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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 I have 

been constantly confronted. That brings about the need for a lot of help from a lot of 

people, for which I am deeply grateful. My wife, Jill, comes to mind first. Aside from all 

the hard work she has done while I have studied, she worked as hard repairing the 

mistakes in this manuscript as I worked making them. Of course, I 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, I have not only learned how to study 

the Scriptures under his guidance; he has taught me many more things, not the least of 

which is how to teach a Sunday School class. I am also thankful to Drs. William Cook 

and Brian Vickers, before whom I defended the draft and who made valuable suggestions 

for improvement. They have also been good and gracious friends to me during the course 

of my studies. I 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 of The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary for shepherding the process. 

Finally, I 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, I 

am responsible 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 understand Jesus and his identity. The issue had been a matter of controversy 

for centuries before I had my first thought about it, and scholars careful and careless, 



 

xii  

 

devout and profane, creative and mundane have stood on both sides of the issue. Fine 

thinkers and excellent students of the Scriptures have disagreed and continue to disagree. 

I find agreement for much of my argument from many of those thinkers and scholars 

whom I respect and admire, but I 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 I hope 

will not be seen as impertinent. I have tried to treat fairly and to learn from those who 

disagree, but most of all to remember that I have surely not offered the last word in this 

discussion. If anything I have written here can be considered useful for contributing to 

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

The thing that humbles 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 

conclusions I draw about what he thought are also my conclusions about who Jesus is. I 

recognize that such a confession suggests bias that has the potential to color the analysis. 

I think, though, that it is best to acknowledge that at the beginning. After all, in matters 

such as this, who is the objective and disinterested observer? Yet I 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 hymn the 

description of Jesus and the final acknowledgment of who I 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 Man of Godôs own choosing: 

Dost ask who that may be? Christ Jesus 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 his letter to the Romans more than twenty centuries ago he 

began what is now chapter 9 with a lament over the condition of his countrymen, 

followed by a catalog of benefits of the Jew. Perhaps that catalog added to the grief and 

pain that led him almost to wish himself accursed over their condition (Rom 9:1-5). In 

verse 5b Paul crowned his list of benefits with the words ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö, ś 

Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă, ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ҅ ĐĂƠă.
1
 Those words, and the punctuation, 

have been the subject of some significant debate.2
 Paulôs intent could be understood in 

several possible ways, depending on, among other things, where one puts the stops and 

how one understands the antecedent of the participle.
3
 Because of the various 

possibilities, scholars ask whether Paul intended for the reader to understand that Christ is 

himself God overall, or whether Paul simply broke into a doxology to God the Father 

over the coming of Christ.  

                                                 
 
1
The punctuation of the Greek text is a significant issue for this dissertation. In this case the 

Greek text displayed is taken, including punctuation, from the Nestle-Aland Greek text. Ed. Kurt Aland, et 

al., Novum Testamentum Graece, 27
th
 ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993). 

 
2
As noted by many who comment on this verse, even in 1904 F. C. Burkitt commented that 

the punctuation of the verse has probably been more discussed ñthan any other sentence in literature.ò F. C. 

Burkitt, ñOn Romans ix 5 and Mark xiv 61,ò JTS 5 (1904): 451. 

 
3
The literature regarding the exegesis of 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. Cranfield, Romans: A 

Shorter Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans Publishing, 1985), 222. For a more thorough treatment and 

argument regarding the exegesis of the verse, see Bruce Metzger, ñThe Punctuation of Rom. 9:5,ò in Christ 

and the Spirit in the New Testament, ed. Barnabas Lindars and Stephen S. Smalley (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1973), esp. 7-8. 



 

2 

 

 Although Rudolph Bultmann asserted that ñthe Doxology in Rom. 9:5 is 

scarcely to be referred to Christ,ò
4
 scholarly opinions are more divided than he allowed. 

A review of various English translations illustrates the different possibilities. The RSV 

translates ñ. . . and of their race, according to the flesh, is the Christ. God who is over all 

be blessed forever. Amen.ò The AV translates differently: ñand of whom as concerning 

the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God blessed forever. Amen.ò With only minor 

variations, the ASV follows the AV. The NIV is a bit more explicit: ñfrom them is traced 

the human ancestry of Christ, who is God over all, forever praised! Amen.ò Similarly, the 

Revidierte Lutherbibel of 1984 translates: ñaus denen Christus herkommt nach dem 

Fleisch, der da ist Gott über alles, gelobt in Ewigkeit. Amen.ò The New American 

Standard (Updated) leaves some of the ambiguity of the Greek text: ñand from whom is 

the Christ according to the flesh, who is over all, God blessed forever. Amen.ò As I will 

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

God, blessed forever. 

