold
H. Rowdon (Leicester: Intevarsity, 1982)19394; N. A. Dahl and Al an F. Segal,
on the Nam&M® (1978), 162. Bee also Mout@rigin, 40; RchardsonPaul 6 s |28 guage
(following Pokorny); L. Joseph Kreitze},e sus and God i nIJSNTa&Supplérent Gesiesh at ol ogy,
vol. 19 (Sheffield: Academic Press, 1987), 109; Bauckhkasis and the God of Israd90. See also,
Hurtado,Lord Jesus @rist, 183. In addition, see FeRRauline Christology22, although Fee does not rely
on Philo to argue that p ¢ vimag spoken.
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open to question, since it is based more on spéonlthan evidenc¥.Joseph Kreitzer

rightly wonders whether Howardo6s assignment
confusion is not rather arbitrary, since the process could have occurred muct®arlier.

Similarly, Pokorny calls attention to the wiayp ¢vimag Wsed in pr@auline texts such as

Acts 2:21% In addition, Paul usefl p ¢tp rafér to Jesus in unambiguous fashion in

places where he was obviously citing an Old Testament Scritiiiis.hard to

understand confusion arising when Paul imgiin Old Testament text, as argued below,

that originally applied to YHWH, when he app
the Lord, o when applied to Chr P#oulealsos devel o
notes that it Iistectivelg Chdstian smotivepvahenicopygng the Grakk

Scriptures, for substitutinguriosf or s ome ot her °WFmaly, Davidht i on of
Capes points out that although Josephus used theywprd tp rgpdace the Tetragram

only once, preferring U C C &t indy have been for practical reasons having to do

with his association with Caesar. It is significant that later Christian translatanstdid

change the word Josephus used, so Capedanpgette conclusion that they would

nevertheless have changed the LXX, which they no doubt regarded as Séfipture.

“Howard himself offers his conclusions as explor
82.

*|reitzer,Jesus and GqdlL09.
“pokorny,Genesis of Christology6én 32.
*Fee,Pauline Christology?22.
Kreitzer,Jesus and GqdL09.
*Moule, Origin, 40. See also Hurtadbord Jesus Christ]84, where he concludes it is in fact
likely that the practice of writing for YHWH in Greek

interpretation of key biblical passages that mention YHWH a&sf er r i ng t o Jesus. 0

*DavidB.CapesQl d Testament Y a@Ghwstology(Tibingers Méhm Paul 6s
Siebeck, 1992}%2.
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Regardless of how one decides the issue argued by Howard, the important
argument for our purposes ought to be how Paul 1sed: i Rpofans® Regardless of
how the text of LXX appeared that he had before him, he wrote theywprd ifp @l
Testament citations that clearly referred to YHWH, so the best conclusion is that Paul
himself understoo§t p ¢tp rgfér to YHWH, and | will agree belowith those who
understand that Paul applied the wgirg ¢ ip @I Testament quotations to Jesus in a

way that identified Jesus with YHWH, God of Old Testament Israel.

The Day of the Lord.In his monographj e sus and God i n Paul 0s
EschatologyKreitzer deeloped the argument that Paul identified Jesus with God, but in
a way that cannot be fully comprehended by human categories alone. Jesus is not simply
another of the intermediary figures that appeared in Jewish apocalyptic literature of
Paul 6s admehel hsaprscends such categories wit
of God HKrmesietlZerd6s argument is that an outr.i
for theocentrism occurred in Paulds writing
andin particular Paul transposed the Old Testament concept of the Day of the Lord from
YHWH to the New Testament concept of the Day of the Lord Cifriétr ei t zer 6 s
conclusion is that in Paul déds eschatol ogical
overlap béwveen God and Christ in such a way that Christ is identified with God,
although Paul qualifies the nature of that identification by subordinating Christ to God in

several key places.

“So al so Rowe, fARomans 13,0 157n 66.
Kreitzer,Jesus and God,6.
*9bid., 18.

¥Ibid., 165.
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A

Kreitzerds argument is, firsftthe that in
period there was considerable overlap between God and his messianf® agent.
pseudepigraphal books suchdaBzraand2 Barucha temporary messianic kingdom was
pl aced alongside passages that emphasized Go
there was an occasional #fAr es”IdfacgWwithinteef er ent i al
documents that speak directly of a Messiah, the functional overlap in terms of judgment
is so complete that it slides into identification between God and the Meesiadi s
boundaries between them are breacfidthis identification exists in spite of the fact that
many of those documents contain strongly monotheistic passages in which they extol the
transcendence of God, yet hold in tension the identification of tresiklewith God in

his judgment activitie§®

I n Kreitzerds account , t hat |l iterature e
into account in order to understand Paul 6s e
overlap between Christ and God in his epistlesKkr ei t zer 6 s ar gument i s

Testament concept of the Day of the Lord, which he argues works harmoniously with

doctrinal development of the pseudepigraphal
Testament hope. Any deoftheDayohtedmd andthewe en Paul
pseudepigraphal I i t er at u rstagedcoreeptobthelCleriste x pl ai n

event, and not by a different conception of the relationship between the Messiah and

*81bid., 2991. Kreitzer spends csitlerable time developing the content of the pseudepigraphal
literature with respect to the existence or+aaistence of a temporary messianic kingdom on earth in
which the messianic agent would reign and judge in the same way that God will ultimaitehe dinal
judgment . Much of the conceptual overl ap Kreitzer di s
that kingdom.
*Ibid., 80.
Ibid., 8990.

%Ypid., 60-61.
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God®* Kreitzer finds the same conceptual overteween God and Christ regarding the

final judgment in Paulds writing%Krgitzemt he fi
cites examples of texts where the Day of the Lord references shift to Christ. Examples

include, among others, Joel 2:32; R&t13; Is 45:23; Phil 2:2Q1; Zech 14:5; 1 Thess

4:14 and 2 Thess +10°%

Whil e Kreitzero6s argument regarding the
the Day of the Lord is surely correct, his argument that Paul was dependent on the
pseudepigraphic Brature goes beyond the evidence. Some of the thought in the
pseudepigrapha may have been current i n comn
pseudepigrapha was no doubt dependent on the same Old Testament Scriptures on which
Paul relied, the differemcs b et ween Paul 6s understanding an
literature was more likely a matter of his vantage point following the Christ event and his

expeience on the road to Damascus.

Other YHWH texts applied to Jesuslt is well known, of course, th&aul
cited a number of Old Testament YHWH texts in which he shifted the referent from God
to Jesus. The use of those texts in that manner makes it nearly certain that Paul somehow
identified the two. While Kreitzer focused on the texts that contain edofecal themes,
especially as related to the Day of the Lord, David Capes considered a broader range of
texts®® Perhaps the most well known of the texts is Philippians-211@here Paul
alludes to Isaiah 45:23, in which clearly it is YHWH who is spegkisa 45:18, 21),

claiming to be a righteous God and a Savior, and there is no God beside hini25:21

%2pid., 102.
%bid., 111.
%bid., 117128.

®Capesyahweh Tex;90-159,
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In 45:23, then, it is YHWH to whom every knee shall bow and every tongue will swear.
The Isaiah passage is an important statement of monotheisrtitemdya Paul (or the
hymn, as one may prefer) altered the text somewhat, certainly a Jewish reader would not
miss the reference to YHWH. Yet Paul now applies the passage to the Lord Jesus and by
so doing identifies Jesus with YHWA%As Capes notes this s say Jesus reigned with
God finot as a second God, but as on% who sha
The confession in Philippians 2:11 that Jesus is Lord means, then, that Jesus is confessed
as YHWH, the one God of all the earth.

Similarly, Capes argued that Paul, on a number of other occasions in his
writings, transferred Old Testament language about YHWH to Christ Jesus. One
important text is Romans 10:13will argue in a later chapter that Paul transfers the
y p Ctileat@ Jesus from Joel 3:5 (LXX, Eng. 2:32) in Romans -39 a manner

similar to Philippians 2:41% Capes also includes Romans 14:11 based on the

% bid., 159; see al so Kr RailihezCaristplogy98eCGharlss and God, o
A. Gieschen, ATheNiDden en eC hagilimetChristiargigs/t(2003): 130.

Against Neil RichardsorRaul 6 s L an g uayTeSumplbnent Serie§ wall 9Bheffield:

Sheffield Academic Press, 199285.Ri char dsonds argument here is puzzli-rt
to be identified with YHWH, but that bending the knee at the name of Jesus is how the new way of

acknowledging that MWH is God. As Fee notes, the argument seems to miss altogether the point that the

name; that is, thg ¢ ¢ df tReCOT, has been given to Christ and that every knee will bow before him. Fee,
Pauline Christology398n 98.

®Capesyahweh Texisl59. Aga nst Di eter Zeller, fNew Testament
Hel | eni st iNTS4R7e c(e2pa 0 o)n:, 6316. Zeller asserts APaul cert
simply with Jahwe; nevertheless Jesus makesclear.ves od

a g
I f my argument regarding Paul déds monotheism in chap.
as a godlike being cannot stand. Also, in another light, this argument is againstieéassly,Prophet to
Gentile God 176. Casey undstands the argument of Gentile orthodoxy to be that Jesus as a second being
has become God. See in general Carl Judson DehisName and Way of the Lord: Old Testament
Themes, New Testament ChristoladfyNT Supplement Series, vol. 129 (Sheffield: SakffAcademic,
1996), esp. 14 7 . Davisdé book critically interacts fairly of
way a second god.

®CapesyYahweh Texis11623; Kreitzer Jesus and GqdlL14.
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background of Christ ruling as Lord (but | will mildly disagree later in this chaptetd.
lists 2 Corinthians 3:16 as an allusion based on several factors, but he primarily
understands the referent as Christ because of the parallel to 3:14 in which it was noted
that in Christ the veil is removéd Anotherexample includes 1 Corinthians 1:31 & 6
yoyaa@es ¢ o-CICdbE A agdZ V) ivieteRdliygdotes Jeremiah 9:23
(LXX, Eng. 9:24)"* Similarly he refers td Corinthians 2:16, where Paul uses an almost
exact quote of the Septuagint text of Isaiah 40:13, in which the referent is YHWH, and
is likely that Paul again means to use this Old Testament YHWH language to refer to
Christ/? What is perhaps most noteworthy about this text is that Paul uses the same text
from Isaiah in Romans 11:34 where he clearly refers to God. That suggests some
ambiguity in delineating strictly between Jesus and Badthus, this passage is an
example of the way theocentrism and christocentrism are interwoven among many Old
Testament quote’s.

In addition to direct quotes or allusions, Walter Elwell pointed cattBaul
can speak of Christ in other ways that are the same way the Old Testament speaks of
God. Among others, he considers that Christ is our sanctification (1 Cor 1:30; cf. Exod
31:13); Christ is our peace (Eph 2:14; cf. Judg 6:24); and Christ is bteaigness (1
Cor 1:30; cf. Jer 23:6Y.

®Capesyahweh Texts12325. Similarly, Bauckhamj]ests and the God of Isragl86 and
192; FeePauline Christology264-66.

“CapesYahweh Tex{sl5557.
bid., 13234. See also RichardsdP,aul 6 s |28nguage

250 Capesyahweh Texts139. See also Kreitzelesus and Gadl9; FeePauline
Christolagy, 131.

330 Capesyahweh Tex{s140.
"Kreitzer,Jesus and GqdL9.

“El well, AThe Deity of Christ,o 299.
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Based on those texts, the argument is strong that Paul can apply Old Testament
YHWH texts to Christ JesuU$§.At the same time it is also noteworthy that Paul can apply
those texts to God. Already mentioned is the teom Isaiah 40:13, which Paul applies
to God and, arguably, to Jesus. In addition, | will argue below that although Paul applies
Isaiah 45:23 to Jesus in Philippians-28 he applies the same text to God in Romans
14:11.Paulalso applies other YHWH x¢s to God (Rom 4:B; 9:2729; 15:911; 1 Cor
3:20 and 2 Cor 6:18).The fact that some of the YHWH texts refer to Christ, while some
refer to God, while yet others may not be cl
thought between Christ and GoApplying those texts both to Jesus and to God could
suggest that Paul could ascribe, at the least, divine functions and attributes to Jesus
Christ® Since it is not clear how one can function as God who is not God, that suggests

Paul 6s und ethasJesasnsdGoch g wa's

Fluidity in Attributions to Christ and to God

Romans 14:112. Romans 14:10 addressed believers in Rome who might

judge another and warned that all will stand before the judgment seat o€Ggd({( )¢l

“'n addition, see Hurtadob6és discussion of a si mi

understanding was consistent with the practicd@f@hurch as a whole. Hurtadard Jesus Christl79
81.

""CapesYahweh Text90-114.
. R. de Lacy, fiéOne Lordd in Pauline Christolo

There is a variant reading in some manuscripts in whichigyas supplanted by ¢ p CThe G
external eidence is stronger for G/and it is likely that the variant entered because of influence from 2
Cor 5:10. So Bruce Metzgeh, Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testara®hed. (New York:
American Bible Society, and Stuttgart: German Bible SoclE94), 46869. So also William Sanday and
Arthur HeadlamA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Rora2&heql. (New York:
Charles Scribnero6s Sons, 1899), 389. To the contrary
of Isa 8:18 and on that basis presumes it also stood in the Greek copy of the text relied upon by Paul.
Howard suggests further that if that is the case, then the Tetragram likely stood in the original of Rom
14:11, leading to confusion over the person to whaarintefinitey p ¢ rppaeéented once it replaced the
Tetragram, resulting in a shift © ¢ p CiCsgrie texts. Howard ultimately agrees with Metzger, but
thinks Metzgerds reasoning is incorrect. Howardébés bu
aside from the arguments presented earlier, his point here is not really demonstrated. To assume that Paul
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The theme of judgment and giving an account of oneself continues in verse 12,
suggesting that the one to whom every knee will bow in this case i&Ghélt
attribution is in spite of the fact that the emphasis is on the lordship of Chris®ig 3"
It is to his own Lord that one stands, and the Lord is able to cause one to stand (14:4). It
is to the Lord that one cares for or does not care for the day and to the Lord that one eats
or does not eat (14:6). It is also to the Lord that one bveles (14:9), and whether we
|l ive or die we are the Lordos. Il n 14:9, i1t D
Christiné CauCa weé¢ 7¢pCCsé bPCoyovaua yoR TaucCus
It may seem somewhat surprising, given the emphasis on the Lordship of
Christ, that Paul could attribute a passage to God in this context that he attributes to
Christ in anothe It might rather appear that this would be an ideal place again to
attribute the Old Testament name YHWH to Christ. Yet, there is mention of both God
and the Lord throughout the chapter. In 14:3 it is God who receives the one who eats or
does not eat. 144:6, it is God to whom thanks is given, and, as mentioned above, it is
before the judgment seat of God that all will stand. So there is in a sense a distinction
bet ween the two, but there is also some merg
receives, buit is the Lord who causes one to stand. Both are concerned for maintenance
of the believer whether he eats all things, or only vegetables. It is to the Lord that one eats
or does not a&t, but he gives thanks to God.
The closeness of God and the Lordam®| 6 s t hought can be see

reference in 14:10 to the judgment seat of God, compared to 2 Corinthians 5:10 where it

woul d not have referred to the judgment seat of Chri
where the reference to Christ is cleage%lso KreitzerJesus and GadL09. At any ratey G i®id all
likelihood the correct reading.

8Jewett Romans581; DunnRoman$-16, 809; Thomas R. Schreind®pmangGrand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998),2 2 ; EI| wel | , AiThe Deity of Christ,o 299

8150 also SchreineRomans722.
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is clear that it is before the judgment seat of Christ all must stand. The closeness can also
be seen in 14:11 in the quote fromidded9:18. It is sometimes argued thiap ¢ Herg €

should refer to Christ. Capes lists reasons, including the clear reference in 14:9 to Jesus,
the linkage betweed an 14:11 and 0 Ui ve&e 9, application to Christ in Philippians
2:10-11, the importace of the passage, and the association of the passage with
resurrection and judgmefftWhile there is a definite shift in referent, however, it may

not be as difficult as it seems to understand the reference to be to God because Romans

14:11 is intendedbtsupport verse 10bf(n a Cu ¢ weé¢ CoE¢6CCuCPAGY &

y @& If one does not accept the variant reading (see note apavég Gaturally
antecedent t§ p ¢. phatds not inconsistent with Isaiah 45 where in the midst of a
passage regarding the messianic featur&ynds (Isa 45:1) Gotdimself(J D Gr v O8
45:15 ancH @85:21) is referred to as the Savior of Isfdéh addition, the parallelism
makes it difficult to separaie Aandy p ¢fto@m € oy Gat the end of the quote. For
those reasons, it is best to enstandy p ¢4ds geferring to God in this case, in spite of
the referential shift from verse®®.

The point of the argument that in Romans 14114 ¢ rpfertto God is to show

that there is significant f 1| ui dcahneferiiton Paul

8Capesyahweh Tes, 130. Cf. FeePauline Christology265. Fee adds that this
interpretation explains the lack of a direct object in that everyone will bow to Christ and to God and give
an account of himself only and not for what he ate or drank. That, however, cdrle feone made a
confession only to God.

8C. E. B. CranfieldA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle toRbenans
(London: T & T Clark, 1979), 2:710.

8450 Kreitzer,Jesus and GqdL08.

8K reitzer, Jesus and Gqdl08; SchreinelRomans722; KasemanrRomans373;

RichardsonPa ul 6 s ll182nRuonkgransaaA6, 8 10 . Dunndéds comment that

Christ as the referent §f p ¢ ip lsaged on importation of exegesis of Phil 2110and 2 Cor 5:10 is not
entirely fair given the gluments made by Capes and Fee. There is evidence that the arguments are
influenced by those other texts, as in Feauline Christology264, where he lists as one reason for his
conclusion that Paul applies the text in Phil 2110to Christ. There areplwvever, other reasons for their
position.
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the judgment seat of Christ in one place, but the judgment seat of God in another. He can
refer to Jesus as YHWH in one place, but apply the term YHWH to God in another with
reference to the same Old Testament passage. But we need notipressthif the

reader is persuaded thatp ¢ rpfer<to Christ, then this is simply one more incidence of

an Old Testament YHWH text applied to Christ. The remaining fluidity in language in

the passage applied to Christ and to God still stands. As Schreiner notes, Paul is not
confused here. Itsad, the language of the passages as a whole suggests the very close
relationship between Christ and G8derhaps the closeness of the relationship is the
cause of the difficulty in deciding the referent in 14:11. Richardson, while acknowledging
this clseness of language forc jaady G, ¢ ar gues that this paralle
permit us to say that p ¢ip God. But it certainly suggests that thé Cig & ome

sensejn loca Dei % But once again, attention must be drawn, as with the comments by
Dodd above, to thproblematic nature of attributing such an idea to Paul the monotheist.

As Sanday and Headlam note:

[B]ut it is important to notice how easily St. Paul passes ffoinp GoG T &Pt

Fat her and the Son were in [ Byasic)ngag] mi nd s
often be interchanged. God, or Christ, or God through Christ, will judge the world.

Our life is in God, or in Christ, or with Christ in God. The union of man with God

depends upon the intimate union of the Father and th&Son.

It may be corret that the closeness of the language is not enough alone to
conclude thay p ¢ip God, but it is enough to suggest that Paul could think of Jesus and
God in much the same way, which, arguably, counters some of the concern raised by

Flebbe and Kasemann about the distinctiond P@kes between Jesus and God.

8schreinerRomans722.
8 RichardsonPaul 6 s Jl8nguage

8sanday and HeadlarRomans389.
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Finally,Elwellpa nt s to ot her passages where Paul
make it nearly impossible to distinguish between Christ and God, including especially
Colossians 1:120(S GO T U PCEGEL A OC WA G g pyWaRD&EC g U
DCay 6 Co AAMAAWBBE] Qkb@re the language surely shifts from Christ to God
to Christ in the middle of the sentence, each without clarification of the antecedent of the
pronoun?® Elwell points out similar instances in Colossians 253where Paul begins
with Jesus as theibject but shifts to God in verse 12(b), then surely to Christ in 14(a).
Similarly see, among others, 1 Thessalonians 3:11 where there is no distinction at all.
Other language and function associationdn his greetings, Paul often
associates Christ withd® as in Romans 1:7(:n ¢ pé FAfFa yO6R unéocau HC
] Aza YyoO6R ¥ ¢éoghesaméf@mula agpéapsdhg dpenings of other letters
as well (1 Cor 1:3; 2 Cor 1:2; Gal 1:3; Eph 1:2; Phil 1:2; Col 1:2; 1 Thess 1:1; 2 Thess
1:2 and Phlm 3). Since both God and &hare governed by the same preposition there is
reason to think there is close association between the two, but it should also be noted that
in each of those instances, there is distinction between them. It is also notable that in the
passages listed ab®where there is both distinction and equaiity] i® &ways qualified
by C 6 C 8t there is an identity suggested by the fact that grace and peace come from

both? As C. F. D. Moule aptly points out:

Far more impressive than any single passage are two implicit Christological
6poi nt er s théfactthag in thd grestings of the Pauline Epistles, God and
Christ are brought into a single formula. It requires an effort of imagination to grasp
the enormity that this must have seemed to aQiomstian Jew. It must have
administered a shock com@able (if the analogy may be allowed without

®El wel l, fADei t0y. of Christ, o 304

“Against Donald A. Hagneff Paul 6 s Chri st ol ogy Bemspectidfesoni sh Monot
Christology: Essays in Honor of Paul K. Jewet, Marguerite Shuster aiichard Muller(Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1991 22. Hagner argues that Jesus Christ is associated with God as the agent, but there is
really nothing there to suggemgency. Instead there is dual origin equally from the two.
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irreverence) to our finding a religious Cubardiy (sig inditing a message from
Godand6 Ched &uevar a.

In Romans 8:9, Paul refers both to the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ
G Auriec aTy TCCéd Ta CHECFRO®AR anCué CAUGAS yUa
CauatAse 7¢pCCall aTy ) thérdidno gedisangdthing Fajplhds@Cpa o T C
mind different Spirits, and he even speaks of Christ himself indwelling tlexéein
8:10, but returns to the Spirit of the One who raised Jesus from the dead which indwells
the believer in verse 11. That ease of movement of expression is further indication of the
closeness between God and Ch¥ist.
Finally, Paul can speak of thergdom of God (Rom 14:17 and 1 Cor 4:20,
among others) and the Kingdom of His Son (Col 1:13). It is unlikely that the Kingdom of
the Son is a separate kingdom because in 1:12, it is equated with the inheritance of the
saints in the same manner that Paebss of inheriting the Kingdom of God, or in this
case, behaving in a way such as not to inherit it (Gal 5:21). Likewise, Paul can speak of
the church or churches of God (1 Cor 1:2; 10:32; and 11:16, among others) and the
churches of Christ (Rom 16:16). $aould suggest that although in some way Paul
distinguished between God and Christ, it was not in such a way that prohibited him from

connecting the two so closely as to make them virtually iderftical.

Summary and Conclusion

The purpose of this chapteas been to consider the objection that nowhere

else in his writing did Paul refer to Jesus as God. | have not conceded the accuracy of that

'Cc. F. D. Moule, @AThe New Testament and the Doct
Ol d T heEgpostorydTimes8 (197677): 17.

9Cranfield, Romans1:388; RichardsorP a u | 6 s | 289nSpeiadsg Schreiné@pmans,
41314, nATexts | ike these provided the raw materials f
doctrine of the Trinity.o

%For further indications of the closeness, or even the identification, of Christ and God, see
Elwell , AThe Dei t§. of Christ, o 300
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statement since the evidence points to the conclusion that Paul did in fact refer to Jesus as
God in Titus 2:13Arguments to the contrary have not been convincing and even those

who argue that Paul did not mean to refer to Jesus as God acknowledge that the argument
made in this papeegarding Tits 2:13 is the majority opinion.

Such an argument, however, doescgmtvince everyone, partly because of the
dispute over the authorship of Titus. | have also argued, however, that there are many
other passages where Paul closely associates Christ with God by applying texts from the
Old Testament to Christ in a way to seggthat Paul sees no distinction between Christ
and YHWH. It is important to note here with C. Kavin Rowe that among both systematic
t heol ogians and exegetes there is a tendency
Testament is the Fathenlyd (e sisprigiaal)® But as Rowe notes, this assumption
does not properly represent the New Testament texts, which, while they never identify
the Father with the Son, they do give the divine name to®Bditis more than fair to find
that tendemntmgs. in Paul 6s w

In addition, Paul mixed his references between Christ and God so that
sometimes it is difficult to determine to whom he actually refers and in other ways joins
the two in things like greetings that come from both. Thus, while | am happy to
acknowkdge it is also true that Paul often speaks of Christ in a way that distinguishes

him from God, | would suggest from this survey, that there is at the same time no

substantive di fference between the two in Pa
Fitzmyer speaking of Philippians261 t hat it 1 s Aunderstandabl e
“Rowe, #fABiblical Pressure -@3nd Trinitarian Her men

%Ibid., 303. As an example of the sort of thing Rowe critiques, see James D. G Dixlitire
First Christians Worship Jesus? The New Testament Evidebogdon: SPCK and Louisville,
Westminster John Knox, 2010), 142. Dunn comments that
Apparently Dunn understands to negate one is to negate the other, but there is no reason to make that claim
since it is fairly ertain that Paul does identify Jesus with YHWH by shifting the referent in the OT
citations. It is, of course, certain that Paul differentiates between Jesus and the Father.
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Christ Jesus evaheos0 God 6 ( Rom 9: 5b) . For , after all,
that he regards Christ Jesus as worthy of the same adoration that Isaiah 45@3aoco
YHWH in the d1d Testament. d

In spite of the arguments above, however, the weighty question remains
regarding the reasons Paul would use the wotd® &fer to Jesus in Romans 9:5 if he
doesndt apply it that wiettersdencgpvdeeabee el se i n h
regarding Titus 2:13). That question includes the problem of why, at this point in
Romans, at the beginning of a discrete section that some would assert is centered on God,
not Christ, Paul would speak of Christ in such an edattanner at all, whether gsp ¢ p g €
ory G.°%PAs Flebbe argues, Romans 9:6, immediately following, begins a discussion that
centers on God and he finds it difficult to draw a connection between 9:5b and 9:6 since a
doxology to Christ here h®#Whetteothosdaece i n Paul
reasonable statements will be addressed in the remaining chapters. It is true that nowhere
else in 9:629 does Paul say more about the person of Cdoighy would he use the
term in Romans 9:5 to refer to Jesus? Unless his use was atbigtohgue in a moment
of ecstasy as suggested by A. W. Wainwright, it must have to do with his argument in

Romans a11°°

®Joseph Fitzmyer, #AThe Chr i-1slt,obcaurgimgm ®dul: Hy mn of Ph
Studies in the Theology of the Apoghiew York: Paulist Press, 1993), 104.

“See, e.g., Fe®auline Christology275.
**Flebbe Solus Deus271.

“Arthur W. Wainwright, The Trinity in the NewestamenfLondon: SPCK, 1962; reprint,
Eugene, ORWipf and Stock, 200157-58. Wainwright suggested that Paul would identify Jesug asP €
here, but nowhere else in his letters, because of his innate monotheism which he held in conflict with his
belief that Jesus really is God. Thus, for Wainwright
feelings regarding the rejection of Chiiigy Israel led him to give Christ the full honors of deity. Rom 9:5b
is not part of the sequence of thought in the paragraph. It is an interjection. Wainwright was arguing against
what he described as the psychological argument about what Paul was capaibleapable of writing.
But Wainwright has himself constructed an argument at
simple explanation of the phenomenon, like the other psychological arguments about what Paul was
capable of writing, it simplyannot be tested.
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CHAPTER 5
THE STUMBLING BLOCK

In the last two chapters | addressed a number of objections from outside the
text of Roman®:5 that argue that Paul would not applyi tB €hrist. There may be
other objections that could be raised, but one important issue remains: If Paul wished to
applyy U tB €hrist, why here at the beginning of Romarisl9 That objection is stated
clearlyby Gor don Fee: fAPauline emphases both in
passage in particular (chs19) are so thoroughly theocentric that one would seem to
need more than simply a single grammatical option to overturn that emphasis in this
letter. 'tFee is, of course, referring to what he regards as simply an optional way of
reading Romans 9:5b when he refers to the single grammatical option. For him the
theocentric emphasis of RomandBis simply too strong for that option to be correct.
Similarly, Jochen Flebbe raises the objection that Romans 9:5b must not have been meant
to refer to Christ since that would provide no connection te29;6vhich is God centered
and where there is no mention of Christ at &l this chapter we turn first thé problem
of how P ayullf@é€hriat in Romant 9:5 may be connected to the remainder of
chapters 911 and then to consideration of how Paul understood Christ as the stumbling

block in 9:3033.

'Gordon D. FeePauline Christology: An ExegeticdlheologicalStudy(Peabody, MA:
Hendrickson, 2007R75

2JocherFlebbe,Sdus Deus: Untersuchungen zur Reebn Gott im Brief des Paulus die

Romer(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 2008207-72. Flebbe is comfortable with a caesura after 9:5a, but not
after 5b.
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Christ in Romans 911

| will be detained here only briefly to consider whether Rom9:5b, as | have
suggested it should be read, has any connections with 9:6a and then with any of the rest
of chapters 41. As noted above, Flebbe suggests it does not. But the question must be
asked: To what does the conjunct{od) in 9:6a connect? the connection is to 9:5b
only, perhaps Flebbe is justified in denying Paul would assign theywart® €hrist
since the following section (389 ) appears to concern God the
to choose as he wishes. It is much more likely, dnawx, that 9:6 is connected to the
entire thought that covers allof 951, most particul arly Paul 6s al
of hiscountrymedThat condition is the cause of Paul ¢
their behalf. The cause of his extreme asigiegins in verse 4. The privileges given to
| srael, including most recently the Messiah,
apostleods grief that the F¥eset thentisi on of vers
connected by the conjunctiom the whole thought of 9:8, and a direct connection
between 9:5b need not be established, except that 9:5b completes the thought of 9:1

A bigger question, as raised by Fee, is whether a Christological statement in
9:5 can be connected at all to ptexs 911. Fee is correct that there is a strong
theocentric emphasis in Romang®. In fact, one might note briefly that in all Romans

God is mentioned more than in any of the other Pauline I8tBetist Feed6s assumpt i

330 also John Murray,he Epistle to the Romans: The English Text with Introduction,
Exposition andNotes(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 19658.2n addition to the above argumenese

Christopher G. Whitsett, AiSon of God, S-delBL of Davi d:
119 (2000), 6649. Whitsett suggests that Christ is the connection between the fathers in 9:5 and the
patriarchs in 9:6.3. According to hisargumenht sequence of | sraelds privil ege

recurrence of the elements of promise and of the patriarchs-t8%8ggest Christ is the unstated element
in the argument of vv.-83 as the type for which the patriarchs are the antitype.

*Murray, Romans, 2:9.
*Among others see Leon Morrihe Epistle to the Romafiseicester: Apollos and Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 20. Morris concludes that Romans is fundamentally a book about God because

the word God appears 153 times in the letter, an averamgefevery 46 words. That is more than any
other book in the NT. Morris acknowledges that statistics must be used with caution, but in this case, he is
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that such an emphasis in chapt8d1 precludes a Christological reference here is a bit
of a jump. I n fact, that statement overl ooks
| srael 6s di sobedi e rChristoldgioabt he mgbsap%dk areginaf
fact, as noted by Ree, to set theocentrism over against christocentrism misunderstands
Paul 6s view of ‘Gbedcerarisndis ah eappropsiateGeim to describe
Romans 911 only insofar as it includes the Christological emphasis of913P6. Rowe
further noteghat Christ is the stumbling block and he isyhp ¢ Baal thentions more
than once. In fact, there are 17 references to Christ inR1@31, but only 13 to God.
In addition, there is ample evidence of the importance of Christ in the letter as

a whole After all, it is Christ who is the subject of the gospel itself (1 Since arguably

comfortable concluding from the statistics that the one great theme is God. Similarly, Robert Jewett
Romans: A Commenta(ilinneapolis: Fortress, 2007), 102.

°C.KavinRowe,i Romans 10: 13: What HBT22(20@)1R&Rowe of t he L
lists as support Rom 9:323; 10:4, 67,9, 11, 121 4 , 16, 17. See, similarly, Mar Kkt
Chri st O rEs AuBitedo p(l 19 88 ) : 9. Barth argues that Christ is
9-11. Al so, Edith M. Humphrey, AiWhy Bring the Word Dow
Disclosure in Romans 9:3D 0 : 2 Rontansiamd the Peopdé God: Essays in Honor of Gordon D. Fee
on the Occasion of His 83Birthday,ed. Sven K. Soderlund and N. T. Wright (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,

1999), 139. Contra James D. G. DuRemans 916, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38b (Nashville:

Thomas Nelson,988), 605, who see the section as soteriological and salyda@storical. See also Richard

B. Hays,Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Phew Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989);84

esp. 85 where Hays asserts that Romans does not carrgtttwith Christological exegesis of the OT.

Instead it is the church that interests Paul in his OT citations. Perhaps Hays tempers that somewhat in

Richard B H a y the R@lound: A Response to Critiquegohoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul

in Paul and the Scriptures of Isrgeld e d . Craig A. Evans and James A. San
vol. 83 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993),/86Hays acknowledges there that it might be best

to think of Paul as theocentric, althoughhewishes coin a new word 6ecclesioteldi

'Rowe fARomans 10: 13,06 138. For an example of the
Elizabeth Johnsof,he Function of Apocalyptic and Wisdom Traditions in Romatk(@tlanta: Scholars
Press, 1989), 204.

’‘RoweRomans 10: 13,06 138n PaulthSlaw andtheslewisEPeopk. Sander
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983), 41. Sanders agrees that Rebd2B@s Christocentric and that it
would fAbe a mistake, howevertritd phay zhaisstoceme ramd
of Paul . o

°n Rom 1:3 Paul writes that tWNe gtspélh Bs OCoblee
which | understand to mean that Christ is the subject of the gospel. Thomas Schreiner understands the
genitive(U U2 2 y ajdode botth geaitive of source and objective genitive so that the gospel is both
from God and about God. Thomas R. SchreiRemangGrand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 37. The

165



the theme is the gospel received by faith (Rom-1L2) and if the gospel concerns
Christ, then in some sense he must be central to the message of tHelreaddtion, it
is Christ whose sacrifice makes it possible that those who have faith in him can be
justified (3:2226). It is Christ in whom the believer must have faith to be saved (3:22;
26). In fact, it is arguably true that in Romans a shift occurs in ahaitem an
emphasis on God and the work that he did in Christ (see, e.g2&)24 the work of
Christ which he himself has done. It is notable that chapters 5, 6, 7 and 8 all end with an
emphasis on Christ. It is Christ who as the second Adam-@&:dakes it possible for
grace to reign in life (6:4). It is the death of Christ that is effective for dealing with sin
(6:1-11). It is Christ who delivers from death, which is the effect of the law (7:25). Itis in
Christ Jesus that the love of God exfsten which the believer cannot be separated
(8:39.

As | will argue in this chapter, it is Christ over whom Israel stumbles. It is he
who is the end@ © Adf the law and he is the subject of the confession 0f£18:9
Finally, it is Christ on whom themust call and on whom they must believe (10:14) and
it is the word of Christ that is preached (10:17). | will argue later that in 2IZ28 is

Christ who will deliver Isael and remove sin from Israel.

Context and Limits of the Passage

Some commentars argue that Romans 9:38 concludes 9:89 . but the

arguments are not convincing, and, as suggested by James D. G. Dunn, they may be

genitive is more likely simply a genitive of source. Randerstood the gospel to have its source in God,
but the prepositional phrase makes it clear that the gospel concerns Christ. So als®deeeis,102.

“So also Humphrey, @AWhy Bring the Word Down?o6 13
“Jan Lambrecht, AThe QG@&3candud:H ,NTS45 1Q8)N142Rp mans 9:
Folker SiegertArgumentation bei Paulu§ tbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1985), 141. See also p. 148 where

Lambrecht asserts that 1611:32 is syntactically and pragmatically a single complex. Cf. Flebhlas
Deus 274,336.
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mainly a result of the existing chapter divisidh#s argued by numerous commentators,
the passage is better takeithachapter 10 for several reasdfidhe passage begins with
the wordsC & tT4¢ g {iwhighgoccur five other times in Romans (4:1, 6:1, 7:7, 8:31, and
9:14) and always signal the beginning of a new line of thought for'P&hht is not to
say that 9:3@83 has no connection with the previous section, but there is a new beginning
in 9:30. That also does not necessarily demonstrate that yet another section does not
begin at 10:1, but, as Dunn notes, the chief reason for arguing that a new section begins at
10:1 is the openin® CAG .gTbat is not conclusive, however, as Paul uses the term in
1:13, 7:4 and 8:12 without signaling a shift in subjédt 8:12 there may be a slight shift
in emphasis, but that verse begins with an inferential conjunaitti( t) &hile in 10:1
theverse is asyndetic.

At least as important, perhaps, is the continuity of citation, concept and lexica
in 9:30:33 with 10:113 rather than with 9:@9. It is true that the citation in 9:33 has
some connection with the catena in 9285 but the most direconnection is with 10:11,
where part of the Isaiah passages quoted in 9:33 is reproduced. In addition, the word
righteousnessi(p ¥ 6 P @adifled ai strong lexical connection between ®B@nd
10:1-4, providing a conceptual connection between both passages having to do with

| srael 6s failure to find what iCtoGChweght. The

2Dunn,Romans 96, 579.

3Among others, see DunRomans 916, 579; William Sanday and Arthur C. Headlafn,
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle toRoenans2™e d . ( New Yor k: Charles S
Sons, 1899)278 Ernst KasemanrGommentary orRomanstrans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 198@76 JewettRomans534; Joseph A. FitzmyeRomans: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentarirhe Anchor Bible, vol. 33 (New York: Doubleday, 1993), 576;haid H.
Belb,The I rrevocable Call of God: (Eibindem MahiSiepecki nt o Paul &
2005), n 38.

¥Dunn,Romans 916,579,

Plpid.
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Uby o haiE@dEH ¢ adEERThe fact that the Gentiles obtained righteousness
and Israel did not also forms a bit of an inclusio with the thought in 32t 1@/here the
words have gone out to the ends of the earth, Israel is made jealous witbeoptnby
whomGod was found although they were not seeking him, but Israel yet remains
disobedient and obstinate.

Most important, though is the shift in topic. In 9:6 Paul began wilhg 0 (g ia
S A CecC SR as§ia. g aking the main idea of the chapterghasfaithfulness
of God, commentators see the statement that the word of God has not fallen as the thesis
of chapters 91} Paul then sets forth in 989 an argument for the freedom of God as
creator to choose whom he will. Not everyone born of Issakskrael, but it is in Isaac
that Abrahamés descendants will be call ed.
bad, it is Jacob, not Esau, whom God loves. God chooses the one to whom he will extend
mercy, a reference to Exodus 33:19 where God revéaaglory to Moses. It is the

potter who chooses the purpose for the vessel. The emphasis on the sovereignty of God to

choose continues throughout the passage and

in doubt, although Paul has asserted that Gadtisinrighteous (9:14), suggesting God

will deal rightly with | sr &eontinuexteringin Paul 0s

A

the readerd6s mind as he33moves to Paul 6s t hou

Many commentators notice the shift in topic at verse 9:30 aggkstithere is

a shift from the freedom and sovereignty of God to the responsibility of Etaefact,

¥so al so Rowe, fiThe Name of the Lord, o 139.

JewettRomans571; SchreineiRomans492. Johankim labels verse 6a the propositio, a
term in rhetoric for a sentence or clause that concisely makes clear the point in dispute. Joh&odKim,
Israel and the Gentiles: Rhetoric and SituatinrRomans 9.1, SBL Dissertation Series, vol. 176 (Atlanta:
Scaciety of Biblical Literature, 2000).23-24.

85chreinerRomans531; KasemanRomans 2 7 6 ; Mar RomansinSei frid, f
Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testeede@. K. Beale and D. A. Carson (Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 68D;H. Dodd,The Epistle of Paul to the Romah®ndon: Hodder and

Stoughton, 1932), 161; Sanday and HeadRomans 27 8; C. K. B d0.21.gtlltand ARomans
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C. K. Barrett labels that as the majority opinf8iThe majority opinion is not without its
detractors, though. Johannes Munck argued that B30l does not analyze the guilt of
the Jews, it fijust catches us up on details
supplied us at the beginning G&fheddiaiithater 9 ( o
Munck finds described in 9:300:21isthel e ws 0 unbel i ef toward Chri
Munck, the core of the passage, however, 1is

In yet another vein, E. Elizabeflohnson understands that in 98021 Paul

explains Athe current iamdBeaishaunbeliefisafunctibe nt i | e f
of Godoés Pmparei aretyod course, reasons to t
most of all the ap albwhoocél on thesname afshe kogdevillben 1 0: 1 3

saved. 0 But the 80ffheuGenwytilkes hatsappear 9f r
return again until 10:12. There, the statement is that there is no difference between Jew

and Gentile, but as I will argue in chapter 6, the emphasis is on the need for Israel to call

upon the name of theod. The Gentiles appear again in 102119 but again, the focus

there is on the unbelief of Israel, not on the salvation of the Gentiles. The reference to the
Gentiles in those verses is similar to that in B20Just as the Gentiles were not

pursuing ighteousness in 9:30 but found it, in 10:20 God has been found by those who

did not seek him. In both places, the point is not so much that God chose the Gentiles as

that I srael is in unbelief, as theldpoint 1is

Responsi bi | iEssgysio PauPhdadedphkid: Westmingter Press, 19833-86; C. E. B.
Cranfield,A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Roffadisburgh: T&T Clark,
1979, 2:505.

"Barrett, HAMamans 9.320

Johannes MunclGhrist and Israel: An Interpretation of Roman4.®, trans. Ingeborg
Nixon (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1967),So also, following Munck, John Zieslét,aul 6 s Letter to
RomangLondon: SCM and Philadelphia: Trinity, 1982R0.

#johnsonApocalyptic and Wisdom Traditions47. Similarly N. T. WrightTheClimax ofthe
Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theoldgdinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991), 240.
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out my hands to a people who are disobedient
Gentiles in 11:11 is similar.

While Johnsondés proposal i's |l ess useful,
Godds way of salvation by fedtisbdststated, an | mport
however,thatin9:30 0: 21 Paul s concern iIis the subject
face of their rejection of Christ. The issue in 913021 is Christ and who he is, and the
implications of that for Israel. Perhaps, thenoven s how t hat Paul 6s tho
connects to his calling Jesus God in 9:5b. A
of Christ as God in 9:5 now becomes centr al
Creator, who has come neartous and saded wh o ¢ &iTherefone,dPaulhas m. o

purpose in making the center third of RomarislChristologicaf®

Romans 9:3010:4: Righteousness and Law

Romans 9:3A.0:4 presents a number of exegetical questions that contribute to
discussion of the textVhile these difficulties are fascinating and tempt one to delve into
the controversy about Paul ds use of | aw and
resolve them all in this chapter. The primary interest here will be the stumbling block
over whichisrael stumbled. | will offer a reading of the passage, including a suggestion
for some of the difficulties, but those issues, other than the nature of the stumbling block,

need not detract us from the main issue.