 
 

Thesis 

 It is my proposal that in the Christological passages in Romans 9-11, Paul 

speaks of Christ in a manner that suggests the correct reading of 9:5b is that he asserted 

that Christ is God over all; that is, he is the God of Israel. I will also argue that Paul 

understood that the confession that Christ is God over all is the 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 interpreted.  Since, however, 

                                                 
 

4
Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. Kendrick Grobel (London: SCM 

Press, 1952), 1:129. 



 

3 

 

the language of Romans 9:5 is capable of more than one reading, other factors enter the 

discussion to influence how Paulôs intent is understood. In the modern period those 

questions are debated within a larger set of questions about the development 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 awaited the spread 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 God over all, given 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 Romans 9-11.
5
 For that reason it would be useful first to 

review the more general background of New Testament 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, outside the discussion 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 of scholarship 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 published Kyrios Christos, his 

well-known discussion of the development of New Testament Christology. Although the 
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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 grew even more with its 

translation into English in 1970.
6
 Much 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 environment that has 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 

Boussetôs contribution and the aftermath is useful. 

 In his book Bousset addressed the question ñHow did the early church come to 

divinize and venerate Jesus of Nazareth?ò His argument can be crystallized into three 

major points:
7
 The first is that early Christianity can be divided into two pre-Pauline 

stages: Palestinian Jewish Christianity and Hellenistic Christianity. Second, the earliest 

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

self-designation. Instead, the title was developed by the Palestinian church. Third, the 

kyrios title 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 Gentile-Christian territory in its 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 Boussetôs book.  

 The fact that the expression Maranatha, a word that appears in 1 Corinthians 

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

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

Jesus.
8
   

 The debate following Boussetôs book basically followed three paths, similar to 

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 that question 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 it was exclusively used by 

the Palestinian church. This issue does not require extensive attention for the purposes of 

the discussion at hand. The third is whether the title Kyrios was used only as a result of 

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

 Rudolf Bultmann. Boussetôs theories regarding the developmental 

understanding of Christ have been followed rather closely by other influential scholars, 

including Rudolf Bultmann.
9
 Bultmann essentially took over Boussetôs arguments about 

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 things to all who 

have ears to hear.
10
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 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; that is, in Mark 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 sayings that do identify Jesus with the 

Son of Man are creations of the church, but the Palestinian church, not the Hellenistic 

church.
11

 

 Oscar Cullmann. Cullmann presented a significant full response to Bousset. 

Cullmann also contributed significantly to the agenda to 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 ontological.
12

 More significant for present purposes, Cullmann 

argued against the suggestion by Bousset and 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 

suddenly appear after Jesusô death, but were probably there in the time of Jesus.
13

 

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 Aramaic Mar was used in the absolute sense for God in the same way that 

Adonai and Kyrios were used, indicating that in the Palestinian church where Mar was 

used the worship of Jesus as Lord already existed. Thus, for Cullmann, both Bousset and 
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Bultmann argue incorrectly for 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 as the Lord in a Hellenistic environment.
14

 

 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.
15

 Cullmann countered that the idea could easily have developed 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 a particular commission. Jesusô primary designation of 

himself was Son of Man, but that concept must include not only the servant of YHWH 

but also the Son of God.
16

 

 Ferdinand Hahn. Building on Boussetôs work, Ferdinand Hahn added another 

layer of development to Boussetôs theory.
17

 He maintained the Palestinian Judaism layer, 

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 the titles 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 and exalted one. For Hahn, if one is careful to understand 
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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).
18

 

 Hahn, like Bousset and Bultmann, argued that Kyrios 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 as the Kyrios.
19

 At the 

same time he argued that Boussetôs theory that use of the title originated in Damascus or 

Antioch is untenable.
 
Hahn 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 Christianity. He denied, however, that there was any intent to use it as a 

predicate of deity. Hahn understood the term Maranatha to be associated with the 

parousia and addressed to the exalted one who was coming, not to the earthly Jesus. 

When directed at the earthly Jesus, the word mara is similar to teacher or rabbi. The new 

interpretation in the Hellenistic area resulted in the description of Jesus as the exalted 

one. At first Kyrios did not imply deity, but nonetheless, the exalted Jesus did now bear 

the name of God himself and in the sphere of Hellenistic Gentile Christianity the Kyrios 

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

 Werner Kramer. While Hahnôs work is based almost solely on the Gospels, 

Werner Kramer argued on the basis of pre-Pauline and Pauline material. His argument, 

however, regarding the development of the term Kyrios is little different from Hahnôs. He 

found in the term a pre-Pauline development in the Hellenistic Gentile church. Kramer 

argued that the use of the name of God for Jesus in Philippians 2:6-11, even if it pre-dates 

Paul, makes no difference because such an attribution could take place only in a 
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Hellenistic Gentile environment.
20

 As will be noted below, part of the debate over 

Kramerôs thesis has to do with whether such a pre-Pauline Gentile church existed that 

could influence the theology of the first Christians. 