S ei fRomahs 0 i 650 . @imax 240y wherenWright notes that Rom 9:5 is the
real foundation stone of t he wh diffeentstioogh,aison. Wr i ght 6s
ultimately he sees the thrustof 9300 : 13 as the way in which fAthrough the
the preaching which heralds him, Israel is transformed from being an ethnic people into a worldwide
familyé. o Thatstwiievabile maotven Paul 626 whem Balriscletaandi ng of
about the difference between Israel and the Gentiles. See chap. 7 of this dissertation.

%30 also Neil Richardso,a u | 6 s L an g u aSN€ Supptemant Seriés \bl, 99
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 66. Contra Haghpes of Scriptur€]5. Hays seems to take
9301 0: 21 as a parenthesis in that Paul f#Apauses i n mid:¢
swerved off the track during an anomalousintepvalec edi ng t he consummation of Go
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What Shall We Say Then?

The section oScripture under consideration here begins in 9:30 with the
words fAwhat s h&aR (7aévae). AimSametwbrésmagpéar af the

beginning of 9:14 foll owed up with the quest

is there?0 The question in 9:14 derives fron
Isaac (the younger) instead ofEsals part of Paul 6s overall arg
I s. Paul 6s answer to the question about unri

9:14, only in his adamant denial that God is unrighteous. Instead of explaining his
answer, however, he simplyreasses Godds sovereignty as shown
Pharaoh to make known his power. The phrase
this time posing the problem of how it is that anyone can be liable if God has chosen.
Once again, Paul simply asserts tight of the creator, as represented in the metaphor of
the potter and clay, to make and choose vessels for honor and for destruction in order to
make known both his wrath and the riches of his glory (220
It is basic to the discussion of chapt8+¥1 to recognize that God is free to
choose whom he wishes, but it is in 328tthat Paul moves toward the real problem that
occupies him in these chapters. In verse 24 he asserts that God, in his freedom, calls
believers from both the Jews and Gentilesul takes the quotes from Hosea 1:10 and
2:23 to point to the situation of a people who had not called upon God becoming his
people and then relies on Isaiah to make the point that Israel has always been a remnant.
It is this problem of Gentiles becomiagpart of the people while only a remnant of Israel
remains that brings forth the question in 9:30. One expects that Paul will address that
issue and he does in 9:30:21. If God is sovereign and he wishes to select a remnant to
become fivessettlsermfr imghtcegqusness is not a mat

or pursuingy*

2Jewett,Romans608.
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Pursuing and Not Obtaining

One of the initial issues that arises is found in the syntax of versgs, 3dthe
wordsSCphp Tyau Ce Al upeyagacCo upwdhalhpaizm yico CEOA
CoCcudée' } C¢ o liukb ywip auadmedini@iC yaoRdwsEtzmyer
understands those words to form a question following the previous question (What shall
we say? That the Gentiles who were not pursuing righteousnassaitabut the
righteousness by faith, but Israel, although pursuing a law of righteousness did not attain
to the law?¥> That reading is, of course, grammatically possible. In fact, in 6:1, 7:7,
8:31, and 9:14 Paul follows the wor8lsd tT4¢ g GwAtliiaother question. In this case,
under Fitzmyerodés proposal, one would underst
shall we say, 0 he asks in effect Ais this wh
most likely form a statement serving as theveer to the initial rhetorical question. The
beginning words of verse 32 (pQ)avhich are no doubt a question (why?) would at the
least be awkward following another questfn.
Verses 31 form an antithesis. The €hould be understood as a mild
adversative so that verse 31 is in contrast to verse 30.The Gentiles who lidsoet
righteousness, attained jt @ C © A that is,&he Gentiles reached the goal for which
they were not striving. But Israel, though striving for the goal all along, did not reach it

(a TIyCy 9.%Cla erses 383, Paul offers reasons for the faéuwf Israel to reach the

“Fitzmyer,Romans577.

%sanday and HeadlalRomans279; SchreinefRomans535. Schreiner adds the objections
that the question would be @i ns yettibrebutanbttonclusiveng, 6 whi ct
given the | ength of s o me-7oHitzmyen ackndwedgesethe preblemefthe ( e . g . , F
awkwardness and allows the alternative that the words could be taken as answer to the initial rhetorical
guestion.

?The paticiple U p 2 js teBt taken as concessive. So also Steven Richard Beh@en,r i s t
the3 © Aofitie Law: The Goal of Rma n's  Cdétholit Bildlical Quarterly56 (1994):292 Contra
KasemannRomans277, who understands the participle to be adversativet DunnRomans 916, 581,
who takes the patrticiple as descriptive. Both Dunn and K&semann make their comments in reaction against
taking the participles as causal, about which they are correct. The jivérds © Aatidt £ § ocaeimast
likely synonymoushere and the usage is most likely a matter of séyfz.n éad have some meanings a bit
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goal, and he develops those reasons in-40The Gentiles are not mentioned again in
this section since PZATherac coprseilanguagghasbeaner est i
well noted by commentators and need not be rehearskstail heré?

One of the problems of the text is the nature of the antithesis. What the
Gentiles were not pursuing was righteousness. One might expect Paul then to offer the
antithesis that the Jews did pursue righteousness but did not attain i§ fegdunse is a
bit surprising™ It is, therefore, one of the problems of the text to determine exactly what
it was that Paul meant Israel was pursuing. Paul says Israel was pursuing the law, but did
not attain it. The W®PAHSOMDRR®EWRKatformght eousne
only here in the New Testament and scholars have offered various suggestions as to what
Paul means. Barresuggests the genitive is attributive, an attractive solution since it is
wel |l within Paul 6 ghteols’dTiha is hot sb belpfulavithithet he | aw r
resolution within the context of Paul 6s argu
concerned with | sr ael 0-4)oraithtGentilpstbeinginrighti ght eous
relationship with God (9:30), both wfich suggest the genitive has more to do with the
standing of those involved than with a description of the @tlvers suggest a sort of

hypallage so that Paul really meant righteousness of thallgwy( 6 pagPCApdptithere

different fromy 6 C 6 A 6, Aut Badl dses it in Phil 3:16 in much the same manner as in Rom 9:31.
Schreiner points out that Paul even uses the same words in Railt®tuses in Rom 9:&1. Schreiner,
Romans536n 6.

#schreinerRomans535;,C. E. B. Cranfield, 889 mesushutes on Ro
Paulus: Festschrift fir Werner Georg Kiimmel zum 70 Gebuststhge. Earle Ellis and Erich Grasser
(Gottingen Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 19789. Cranfield rightly notes that after their brief mention in
9:30, the Gentiles drop from consideration.

#See, e.g., Robert Baden&rist the End of the Law: Romah8:4 in Pauline Perspective
JSOT Supplement Series,Ilvib0 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985), 104

®™Morna D. Hooker , # Ch rNedestamentitaet Pbilenicat Studesin t he Law,
Honor of Peder Borgered. David E. Aune, Torrey Seland and Jarl Henning Ulrichsen (Leiden: Brill,
2003), 127.

“Barra t, ARoM&NL19030A40. So al sReadindRokams:Ai mot hy Jol
Literary and TheologicaCommentary{New York; Crossroad, 1997)55
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is no textual evidence for that readitiglohn Murray suggests P Aag frinciple, but

that is not consistent with the meaning in 10:4 where Paul is surely concerned with Christ

as theC © foftlte Mosaic law’ The best solutio here is to také p § 6 p a5 @ peditivé

of result, similart® & n € @ &@pE® & n € § & @ piEdahs 5:29° As noted by

more than one commentator, Ka@semannds sugges

righteousness the | awdsdtheseastds or promi seso o
To what then, did Israel fail to attain? Clearly, they failed to attain to the law

that leads to or results in righteousness. Dunn rightly asserts that in verse 31 the emphasis

is on thed P Asinée that is the word that is repeat®dt the same time, though,

Upy o pigadmduit éo be supplied in the second instance, meaning that at least the

%For an argument for the hypallage see Walter SchmitbalsRémerbrief: Eirkommentar
(Gutersloh: Guteteher Verlagshau§&erd Mohn, 1988)363. Schmithals bases his suggestion on the
possibility of scribal error. See also John Cal@oemmentary on the Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the
Corinthians trans.and ed. John Owen. Edinburgh: Calvin Translationi&y, n.d; reprint Grand Rapids:
Baker, 2003 ; Ootfried, Hofi us, Al I | srael Wi | | be Saved: C
Romans 91 1 PSB11, Supplementary Issue 1 (1990):24 . l dem, fAZur Ausi3*d@ung von
in Paulusstudienl (Tabingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002)62 Hofius understands the meaning to be the same
as in Rom 10:5 and in Phil 3:9; that is, a righteousness from the law. The RSV also translate the hypallage.

*For the argument for principle, see Murr®gmans2:43. $milarly Sanday and Headlam,
Romans279, refer tai P Aag arule of life.

%See F. Blass and A. DebrunnarGreek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature trans. and re\by Robert W. FunkChicago:The University of Chicago Press, 1961
92, A166. See ale3d®Agexh3.l eSi, miilCarrli Roma®sav9d.dlaey and Head

say the phrase is a fArule of | id®Asérileohlfewsmai!l d pr oduce
correct, but their language rightly suggests the genitive serves as result. 3cR@imens537, takes the

genitive as objective which works out similarly Al aw
AFaithfulness and Fear, Stumbl i ng -a8indheSleM vati on: Rece

Test amd@metWord Leaps the GapsEays on Scripture and Theology in Honor of Richard B. Hays

ed. J. Ross Wagner, C. Kavin Rowe and A. Katherine Gried (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 90.

According to Wagner, this is a Alaw that | eads to ric
¥See, e.g.Dunn,Roman®-16, 581; SchreinerRomans537.For his suggestion, see

KasemannRomans277. But in agreement with Kdsemann, Beeiglas JMoo, The Epistle tahe ‘

RomangGrand RapidsEerdmans]1996, 6272 8 ; C. Thohamo KRhQinleditesis y nUs

Meani ng of RKRBQdarn s( 11908:54),:0 492; CIranXlcéel3d7 .ARomans 9: 30

%Dunn,Romans 916, 582. Similarly, KdsemaniRomans277.
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sense of righteousness is repedfethat many early scribes understood the text in that
manner is evidenced by the variant reading & Aigh® p a (O fa Auinber of texts,
including the Byzantine and a corrector of the Sinaiticus text. In addition, as Morna
Hooker points out, the goal of keeping the law is righteousness. Since Israel did not attain
to the law, it would be repetitive (but pepsat could be emphatic) to point out that they
also did not attain to righteousné8&i nal | y, Paul 6s concern with
where Israel sought to establish their own righteousness while ignorant of the
righteousness of God, and his commamut Christ as the goal of the law for
righteousness makes it apparent that he is as much concerned with righteousness as with
law in 9:30%
In verse 32 Paul asks the rhetorical question whyP®)o'This verse is
elliptical, lacking the verb, so it is normal to supply some form or synonyimjpoe y d
from verse 31 and to take verse 32b as a new sentence. For many the verb is an
Indicative’® Some commentators in the past, however, have suggepteticiple?! In
the latter case verse 32 would all be the same sentence with the participle perhaps
indicating the manner in which the stumbling occurred. The indicative is the more likely
since verse 32a is best understood as providingthe reasonfardsl 6 s f ai |l ur e t o

the law of righteousness. Verses &bform an asyndeton with verse 32a, but it is

"Cranfield,Roman:507. See also Schrein®pmans538. Schreiner suggestsh y 6 pig Cp & U &
the object ol Cy Gafdii 3 & Assapredicate accusative.

®Hooker, ARhrist,o 127

Bechtl er ,36Aoghcrit 8 Lhew, 0 294. See also John Paul
Termination of the Law (Romans 9:30:8),CBQ 63 (2001):488

“OASV, AV, NASB (updated), NIV, NRSVRSV. Cranfield Romans2:509; Schreiner,
Romans538; DunnRomans 96, 582; JewettRomans610; Sanday and HeadlaRomans280; Morris,
Romans375

“IE. H. Gifford, The Epistle of St. Paul to the Romans with Note and Introdugtam
Murray: Londm, 1886; reprint, Minneapolis: Klock & Klock, 1977), 177; Frederic Louis Godet,
Commentary oiRomangEdinburgh: Messrs Clark, 188%print, Grand Rapids: Kregel, 19Y,7368.
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possible to understand an implicit Atherefor
means Israel stumbled on the stone because theyeputighteousness as from works

and not through faith in Chriéf.Verses 32(bB3 are the result of their insistence on the
righteousness by the law, which has caused them to stumble on the stone of $&lvation.

We must return to identify that stone, busfit s ome f urther considerat

attemp at righteousness is in order.

The ¢y o efdhe Law

Paul begins what is now chapter 10 of Romans with an outcry similar to the
one in 9:12 regarding his anguish over the condition of Israel. This time the reason is
clear: he is concerned about their salvafibin. verses 2 and 3 Paul eapis why they
need salvation. It is not zeal for God that Israel lacks. They are surely zealous, but they
lack knowledgeVerse 2 is the first in a series of verses beginning with éll serving to
ground or explain another thought, and altogether sgteiground the fact that the Jews

need to be saved. The zeal of verse 2 is continuous with pursuit of the law fA 9:31.

“2SchreinerRomans540; Jason C. Meyefhe End of the Law: Mosaic CovenamtRauline
Theology(Nashville: B&H Academic, 200911 See also Francis WatsdPaul, Judaism and the
Gentiles: Beyond the New Perspecii@and Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), 324. Watson asserts that works
here refers exclusively to the practice of the Jewasv, which causes Israel to stumble over the stone of
stumbling.

43JewettRomans611.

“The thought that the Jews need to be saved is not endorsed$seale.glloyd Gaston,
Paul and the ToralfVancouverUniversity of British Columbia Press, 18811634. It is generally
Gast onds a risgan anesentitic dttitudeton hehalf of Christians to think that Jews must be saved
in the same waghristiansare savedinstead, God has two peoples, the Jews saved by the Torah, and
Christians by fah in Christ. In general response to a two covenant theory, see WElghgx, 25354.
Wright argues that the two covenant theory fAsays prec
namely that Christianity isforneh e ws . 0 Wr i g h tndeahispang howevér,avhes ber r e
concludes that the Jews will not ultimately experience Christian salvation, although it is not entirely clear
what he means by Christian salvation if it is not the salvation Paul writes about in Romans.

°So also Thomas RSchreiner;The Law and its Fulfilmer(Grand Rapids: Baker Books,
1993), 106Zeal has a long tradition in Israéh the OTseveral people serve as examples for later zeal
Simeon and Levi, who were zealous to avenge their sister Dinah, were an etaabgitdlowed in Judith
9 when the Assyrians were resolved to desecrate the sanctuary. Perhaps most often remembered as an
example is Phinehas, who turned away the wrath of God by his zeal to root out the sin of an Israelite man
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Verse 3also begins with ), @hich is explanatoryit explains the lack of
knowledge and develops the effeof a zeal without knowtge, therebgxplainng that
the Jews were not subject to the righteousness ob&galise they were unaware of it
and the result of being unaware of the righteousness of God, was that they went about
seeking to establish theiro#fBy t h e p horuassnee sésr ioghtGeod, 6 Paul
here the righteousness that has its source in God, or the righteousness that God provides.
Israel simply failed to understand that God had provided righteousness apart from works

(9:32) through faith in Jesus ChrféBecause they were trying to establish their own

and a Midianie woman (Nim 25:19. See P406:3031, Sir 45:23 and Macc 2:26). In Acts 21:20

mention is made of thousands of Jews who had become believers, who Waue fmaahe law antiere in

Romans, Paul may have had in mind his own zeal as omeatiin Gal 1:14 and PI8t6. Worth notas that

the Jewsd zeal waz0:21ffar the l&w ptobgblp meardng thé sameAhid@ines DG.

Dunn, The Parting of the Ways between Christianity and Judaism and their Significance for the Character

of Christianity(Philadelphia:Trinity Press, 1991),121 Dunn ar gues that | srael ds zec
boundaries to keep Gentil es o0 utZeal &dRhetbrieat Strgtegyic ee Car ol
4QMMT 9O Revue d®Qumranl8 (1997):207-22. Sharp argues thttiere is an allusion to Phinehas in the

phrase fiit was accounted to you for righteousness 1in
of her Hebrew text). Sharp finds here an example of zeal that was dedicated to keeping the camp pure by

preventing mixing with those who were not part of the community. In contrast to Dunn, see Vincent M.

Smilesi The Concept oTemgkbal dudai SemcbgdePafil BE€BAN Romans
64 (2002):288 In response to Dunn, Smiles argues #ibthe incidence of zealnoted by Dunn can be

seen as zeal for the law rather than for separatisaddition, there is really no evidence in this passage to

understand Paul as Dunn suggests. To understand the zeal to relate to boundary violatiounst, @ne

seems, vievC © Aag & temporal end, but more must be said below. How one views this is likely a matter of

how one understands the law in all of Romans, and at risk of creating a completely separate issue here, it

can be noted that most often when Paul provides anm@reof the law in Romans he references one of the

Ten Commandments (e.g., Rom 223; 7:7).

“*But see WalterA GreekEnglish Lexicon of the New Testameat,. and ed. Frederick W.
Danker trans. and eddilliam F. ArndtandF. Wilbur Gingrich 3rd ed.(Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000, B g & a@&hdre the meaning & g a & @03 is suggested as disregard. They also cite 1
Cor 14:38, where 6recognizeb6 is probably the best tre

“’Moo, Romans633 Contra George FHoward A Chr i st t h e TRerMeaniogof t he Law:
Romans 1BL:8% f1I9®9), 336. Howard suggests the Jews wer
included all nations. The problem with that view is that Paul understands the righteousness of God to have
been revealed in putting forth dissas) A 6 C CE#é MapRomans70-78, fora summary of the various
views of Paul b6s use of the righteousness of God. I n 1
of righteousness. Arguably, Paul makes a similar statement in Phil 3:9 appliessédf hnot Israel, but
there he uses a preposition that makes it almost certain he speaks of the righteousness of God as
righteousness that has its source with Gdu righteousness that God provideswever, could be said to
b e GuandliGaionas wel (cf. 3:4, 3:26)as argued b a m K. Wi | Righteousness éf Géite
R o ma @Bl 99(1980), 283.
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righteousness they did not submit to the righteousness that God provides. In fact, as Paul
says in 9:32, they stumbled over it.

Verse 4 is introduced by nas the ground of verse 3, but it cannot follow
direcly on the words of verse 3 without adding an implied supposition that not only were
the Jews not subject to the righteousness of God, they were wrong not to be so
subjected”® They were wrong to try to establish their own righteousness by the law,
because frist is theC © Afglie law for righteousness for all who believe.

Perhaps the most difficult issue in this verse is the meaniGg»ATHE
meaning could be teleological (goal, purpose
be temporal end The argumentfor both meanings have been presented by others in
detail and it is not necessary for the purposes of this chapter to resolve the issue
completely. | side, however, with those who understand goal as the meaning. At the same
time, there is a sense in whittte law has met its purpose and comes to an end for

righteousnes?’

Wil liams, f6Righteousness of GoRohman284; Romans, 0 2
SchreinerRomans547.

“For perhaps the most detailed efege of the telic meaning see generdidenasChrist the
End of the LawSee also, among others, Cranfidghdhmans2 :51619; Frank ThielmanRaul and the Law:
A ContextuaApproach(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 19940508; JewettRomans619-20;
Fitzmyer,Romans 5 8 4 ; Bec hB8BAmff tiAhCeh rL esw, & H%8fA Tamed L3e0t2t;e rN.t of .t h
Romans: Introduction, Commentary and Reflectiomgol. 100f The New | nt eedpleamderer 6 s Bi bl
E. Keck (Nashville: Abingdon, 2002 6545 8 ; Howar d, AChrist t hkestiisrasl of t he
goal, but sees the goal as the unification of the nations. For support of the temporal argument, see Brice L.
Martin, Christ and the Law in PayLeiden: Brill, 1989), 12914; SchreinerRomans54446; Kasemann,
Romans282-83; Dunn,Romans 916, 589; Moo,Romans6 3 9 ; Hei | , AChrist the Ter min
484-98.

Similarly, see David K. Lowery, AChrist, the En
Dispensationalism, Israel and the Church: The Search of Defin#idnCraig A. Blaising and &rell L.

Bock (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1992), 236. Lowery, h
tempor al end of the | aw. See also Ira Jolivet, AChr i s
T er mi n Restoration,Qoarter 1 2 009) , esp. p. 3. Jolivetds argument

ambiguous in his use @f © Algimore likely Paul simply used a word whose meaning may simply
encapsulate at once all the possible English meanings.
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The qualification that Paul adds should not be overlooked. Christ & @4 g ¢
of the law for righteousness for all who beliévén that way, the connection to Romans
9:30-33 is maintained. In fact, the point here is similar to that in 9:33. Israel has rejected

the one who is their hope for salvatiéss Cranfield comments:

This is the i nward meaning of | srael ds f ai
the inward meaning of its obstinate pursuit of the law on the basis of works instead

of on the basis of faith. Israel has failed to recognize Him as the meaning and the

goal of the law, and has rejected Him. How could it really come to grips with the

law i f it was not ready to believe in Him
how could it believe in Him, if it was determined to rely on its own works? So they

have stumled over Christ (cf | Cor1.23} g ¢ U A ioGaypnéa 0. sidvend was

given for their salvation has thus, because of their perverseness, actually proved to

be the occasion of their faft

| srael 6s misuse of the | aw Biechastomeotvi dent on
stumbling>®
So, in 9:3033 and in 10:4, Paul actually makes two relatively parallel
arguments. In 9:333 the argument is that Israel, although pursuing righteousness, did so
in the wrong way; that is, not by faith, and thus stumblethe stone of stumblir.In
10:1-4, Israel, though having zeal for God, did not recognize the righteousness God has
provided and misunderstood that Christ is the goal of the law. As J. Ross Wagner points

out:

The juxtaposition of Romans 9:3B with 10:24 makes clear that Israel has been
attempting to establish O0their own rightec
twere Acadad n contrast, 6Godos fiCprtiChadEsness

)As demonstrated by Mark Seifri dTrinJ6R96)] 6s Approa

9n 29, t he @ Réanatancenwhera s & @rpsent or understood (without influence from

another verb) indicates that the telic or echatic ser
Seifrid reasonably concludes the meaning should be advantage, similar toiwb@fadvantage. Contra

SchreinerRomans 547, who understands this as accusative of

research makes it likely, but not assured, &gt telic, and argues that in this case it is not.
*ZCranfield,Romans2:511-12.
¥Sei fRomahs 0 A650.

“Hofius is likely correct to suggest that for Pa
|l aw, that is, by works, was | srael 6s-38r,wcil&I3.probl em.
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has been revealed to be none other than Cth&G © Acgwhich the Law, pursued
T € o C Chagibéen leading all the tinte.

The parallelism suggests that in 9:33 and 10:4 Paul is speaking of the stumbling stone in
the same way as the goal of the f4f.so, then they must refer to the same person.

Examination of verse 9:33 will bear that out.

The Stone of Stumbling

The Origin and Makeup of Romans 9:33

Origin of the conflation. It is widely agreed that Romans 9:33 is a conflation
of the texts of Isaiah 28:16 and Isaiah 8:14. Paul apparentlyadseportion of 8:14 as
the center of the material he took from 28:16, but a number of questions exist regarding
Paul 6s confl ation of the text and whether he
did. The same two passages from Isaiah are alsdedjuol Peter 2:8, although the two
passages are quoted separately there, rather than conflated, and the two passages from
Isaiah are separated by a quote from Psalm 118:22. As a result of the similarity 1 Peter
2:18 and Romans 9:33, many scholars l@eposed the existence of a stone

testimonia®>’ Whether theestimoniavas written or simply tradition on which both Peter

%°J. Ross WagneHeralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul in Concert in the Letter to the
RomangLeiden: Brill, 2003),125.

*Similarly seeFlorian Wilk, Die Bedeutung des Jesajabuches fiir Pa(@isttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1998), 166.

*'See, e.g., Klyne R. Snodgragisl Pe tler: Illt.s IFor mati on Na&hd Li ter ar
24 (1977): 100. One piece of evidence raised in favor of an early Jewish stone tradition lies in the Targum
of Isa 28:16 in which the Targum translator personalizes the stone, perhaps ajresbting the two

passages in |Isaiah. The Targum of 28:16 foll ows: AThe
appoint in Zion a King, a strong king, powerful and terrible. | will make him strong and terrible, saith the
prophet; but the righteco¢h o0 have believed in these things shal/l no

While the dating of the Targum is difficult, Snodgrass suggests the tradition mdgtpr€hristian writing

because the Dead Sea Scroll IQS viii. 8 is probably dependent dartugm. In addition, as Snodgrass

suggests, the Jews would not likely introduce a concept already in use apologetically by the Christians.
Similarly, Douglas A. Oss, AThe I nterpretation of t he
St u dJETS32 (1989): 186; E. EarleEliaul 6 s Use of (BdinburgOOlider ahéBoyda me nt

1957), 89; C. H. DoddAccording to the Scripture§ihe Substructure of New Testament Theology

(London: Fontana Books, 1952),-60. Indeed, Wagner suggests aretion between Isa 8:14 and 28:16

had already been made by the LXX. Waghtaralds 14551.
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and Paul relied, and that perhaps existed even earlier-Qlprgtian Jewish

interpretation is a matter of debate. It is possibbevdver, that Peter was influenced by

Paul and by a gospel tradition rather than by a wrtgstimonia®® While it is not

necessary for the purposes of this discussion to resolve all the issues regarding the
background of Paul 0 sitislnksememdte thatithereilssoai ah passa
evidence of the conflation of the two prior to his use in Romans 9:33. If Paul is the

originator of the conflation, then the way he conflated the passages is likely important to

his purpose. Itis evident from Tablelkat f ol | ows | ater in this <ch
quotation is not exactly from either the MT or the LXX. Although it may be true that Paul

was working from a translation other than the presently recognized text of the LXX there

are some significant mditiations to the present text that we will consitfeiThe

importance of this discussion lies in the degree to which Paul was responsible for the

changes to the text, which impacts how much one understands the theology related to

those changes to be Paus

The original context of the Isaiah passagedhe contexts of both Isaiah 8:14
and 28:16 are similar in that both address Judah during crises caused by external military
threats. The context of 8:14 begins in chapter 7 with the account of th&Slyramite

alliance that threatened Judah during the reign of Ahaz. YHWH promised deliverance

S0, SeRonansiod ,6512. See also Oss, flnterpretation
argues Jesus himself is the source of the NT stone tradition, althoagpdrently thinks that tradition
which formed Jesusd teaching becam@eH Rodd;whmangued sour ce ¢
that it is not likely that Peter was dependent on Paul since Peter would have had to disentangle Isa 8:14
from 28:16 andhen supplemented them with the parts of 28:16 that Paul did not inBladd, According

to the Scriptures42-43.

i For the argument that Paul wiedBedauungdesng from a
Jesajabuche23-24. Wilk suggests thereissubsta i al enough agreement bet ween P
of the hexaplaric tradition, both grammatically and lexically, to conclude Paul was working from a text
translated from the MT rather than from his own translation. But see Watgratds 130. Wagneagrees
that Paul was working from a text of the LXX, but that Paul reworked that text to bring it closer to the MT.

It is difficult with information presently available
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and promised the sign of Immanuel (7:14) as confirmation. Ahaz, however, was reluctant

to trust in the promise and instead sought an alliance with Assyria.-In 8:fhis f

people, 0 who refuse the counsel and delivera
Because they prefer to trust their own resources and ally with the Assyrian king the word

of judgment comes to them that the Lord will bring the king of Assyria agairss the

people and that the king of Assyria with his armies will overflow them. In-83lkaiah

i s warned not to walk in the ways of #Athis p
call conspiracy. Thus, | sai ahemostlikelgthe i n oppo
majority of the residents of JuddhAs Wagner points out, fAthis p

characterized in Isaiah 629 as blind, deaf and without understandthg.
In 8:14 the stone of stumbling is introduced as both a sanct@arﬁid)éhd a
stone of striking and a rock of stumbling (for both the MT and the LXX for 8:14, see
Table 2 below). Thus there is a note of judg
their trust in human resources rather than the deliverance offered by YRMite same
time there is a note of salvation as well for those who repent and place their trust for
deliverance in YHWH? The identity of the stone is almost certainly YHWH. As verse

13 makes <cl ear, YHWH is the afftecedent of t h

®°0Otto Kaiser|saiah :12: A Commentarytrans. R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1972),117.

®Wwagner Heralds 139.

®%Kaiser,Isaiah 112, 118; J. Alec MotyerThe Prophecy of Isaiah: An Introduction and
Commentarf Downer s Gr ove, I L: Il nter¥aonsbbg; DaAad8) C. 90rtbe
Il nsanity of Faith: Paul 6s ThEind3®((@009: 27Z73;UcheN.of | sai ah i
Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters39 NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986), 234. Others see only
judgment in v. 14. Se@/alter Brueggemannsaiah 139 (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1998), 78;
John D. W. Wattslsaiah 133 Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 24 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1985),
11921. Both Brueggemann and Watts see YHWH only as the conspirator agdimist \Watt reads .
YHWH as conspirator based on an emendation of the text to/kkathér D% D joh vDN axdlfoe  Ud DV OL
in v. 14. But see Brevard S. Childsaiah (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 75. Childs rightly
offers 3 argumentsgainst the emendation: (1) There is no textual support for the emendation; (2) The
reference to YHWH as conspirator is a modern anachronistic concept that has no warrant from the Hebrew
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As Oswalt notes, it is not hard to see f
theme of 8:1123%* The sound of judgment coming to them can be heard in the language
of the stone for striking and rock of stumbling, and as noted in 8:15, many will stumble
upon it, will be broken and will be snared and captured. Yet, there is more than the word
of judgment. There is also the promise of sanctuary for those who believe. God, while
intervening for the salvation of some, becomes the stumbling block for $3rael.
The context of Isaiah 28:16 is similar to that of 8:14, but with what is arguably
a stronger tone of judgment pronounced upon Ephraim. There also, God is working
through foreign nations to bring judgment and deliverance to his p¥dpl&.hi s peop !l e d
is orce again an important part of the context (28:11, 14; 29:13, 14), most often in
connection with judgmeraden language. The immediate segment of the text
surrounding 28:16 begins in 28:14, but the previous segment of judging language ends
verse 13 with wals similar to those in 8:15. They will fall backward and be broken and
snared and captured. For Paul the link between 8:14 and 28:16 is both conceptual and
lexical, with the stone as the connecting thread. But the similarity of other similar
language beteen 28:13 and 8:15 ties the passages together a¥ Wetl. as in 8:14,
Isaiah 28:16 is a promise of salvation along with the judgment. The onbekbees will

not be in haste.

Bible; and (3) The contrast between the false fear of conspiractharirue fear of God is consistent with
|l saiahdéds |l arger message.

“That God is the stumbling block doesndt seem to
Kaiser,Isaiah 112, 118;Stuart A.lrvine, Isaiah, Ahaz, and the Sy#phraimitic Crisis SBL Dissertation
Series, vol. 128Atlanta: Scholars Press, 199Q02; Brueggemantsaiah 139, 78; Oswalt)saiah 139,
234; Motyer lsaiah, 95; Childs,saiah 75.

®Oswalt,Isaiah 139, 232.

®Seifrid, ARomans, o 651.

®Wagner Heralds 142.

%bid., 143;Childs, Isaiah, 207.
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In the Hebrew text, the identity of the stone is not as clear in 28:163a%4
and many suggestions have been off&fdtlis noteworthy, though, that the translator of
the LXX also made the connection of the stone to a person with the inclusion of the
| angudgleGciii n t B@p QU @EBAIY 6 Co p (e Drie whd
believes in him wild.l never be asdgshadogbd) . The
the stone in the previous passage, which represents God, since no one else is mentioned

and tust in the stone characterizes those who will be delivered by*%od.

Composition of thetext. Table 2 presents the various texts to help us see how
Paul may have arranged the text to make his point. The most obvious and important
featur e of offhatwbd téxss lies in whatthe dddmot include from Isaiah 28:16
and replaced with material f riougagii@8pdaThe ci
Ao9pahbehold | pl'3cseaiiarh Z2i8anl 6a cshtaormaec)t.eri zes -
a tested stone, a precious cornerstone of a

description of the st onfetumblingandaroggofrti on of 8
of feAeadamnCy PRI L aay.nAgc

®8see the rather lengthy list of suggestions and supporting literature in Otto Kerisr, 13
39: A Commentarytrans. R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 19288 Kaiser lists the law of
Moses, the Temple, the Davidic modlay, the city of Jerusalem, the saving work begun by YHWH,
YHWHO&6s relationship to his people, the true communit
of a temple not made with hands, the remnant of believers, or the one who believes aimdhaste.

®Wagner Heralds 144. On pages 1248 Wagner argues plausibly that the LXX translator
had already made the connection between Isa 8:14 and 28:16 in the same way that Paul did when he
conflated the two. In fact, Wagner suggests that alreagly #he author/editor of Isaiah had already drawn
the connection between the two passages. The similarity of language in 8:15 and 28:13 already highlighted
above is part of his argument, as is the obvious thread of the stone metaphor in both.

“Paul here relaces the LXX @1ZA + aiAGdy 0 A &A pizhold | cast into the
foundation of Zion) with the simpleZ o yTu & fp &l &y in Zion). There is probably little of significance
in the change for the point under cormsesutefhimti on here.
joining the two texts or it may represent an alternative LXX rendering €ineey alrdafdy appears in the
context (lsa 28:15, 17). Seifrid, ARomans, o6 650. It i
to translate the MT.
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Table 2. Comparison of Romans 9:33, Isaiah 8:14 and Isaiah 28:16

Romans 9:33 | Isaiah 8:14 (a),| Isaiah 8:14 Isaiah 28:16, Isaiah 28:16,
Masoretic Text LXX Masoretic Text LXX
l}gCoyiaA D ZNU< 08 u pGa (aGaC
& pad g & MU @D GUCE A 0ih Cib s
(Behold, | place MO: @8] 1T giZA" UM
in Zion a stone) (Thussaysthe | Cg U A @A
Lord YHWH: | Aoy aa
establish in Zion| (Becaus of this
a stone) says the Lord,
nBehol d
into the
foundation of
Zion, a
0¢cagCyPA o @d bV |y oTRvTaE T ¢ (The following is 0gAccCu
y 6RO C ¢ ¢ ¢aucCalp elided from ey Aay C
CyoanA WhUDHh alh g Romans 9:33) | Py ¢ agda
(of stumbling | o &7 g T Caam ¢ 7 xwpv OD| T acC ks
and a rock of ' E o o 6yCoaRT <@g hL O ABAQ
offense) > xS bH YA oY a3 (a stone of (A costly chosen
AL <« . A o | testing, a preciou precious
rOoauU @b '?hc fél"C y P/ cornerstone cornerstone for
J @H 3o f (The following foundedor its [ ZI
(And he will be is ephg&c)j by | firmly placed]) foundation)
SN AN 2 oo s Co
striking and a 0 T%H h{ u
rock for Ce c _6 ? AA
stumbling and g S Y b‘..” 9 RY |
trap and a snar{ T & 6 &0 il RY
for the two yapAncC
houses of Israg] G gy 6y DA
andasnareforl ) u €4 A
the inhabitants|  (And if you

of Jerusalem.)

trust in him, he
will be for you
a sanctuary an(
you will not
encounter him
asa stone of
stumbling or as
a rock for a
fallen one, but
the house of
Jacob is sitting
in a snare and il

a hollow place
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Table @ Continued. Comparison of Romans 9:33, Isaiah 8:14 and Isaiah 28:16

Romans 9:33 | Isaiah 8:14 (a),| Isaiah 8:14 Isaiah 28:16, Isaiah 28:16,
Masoetic Text LXX Masoretic Text LXX
CE¢ s C oDa®d 8U| § CpcCcCu
b€ pal 6pc aT
yoCcopcCc (The one who e A L A o
op trusts will not yoCopCd

(Everyone who
believes in him
will not be
ashamed.)

make haste.)

(The one who
believes in him
will not be
ashamed.)

In Romans 9:33 Paul eliminates from the LXX version, the negative (you will

not encounter himyhich isa n

erroneous

readi ng

of t he

usage brings him closés the MT than to the LXX! Then he returns to the last portion

of 28:

i ChaCHhdTayocCcopleoayoBbaecCope

16

wher e

he

retai

ns t he

LXX

who

readi

bel i

ashamedj? Paul bllows the LXX with the use of 6 C 6 p € & (b asBathadirather

than a close rendition &f D'(OBe@D n

haste).

Thi

recal |l

and should be taken not as psychological shame, but in the forensic sense of being

vindicated that is, declared right There is, perhaps, not such a difference between

shame and make haste, however, if there is a connection between frantically seeking

refuge from Assyria in Egypt and the shame that will result when Assyria overruns

"JewettRomans613. DietrichA | e x
P ar a pAkex knch®ie Schrift alg Zemge des Evangeliums: et r i ¢ h

Avellig

freien

Kochos

comment

her e

Untersuchungen zur Verwendung and zunstadnis der Schrift bei Paus (TUbingen: Mohr Siebegk
1986, 59. Koch goes on to note that the Hebrew text has a completely opposite meaning.

"There is a variant reading in the latter portion of Rom 9:33 in which the worgll)

appear s,
strong

creating
and it

t he
coul d

cl ause
be that

beginning
vari ant i s a

t he

inal l

Metzger A Textual Commentary ohe Greek Newestamen2™ ed. (New York: American Bible Society
and Stuttgart: German Bible Society, 199¥H3

Bseifrid,

8, 252, but Dunn thinks this is a present, rather #raaschatological, vindication.
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Judah’ In that case, there will be no vindication for Israel, since they are not proved
right in theirdecision not to trust in YHWH.

With his insertion of the phrase from Isaiah 8:14, which is more closely
aligned with the Hebrew text, into the text of 28:16, Paehgithens the thought of
judgment. While the LXX removes the threat of judgment from 8:14, Paul emphasized
it.” This strengthens the impression of judgment in Romans 9:33 as Paul uses it, but the
possibility of salvation remains in the statement thabtieewho believes in him will not
be ashamed. Paul returns to that thought in his great statement of the basic Christian
confession in Romans 10138. In the threat of judgment, deliverance remaindaiviai
for the one who believes.

It is apparent that ihis connection of Isaiah 28:16 with 8:14, the common
thread is the stone, which suggests Paul intended the stone to refer to the same person

throughout the whole conflated quotation.

Identification of the Stone

The stumbling block has traditionally breilentified as Christ More

recently, however, some scholars have identified the stumbling block differently. E.

“ortlund, AThe Insanity of Faith,o 283.
"Koch, Die Schrift 60.

®Among others, see Theodor Zalrer Brief des Paulus an dRémer(Leipzig: A.
Dei chert édsche Ver | 47§ Sandaynid HeadlahRamarg276; Jathds Dgnnespt.
Paul 6s Epi st,ineol.2ofThdé eERpazmintso r 6 sd. V. 1IRebertson Nieol t a me n t
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1903; reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 668; KaSameamns

27879; Murray,Romans2:44;Davd B. Capes, AYHWH and His Messiah:

Di vi ne HBN16 (1994); 1224; BadenasChrist the End of theaw, 106; Dunn Romans 916,
583-84; SchreinerRomans 5 3 0 ; R&mansfor i6d5 1 Romareséls Eitzmyer,Romans580;

Pau

Bechtl er Techritéoe tLhe, 6 295; Hei kki R&is&2nen, ATorn I

11 and Paul 6s Co n fTheiNorti¢ Rag: FithsmAppraatchésdorPauling Thiealagly

Lars Aejmelaeus and Antti Mustakallio (Londar&T Clark, 2008), 29; Wilk Die Bedeutung des
Jesajabuched66, Hei | , AChr i st ,Piovokes B Jeal®usycTheaQridin aHd PurBosd of |,
the Jealousy Motif in Romansld (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 278; Hans Hub@attes Ich und

Israd Zum Schriftgebrauch des Paulus in ROmdrlqGoéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 198&9;
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Elizabeth Johnson identifies the stone of stumbling as the gd4peyd Gaston

understands the stone to be the gospel contained in thie, Wdreh is the gospel of the

inclusion of the Gentile§ Someidentify the stone as the Tor&hThe last suggestion

seems to bear some promise at first, especia
Romans 9:32 that Israel stumbled because of thiirdao pursue the law by faith.

There are several serious objections to the latter suggestion, however. The first is the

expectation of a personal antecedenf fd® T Cespecially since the personal

antecedent is nearly certain in the similar quotation in 1¥"IHaddition, as Wagner

points out, identifying the stone as the | aw

chasing the law, not tripping over it. Thkead not caught up with it when they

SandersPaul, the Law, and the Jewish PeqB&; Richard N. LongeneckeBjblical Exegesis in the
ApostolicPeriod (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 197303

""Jchnson Apocalypse and Wisdom Traditiod54. Similarly, WatsorPaul, Judaism, and the
Gentiles: Beyond the New Perspecti®29. This suggestion is not without some merit if one understands
that the gospel is the proclamation of Jesus as the Chrisfieduss in 1 Cor 1:23. See also Wagner,
AFait hfdulFneeasrs, an88. Wagner allows for a polyvalent me
message preached. Similarly, see Ideleralds 157. There Wagner sees Paul identifying the stone as
Christ, but ot at the expense of pushing God off center, so it refers to both.

"8GastonPaul and the Torahl29.Gaston builds his argument on Isa 51:8, where he rightly
notes the middle stanza proclaims a salvation for the peoples. The argument is a bit weh& piassage
in Romans does not reference Isa 51 and Gaston does not demonstrate any connection to that passage. The
only stone mentioned in Isa 51 is Abraham, the stone from which Israel was hewn, but Gaston admits
Abraham is not the stumbling stone.

“Seee. g., Paul W. Myer, @ Roman TheDidne4elnsmah: t he S6End
Studies on Goddés Control Silbernthn ed.aJameElv @enshawandPr esent e d t
Samuel Sandmel (New York: KTAV Publishing, 19864, Barrett ,-16R2IMads19430GI enn
Davies,Faith and Obedience in Romark$SNT Supplement Series, vol. 39 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1990), 1ITthZ2; LJaovhn nE.PaTud edves ,Left t er t-10.1dhe Romans
(Ph.D. diss., Northwestern brersity, 1977), 14804. Also see WrighClimax 240, where he concludes
that in one sense the stone is clearly the Messiah, but in another sense it is clearly the law. For an argument
that the stumbling block consists of the Gentiles see Stephan kKs,Ddvie Ant it hesi s of the Ag
Reconfiguration of TorghCBQ Monograph Series, vol. 33 (Washington, DC: Catholic Biblical
Association of America, 2002), 133.