 Kramer acknowledged that Maranatha originated in the early Aramaic church, 

but did not consider it possible that mara could be a translation for Adonai, 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 argument) why the early church would not 

simply have used the title Son of Man rather than develop another term, mara, since the 

Son of Man title refers to the coming one, but he was unable to provide an answer.
21

 

 Martin Hengel. Martin Hengel argued more fully the point made by Cullmann 

regarding the lack of sharp distinction between Jewish and Hellenistic Christianity. 

Hengelôs rather extensive writing argues that Hellenism had infiltrated Palestine too 

much for any sharp distinction to be made between Palestinian Judaism 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 to \ĀĀüăþĈĊöơ in the assembly. Hengel rejects the argument that those 

were Gentile Christians. Instead, the word simply refers to people who spoke Greek.
 22

 

Since before AD 70 Jerusalem as a holy city of the Jews was not attractive to Gentiles as 

a residence, the \ĀĀüăþĈĊöơ were Greek-speaking Jews who had likely come from the 

Diaspora for the sake of the Temple and the Law. The recently crucified Jesus could be 
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proclaimed among those Hellenists only if his sayings and activity could be proclaimed 

in Greek. Thus, the translation into Greek began not in Antioch, Ephesus or Rome, but in 

Jerusalem. The real bridge between Jesus and Paul were these Jewish-Christian-

Hellenists in the Greek-speaking community of Jerusalem. Only that community in 

Jerusalem (Palestine) could be called the pre-Pauline Hellenistic community.
23

  

 Hengel further argued that Paulôs conversion was between AD 32 and 34, two 

to four years after Jesusô crucifixion. He highlighted the brevity of the time in which 

Paulôs Christology developed. The earliest letter to the Thessalonians was probably 

written about AD 50, so Paulôs Christology was fully developed not later than the late 40s 

before his first missionary journey. The argument from Bousset that Antioch was a 

Gentile-Christian community ignores the short time span during which the 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 Palestine.
24

 

 Hengel concluded 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 Gentile-Christian community before Paul. Even the Syrian 

communities were 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 confession Kyrios Jesus is not borrowed from a pagan cult, but is a 

necessary consequence in which Psalm 110:1 played a part. Maranatha represented a 

preliminary state in which the exalted Christ was called upon to return soon.
25
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 C. F. D. Moule. Moule also offered an argument against the clear distinction 

between the Greek and Aramaic communities so that they called Jesus by different 

titles.
26

 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 not referred 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 Daniel 7:13-14 a picture of his own 

destiny, which was to include 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 Aramaic Mara. 

 The key thought Moule advanced is that the understanding of Jesus was 

developmental, not 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 himself.
27

 As will be noted below, however, 

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

 I. H. Marshall . Marshallôs argument is similar to Hengel, but he more 

pointedly addresses the circular nature of the reasoning of the History-of-Religions 

School. The only knowledge of what the divisions of the church might have been comes 

from passages identified as developed 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 
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Gentile churches existed in the period before the Pauline mission and even during the 

Pauline mission, the churches were mixed with Jews and Gentiles. For that reason Hahnôs 

Hellenistic Gentile church must be dismissed from consideration. The roots of 

Christology actually lie 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 

himself.
28

 

 J. A. Fitzmyer and the LXX. One of the questions that arises in the 

discussion of whether any Palestinian Jewish Christian could refer to Jesus as ÿƥćþąĉ in an 

absolute sense, is whether that title was ever used as a translation of the Tetragrammaton. 

H. Conzelmann argued that the Christian use of ÿƥćþąĉ could not have been derived from 

the Septuagint (LXX) for a number of reasons, the most pertinent of which are (1) outside 

the LXX it is unusual as a designation for God, and (2) it has been disputed that the LXX 

renders >@>D by ÿƥćþąĉ. The latter occurs only in Christian manuscripts of the LXX. 