8schreinerRomans 541; idem, flsraelds Failure to Attai
10: 3Tridd 12 (1991): 214; WagneHeralds 156; JewettRomans 6 13; Hei |l , fAChri st t he
the Law, 0 489; Capes, A2%4HWH and His Messiah, o 123

188



stumbled! In a similar passage Paul relates that his preaching of Christ is a stumbling

block to unbelieving Jewg/ (i ¢ p CTER G ECH v ¢, ¥ A ZoApidad n A G 6 Ag &

= we preach Christ crucified, a stumblingdk to the Jews). Paul uses the same word
there € ¥ n & | @ Md&Rd@mans 9:33 and both passages have to do with the gospel
proclamation of Christ crucified as an offense to Jews so it is likely the reference is the

same’? Finally, the Christological undeending of the stone in Romans 9:33 fits the

overall context of Paul ds argument that | sra
fail to put faith in Jesus as Messiah and LHrd.

Given this argument regarding the context of Romans-8030 above, its
time now to develop further the €e@hamkcti on b
the confl ated quotations. Wagner notes the s
passages in that the leaders of Israel forsook YHWH in the face ofs#rreats to
|l srael 6s national security, instead placing
rulers of foreign nations. As Wagner notes, the thing that separates the two groups of
Israelites in Isaiah 8 and Isaiah 28 is their trust, or lack thereaf n Godd6s power an
faithfulness to deliver them from the presentci$B.ur t her , ft he mot i of

#\Wagner Heralds 156.

8Capes, fYHWH an d-24 ContraNahssehyisadm, and Apo2gpse 155.

As part of her argument that the stumbling stone is the gospel for all and not just for Jews, Johnson asserts

.....

the cause of offense in 1 Cor 1:23 is the gospel. The grammar suggests otherwise.6Ad & § a 0 6 Ag a

] v & aGbhdaé s sudely a explanation of ¢ p G R ¢ ¢, dathe thayai ¢ p C.@ & Auich
more likely that it is the person of Christ and his crucifixion on which the Jews stumblidition,Paul is
clear that the Greeks alstumble athis proclamation and there is neason to think the Gentiles would
stumble over the fact that the gospel makes salvation available ltasatfue that the message is an
offense, not because of its universal call, but because of the offense of a crucified Messiah and the
foolishnesf a crucified savior. The message is offensive because of its subject, not because of its
universal call.

¥Capes, AYHWH and-2dis Messiah, o 123

8wagner Heralds 151.
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centr al to Paul 6s cr i-10#4 and,sndeed) througheut Roendns i N Ro n
10% 9

As noted above, P a udelovas waongtauporsue the i s not
law, but that it was wrong for Israel to pursue it by works rather than by faith. By
pursuing in that manner they had failed to r
delivering his people in eaprhemnerf dismiilaehr ctha
and 28 had failed to recognize and submit to the only one who could actually deliver
them from the military forces they faced. In both cases Israel chose to ally themselves not
with the deliverance provided by YHWH, but withthe own attempts at sal
criticism of Israel of his day is that they were not pursuing the law by faith because they
had not believed in the one to whom the law pointed, Christ himself.

It is quite clear, as argued above, that the stone imhiSais God. It is likely
that Paul had the same understanding of the stone in Isaiah 28. Yet in Romans 9, he
applies the imagery to Jesus. Wagner 6s argun
ambiguous, applying both to Jesus and to Godis in a sens$8 Wagner is correct that
for Paul to identify the stone with Christ is not to push God off center stage and he is also
correct that to press for a strong distinction between a Christological and a theological
reading i s wunfait hf wlghttBotthisis eot nedessarilg,asur e of Pa
Wagner asserts, a polyvalent reading; that is, it is not certain or perhaps even likely, that
Paul thought the stone in Romans 93®represented both Christ and God the Father. As
demonstrated in chapter 4, Paul was reluctant to apply texts to Jesus alone that in the
Old Testament applied to YHWH. There is no reason to think he did not do thif here.

Thus, the stumbling block here should be identified as Christ.

bid.
bid., 157.

8%Capes, AYHWH and-24dis Messiah, o 123
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The specific item over which Israel stumbled isstidely located in the
person of Christ. Paul dés argument here is 1in
concern that Israel stumbled because they did not recognize that Christ was actually the
one who could deliver them could point to theieation of the proclamation of the
resurrection of Christ as the point of stumblifi¢t. is more likely, however, that Paul
intended to convey that | srael had stumbl ed
actually is.As Cranfield notes, in 9:333, Paal has added an fdAexplicit]l
dimension to the definition of the disobedience of Israel and of the obedience of some
Gentilesé. That disobedience and that obedie
t o C HThesery aét of usindiese passages from Isaiah to apply to Jesus would
itself be a stumbling block. More of a stumbling block would be the identification of
Jesus as God in Romans &%Vhile it is still up to the reader to determine whether Paul
made such identification, tlewvidence is strong that he did and the fact that he refers to
Christ as a stumbling block here suggests such an identification in his proclamation.

That the cause of stumbling must have to do with the person of Jesus is
supported by P atihe siwnbliagtbidk an h€anirithséansd 138 u
Paul 6s message was Christ crucified, a matte

But merely the fact that Jesus was crucified would not need extensive explanation were it

%As suggested by 8ef r i d, fRomans, o6 651. Seifridoés argumen
di mension in Paulés understanding of Zion, particular
speak of the Lord coming from heavenly Zion. In a later chapter | will suggest a&differ r eadi ng of Pau
intent in Rom 11:26, however.

ranfield, fASome -Ndt&s4d2n Romans 9: 30

% this line of argument is correct, the thought that Paul would not call Jesus God in Rom 9:5
because he wished to stay within standard acceptablehJideisogy falters. Paul is willing, apparently, to
make proclamations over which | sr ae lRechtfetdigoigl e s . But se
Festschrift fur Ernst Kdsemann zum 70. Geburtséaly Johannes Friedrich, Wolfgang Péhimann and Peter
Stuhlmacher (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck and Géttingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 1976), 303. Kiiss argues
that the preaching of Christ as Messiah would be offensive enough without any assertion that he is deity. It
seems, though, t hatusBsahe ktdnsin thedsanmetmanher thata YHWMbimaso f J e s
identified as the stone suggests a more pointed proclamation of Jesus as the one who is able to deliver as
only YHWH could.
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not for the claims of who he.is Many i n JesusoO0 time must have
giving an offense. There is no direct statement in that passage about the deity of Christ,
but the crucifixion as the cause of stumbling must be rooted in the person of the one
proclaimed as crucid.
Finally, in Romans 10:93 Paul makes what is arguably the most direct
statement of what is the basic confession of the Christian faith. In that passage Paul
makes perhaps an even more direct connection between Jesus and YHWH by identifying
Jesus adhe one who must be confessed and called upon for salvation, just as God was
the one who must be believed by Israel in the circumstance surrounding Isaiah 8 and 28.
The confession in Romans 10:9 has to do with the identity of Jesus. We must put off until
the next chapter the exegesis of that passage, but it is hardly disputed that Paul meant for
the confession that Jesus is lord in that passage to say that Jesus is YHWH. When
considered along with the second reference to Isaiah 28:16 (whoever believesuti him
not be ashamed) in Romans 10:11, evidence mounts that the stumbling occurs at the
place of belief and confession regarding the identification of Jesus. So the problem for
| srael is the same as for fAthessedtopubpl €0 i n
their trust in the only one who could deliver them and who has always delivered them.
But the particular issue over which I srael s
association of Jesus with YHWH in Romans 10:13. The saving name rigitsb
context was YHWH, but now the saving name is J&sBsit more must be said of that in
the next chapter. It remains to be noted here, however, that Israel was in pursuit of a law
given by God. But pursuing that law given by God nevertheless leatlsnbling at
Christ (in Romans) or at God (in Isaiah). It would seem that only Christ, who is God, and
therefore the | awgiver, could so transcend t

thought, then, in Romans 9:33 is consistent with what hesevritten in 9:5.

“"Rowe, fAWhat is the Name of the Lordd 160.
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CHAPTER 6
THE SAME LORD OF ALL

The passage of particular interest for this chapter is Romand. 30t it fits
within the overall passage of 1013, which is, of course, part of the larger section of
Romans 911 that covers:80-10:13. | will argue that in 10:23, when Paul refers to
Jesus as Lord, he means for the reader to understand that Jesus is YHWH, the God of
Israel, but now known to be the God of both Jews and Gentiles. The early part of the
passage, 10:B, is part 6the referential shift that occurs in 1613 in which Old
Testament references to YHWH are applied to Jekus.in 10:513 that Paul brings to a
climax his point that God is the God of all and over all as he began it in Romar&03:29
and as he wovie through Romans 9:5 to apply to Christ. There is no distinction between
Jew and Gentile, because there is one Lord of all, and since he his God over all, both Jew

and Gentile, anyone who calls upon him will be saved.

Romans 10:58

The passage is part the larger section that consists of Romans-A3Q@1,
the content and purpose of which was discussed briefly in the last chapter. The division
between 10:4 and 10:5 is not strong, but it is adequate enough to see a break in the larger
passage. The nat the beginning of verse 5 ties it closely to the argument being made in
verses 14. Romans 10:5 is also tied to the previous argument by contrast betw€eh the
Upy ope@iapigaes Amverse5an€ N p y 6 pCaadlip @ Merse 3. In addibn,
$Cap @Tadea y ¢ uh C0shés reminiscent of the pursuit of righteousness by works

!L. Joseph Kreitzerlesus and GodiRa u | 6 s E gSNMm SupptemengSgries, vol. 19
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1987), 114.
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in 9:32, which contrasts witRC p C Cia 9:3B4Those contrasts in the context suggest
that, just as in the previous sections, Paul means that between 10G&8adHere is a
contrast between believing and doing and between faith righteousness and works
righteousness.

Verse 5 is one of a seriesmfn afauses and Paul here grounds his statement
made in verse 4 by his references to Old Testament Scriptineg nid verse 5
introduces not just verse 5, but all of versed So it is not just verse 5 that Paul uses to
ground verse 4, but the whole series of quotations in ver8€dtSs possible to see,
then, that all of 10:8 explains all of 10:%,* and,if my argument in chapter 5 is correct
that 9:3033 and 10:44 make parallel points, then all af3®-10:4 is grounded by 10:8.

In spite of the structural, conceptual and linguistic connections between10:5

13 and 9:3610:4, the flow and structure of?d 6 s ar gument suggests th
understand a division after verse 4. Itisclearthat-103%5 Apr ovi des a scriptt

continuation of the theme of righteousness mentioned in®:80 ° 4 fadt, the passage

*There are two rather important variants in this verse. The placem8riigfat issue and p C N
appears in some manuscripts tbr U. ¢t is gossible that the reading adopted in the present UBS and NA
texts was a scribal assimilation to the LXX and to Gal 3:12, but the external manuscript evidence is
stronger for the NA/UB®eading than for the variants. For detailed discussion see, among others, Mark A.
Sei frid, APaul 6s Approach -&,06nieH®W850P12W and®suglasme nt i n Ror
Moo, The Epistle to the RomafGrand Ripids: Eerdmans, 1996), 643. Thegalment oS Agsignificant
because if it is placed after te¢ n,Ghérp p ¥ 6 pwaplidpbéctime the object 6iC g p C, @itich ¢
would then read, O0the person who does toéhJefbtr i ght eousne
Ui Uslf thg change inhe position oS Gvas a later change, the difference in the pronouns was probably
a correction to agree with it.

Sei frid, iPaul 6s Approach to the Ol d Testament,
verses together ground v. 4, it is notomizadiction for v. 5 to oppose v. 6. Cf. Thomas R. Schreiner,
RomangGrand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 550; MRomans647; N. T. Wright,The Letter to the
Romans: Introduction, Commentary and Reflectigmsol. 10ofTh e New | nt eedpleaderer 6 s Bi bl
E. Keck Nashville: Abingdon, 2002 662. SimilarlyEdith M.Hu mp hr ey, AWhy Bring the Wo
The Rhetoric of Demonstration and Disclosure in Romans 2038196 n Romans and the People of God
Essays in Honor of Gordon D. Fee on the Otma®f His 63’ Birthdayed.Sven K Soderlundand N. T.
Wright (Grand Rapid€Eerdmans, 1999142, but Humphrey sees only vv75rounding Rom 10:4.

“So also, Richard H. BelProvoked to Jealousy: The Origin and Purpose of the Jealousy Motif
in Roman®-11 (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994)90

°Robert JewettRomans: ACommentar{Minneapolis: Fortress, 20022
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makes essentially the same argumenterfadt in 9:36033, then again in a similar

fashion in 10:34. Israel had not attained righteousness because they had sought it by
works. Seeking a law that results in righteousness, they stumbled over the one who alone
can provide that righteousness foem. In seeking to establish their own righteousness

by the law, they are ignorant of the one who is the goal of the law. The point Paul makes
in 10:513 is similar, suggesting a break since Paul examines further what he has argued
thus far. This sectionlarifies what Paul means by Christ as the end of the aswill

be seen below, 10:83 culminates in the promise of salvation not to all who obey the

law, but to all who call upon the name of Lord, that is, upon Jesus himself.

Paul 6s Met h oofiScriptire Readi ng

While it is beyond the scope and necessity of this chapter to resolve all the
guestions surrounding Paul 6 s-8utseéenpartdnttdt he OI d
briefly consider Paul 6s met hoTeéstamenais t i cul ar | vy
dri ven. 't is sometimes argued in discussion
the Old Testament should be understood in terms of rabbinic technique, often identified
as midrash. Philip Alexander is critical, however, of New Testaseholars who make
uncritical assumptions about the dependence of New Testament writers on Jewish
met hods and rabbinic sources. Il n particul ar
describes as a detection of supposed similarities between Judaismrastidi@ty, which
leads to the conclusion that Christianity borrowed from or was influenced by Judaism. He
argues such an approach is invalid unless one can show that whatever parallel is
suggested is found exclusively in Jewish midrash and not drawnngependently by,

for instance, Hillel and PadlAs Richard Hays notes in a similar critique, if by midrash,

®Mar k A. Sei f rGosmentanRom theNew TeStamem Use of theT@tament
ed. G. K. Beale and D. A. Carson (Leicester: Agohnd Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 654.

"Philip S. Alexander, fARabbiZNWe4(1P83)i23%8 m and t he
esp. 24546. For an apparent instance of such interpretation based on a suggestion of parallelism, see
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schol ars mean APaul writes as a Jew seeking
make it applicable to his own time and circumstances|yseveryone would assent: the
claim is t N A Dahbcartectly coniclwdedaafter his discussion of the use
of Leviticus 18 in Galatians 3:12 that if it is true that those baptized into Christ and have
received the Spirit are not undertae, At he necessity for a hal a
individual commahAdnrme nths sdissuagpypeesarss .tchat Paul
change that the Christian faith brought makes it less likely that he read the Old Testament
in a traditional Jewishahion.

Ot hers have seen Paul 6s sS8asdeshmer of ar gum
style of argument found in documents from Qunifafhat argument is normally based
on the structure of the quote, partioularly
To assert here though, that Paul engaged in a method specifically tied to Qumran may

suffer from the fAparall el omaniaodo suggested b

Wayne A. Meek A6And Rose up to Playd Mi dR229dINTlénd Par aenes

(1982): 646 7 . Similarly, Wi lliam29Ra c Miad iSNTRR (894):8M8. fH Romans
Stegner argues Rom 928 is a midrash both in content and form,eaist in part because the form can also
be found in Tannaitic and Amoraic Midrashim. See also Anthony TyrrellHaBsbny di es i n Paul 6s

Technique and’heology(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 4% Hanson argues that Paul uses

traditional rabbinic materiah Rom 12:913:10, since a similar passage exists in the Mish®ihilarly,

arguments that Paul was reading Deut 3@:42s a wisdom text and that he had in mind arguments based

on a sort of wisdom Christology are subject to the same criticism levglattkander. The fact that the

writer of Baruch used the Deuteronomy text in a wisdom discourse is not sufficient to suggest that Paul did.

As an example of such an argument see MlIOwlthenck Suggs,
the Purpose ohte L e t Ghestian ldistoryrand Interpretation: Studies Presented to J¢hox, ed. W.

R. Farmer, C. F. D. Moule and R. R. Neibuhr (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 304617,

Such an argument assumes a monolithic understanding of the @3swanption also criticized by

Al exander , fiRabbinic Romana6hxbm, 2whd. aSga esl s aModP,aul 6s
Baruch is not clear and the association of Christ wit
theology as some iagine.

®Richard B. HaysEchoes of Scripture in the LetterRéul (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1989)10-11.

Nils Alstrup Dahl , # 6 CSiudiesinddul: Theologyriostbe Early Scr i pt u
Christian Mission(Minneapolis: Augsburgl977), 175.

See, e.g., Hay&choes81-8 2; Humphrey, #AWhy Bring the Word Dg

Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early Christianity: New Testament EéGagad Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978),
17381; Al an F. Segal, A PS&lull PEB11, Supplemeritaey hissue #141990): 3.0 ma n s
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the same phrase can be found in Hellenistic rhetorical writing, which cotilasjessily

have influenc!ButPauasdsl neertghuoedd earl ier, Paul
Damascus Road forever altered his view of all of Scripture and gave it a Christ
perspective, or, as Dahl under sPaunldésit, AJff
understanding of bot h *fTdaguethatRaubwagdriverfbyt he pr o

any rabbinic method is to miss the Christological center of his thought. As Hays notes:

[E]Jven when Paul does occasionally use such tropes in ways that beira ce

formal affinity to rabbinic practice, as, for example, in Romans 4, the material uses
to which he puts Scripture differ fundamentally from those of the rabbis; his
hermeneutic is materially informed by his Christian convictions much more than by
somelist of approved hermeneutical procedures. The message that Paul finds in the
Old Testament is the gospel of Jesus Christ proleptically figured, a gospel
proclaiming the inclusion of the Gentiles among the people of God; his exegesis of
Scripture hammenslentlessly on this theme, a theme hardly central in rabbinic
hermeneutics®

While it is reasonable to conclude that Paul was using some gmsloétechnique,
there i s every reason to argue here that Pau
Christdogically driven!* In fact, the center of his use of Deuteronomy 3@t42s

heavily Chistological in its orientation.

“Seifrid, ARomans, 0 65RamarS @6 WdrdBiblicdlames D. G. Dun
Commentary, vol. 3§ Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1988), 603; M&mmans654. See also Jewett,
Romans624, who understands® to be engaged in Rhetorical argument, but still argues that the method
of referring to the OT ipesher For exampl es of use of the phrase fAtha
Bauer,A GreekEnglish Lexicon the New Testamedrdans.by William F. Arndt, F. Wilbur Gingrich. rev.
and ed. Frederick W. Dankétd ed (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2D00 8 &i, Mo 2fi ¢ .

“Dahl, AContradictions, o 176.
¥Hays,Echoes 1 3. I't is not necessary to agree compl ¢
content of the gospel t o ac kno wd54 SclgreinerRomans$6aé.i n t . See ¢

Contra Ernst Kdsaa n n iThe Spi r Parspextivas oRall, dand. MargaretiKohld i n
(London: SCM, 1971)164-6 6 . K@2semann understands Paul s reading o
justification by faith, but he acknowledges that for Paul, soteriologgébored in Christology.

YContra DunnRomans 916, 605. Dunn understands the thought is soteriological rather than

Christological. Of course it is true that Paul is concerned for how one is saved, but that does not mean his
thought is not centrally Chtislogical. The saving confession is surely a Christological statement.
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The Antithesis in 10:58

There is some disagreement about the relationship between Leviticus 18:5 as
guoted in Romans 10:5 and Dergnomy 30:1214, as quoted in Romans 1686l side
with those who understand that Leviticus 18:5 is some way set in an antithetical
relationship to Deuteronomy 30:112.** That the quotes are antithetical here is
supported by the overall adversative tielaship between believing and doing in 9:30
10:13¥Leviticus 18:5 in its original setting i
entry into the Land of Canaan. Leviticus 18 is a series of expressions of sexual
prohibitions and regulations, the lation of which, according to verse 29, caused the
violator to be cut off from among the people. In its original setting 18:5 most likely was

meant to promise good life in the land, not eternal'life. contrast, Paul surely refers to

5This view of the text can be seen at least as early as John @owmentary on the Epistle
of Paul the Apostle to the Romatmns. and ed. John Owdadinburgh: Calvin Translain Society, n.q4.
reprint, Grand Rapids: Baker, 200385-87. See also Ernst Kdsemai@gmmentary on Romansans. and
ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980885, i dem, AThe Spirit and
157; SchreinerRomans551-54; Peer StuhlmacheR? a ul 6 s L &amarsA Commentariirans.
Scott J. Hafemann (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 19888, Dunn,Roman®-16, 600-01; Moo,
Romansp46 and 650; Leon Morrighe Epistle to the Romafiseicester: Apollos and Grand Rds:
Eerdmans, 1988), 382; Joseph A. Fitzmyamans: A New Translation with Introductiand
CommentaryAnchor Bible, vol. 33 (New York: Doubleday, 199887-88; J. Christiaan BekePaul the
Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life aitiought(Philadelple: Fortress, 1980p46. Contra C. E. B.
Cranfield,A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle toRbenansICC, vol. 11 (Edinburgh: T
& T Clark, 1979), 2521-22. Cranfield argues that the one who does these things should be read to refer to
Christ. Christ, as the one who fulfills the law and who is the goal of the law, has alone obeyed perfectly.
For a bit more detailed development of the argument see Robert Badkriasthe End of the Law:
Romans 10:4 in Pauline Perspectid&NT Supplemerseries, vol. 10 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic,
1985),1182 8. Cranfi el dés argument iis attractive for purpo
persuasive. As Seifrid notes, Paul never speaks of Christ attaining life by doing those thirids. Seif
APaul s Approach to t h8e 00I1dd ;T e sdteamme nitR oRomarso, nd 1605:56;, Sc
552-53. For arguments that the relationship between Rom 10:5 an@ 19gmplimentary, see
Humphreyi Why Bring tibhe 1W8r d GPowim@h rFi.s tHotwlae dEnd of the La
Meaning of Romans 10:4,&JBL88 (1969)337; Wal ter C. Kai ser , ALeviticus
You Shall L i JE@S14 (ES719: 2h M. IT.IWyightThe Climax of the Covenant: Christ and
the Law in Paulie Theology(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991; reprifNlinneapolis: Fortress, 199345.

®SchreinerRomans552. Cf. DunnRoman®-16, 602; C. Thomas Rhyné, No mo s
Dikaiosynesand the Meaning of Romans 1@4£BQ47 (1985):49495; Moo,Romansf46.

S0 Gordon JWenham The Book of LeviticydNICOT (Grand Rapid€Eerdmans, 1979),
253 Wenham thinks life means more than mere existence. It means the blessing of the good life when lived
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eschatological lifebut that is not the point of his use of Leviticus 18:5. The point is to
demonstrate the difference between pursuing righteousness that results from law and the
righteousness of another kind that he explains later in the passage. The contrast is similar
tothatin Romans 9:363andin10:4. The problem with |Israel és
that they pursued it by works and not by faith, by which true righteousness comes. The
burden of the argument in 1013 is simply to expand on the earlier parallel angats
by showing that Israel, while pursuing the righteousness that results from the law, had not
recognized the one to whom the law points and on whomntlusy call in order to be
saved.

Paul used Leviticus 18:5 as a summary of the law, in that itsdfferand
righteousness on the basis of performance, that is, doing the whole law (Re292-25
Paul uses the same quotation in Galatians 3:12 where he sets up a clear distinction
between the righteousness that comes by faith and the righteousnessnimby works
of the law. In the Galatians passage he made an argument similar to that in the passage at
hand, but in Galatians he makes it clear that trying to attain righteousness by works of the
law actually results in being placed under a curse. Tibare reason to think that Paul
would see the argument differently here, since the point of discussion is essentially the

same, that is, whether righteousness is available by th€ lavGalatians 3, he refers to

by the law. Similarly, MooRomans648; DunnRomans 916, 601.Bu s ee al so Sei frid, fi Ron
who suggests the hope of life in the land is anticipation of a resurrection from the dead.

seifrid, fRo Ramass64r-486%e& similatlg, dhomas R. Schreife® a ul 6 s
View of the Law in Romans 10:3,0 WTJ 55 (1993):131. For an argument regarding the impossibility of
keeping the | aw perfectly, see i demexaninhtesnoPer f ect Obec
Gal at i aJE$SS2B3(1984p 1586 0. But see Kai ser, fLsenaigtesthats 18: 5 a
keeping the law was not expected since sacrifices were provided for those who failed. See also Rhyne,
AiThe Meaning of Romans 10: 4,0 498. Rhyne argues that
I aw, not b ec au simbilityto kee the lawnbdt becausk the lediliyy accessible word of
faith forbids evasive excuses for not attaining salvation. He prefers to emphasiz® rathér than v. 5. It
appears, however, that both parts of Paulds argument

S0 DunnRomans 916, 602; SchreineRomans 554. Similarly, ElizabetiohnsonThe
Function of Apocalyptic and Wisdom Traditions in Romatd Atlanta: Scholars Press, 198956. See
however, JewetRomans624; HaysEchoes208n 87, both of whontrague Paul 6 s argument in
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Christ as redeemer of those who are uridercurse of the law and, as | have argued

previously, Paul understands Israel in some sense to be under curse, even here in Romans

9-11, as suggested by his willingness to become accursed for them, that is, in their stead
(9:3).

That Paul sees the rigldusness that comes from the law as inadequate is
evident also from Philippians 3:9 where Paul uses the same phrase that appears in
Romans 10:5¢ | t&p ¥ 6 p @ IO & i A. andhilippians 3:9 he expresses a desire
for the righteousness that comeanfrfaith in Christather thanhis own righteousness,
which comes from the law, suggesting he understood his own righteousness to be
i nadequate. Since that is the only other
from the law and the righteousndgam faith appear together, and they are set in contrast
there, there is reason to think Paul intended the same contrast in Roma8$°10:5

But one should be careful to note that Paul does not juxtapose these two
Scriptures to argue that keeping the laas the means of attaining righteousness prior to
Christ?! To the contrary, he argues from Deuteronomy in this passage that righteousness
is a matter of faithi-or Paul, righteousness has always been by faith and the law has
always served to bring all undeondemnation (Gal 3:22; Rom 3:29). That feature of
the law has not been terminated, but continues with the same goal (Rom 10:4).

The perplexing question, however, is how verse 5 can be set in contrast to
verses 3, since Leviticus 18:5 offers a rewefor obedience to the law and

Deuteronomy 30:1-24 makes it clear that the requirements of the law are not too

differs from his argument in Romans and that he uses Lev 18:5 differently, although neither explains how it
is different.

Moo, Romansp46.

Ypid., 648.
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difficult for Israel, both apparently encouraging Israel to keep thé3ale answer is

best found in the whoh®@300d3%Teexcantrastf Paul 6s ar
throughout is between the effort to gain righteousness by works of the law and the effort

to gain it by the confession of the lordship of the one to whom the law points. Whereas in

verse 5 it was Moses who wrote, here the rigiis@ess by faith has been personified and

speaks? It is not, however, so much the righteousness of faith that is contrasted with

Leviticus 18:5. It is rather that the contrast with Levitieé8s is the word that Paul will

define in Romans 10:9 as the \wa@poken by the righteousness of faith, that is, that

salvation lies close at hand in the confession of the risen’émdL0:6, when the

righteousness of faith is made to speak thusly (G, i & not altogether a matter of what

is said by the righteousness of faith, as much as the manner in which it speaks, the same

Dunn suggeststhatf Paul 6 s opponentisl Gverap prsd magh Leoulld : 15
provide his own quote of a different text to offset their use of I3usn,Romans 916, 602. See also
SchreinerRomansb55. Kaiser, however, argues that Paul would not pit Scripture against Scripture,
Kai ser, iLevi.t iISewes al&. 05 Werner F¢ighrer, fioHerr ist Jes
KyriossAk k1 amat i on dur ¢ hKe®gma dnd BogrRa3 (h@87): 1380Wedner thought
Paul saw the difference between faith righteousness and works righteousnedsiddeth meaning in
Deut 30:14.

230 Frank ThielmarPaul and the Law: A Contextual Approa@owners Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 1994)209. Similarly, Moo Romans65354, although Moo does not really address the
context of Deut 30, instead suggestingthat ul 6 s use of that chapter was not
prefers a more gener al statement that Paul saw i n Del
relationship with his people.

%*For a discussionf the issues and the arguments regarttiegverbal differences between the
Deuteronomy passages andlankabDd Dwsn m,u ot @Rii gmtse mud s nehsean, f re
Lawdé and O6Ri ghteousness bfiSaipuredraRom H0&L:0 ,Fdeaditiordasid | nt er pr et
Interpretation n the New Testamergg. Gerald F Hawthorre with Otto Betz (Grand Rapidgerdmans,

1987) 21718. See als@ohnsonApocalypticand Wisdom133-39 for the argument that Paul was

dependentn Baruch for his translatiofor the argument for yet a thirdyker of influence from Sirach, see
Humphrey, i Why Br i134Thelditer twidoguntens faibbecaudedof the large

differences between Paul and Baruch, and because it is hard to imagine Paul quoting frororBairach

if he had Deuteronomyvailable.The differences in the wording should not be taken to mean thiyis

an allusiontothetexWi t h t he understanding of Paul ds system of
asacitaionSo Sei frid, fAPaul 6s AppaB.cCantahWiliam Sandayand! d Test ame
Arthur C. HeadlamA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Ronh@g@s vol. 31

(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1902), 289ames Denneygt . Paul 6 s EpjirsThd Egpoditars t he Roman
GreekCommentaryed.W. Robertson Nicolll{fondon: Hodder and Stoughton, 1903; reprint, Grand

Rapids: Eerdmans, 19y,®&70

SThielman Paul and the Law208
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manner in which Deuteronomy speak3he manner of the speech is to point to the one
upon whom Israel must believe foghteousness.

Romans 10:@ consist of a series of references to Deuteronomy 9:4 (do not
say in your heart) and Deuteronomy 3012 The righteousness of faith, like the
passages in Deuteronomy, speaks of the lack of difficulty in pursuing righteoéfsness.
Deuteronomy 30 begins with the discussion of the blessings and curses that come upon
Israel when they are in the lands into which Israel had been driven by the Lord (v. 1).
Verse 5 carries the promise that God will bring them into the land he had pldmibe
patriarchs, and verse 6 contains the promise that the Lord will circumcise their hearts
with the result that they will love him with all their hearts and that they will again obey
his commandments (30%).2 That will bring about a new prosperipm the Lord,
when they turn to him with all their hearts (3@:9). The text that Paul cites follows up
that passage. The commandment is not too hard for them (vs. 11) and they are not to
think of sending someone to heaven or to the other side of the seag the

commandment back so they will hear and obey. The word is in their mouth and their

®seifrid, fRomans,6 OerBrigfan dieRbmeiZizidth: Béfizibec \kekag s
and NeukirchetVluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1993), 2:226.

Regarding Moseso6 writing and the righteousness
interpretation to press too much of a difference. The words are probably a literary device. See Wilckens,
Der Brief an dieRémer 226. Wilkenspointsout that in Rom 9:17 the Scripture speaks to Pharoah.
Likewise, in 10:11 and 10:16 the Scripture (and Isaiah) says, but in 10:15 it is written (compare 1:17 where
that the righteous will live by faith is written.) To create too much of a cetdrathe basis of the
difference in saying and speaking may be a result of seeing the righteousness of faith as a recent thought for
Paul, but to the contrary, the text of Deuteronomy has always contained the message the righteousness from
faith speaks ahthe righteousness from faith has always spoken that message. In other words, both what
Moses wrote and what the righteousness from faith speaks are contained in Scripture.

%The circumcision of the heart is an important motif in Deuteronomy. In Deu 10nlike in
the instant passage, the Israelites are commanded to circumcise their hearts. An idea similar to that occurs
in Jer 31:33 where God promises to put his law in the hearts of Israel. That passage, describing the new
covenant, also occurs in thentext of restoration of Israel to the land (Jer 30:3). The metaphor appears
also in Lev 26:442; Deut 30:6; Jer 4:8; 6:10; 9:2425; Ezek 44:8. For an analysis of those texts with
the argument that the metaphor of circumcision of the heart wasex wigtitajectory of thought in the
religion of I|Israel, see Werner E. Lemke, ACircumci sic
in A God so Near: Essays on Old Testament Theology in Honor of PatridkI€x., ed. Brent A. Strawn
and Nancy RBowen (Winona Lake, IL: Eisenbrauns, 2003)9-312.
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hearts, where God has promised he would put it (80d. Jer 31:33). The force of this
passage is that Israel will prosper when they believe in the oneelitierd them, rather
than in their own ability to perform the law. Paul has simply chosen another passage that
makes a point similar to the one he made in Romans33#&th his conflation of Isaiah
8:14 and Isaiah 28:16. In both cases, it is trust imeédleemer that Israel needs.
Paul 6s point is, of c o0-8%Heenjoinstheesamea me as
things as the Deuteronomy text, but with commedntserse 7 Paul contrasts the descent
into the abyss with the ascent into hea%&n. the asceninto heaven Paul sees an
attempt to bring Christ down from heaven and in the descent to the abyss to bring him
back from the dead. Rhyne suggests neither of those is any more necessary for the
Christian than it was for the Israelite to travel to heavescooss the sea to attain to the
law*1t is likely, however, that Paul 6s point
their own righteousness amount to an effort to bring in the Me¥sihhis use of
Scripture, Paul shows through the charap&sonified as righteousness by faith that

such efforts to bring in the Messiah were misguided. God has always made his

®Paul 6s wording here varies from both the MT and
Neof i ti fiwho would descend into the depths of the Gre
havebeen unusual. Dunfi, 6 Ri ght eousne@ s217omSi miel dal y,Thesee Martin
New Testament and the Palestinian Targum tdPietateuci{Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1966),
71-78. McNamara argues for a first century tradition far Targum based on similarity of thought
regarding the possibility of another Moses who would again ascend to bring the law down. However,
Seifrid notes the late dating of that Targum (as laté"e8"4entury) and concludes that although the
traditonmy substantially precede that date, the connectio
Approach to the Ol d Testament, o 24. Since there i s nc
existed prior to reduction to writing in the Targum, the argurtfeat Paul was influenced by the Targum or
its earlier tradition is hard to defend. It is more likely that the abyss and the sea were so closely related in
OT thought that Paul felt free to make the connection. See Schiromapns55758, with the examples
he |l ists in nl8 where the two words are closely relat
examples.

®Rhyne, fiThe Meaning of Romans 10:4,0 496.
¥See JewetRomans627. Jewett points out instances from Jewish literature where aise fin
the thought that keeping the Sabbath properly woul d &

You, 60 310. Suggs argues that Oheavend and Oabyssd we
Wisdom. The point of this passage, howeigegbout accessibility, not inaccessibility.
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righteousness available and accessible. The word remains in their mouth and in their
heart (Rom 10:8), whether they are willing to rgaize it there or not.

The point Paul makes in this passage regarding the futility of trying to
demonstrate oneds righteousness is% then, co
Deuteronomy 9:46 notably begins with what Israel should not say in itsth@a in Rom
10:6). By his use of that passage, Paul must have intended that his readers understand the
point of the context of Deuteronomy 9. There, Moses admonished Israel not to think that
God had thrown | srael 6s e nldaouseess. Ivaeltwashire c aus e
fact, a stubborn people. The wickedness of the peoples already in the land was a better
explanation for Godés driving them out befor
itself righteous (see also Deut 8:270 ) .  PeabiitHe 6pening words of Deuteronomy
9:4 to begin his reference to Deuteronomy 3@t42vould surely call attention to this
conceptin94%, and At he resonance of this citation
those acquai nt e dAwHaysiotedfieTthtee rmerscsmayy-6pis] of Deu't
so apt for Paul és argument in Romans that we
and quote these words rather than delving into his problematical exegesis of Deut 30:12
1 4% Tawus, even if he does it in an @hle way, Paul calls attention from Scripture itself
to oppose |Israel ds rejection of Jesus as the
establish their own righteousnéss.

Regardless of how one understands Paul 0:¢
passagesdm Deuteronomy, the Christological emphasis is clear. Dunn argues correctly

that there is no attempt here to identify Ch

#JewettRomans626.
*Ibid. Similarly, Moo,Romans6505 1 ; Dunn, fAO6Ri ghteousness from tt
*Hays,Echoes 79.

35Jewett Romans626.
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subsequently identified as the word of faith, but he goes from there incorrectly to deny
that the incarnation is in view, preferring
make fthe wor d¥Thewosds @& Romans 10& ddweverynere
naturally fArefer to the sendiThegeismdtingirhe Son t
the passage to suggest Paul has in mind the return of Christ, but, as pointed out above,
there is evidence that the Jews thought that by keeping the law perfectly they could bring
in the Messi ah. Paul 6s poi n3033iasd 1@ msi st ent w
addition,the in@rnation satisfiesthe logich at Goddés act brings Chri s
incarnation®® For Paul, the Messiah has come, but Israel has failed to recognize him, and
still trying to establish their own righteousness theshwib bring in another Messiah.
In verse 8 Paul continues the citation from Deuteronomy. The verse begins
with a strong adversative to contrast the search for righteousness in distant places with its
actual nearness. This is in contrast to verse 3 wherédaws were seeking righteousness,
and to Paul 0 s33Wwhare tipay awayeerunning thd racg for righteousness
when it was so near they stumbled on it, but failed to perceive it even then. The subject of
the verbA © gsii {C o C Wipdy & pbepdypt Foiwvard from its position in verse 6 as the
subject of the same verb there. The word of faith is the content of the gospel message that

is believed® It is that message, and its definition, with which Paul is ultilpate

%Dpunn,Romans 916, 605, 61415. See generally, ider@hristology in the Making: A New
Testament Inquiry into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarngi@&and Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996
Indeed, in his commentary, Dunn refers to this work as his argument against a Pauline doctrine of the
incarnation.

¥'SchreinerRomans558. See also, MoRomans 655; Sei frid, #APaul 6s App
Testament, 0 26; i de mRonfamsd:585 MarrjsBomars3B3; Wiight&®omfarise | d
663; FitzmyerRomans590. Similarly, JewetRomans628. According to Jeett, the questions pursued
by some in Judaism about bringing Christ down had already been answered in the life, death and
resurrection of Jesus.

¥So David B. Capes, AYHWH and His Messiah: Pauli
HBT 16 (1994): 131.

%S0 Cranfield, The Epistle to the Romariz526; C. K. BarrettA Commerary on the Epistle
to the RomangNew York: Harper and Row,,957) 199; Moo,Romans656, among others. Contra Sanday
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concerned, and as can be seen from the discussion to follow, the message was heavily

Christological*

Romans 10:913

In this section the structure is marked in two ways. The first is by a series of
five @ natauses to pull the reader along to theatasion. The progression is (1) for in
the heart is believedé (2) for the Scripture
the same Lord is Lord of all, and (5) for all who call on the name of the Lord will be
saved* The second structural issuetli® fourfold use o€ E(@ll). The universal
emphasis comes from the fact that there is only one Lord (compare 3:30 where there is
one God) and the same richness of salvation is available to all who call on him. This
universal emphasis is important not only because of théeawuai uses, but because in
his citation of Isaiah 28:16 Paul includéss éven though it does not appear in either the
LXX or the Masoretic Text. We will see that in this passage lies the content of the gospel,

that which one must believe for righteoussi&

Exegetical Comments: 10:910

Verse 9 begins with the connecti@eCvhich could be either continuative

(that) or causal, but it seems best to take it as continuative, introducing the final verses in

and HeadlamRomans288, who see faith as the act of trusting, that does not account for the fact that
Paul speaks specifically of the word of faith which he preaches. SchieRoregns559, and Dunn,
Roman®-16, 606, think Paul meant both things.

“°To argue as Dunn does that the passage is soteriological retheChristological creates an
unnecessary division. It is true that the passage speaks of how one may be saved, but the focus of that
method of salvation is the confession of the one who saves. Bonmns 916, 605.

“C.KavinRowefi Romans 10s: 1t3h:e Whaane Horfzons ihRiblicalor d ? o
Theology22 (2000} 141.

“?For Dunn the thing that Israel had failed to believe was that only God can establish the
covenant and that he does so on the basis of faith, which Gentiles as well as Jews caséd B,
AORIi ght eousness from t heApdcalyptic and Wigddm TradiBangs4. Ofar | y, Johns
course it is correct that God justifies both by faith, but the fact that God justifies both by faith is not the
confession and belief that Pagisarts is necessary.
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this passage as an explanation of all of versatBer than as causal for the final clause of

the versé® That verse 9 is connected to and further explains-8@#n be seen from the

use of the phrases @i n *pvacontinoativetithointseond Ai n vy
the content of the word ofita that is in the mouth and in the heart. That statement of

content is arguably the clearest and most basic statement of Christian faith that exists in
Scripture?® What this basic confession of the Christian faith includes must be considered
inmoredetdi | ater, but for now it is sufficient t
statement that one becomes beneficiary of the righteousness of God through confession

of the lordship of Jesus and faith in the heart that God raised Jesus from the dead. It is

comnon for commentators to notice the surprising order of confession and belief in verse

9, but it may be that Paul is following the order of the quote of Deuteronomy 30:14 in

verse &° Of course the order is reversed in verse 10, creating a chiastic structitea u | 6 s
concern in Romans has most to do with the heart (Rom 2:29), so the confession he has in
mind is a resul t *0drhecénfessiarrntay have beercacconfessiont i on . 0

before other believers but it is best understood as the confessionisificcthe world*®

The verbC d y ©dbld be taken as a logical future, just meaning salvation is a result of

350 SchreineRomans559; John MurrayThe Epistle to the Romar vols. in 1 Grand
Rapids: Eerdman4 965, 55. Contra CranfieldThe Epistle to the Romagra526; Moo,The Epistle to the
Romans657. See also David B. Cap&d Test ament Y ah®@hedology@ibingen:d.n Paul 6s
C. B. Mohr Siebeck, 1992),16-17. Capes deni€d Gchn be classified either way.
“CapesyYahweh Texjsl1617.
“*N. T. Wright, Romans664.
“Moo, Romans655.
*’SchreinerRomans560; Moo,Romans655.
850 DunnRomans 96,607; KasemanrRomans 2 9 1 ; F¢éhrer, AiHerr ist Je
Wilckens,Rémer 227; Christian MilleiGottes Gerechtigkeit und Gottes Volk: Eine Undersuchung zu

Romer 911 (Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1964), 35. All suggest that the confession was creedal,
used in baptism, but perhaps also in worship.
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confessind? but it is likely better taken as a genuine future. Paul likely has in mind

salvation in the new age that comes with the eschatological day of the Lord. Tisat day
referenced in Joel 2:32, as quoted in Romans 10:13, and Paul was likely already thinking
forward to that point. Verse 10 grounds verse 9 and righteousness there should be
understood as synonymous with salvation, suggesting confession and believing as
essentially closely knit acts.