Conzelmann listed a number of manuscripts in which the Tetragrammaton, not ÿƥćþąĉ, 

appears.
29

 

 Fitzmyer acknowledged the validity of Conzelmannôs arguments, but he 

denied that Conzelmann had closed the question of whether Palestinian Jews called, or 

could call, >@>D by the title ÿƥćþąĉ. The question remains: if Christians, either Palestinian 

or Hellenistic, did not get the title from the LXX, where did they get it? Since there are 

manuscripts that contain ÿƥćþąĉ for >@>D that predate the earliest known Christian 
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manuscript of the LXX, Fitzmyer suggested that it is reasonable to think there were 

copies of the LXX in the first century that made the substitution for the 

Tetragrammaton.
30

 Fitzmyer went on to argue from a review of Qumran documents that 

the Aramaic Mar (generally equivalent to ÿƥćþąĉ) or the Hebrew N@<8 were 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 use of ÿƥćþąĉ in an absolute sense for God. Although 

these instances are not direct translations of >@>D in Scripture, they are evidence that in 

the first century it was possible that a Palestinian Jew in the pre-Pauline church would 

refer to God by using ÿƥćþąĉ absolutely.
31

 Fitzmyer understands Philippians 2:5-11 as a 

pre-Pauline hymn, in which the Christian community did in fact apply the title to the 

exalted Jesus.
32

  

 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 present in the communities where the transition 

occurred. According to Caseyôs analysis of those recent studies, the identity of ethnic 

Jews becomes more Gentile when they abandon Jewish practices such as circumcision. 

Casey compares that to the Maccabeean era when some Jews were assimilated to Greek 

culture while others maintained strict adherence to Jewish law and were called ñthe 

Jews.ò Casey asserts that the Gospel of John is the only New Testament document in 

which Jesus is directly referred to as God and concludes that the writer of John was a Jew 
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who had taken on a Gentile self-identification, hence the constant disputes Jesus had with 

ñthe Jews.ò Johnôs community consisted of Jews and Gentiles, but the Jews in the 

community had been thrown out of the synagogue 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 by Jews.
33

  

 
 
Arguments Regarding Preexistence 

 James D. G. Dunn. One 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 Dunnôs argument denies that Christology could have developed as 

quickly as Hengel argues. His argument 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 means be traced back to Jesus himself with any degree of 

conviction.
34

 

 One of the issues Dunn addressed is the reading of Philippians 2:6-11, where it 

is often argued that the preexistence of Christ is suggested. Dunn suggested instead that 

the one who grasped at 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.
35

 He acknowledged in a later dictionary article that few scholars have 

been willing to read that passage as he suggests.
36
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 Dunn also takes issue with the idea that Jesusô preexistence can be seen in 

Colossians 1:15-20. He argues that the emphasis there is on Wisdom Christology and 

Paulôs fuller meaning is that Christ is intention, that is, he is the one predetermined by 

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.
37

 

 R. G. Hamerton-Kelly . Hamerton-Kelly argued for preexistence in terms of 

existence in the mind of God. Hamerton-Kelly argued that existence in the mind of God 

is real existence, not just thought. According to Hamerton-Kelly preexistence is implied 

in the Synoptic tradition, but never discussed explicitly. He also thinks Dunnôs Adam 

Christology reading of Philippians 2:6-11 is incorrect. His conclusion is that 

preexistence, as he describes it, is deeply imbedded in the biblical traditions. As both 

protological preexistence and eschatological 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 God.
38

 

 Simon Gathercole. Gathercole contributed to the discussion of preexistence 

by arguing that the 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 pre-70 date for Hebrews with its several incarnational texts and 

for an early date for Jude between 40 and 70. He then argued that in Jude 5 the correct 
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textual reading is that Jesus brought Israel out of Egypt.
39

 He further contended that the ñI 

have comeò statements in the Synoptic Gospels are evidence of preexistence. He argues 

against a full-blown Wisdom Christology, even in Matthew.
40

 

 
 
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 

strong monotheistic 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 was 

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 Jesus.
41

 Others have maintained that those 

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 

question whether the modern concept of monotheism applied to second temple Judaism. 

 James D. G. Dunn. Dunn 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 Jewish monotheism. Christ was both the one who prayed to God and the representation 
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of God to humans. The New Testament writers were already working within 

monotheisitic frameworks that constrained the later councils.
42

 

 Margaret Barker.  Barker argued that monotheism was a Deuteronomic 

innovation imposed with only partial success just prior to the exile. In addition she 

argued that YHWH was understood as a younger god who existed along with Elohim. 

The Jews began to consolidate the two after the exile, but the process was 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 century.
43

 

 Charles Gieschen. Charles Gieschen also argued that using the word 

monotheism 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 Christology.
44

  He defines Angelomorphic 

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 power. Humans, 

including patriarchs, kings, prophets, priests and apostles can be angelomorphic when 

they speak for God. Gieschen adduces evidence from most sections of the New 
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Testament to argue that angelomorphic features were attributed to Jesus. He also 

contended that some first century Jews privately venerated angels.
45

 

 Larry Hurtado . Hurtado argued that Jesus was actually worshipped as God 

from the earliest days of the church. He argued three main points.
46

 The first is that 

noteworthy devotion to Jesus emerged in 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 religious 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 Jesus as Kyrios 

was a part of the Maranatha formula and thus was a part of the Aramaic confession.
47

 

Hurtado approves Hengelôs arguments regarding the short time within which the 

Christological thought was crystallized. An important argument for Hurtado is that 

Philippians 2:6-11 is a pre-Pauline hymn, perhaps dating to the earliest years after the 

death of Jesus. Hurtado sees in Paulôs ascribing to Jesus the name to which every knee 

will bow as a direct attribution of the name YHWH to Jesus.
48

 The significant thing for 

Hurtado is binitarian 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 monotheism.
49
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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. 