The object of faith in this basic and essential confession is the resurrection of
Jesus. Just as the confession that Jesus is Lord is the basic confession of the Christian
faith, so the resurrection is the essential factriat be believed. Paul has already
connected the resurrection and lordship of Jesus in Romans 1:4, and it is agaanthe ri

Lord who must be confessed.

Exegetical Comments Regarding 10:213

The assertion of versesl® is grounded in the effectiversesf faith as over
against works as has been the case throughouwl9B0 1 3. Contrary to | sra
gain righteousness by pursuing it through works, and the attempt to establish their own
righteousness, it is the one who believes on him who wilbe ashamed. As with the
future tense o€ d y @Qérse 9,theverp 6 C o6 p C & dsimyru@ ituré énp refers to
vindication on the day of judgment, not psychological shame. As E. E. Johnson points
out, six of the twelve uses of thefl C ¢ paadyd ap ed words i n Paul 6 r ef
eschatological sham®.

Verse 11 is from Isaiah 28:16, to which Paul also referred in conflation with

Isaiah 8:16 in Romans 9:33. Issues in the composition and use of those two passages

%S0 Moo,Romansp57n @L.

*%JohnsonApocalyptic and Wisdom Tradition$27-28. See also R. Bultmaniiy i1 € 0T & d
TDNT, Gerhard Kittel, ed., trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964), 190. Bultmann
understands the sense in Rom 9:33, as that of doing something bad. See also SRoreames561;
Capesyahweh Texts 122; RoweNameVNhaft titse tlheer d? 0 145; Capes, AYl
Messiah, o0 133.
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together were discussed briefly ear(igee chap. 5). It is noteworthy here that Paul has
added t heC Wi thelsammtéxt. Sincg Paul did not make that addition in

9:33, there is little doubt that the use in 10:11 is intentional to emphasize that salvation by
faith is available to everyone. That addition, and his comment in verse 12 that there is no

distinction, is probably a result of his use of Joel 2:32 in verse 13 and both are ultimately

grounded by verse As Rowe notes, the i mpact of the v
the Scripture says O6the one bel memmsi ng i n/ upo
everyonavho believes in h¥md (emphasis original)

The referent of 8 p Grcthis case is Jestdn chapter 5 | argued that Christ
was the stumbling block and that Romans 9:33 is an example of a referential shift from
YHWH in the Old Testament text to Jesus in F
10:11. It is possile to argue that 8 p @ctually refers to the stone, but that requires
that Paul intended the reader to believe in the stone. It is more likely that his intention
was that the readers believe in someone, not somethiu, although he takes Jesus as
the antecedent, Cranfield notes the mention of God in@9. anf i el d doesnét d
the thought any further, but it is possible that God could be the antecedent since it is
really God who performs the act that must be believed in the heart. Rowelists f
reasons, however, that the antecedent is J8§irst, 6 T &rPL0:9, whose antecedent is

surely Jesus, is the clearest antecedetit Todncl0:11. Second, Jesus and God are

*Dunn,Romans 916, 609.
Rowe, fAWhat is the Name of the Lord?0 142.
*3Cranfield,Romans2:531;StuhimacherRomans157; Capesyahweh Textsl19; Dunn,
Romans 9.6, 610; FitzmyerRomans5®; Sanday and HeadlaRpmans211; ShidLun ShumP a ul 6 s
Use of I saiah in Romans: A Comparative Study of Paul ¢
Qumran Sectarian Tex(3 Gibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002), 221
“Rowe, fAWhat is the3 Name of the Lord?o
**Cranfield,Romans2:531.

YRowe, AWhat is the-4dName of the Lord?o 143
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inseparable in 10:9. Jesus is Lord because God raised him from the dead. Third, as noted
above, in 9:33 Paul uses Jesus as the antdacé&aemth, the identification of Jesus as
Lord in the other three instances in Xd®makes it fairly clear that Paul would mean the
same thing in 10:11. That Jesus is the referent of Lord in 10:9 is fairly clear, and | will
develop further below the arnent that he is referent in 10:12 and 10:13. On that basis,
it can be argued that Paul once again takes the words of Isaiah that originally referred to
YHWH and applies them to Jesus.
Verse 12 follows closely upon verse 11. The universal availabilitgobf bf
shame through belief in Jesus is grounded by two statements in verse 12. The first is that
there is no distinction between Jew and Greek, which is itself grounded in the fact the
same Lord is Lord of all. The second is that the same Lord is Laitl dhe verse is
best read against the background of 3821 especially 3:22 and 3:3D>’
The first part of verse 12, Afor there |
is a positive statement of the more negative statement in 3:22. K23
righteousness of God through faith in Jesus has been witnessed by the law and the
prophets, Aunto all who believe, for there I
the glory of God. o6 While the distindction i s
Greek, the preceding context makes that clear. There is a difference in the distinctions
that are made in 3:22 and 10:12, but they are not altogether unrelated. The problem of
universal sin is addressed in 3:2@ by the propitiatory sacrifice of Jesby,which God
declares the guilty to be righteous. In 10:12, there is similarly no distinction, in that all,
both Jew and Greek, may (and must) call upon the one Lord. | covere8Bi2%ome
detail in chapter 3 so for the moment | will mention only thatfact that there is only

one God makes him the God of both Jew and Gentile (God of all people). Being God of

*’But Wilckensalsocalls attention to the connection betweerCa C U i6 0sl@anda i1 &
Upy o pig COptzaiidihe rhetorical parallelism between faith and confedd@also sees the
connection between fAanyoned in 10:12 and 10:4 and unc
Wilckens,Romer 2:22728. Wilckens also recognizes, of course, the connection to 3:22 an8@:29
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all people, he justifies all by faith. So, here in 10:12 there is no distinction. The one Lord
is rich toward those who call upon him. Sinc#iieg upon him in verse 13 results in
salvation, it is apparent that the riches here refer to salvation as well.

The Lord here, as in 10:9, is surely Je$uEhe confession that Jesus is Lord is
clarified now to B Beingicatoal whe calil o hifi instreder o f
to his gracious act of salvation for those who call upon him, and in verse 9 Paul has
already made confession of Jesus as Lord a condition of salvation. In this verse and in
verse 13, ndAcall i ng uRadesewhersspeaksmwfdhe tickes of o f

the grace of both Christ and of Godlire salvation actin Ephesiansl:7 the riches are

al |

s al

V

Christbés, connected blood inR2itis@dwhmghowson t hr oug

forth the riches of his grace in Chrigtsiis In 3:8 Paul received grace to preach the

unsearchable riches of Christ to the Gentiles. In two of those three occasions it is Christ

whose riches are in view, as in Romans 10:12. The fact that Paul can refer to the riches of

both Christ and of God jsistone more instance of the fluidity in the way Paul speaks of
Jesus and of GodlVe must return to the connection between Romans 10:12 an@@:29
with some consideration of whether a connection to 9:5 exists, but it would be wise first
to complete theeading of the passage, which needs still a brief discussion of Romans
10:13.

The fact that the Lord is rich toward all leads to the statement in verse 13
where Paul almost exactly quotes the LXX of Joel 3:5 (English, 2:32). The lone

di f f er e n quatatiomfrortheuLX>X60é Joel 3:5 (itself an accurate translation of

850 DunnRomans 916, 617; idemTheTheology of Paul the Aposf{&rand Rapids:
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 199250; KdsemanrRomans292; Morris,Romans387; SchreinelRomans
561; FitzmyerRomans592; JewettRoman$32; Cranfield Romans2:531; Wilckens,Rémer 2:228;

Capes, d&WHWHI s Messi ah, 06 RGBnansl15C;duke TinsothySIbhmdod, mac her |

Reading Romans: A Literary and Theological Commen(fdew York: Crossroad, 199,7161.

*The genitiveC n & @efaiis masculine, not neutdihe universality of the passage regsi
that Jesus be Lord over all people. So Wilck&t@ner,228. See also my argument in chapegarding
Rom 9:5b and chap. 4 regarding Eph 4:6. Contra KéaserRamans290.

211



the MT) is his substitution of the nféry 61 RC Gandit will be) in Joel, which is a
proper translation o @D tHIM D i@nay be that Paul understood that in some part the
day of the Lord had already begun and he no longer needed to refer to this verse as a
possibility in the futur&® That does not, however, account for the future tens€stbf O'C |
andy 6 Co6 p C¢ ¢hath @ @hick oipt to a future evetttlt is more likey that the
gnics a | iterary tool providing the ground of
thought in all of 9:3010:13 to a climaxt? Here, apart from the efforts to establish that a
righteousness based on the law, is the means of salwatiart, unlike the righteousness
sought from works, is available to anyone who calls on the name of the Lord.

Calling on the name of the Lord should be understood as a similar action to the
confession that Jesus is Lord in Romans 10:9. Romans 10:13,reécoakes calling
upon the name of the Lord the means of salvation, just as the confession and belief of
10:9 result in salvation. Those who call upon the name of the Lord, then, become a part
of the community of the redeemed who will be saved in theagsiclgical judgment.

In Romans 10:1§ f pigatranslation of > i@k i dDcourse, the name
of the God of Israel of the Old Testament and it is on that name now upon which all,
including Israel, may and must call to be saved. But one might lasther the referent of
y p Cthegeds actually JesuBor John Ziesler the answer is that Jesus is not the referent
Ziesler argues that because the theme since
calling a people, the balance is tipped in the fav@eeingy p ¢ds g &ference to

God®® That overlooks the strong Christological theme of the near coftexever, and

%S0 Capesyahweh Texfsl21.

®;Noted also by Rowe, LbWh&®D i1§2nhé&.Name of the
*pid., 140.

%John ZieslerPaul 6 s Let t e(tondoro SOMtard Piladeizhia: §rinity, 1989

262. Similarly, John EToews,i The Law in Paul 6s Lett eR30l@13@a he Romans:
(Ph.D Diss., Northwestern Univeitg, August 1977, 330
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it is open to question whether GBdf'&arl soverei

Judson Davis argues that the most importaadar for seing Jesus as the referent is:

V. 14, which asks O6but how are they to cal
And how are they to believe in on¥ of whon
explain Israel s ftaanhdiregtihmefadcnt@ai God, rdotglhe
includes those Jews who have failed in Gooc
heard of Yahweh. Since 10.11 and 9.33 connect belief with Jesus, he is the one on
whom the Jews have not believed and called. Also, Pahtfblmstates that
confession 6Jesus i s Lordo is an essenti al
further connecty p ¢ petiet, invocation and calling on the name of the L%Brd.
I n addition to the above, Davies narngewe sa ntdh a't
Lord as a reference to God, since where Paul

name of t he Ljop ditaye inCel DairxlR) amdithers is little evidence

that Paul understood fthe rf%amed as a separat

Summary and Conclusions
from Romans 10:913

The key in Romans 10:93 for purposes of the argument of this dissertation is
the identity of they p ¢. m 40668 Paul had already rather radically reinterpreted
Deuteronomy 30:1-24 in a Christologicaimanner. | argued in chapter 4 that the title
y p ¢ psadéof YHWH in the Old Testament, has in more than one place been applied to
Jesus in the New Testament and | have argued here that this is exactly what occurs in
Romans 10:94.3. The argument in thisa#n is that in all three instances when Paul
uses the term he refers to Jesus and that he means to identify Jesus as YHWH, the God of
Israel in the Old Testament. In addition, | have argued that the antece@eh f tZ

verse 12 is Jesus as wéll.10:9-13 there is evidence that, as in other cases mentioned in

“Capes, AYHWH and His Messiah, 0136.

cCarl Judson DavisThe Name and Way of the Lord: Old Testament Themes, New Testament
Christology JSNT Supplement Series, vol. 129 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1298)).

®bid.,130. Similarly, see Capes, AYHWH and His Mes:
understanding Jesus as the Lord, Capes cites the clear references to the resurrection and the relationship of
these verses to eschatological salvation, as well as the confes&lom 10:9.

213



chapter 4, Paul intended to transfer to Jesus the referent of Old Testament texts that

applied to YHWH. Confession of Jesus as Lord almost surely meant identifying him as

YHWH.®" If | am corect that Romans 10:9 is the basic confession of the Christian faith,

then the reasonable implication is that, for Paul, the recognition of who Jesus is becomes

the |ving factor in the confession.
This is, of course, not uncontested. Dunn acknowledgegstioail Paul has no
Aqual ms about transferring Godds rol e

the same time, Dunn thinksp ¢ip repttso much a way of identifying Jesus with God as

di stinguishing him from &dihiheyGaduThes Jesusod

Christ is Go @&igmeyeepay kesvélingttoarécognize a little more

identity because he is certain that Paul, along with the rest of the early church, saw the

risen Jesus as Aon a p a idénticalitotyHWHHWH, b u't

evidence, however, points to the complete identity of Jesus with YHWH of the Old
TestamentAs | have pointed out before, it is not clear how one could be on a par with
the incomparable one of the Old Testament and not be thdt amuch more likely

that Paul did intend to identify Jesus with YHWH.

God/Lord of All in Romans
I n chapter 3, I consi de30aspartPfahel 6 s

argument that Paul was a monotheist, consistent with a biblical and firstycentur

understanding of what that term meant. Part of the discussion there concerned the

®’So also CranfieldRomans2:529.

%Dunn, Theology of Payl25054.

“Joseph A. Fitzmeyer, fAThe Chr iThetFatlroofy o f
Christology ed. Abraham J. Malherbe and Wayne A. Meeks (Minneapolis: Fortress BP893)84. Idem
Romans113.

OCt. CapesYahweh Texisl2:2 3, 164; Rowe, fAWhat is the
Paul 6s UsZ3.0f | sai ah
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expectation from Zechariah 14:9 that Godés n
become king of the whole earth. | suggested that to be God of a people meant that he acts

to save his people. The implication of Paul 6
people and that God acts to save all people. God justifies both Jew and Gentile by faith

because he alone is God of both. If | am correct that the saving grace afidoictiae

Lord is the richness toward all that Paul has in view in 10:12, it could perhaps be said

also that in 3:280 God is rich toward all in that he justifies all by fditlOf course, the

one God in this text can be none other than YHWH, God of & €tament, whose

name Zechariah proclaims will be one.

Il have also argued that Romans 3: 30 can
thatis, that Godisoné (¢ U)s.¢ Per haps al so, as Rowe notes,
suggest that i8 & T G/spéé vieeaah hear a foundational theological resonance with the
Shemaé, as we al niogsgtlisete 3% 810120the emphasis of i n
oneness is similar to that of 3:38. There is no distinction between Jew and Greek
because the one tabis Lord of all”in the same way that God justifies both Jew and
Gentile by faith because he is one God. In a way similar to32¢he implication of the
fact that the Lord is Lord of all is that he acts to save all; indeed, anyone who calls upon

him will be saved (10:13). Of course, what can be astonishing to some is that the Lord

here is none other than Jesus. It is he who is confessed as Lord; it is he who is Lord of all,

"SeeShumPaul 6 s Use 2@f2.1 Saiuanh notes even more direct
Rom. 10:12ntratextually echoes Rom 3:30 . 0 S h u B0 asaners cla3elyZdhnected to Isa
45:21:-22, finding on that basis an allusive relationship between Rom 10:12 and Ise2258well. Shum

acknowledges that the verbal similarity is not strong, buteiae s on a conceptual basis t
monotheistic emphasis is what exerts the influence on Paul. While | have seen Zech 14:9 as in the
background of Paul déds thought, either passage is capat

becomes king athe whole earth by virtue of his saving action.
"Rowe, fAWhat is the Name of the Lord?o6 148,

“"Rom 10:12b acts as the ground of 10:12a. So als
147.
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it is he who will save those who call upon him. Virtually the same thingso$&od in
3:29-30are said of Jesus in 10:13.

Dunn makes the interesting comment that the confession of 10:9 is similar to
the Shemaod, in that the one who recites the
Israel and the one who says Jesus is idedtifies himself as belonging to Jeighat
comment can perhaps be better applied to 10:
who call on theaif&m§ 6 A LF EBEAaHcec) mddc (
Corinthians 1:2 to identify the Corinthians as part of the larger group who call upon the
name of Lord in every place. The similarity, however, lies in more than the identification
of a people. It lies in theérgyular one in both cases who is able to save all who call upon
him, justifying both by faith.

But that brings the discussion to Romans 9:5b where Paul has arguably also
identified Jesus as God over all. So there are three texts now in Romans in which Pau
refers to a God/Lord of all or over all. In two cases, the oneness of the God/Lord is
clearly emphasized (3:280 and 10:12), but that oneness is also implied in 9:5b, by the
fact that to be the God of all is to be one God. The connection betweerlB0ah?

3:29-30 is strong, implying no substantive difference betwedn ¢ gndy &i. Phie
connection between 10:4128 and 9:5 is also strong. In fact, 10112 looks back to 9:5.
Jesus the Messiah is God over all and is Lord dP &kt it remains true thi@aul did not
use the worg U tB fefer to Jesus in 10:12. It might be sufficient to simply say there was
no need. His meaning was clear. In addition, so much of the thought #4369

grounded in Joel 2:32 that perhaps it was simply consistenta& spéhea ¢ | 9 6 d

throughout the passage. But perhaps one further suggestion can be made with some

Dunn,Romans 916, 607.

N. T. Wright, Romans690. IdemgClimax, 237.

216



further consideration of the ultimate question Paul set out to answer in Roshans 9

what about the unbeli on the part of so many Jews?

Concluding Commerts

It has been asserted that the original author of Joel 2:32 would have shuddered
at the thought of Paul 8% heoryieal rtextiofileel ver se as
2: 32, however, may not have been éwmrse from Pa
refers to a number in Jerusalem who will escape the day of the Lord (vs. 30). They are the
ones whom the Lord calls. It is true that the passage in Joel applies to Israel, and Paul has
universalized it, but perhaps there is some remaining tiedel hat Paul has in mind.
After all, as | have argued, the question that drives Romdisi®Israel, not the
Gentiles. He has already mentioned a remnant of Israel that will be saved (Rom 9:27). |
have noted that RomanslQ deals with the questioni®g di ng t he probl em of
unbelief,andin9:3@a 0: 21 t he problem of I srael 6s unbel
the discussion, with a strong emphasis on the one in whom they have not believed. By
seeking to establish their own righteousness fadaw of works, they have not come to
recognition of the righteousness from God in the one who is the goal and purpose of the
law. This is no real surprise because Israel has stumbled over the stone in Zion, just as
Israel has done historically. In thiase, they have failed to believe on Jesus, as Paul
defines that belief in 10:23.

While | will not spend time and space here in a full consideration of Romans
10:142 1, Paul makes sever al i mportant statemen
unbelief well within the history of unbelief. In 10:14 the question is how they are to call

on one for salvation on whom they have not believed, and how are they to believe if they

®John Merlin, et al.A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Micah, Zephaniah, Nahum,
Habakkuk, Obadiahandbel | nt er nati onal Critical Comment ary ( New
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have not heard’ But they have heard (10:18), and they have known (16*1%e

history of unbelief, indeed the whole paradoxical situation described irR1®:31, is

summed up in 10:2@1: God has been found by ones not seeking him, but Israel is
disobedient and obstinate, even though God has held out his hands all day to them. So, it
can rightly be sai d,-10R5 tha ih addition tB theustardlisg p oi nt
identification of Jesus with YHWH, there is also a startling reversal of the people who
appear to be on the outside. It is not so much the Gentiles who mustgeinnscalling

upon YHWH, as it is that Israel must join the Gentiles in calling upon the name of

Jesu<? In Romans 3:280, the point is that because God is one he is God of the

Gentiles. In 10:4.3, it is Jesus who, because he is the one Lord of abrésof the Jews

as well. So, while Paul universalized the Joel passage to include all people, not just Israel,
perhaps he has in mind the problem that he introduced in rather agonizing fashion in 9:3
and 10:1; how may lIsrael, though now estranged fronsCistill be redeemed? As | will

argue in the next chapter, it will be by the one who has always been their redeemer. It is
YHWH, God over all, and Lord of all, rich to all who call upon him. But calling upon the

Lord is defined as the confession of wimis. Lord of all, God over all, the one God who

0

justifies Gentiles and yJéngsispayticufaryi t h. Thus,

appropriate in this section where the concern is for Israel to recognize its redeemer.

"t is true that Israel is not directly mentioned as théesulof Rom 10:1418. Given the
overall context of 9:30.0:21 and the emphasis on the unbelief of Israel, it is reasonable to conclude that
10:1418, which is so concerned with hearing but not believing, would also apply to Israel. Since in v. 19
Paul doedgdentify Israel as the ones who do not know, it is further reasonable to suggest he has Israel in
mind in 1:1418. See the extended defense of Israel as subject in SchRoN@sNs570-72.

Paul 6s questions in Rom 1 Qivete8porse See BOF;§19 bot h
427.2.