Rather, Bauckhamôs emphasis is on the identity of God (who God is), without emphasis 

on his nature (what God is).
50

 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 God 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.
51

  

 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 participate in creation. 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 divine creation 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 Christology and Second 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 tolerate was the addition of intermediary type figures. 
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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 large body of literature exists on all sides of the argument regarding Paulôs 

intent in Romans 9:5b. Most commentators comment on the issue, although in varying 

detail. In addition, writers focusing on the Christology of the 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. This section will 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 manuscripts, including 

the variety in the early translations, is enough evidence that the controversy existed even 

early in Christian history.
52

 At the same time, the prevailing tendency among early 

commentators was to read the verse to identify Jesus as God.
53

 In fact, Metzger notes that 
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among the orthodox Greek fathers, only Diodore of Tarsus and Photius read the verse as 

referring to God the Father.
54

 

Under the more recent influence of the History-of-Religions School more 

scholars started to read Romans 9:5b as a doxology to God the 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 them.
55

 Paul connects the Son of God to 

Kyrios, who stands close to the Father, but on the other hand is a being in his own right, 

separate from the Father. Paulôs focus is on the exalted Son of God. He would not 

actually speak of the deity of Christ. He avoids the expression ýúƤĉ, just 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 Christ.
56

 As noted previously, 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 as God.
57

  

 
 
Grammatical Analysis Favoring the Thesis   

In 1881, Timothy Dwight produced a detailed and lengthy analysis of Romans 

9:5 and concluded Paul intended to refer to Jesus as God.
58

 Briefly considered, Dwight 

argued that Ű  əŬŰ  ůɎɟəŬ suggests an antithesis, which is expressed in the verse. He also 
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argued that the participle is most naturally connected with ś čćþĈĊƤĉ, and that the word 

Ů ɚɞɔɖŰ ɠ occurs where one would expect, if it is descriptive of čćþĈĊƤĉ but it is not in 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 punctuate it.
59

 They 

concluded that no argument is conclusive, but the grammar suggests the word ýúƤĉ refers 

to Christ.
60

 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 Jesus God.
61

 In 1992 Bruce Metzger 

undertook a more thorough analysis similar to Dwight and came generally to the same 

conclusion that Dwight reached.
62

 In 2003 Hans-Christian Kammler analyzed the text in 

detail and concluded that Paul did mean to refer to Jesus as God.
63
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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 1881.
64

 Abbot argued that a doxology 

to God was not out of place in Romans 9:1-5 and that the various 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 that əŬŰ  ůɎɟəŬ should require as an antithesis that Jesus is God, and, in 

addition he argued that a full stop is suggested following it. Abbot finally contends that 

Ů ɚɞɔɖŰ ɠ is never applied to Jesus in the New Testament and, in spite of suggestions 

that the word order is unnatural for a doxology, it is best applied to God. Abbotôs 

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 to others that Paul nowhere else refers to Jesus as God, 

and that it is unlikely that at the early time of Paulôs writing he could have had that 

understanding. 

Gordon Fee. Another more recent objection based on analysis of the grammar 

comes from Gordon Fee in his quite thorough exegetical analysis of Paulôs Christology.
65

 

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 analysis later in the dissertation, but here it can be generalized as: (1) In 

most of Paulôs writing he makes a clear distinction between ýúƤĉ and ÿƥćþąĉ (the Son); (2) 

Paulôs emphasis in Romans as a whole and in chapters 9-11 is so thoroughly theocentric 
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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 the same as those 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 his writing.
66

  

 
 
Non-Exegetical Objections to the Thesis  

Emendation. A few scholars have suggested an emendation of the text that 

would reverse  ɜ to ɜ , which would result in Paul, referring to Israel, writing 

ñwhose is the God over all amen.ò That conjecture does not appear to have gained 

widespread support, and of course, being conjecture, it has no manuscript support. In 

support of the argument for conjecture, though, W. L. Lorimer argued that it is ñwell-nigh 

impossibleò for Paul to call Christ God, and that the conjecture would clear up some of 

the problems with the sudden introduction of the doxology.
67

 Karl Barth may be 

representative of the difficulty scholars find when he comments that ɢɟɘůŰɧɠ may be 

taken as the subject of the participial phrase, as supported by analogous constructions in 

Romans 1:25 and 2 Corinthians 11:31, but ñI cannot, however bring myself to accept óso 

unparalleled an attributionôò (quoting Zahn).
68

 Thus, he argues for the conjecture. 
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Similarly, H. W. Bartsch argued that the conjecture is necessary to understand 

the text.
69

 After comparison with other doxologies in the Pauline letters he concluded that 

the issue of the one to whom the doxology was directed could not be decided on the basis 

of punctuation.
70

 Either a period or a colon following either Ű  əŬŰ  ůɎɟəŬ or  ɜ ˊ  

ˊɎɜŰɤɜ, results 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 disconnected doxology. 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 the list of the gifts of the people of Israel. Thus a 

doxology to Christ is not reasonable.
71

 Since 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 to Christ, especially at this point in the text, he resolved the 

dilemma by speculating that the correct original text included the conjecture.
72

   

 Theological objections. Although he stopped short of proposing an 

emendation, C. F. D. Moule agreed that the case for the grammatical analysis that results 

in the conclusion that Paul did intend to call Jesus God is ñremarkably cogent,ò yet he has 

an instinctive reluctance to allow that a Jew of Paulôs upbringing could have used ýúƤĉ in  
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quite that way.
73

 Dunn concurs: ñThe argument on punctuation certainly favours a 

reference to Christ as ógod.ô But Paulôs style is notably irregular and a doxology to Christ 

as god at this stage would be even more unusual within the context of thought than an 

unexpected twist in grammatical construction.ò
74

 

 
 

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 9:1-5; 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 

last thirty years has thrown into considerable doubt the theories advanced by Bousset that 

the title ÿƥćþąĉ could not 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, one can reasonably 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 

question of why Paul would write a doxology to Jesus at the beginning of Romans 9-11 

and at the end of a list of the benefits to the Jews. Similarly, Jochen Flebbe relies on his 

analysis of the connection between Romans 9:5b and 9:6a to conclude a reference to 
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Christ as God would in no way fit into Paulôs argumentation at this point.
75

 Dunnôs 

argument noted above that a doxology to Christ would be unusual in the context of Paulôs 

thought also calls forth the analysis of the literary context of the sentence at issue. The 

objection that it is questionable that Paul would apply ýúƤĉ to 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, I will analyze the 

remainder of Romans 9-11 to determine whether evidence exists to suggest Paul had in 

mind his argument in those chapters when he penned 9:1-5. The analysis will focus on 

three other passages in chapters 9-11. The first to be considered is the issue of the 

stumbling block (Rom 9:30-33), where I will argue that the Jews stumbled over the 

person of Jesus. The second is the confession of Jesus in 10:9-13, where I will argue that 

to confess Jesus as Lord is to confess him as YHWH, God of Israel. I will further argue 

that the confession in 10:9-13 cannot be separated from the confession of Christ as God. I 

will then argue that this confession of Jesus as the God of Israel is what Israel must 

confess to be saved.
76

  

Finally, I will argue that the deliverer from Zion in 11:25-26 in Paulôs 

terminology may be an indication of who he means for us to understand Jesus to be. 

Paulôs quotation in 11:25-27 raises questions, but I will argue that the wording itself 

points back to 9:5. There are many other issues to be developed within that framework of 

analysis, but I will refrain from a complete list here. The main purpose is to propose that 

Paul actually sets forth in Romans 9:5b his view of the person of Christ that he will 

exhibit throughout Romans 9-11, that is, that the basic confession of the faith for Jews as 
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well as Gentiles is that Jesus is YHWH, in every sense God himself. In effect the purpose 

will be to address the question of why here at the beginning of Romans 9-11, Paul would 

refer to Jesus as God. 

 
 

Method 

 The method will be primarily exegetical. The exegesis will focus on chapters 

9-11 of Romans to determine 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 will lay the groundwork for an analysis of Paulôs Christology as set 

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 

identify 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. I will set the verse in context of the entire letter to the 

Romans as well in the context of chapters 9-11. I will also consider in some detail the 

various grammatical possibilities, as well as the nature of doxological structures. I will 

argue there that the syntax points to Christ as God. 