“So Rowe, fAWhat is the Name of the Lord?o6 149.
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CHAPTER 7
THE REDEEMER FRM™ ZION

It will come as no surprise to find that the discussion of the passage at hand in
this chapter is filled with controversy. Paul has again here, as in Romans 9:33, conjoined
two passages from Isaiah (with perhaps one from Psalm 14.7) that leavéoramuch
discussion of how an understanding of his purpose is informed by the use of those two
passages in their context. In addition, he has altered the text slightly, either by joining yet
another Old Testament text to the Isaiah passages, by faj@mimther Greek text not
presently known to us, by simple mistake, or through purposeful reinterpretation. He has
also made the stark statement that all Israel will be saved, raising questions of how that
might be and when. Of course there is the questibn what he means by dal
addition, there is discussion of whether the salvation of Israel even has to do with
conversion to Christianity. Those questions and others have caused much thought
resulting in many pages of discussion. | do not prepodry to solve all the problems,
although | must, of course, offer an overall reading of the text. The primary issue will be
whether the text can shed any further light on how Paul identifies Jesus in Roefrfans 9
The guestion important for this disseron will finally become what Paul means when he
says a deliverer wil!/ come Afrom Zion. o | wi
phrase to say the same thing he said in Romans 9:5 and that he referred to the redeemer
who had already come and whowldin some way and at some time remove sin from

Israel, resulting in the future salvation of Israel when it calls upon that redeemer.
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The Manner of the Salvation of Israel

The arguments advanced by Krister Stendahl, who argues there is a way for
salhation for Israel other than through conversion to faith in Jesus, have been influential
but have also generated some resistance. In fact, some devote whole articles to interaction
with Stendaht Ot her s, who doné6ét devot evesimcticat e arti c|
interaction in which they disa’dtwidlee wi th St en
necessary here also to acknowledge and brief
intersects in several places with the approach | am following tblisstéhe thesis of this
di ssertation. The most i mportant thing in hi

statement as follows:

It should be noted that Paul does not say
consummation, comes, Israel will accdpsus as the Messiah. He says only that the
time will come when dAall l srael wil|l be se

Paul writes this whole section of Romans (1611736) without using the name of
Jesus Christ. This includes the final doxol@fj¥:3336), the only such doxology in
his writings without any christological element.

'‘Rei dar HvSandenie§ , f A b6srael: A Critical Examinati
of Romans 11.22 7 JSDT38 (1990): 871 0 7 ; Scott Haf e masnaelinRénalse Sal vati on
11:2532: A Response EoAuktundi(19948)385 &;t eln.d athl , Yander s, APaul &
Toward t he JUS@R33(1O7H:.d4p | e, 0

’See, e.g., Alan F. Segal-11RpIBaluSupplemetaripsaer i ence an
#1(1990): 637 0; Ot fried Hofius, AOAIIl I srael Will be Saved?éd
Romans9 1 PSB11, Supplementary Issue #1 (1990): 37. See a
Two Loyalties: Romans-2 1 and Phaat de g CGg€ao fiThe Nordic Raul;: Finnsh i n
Approaches to Pauline Theolggd. Lars Aejmelaeus and Antti Mustakallio (London: T&T Clark, 2008),
esp.3233; W. D. Davi es, i P a ulewish and PatuliheeStudiéBlolguidlphia:of | sr ael , «
Fortress, 1984), 148 2 , esp. 143. Daviesd essay i -Sengtsm, marily con
however.

Krister Stendahl, A P a u PaullAmang IpwshedvGsntilesarti Gent i | es
Other Essay$Philadelphia: Fortress, 1976), 4. Semals i dem, fAJudai sm and Chri sti an
HDB 28 (1963): 19, in which Stendahl argued that Israel would be converted to faith in Jesus Christ (7).
The essay | ater appeared as i dem, MBahingd:dhe8ilasand Chri st
Document and Guid@hiladelphia: Fortress, 1984), 205. Stendahl began that essay with an
introductory note (205) in which he stated that much has happened since the writing of the &tide in
Hence he followed the @tsrsiagyt iwdrtiht yi dlelmt fAA uRllag s mf arn da R
Meanings: The Bible as Document and Guigkiladelphia: Fortress, 1984), 2B82. In the latter Stendahl
makes a plea for dialogue not only between Jews and Christians, but with Muslims as well. While the ple
is moving and one would hope for such dialogue, Stenc
Others have agreed wiStendahl in principle, if with some variatichee, e gMar y Ann Gett vy, APaul
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The two important implications here, although not stated directly, but which become
clearer in the essay, are that Pagwésusdoesnot
as Messiah, and that Paul d o*Betmigstesaev en ment i
important to the discussion of the issue in this chapter and in the argument of this whole
work.

While a complete survey of the literature is more than shoeilghdertaken
here, responses to Stendahl fall broadly into two categbfies.first is perhaps
represented most clearly by Otfried Hofius, who argues that Paul means to say that all
Israel will be saved, but in a way that is different from the way (&srdre saved, that is,
| sr ael i's not saved through evangelistic pre
saved by believing in the gospel, which it has heard preached. Hofius, though, does not

intend to communicate that Israel will be savpdrafrom Christ:

But that means that [Israel] ot saved without Chrisfot without the gospel and
notwithout faith in Christ. If, therefore, Israel gets the gospel through a direct

the Salvation of Israel: a PerspectoreRomans 94 1 CRQ50 (1988): 4569; John G. Gagefhe

Origins of AntiSemitism: Attitudes Toward Judaism in Pagan and Christian Anti¢@iford and New

York: Oxford University Press, 1983), 2&4; Lloyd GastonPaul and the ToraliVancouverUniversity

of British Columbia Press, 1987247-64. See the brief but telling critique of Gager in Heikki Raisénen,

APaul , God andll sirnaeRe c eRolimaBusal ¥arld of Rarndative @hristianity

and Judaism: Essays in Tribute to Howar® Kee ed. Jacob Neusner, et al. (Philadelphia: Fortress,

1988), 18991. See also the extended critique of Gaston in Elizabeth E. JofisoRunction of

Apocalyptic and Wisdom Tradition in Roman&®B(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989), 17@5. Cf.

Christ ophey Zocalll il,srfiaeeAn dWidol Ae Saved: d6 Competing Int
Paul i ne S3dSNT30 (@008 29i-303, for a similar critique of Gaston. Similarly, Terence

Donal dson, fiJewi sh Chr i sadSondenvie®Rye ad |l 8 g aJBNTOR20Y u b | i ng ¢
27-44. Donaldson is critical of all the arguments for a two covenant reading of Paul because it cannot

account for Jewish Christians like Paul and those who followed his example.

‘It is fair to note here th@t end a h | |l ater denied that it was his
salvation, one for Jews and one for Christians. o0 As ¢
but he did not offer clarification of what he did mean, simply arguing thatwilidtappen is a mystery.

Krister StendahlFi nal Account: P a u (Minreaptlis: Fartress, 19967. Ittishree Ro man s

that Stendahl does not specifically say there will be another way, but he does leave that open by his
comment and there ioha shortage of those who do argue that as | have noted above.

®But for a broader survey, see Stiun ShumPaul 6s Use of Isaiah in Romar
Comparative Study of Paulédés Letter to the Romans and
(TUbingen: MohiSiebeck, 2002), 2442n 192. Shum understands the categories in a way broadly similar
to that suggested here and he provides a number of other sources in the two categories, with some of which
we will have occasion to interact in this chapter.
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encounter with Christ himself, confesses Christ as the Kyrios,@andscto faith in

him unto salvation, thelsrael comes to faith in the same way as Paul himself

(Emphasis original®)
Hofius, therefore, denies that he endorses a special way of salvation for Israel (a
fiSonderweg) t hat fAbypass eshrstiRatheg lsraepwelllheaatied f ai t h
gospel from the mout h oFfanz®Oussrershoweler, arguesl f at h
similarly to Hofius thagll Israel will be saved at the parousia without a preceding
conversion of the Jews to tgespel butMuss er asserts that this vie
patho to salPvation for |srael

N. T. Wright, however, rejects any notion of any argument that supposes there

might be a way for Israel to be saved apart from conversion to the gospel. In his view,
AGod willldraels that ig th@awhole family of Abraham, Jew and Gentile alike;
this will take place during the course of present history; it will happen through their

comi ng t o CHmMrighsunderatandsfamy iviewhthatallows for all or part of

Israelt o come to salvation at the end of ti me A

*Hof i@l | fil srael , 60 37. Similarly, G¢nter Wagner,
Romans 91 1 , Bschatnlogy and the New Testament: Essays in Honor of George Raymond-Beasley
Murray, ed. Hulitt Gloer (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1998), 086 See esp. 10%here Wagner asserts
that there willbeaself evel ati on of Jesus Christ to | srael at the
in Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testaade@. K. Beale and D. A. Carsdarénd
Rapids: Baker Acadeioy 2007, 673;RichardH. Bell, Provoked to Jealousy: The Origin and Purpose of
the Jealousy Motif in Romansld (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 144; Paul JeviRttmansA
CommentaryMinneapolis, Fortress, 2007), 704.

"bid.

®Franz MussnefTractaie on the Jews: The Significance of Judaism for the Christian,Faith
trans. Leonard Swidler (Philadelphia; Fortress, and London: SPCK, 1984), 34. Unlike Hofius, Mussner
does not allow for any sort of conversion of Israel. See also Florian DfdikBedeutug des Jesajabuches
fur Paulus(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 199899203. Donaldson denies that there is a
Sonderweggchoosing instead the ter&onderplatz Donal dson, #AJeb®2 sh Christianit

°N. T. Wright, The Letter to the Romans: Introdian, Commentary and Reflectigms vol. 10
ofThe New | nt eEdiedby teanddr E. K&kNbshvéle: Abingdon, 2002 689. Similarly,
William Sanday and Arthur C. Headla# Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the
Romans2@ed. ( New Yor k: S @&36iShnday and Headtam see no patid fér 8ajvation for
Israel other than by becoming part of the church.
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exegetically out of step with the passage and with Romans as a whole and is to be

Y

regarded as a fsp®cial kind of salvation.od

A Brief Response to Stendahl

Perhaps it is the now for some attention to the claims pertinent to the thesis
of this dissertation. The first is Stendahl &
saved by conversion to the gospel -27Whil e Ste
technicallycorrect, the passage cannot be read apart from all that Paul has argued thus far
i n Romans. Stendahl s argument i s-8&siakel y bas
preface to Romans 31 in which justification by faith is not understood soteriologicall
but as part of Paul ds reflection on the rela
how the Gentile can be added to the kingdom; that is, Paul argues that justification by

faith makes it equally possible for Jews and Gentiles to come to €Ehrist.

1°N. T. Wright, TheClimax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991346 51, but esp. 249, where Wright argues that the Gentiles coming in to
the people of God is how God is saving al/l |l srael . Wr
Israel so that in Rom 11:2%/ it includes both Jews and Gentiles sosleation of this newly defined
Israel is taking place currently as Paul and others preached the gospel. His argument does not account for
the distinctions Paul makes in Rom 11 between Israel and the Gentiles, such as in the difference between
Gentiles ad Jews being grafted in, but perhaps, as Wagner suggests, the most telling critique is that

Wrightdéds view does not account for the Aresto of | sre
view, those Jews fcan e x p eHemldsofitHe Goofl Nedg Iseeah and Baul J . Ross
in Concert in the Letter to the Romand. e i d e n: Brill Academic, 2003) , 279n
view that the rest of the Jews face only judgment i s
stumbled so as to fall (Rom 11:11) and more particularly, that God has not rejected his people (Rom 11:1).

To think of Paul meaning that Ahis peopled is the r1ec
meaningl ess. See al so WdWrighk in thesrefenamee moted abbve im thismwbte.c r i t i g u €

But see also Dan G. Johnson, i TBQ16($984):1@2tJohnsen, and Meani
in an argument similar to Wright, denies there is a difference between the remnant and the rest of Israel

who wil | be saved, and argues that to think different
not say why and it seems rather that there would be no point in referral to all Israel and future salvation if it

were nothing different fromtheremmt t hat was being saved in Paul ds day
one telling critique of the argument advanced by Wri
11:28. There it is clear that the Israel of 11:26 is ethnic Israel, becausthititslerael that are enemies for

the Gentilesb6 sake, but beloved because -B4Cft he t

f a
Charl es M. Horne, fiThe Meaning of the Phrase O0ANd
JETS21 (1978):332.

Stendahl, APaul -28,esp.R@and2B8e Jews, 0o 26
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There is, of course, truth in the argument that justification by faith makes it
possible for all to come to Christ, but, as Sanders points out, coming to Christ and
becoming part of the kingdom are themselves soteriological statethemeddition, a
signf i cant problem in Stendahl ds thought 1is th
Gentiles able to be justified by faith, both are equally under sin (Ror23.22nd
generally, 1:183:20). That this status includes all, including Israel, is made clear in
Romans 3:1112. That Israel is not exempted can be seen further from 3:22. When Paul

says all have sinned, he has already said there is no distinction. Such a distinction can

only refer to Jew and Gentile, asisadsaul 6s pre
indicated by Paul s use of the same words in
and Gentile in mind. As Hofius points out, A

lost in sin by intervening redemptively in Jesus Christ and so provedlhimset o be o6t he
one who gives salvation to thiagodlyd '§ (Emphasis original.) There is, then, no reason
to think Paul exempts Jews; rather, he condemns both Jews and Gentiles'équally.
In addition, a complete reading of Romans shows that Paul nevertoonders
any possibility of being justified apart fro
(3:21, 24, 26; 4:1112, 1617. See also Gal 2:467) ' That Israel cannot claim a special
way of salvation apart from Christ can also be understood in Rorabhiself. | have
already argued that in 9:3:4 Paul has contended against the possibility of any
justification through the law. In fact, Paul made it clear that by pursuing their own
righteousness by the law as if by works, Israel has not only missestutnliles over, the

very one who is the goal of the law and who in fact provides righteousness to all who

2Sanders, fAPaulos Attitude, o 181.

BHofius, HAA21l I srael,a 20
“segal, fAPaul 6s Experience, o 64.
“so also Sanders, APaulds Attitude, o 181.
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believe It is those who believe and confess who are saved. This means that one can be
saved only through Jesus Christ because for Paul faith isgeoieaal attitude, but is

always faith in Jesus Chri&tThis requirement for faith continues all the way through
11:23 where Paul maintains that even yet Israel can be grafted in, but only if they do not

continue in unbel i ef .isbalgrolhd, @i vardko inmaginee s, fAag a

that Paul in Rom. 11.26 should sp‘eak about s
While | wild.l | ater engage whrast her i n f a
Christological, Stendahl!| 6osJesus Ghtisecbjmeameéint hat Pa

the section from 10:271:36 deserves some brief attention. It is first of all to be

acknowledged that Stendahl is technically accurate. Whether it means anything that Paul

does not mention Jesus by name is another matter, howrevact, as Hvalvik points

out, Stendahl ds argument should not be given
silence® In addition, even to speak of belief (and unbelief) as Paul does in 11:20 and 23

implies Christ, since there is no otherthatonen readi ly identify in P
would qualify as one in whom lIsrael did not believe and now in whom they must believe

to be regrafted? In addition, | will first of all simply state and leave for exegetical

discussion in the next sections, tRatul does in fact refer to Jesus in the very passage

(11:2527) in which he says all Israel will be saved. The redeemer from Zion must surely

be Jesus. The fact that hethodeaemsomspt menti on J
inconsequential.

"Ibid., 182.

YMv al vSonderwed @risraeld 90. See al so Sanders, fAPaul ds A
rightly considers Stendahl és proposal to require a gt

“bid., 91.

¥Similarly, Thomas R. SchreindRomangGrand Rapids: Baker, 199812
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In summary, Sarets offers three reasons that the condition of faith in Christ
is not dropped when Paul turns to Romans :22% (1) the requirement of faith in
Christ is repeated much closer to 1225than Stendahl allows. In fact, it appears all the
waytol1ll:20an@ 3. (2) I f Stendahl ds argument is cor
justification was not soteriological, Stenda
however, as in fact, Paul consistently maintains that salvation is only through Christ. (3)
Romars 11:2832 counts against Stendahl s argument
| srael with his Gentile readers. They (1l srae
(11:28). The same contrast between you and t
verse32 can only mean both Jews and Gentiles who are consigned to disobedience so he
may have mercy on dt.Unless one wishes to suggest mercy will be applied to Gentiles
on some basis other than faith in Jesus, there is no reason to think it will be applied i
some other manner to Israel. With that background of the issues in mind, it is time now to
consider the passage as it applies to the person of Jesus.
| will not try to resolve here the question of whether Israel will be saved
through preaching of the gpel or by a direct selievelation of Jesus Christ to Israel. The
important point is that for Paul there is no means of salvation for Israel apart from Christ.
Perhaps in the end it is best to acknowledge that Paul did not intend to provide enough
detailad information in Romans 11:2%7 to decide the question of how Israel will be

saved?

NSanders, @P48Bl 6s Attitude, O

ZSimilary, see E. P. SandePsul, the Law and the Jewish Peofihiladelphia: Fortress,
1983), 19495. Sanders primarily focuses there on his third point. In addition, he adds the argument that
Paul could not think of Jesus apart from God, orttever se, so it doesndét matter wlt
correct that the deliverer is God. It does matter to the present discussion, however, and we will return to the
question shortly.

“Similarly, Christopher BryamA Preface to Romans: Notes on the Epistlgsiiterary and

Cultural Setting(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 200 91-92. Bryan asserts that salvation for Israel
cannot be apart from Jesus Christ, but finds little upon which to base further judgment. Cf. Nils A. Dahl,
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The Context of 11:2527
Although in Romans 9:300:21 Paupainted a rather bleak picture of the

unbelief of Israel, with a bit of a tragiaftor in their rejectionfathe Messiah, that is not

the end of the story for Pallhdeed in 11:1 he sternly rejects the possibility that God has
rejected his people. After a brief return to comments about the remnant and the hardening
of the remainder of Israel in 111D, Paul gain sternly rejectthe idea of permanent

unbelief Israel did not stumble (reminding the reader of 9:33) in order that they might

fall. Rather, in somewhat surprising fashion, Paul asserts that their trespass is what makes
salvation possible for Gentilés1:11) But, through illustrations of dough, first fruits and

the olive tree Paul asserts that Israel itself can be saved as well2#).:12 fact, this

partial hardening has occurred only until the fullness of the Gentiles has come in.

The primary ssuein the discussion of 11:287 here is whether there is a
Christological emphasis that will help with the issue of whether Paul could identify Jesus
as God. For that reason the focus of this discussion is on verse 26. In Romans 3:29ff the
emphasis orhie oneness of God was to demonstrate that he justifieg faith, with an
argument from Abraham that the blessing of forgiveness is available to both Jew and
Gentile (4:9). There the instruction was most likely to show thatil@emhay be
justified. In11:2527, the emphasis isn the statemerthat Israel will be redeemdxy the

same redeemer

AThe Fut ud eStudids inlPauk Eheology for the Early Christian Missidinneapolis:
Augsburg, 197y , 155; Segal, fi Paul-10ls, dF aGe6olutionefthe questioisd Ro mans
necessary | would side with those who see that Israel will believe ist@mdugh a direct setevelation.
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Exegetical Comments: 11:2827
Hardening and Salvation of Israel

Thereis a mystery about which Paul does not want the readers to be igfforant.
It is besthere simply to take the mystery as his next statement, that a hardening has
partially come upon Israel until the fullness of the Gentiles has come in and thus all Israel
will be saved$ e ¢ dBOEOECGE £ ¢ ik gz s CAOedADz &
an Calogr OmeC ¢ €id & OF Thé mystery is best taken as the full statement
but the core of the mystery, that is, the part of the statement that is new revelation, is the
order in which the salvation of the Jews and Gentiles oééiricludes both the time
(a@ ¢ g pand the order of the salvation of the Gentiles and Jews, including the fact that all
Israel will be saved’ It is reasonable to note, however, in this disicussf the salvation
of I srael, that Paul s purpose in making thi
a matter of general interest, or to allow for the thought that there need now be no interest
or compassion for Israel. The purpose is the opgaiat the Gentiles would not be wise

in themselves, thas, that they not be arrogant.

Byt is likely that Paul is speaking here to Gentiles. He addressed the Gentiles in Rom 11:13 and
in 11:2832, so he surely had in mind the same audience in this section between those two passages.

#Douglas Moo The Efistle to the Roman&randRapids: Eerdmand996, 71516; Wagner,
Heralds,277; SchreinelRomans 62 1; Davi es, fAPaul -4a3;,d Gehtet yP,e ofipH aeu lo fa n

the Salvation of |Israel, 0 459. Geilestrepreserd uhisersalityt hi r d par
but that cannot easily be read from the passage or the context since Paul maintains a distinction between
| srael and the Gentiles. Seifrid, ARomans, 06 672, unde

Johnson offers seral possibilities, but denies that it has to do with the order of the salvation of Israel and

the Gentiles. Johnson, St r ucPRravoked toaleabusi\®8.Belli ng, 010 1. E
understands the mystery to be all of 11225 That is nban unreasonable view, but the OT citation is best

understood as the ground of the fact that all Israel will be saved. Similarly, Sanday and HRadlamg

334 Sanday and Headlam understood the mystery to be the whole plan of redemption as reRaaled to

Similarly, Joseph A. FitzmyeRomans: A New Translation with Introduction aBdmmentaryThe

Anchor Bible, vol. 33New York: Doubleday, 1993521 That seems a bit overly broad, however, for

Paul 6s p o27mDunnunderstafds thébmystery si mply be Godébés purpose fro
include the Gentiles with Israel as his people. James D. G. Ramans 916, Word Biblical

Commentary, vol. 38(Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 198&)78. Jewett sees the mystery as a statement that
Aonlytaomoof | srael remains blind aRohans78at t hi s mal a

PHv al viStnderwegdd 99; Hofius, AAIIl |ACntiemeahd 06 34; C. E
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Ronfladmburgh: T. & T. Clek, 1979), 2:572.

228