  The next two chapters will seek to 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 the remaining exegetical considerations of Romans 

9-11. In chapter 3 I 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 in a 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 argument regarding the nature of the stumbling block 

and the question of what it is that caused the Jews to stumble. I 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 Jesus as 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 over the 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 in 10:9-13, where I will ask what 

it means to confess Jesus as Lord and whether that meaning can be separated from the 

confession of Christ as God. That discussion will take into account Paulôs further 

explanation of the confession in 10:13 and the universal lordship of Jesus. My argument 

will be that, as is often acknowledged, that 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 consider the nature of Paulôs use of Isaiah 59:20. I will argue 

that the deliverer from Zion in 11:25-26 in Paulôs terminology is an indication of who he 

means for us to understand Jesus to be. Paulôs quote in 11:25 raises questions, but I will 

ask whether his wording itself points back to 9:5. While 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 question at issue will be the nature of Paulôs use 

of the quote from Isaiah, and how that might relate to the language he used in 9:5b. It is 

to those questions that we now must turn.



 

30 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

CHAPTER 2 
 

CHRIST AS GOD IN ROMANS 9:5b 
 

 In chapter1, I cataloged a number of scholars who objected to the thesis that in 

Romans 9:5 Paul intended to 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 1881.
1
 Soon after, William Sanday 

and A. C. Headlam undertook a detailed analysis of the text and the possible ways to 

punctuate it. They concluded that no argument is conclusive, but the grammar suggests 

the word ýúƤĉ refers to Christ.
2
 In 1973 Bruce Metzger drew a similar conclusion,

3
 as did 

Murray J. Harris in 1992.
4
 Similarly, in 2003 Hans-Christian Kammler analyzed the text 

and concluded that ýúƤĉ refers to Christ.
5
 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 
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from the earliest part of the letter. In 1:1-4, part of the introduction 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. In 1:8 Paulôs thanks are directed to God, but through Jesus Christ. In verse 9 

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, the relationship is explicit with reference to the Father and without 

reference to the Son: ñgrace to you and peace from God our father and the Lord Jesus 

Christ.ò
6
 In that verse there may also be a suggestion of the unity of the two, but that 

discussion must wait for chapter 4. In 1 Corinthians 15:24-28 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. 

 Clearly, then, one must recognize that in Paulôs mind the distinction between 

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 

will be addressed briefly later in the dissertation during discussion of Paulôs use of ýúƤĉ, 

but I do not propose that I 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 as God. The best 

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

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

7
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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 really one of identity rather than nature.  

 The difference between identity and nature can be seen in Bauckhamôs further 

comments that, what in the Jewish understanding of God really could be understood as 

divine, is determined in modern scholarship by a variety of unexamined 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 

really implied.
8
 For Bauckham, ñIdentity concerns who God is: nature concerns what 

God is or what divinity is,ò and ñif we wish to know in what Second Temple Judaism 

considered the uniqueness of God to consist . . . we must look not for a definition of 

divine nature, but for ways of characterizing the divine identity.ò
9
 

 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, I suggest that 

Paulôs statement in 9:5b is not a statement of the nature of Jesus that will permit 

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 attempt to make this a 

question of divinity alone is hindered by the phrase ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďăᵂ ýúƤĉ. Paul is 

speaking to the identity of this God, and surely he has in mind the God of Israel. No other 

God is over all. Paul simply understood Jesus to be identical with the God of Israel, and 

when he identified God he included Jesus. One of the important issues in this chapter will 
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be the use of the participle (ś ųă), and perhaps at this point the participle could be 

formulated in a question ñwho is God over all?ò  

 In addition to the objection that Paul often refers to Jesus as distinct from God, 

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

God.
10

 I acknowledge this wider doctrinal problem at the outset and I will return to it in 

chapters 3 and 4 in which I will take up several objections to the possibility 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 question. No 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 grammatical interpreters aloneðasking, apart from all regard to St. Paulôs 
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 of the Apostle. 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 their own context. A writer may not have intended 
to bring out in a particular place, what he states as the substance of his teaching 
elsewhere.

11
 

 
 

Romans 9:1-5 Generally 

 That chapters 9-11 form a discrete section of Romans is not disputed. Some 

have argued in the past that the chapters are a diversion in Paulôs thought, perhaps even a 

sermon Paul had spoken.
12

 Thomas Schreiner, however, notes that such ideas have all but 

                                                 
 

 
10

In chap. 4, I will argue that Titus 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 I will accept for the moment that Rom 9:5 is the only 

Scripture in which Paul directly refers to Jesus as God.  

 

 
11
Dwight, ñOn Romans ix. 5,ò 23. 

 

 
12

C. H. Dodd, The Epistle to the Romans (London: Hodder and Stoughton), 148-49. 



 

34 

 

vanished today.
13

 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.
14

 That is a fair enough analysis, but many also rightly note that it is 

the question of the unbelief of Israel that calls forth Paulôs struggle.
15

 It is my position 

that the burning question concerns Israelôs unbelief, and the answer is developed in the 

framework of the faithfulness of God.
16

 As I will argue below, the question of Israelôs 
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unbelief confronts the reader in the first sentences of chapter 9.
17

 Romans 9:1-5 stands as 

the introduction to chapters 9-11.
18

 It introduces the issue Paul seeks to resolve in the 

chapters: the unbelief of Israel.
19

 In these verses Paul sets forth his lament for his fellow 

Israelites. The passage follows directly on the heels of 8:31-39, 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 circumstances and 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 he says 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 word of God 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 lament
20

 again in 10:1, where his concern 

over the unbelieving state of Israel becomes clear in his prayer for Israel that they be 

saved. Similarly in 11:1, 11:11 and 11:23 Paul expresses concern over Israelôs stumbling 

and continuing unbelief, although some hope begins to develop in those verses. So within 
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the chapters there is plenty to show the cause of Paulôs anguish is the unbelief of Israel. It 

is logical to infer that the same is the cause of his pain in 9:1-3. Indeed, I will argue 

below that the reason can actually be inferred in the introduction itself. 

 This introductory paragraph, then, is called forth by the question of Israel. 

Since it stands as the introduction to all of chapters 9-11, and since Paul speaks of his 

concern throughout the chapters, that must be the issue that calls forth this whole discrete 

section of Romans. But that question 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 Greek (ùƥăöĂþĉ øęć ýúąů ĩĈĊþă 

úňĉ ĈďĊüćơöă ĆöăĊŔ Ċƈ ĆþĈĊúƥąăĊþ, }ąċùöơŽ Ċú ĆćżĊąă ÿöŔ ]ĀĀüăþ).
21

 In the following 

section (1:18-3:20) Paul shows that all are under sin, whether Jew or Greek, and 

regardless of possession of the Mosaic Law. The argument concludes with 3:20 that no 

flesh is justified before God by works of the Law (ùþƤĊþ ĩĄ Īćøďă ăƤĂąċ ąŢ 

ùþÿöþďýƠĈúĊöþ ĆĚĈö ĈęćĄ ĩăƨĆþąă öŢĊąů). But in development of that section, Paul pauses 

in 3:1-8 in the face of his argument that Jew and Greek are equal, that all are under 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) introduces the problem that he will 

take up again in chapters 9-11: if some of the Jews do not believe, does their unbelief 

nullify the faithfulness of God (úň ıĆơĈĊüĈƞă Ċþăúĉ, Ăĺ ĵ ĐĆþĈĊơö öŢĊżă Ċĺă ĆơĈĊþă Ċąů 

ýúąů ÿöĊöćøƠĈúþ)? The answer is in verse 4: of course not (ɛ øƟăąþĊą). Finally, in 3:10 

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

shown, all, both Jews and Greeks, are included under sin. Paulôs brief discussion of the 

position of Israel here looks forward to chapters 9-11 and his more complete discussion 
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of the problem of the faithfulness of God in the face of Israelôs unbelief and the ultimate 

outcome for Israel. 

 Immediately after his conclusion to 1:18-3:20 in which Paul has shown that all 

are equally under sin, he proclaims the solution in 3:21-26. The righteousness of God, 

which has been witnessed by the Law and the prophets, has been revealed and 

demonstrated in Jesus Christ for all who believe. In 3:30-31, Paul makes the point that 

God is one, both God of the Jews and God of the Gentiles. When Paul returns to the 

question of the Jews and their ultimate salvation in chapters 9-11, he will resolve it in a 

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 chapters 9-11 Paul will 

concern himself more at length with the question that has lurked behind his writing from 

the beginning of the letter.
22

 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 8:31-39, where Paul confessed the 

unconquerable love of God in Christ, begins Paulôs lament over the condition of Israel. 

The importance of that lament, which is the point of the analysis of 9:1-5a, is that in verse 

4 Paul did not suddenly break into praise for the gifts to Israel, but instead treated the 

gifts as further reason to lament their unbelief. That will support my later argument that 

the final phrase is not a doxology.  
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 The lack of any connecting particle or conjunction, together with the sudden 

change in tone, marks the shift in Paulôs argument.
23

 The paragraph contains Paulôs 

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.
24

 The witness of the conscience does not carry as much weight in the 

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

without the Law: ĈċĂĂöćĊċćąƥĈüĉ öŢĊżă ĊĻĉ ĈċăúþùƠĈúďĉ ÿöŔ ĂúĊöĄŮ ĐĀĀƠĀďă Ċżă 

ĀąøþĈĂżă ÿöĊüøąćąƥăĊďă ĳ ÿöŔ ĐĆąĀąøąċĂƟăďă.
25

 Paul seems to use the conscience as a 

sort of independent witness within or even standing over against himself.
26

 In addition, 

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

Romans can be assured of Paulôs truthfulness not because of the conscience as an 

infallible witness, but because his conscience is under the control of the Holy Spirit.
27
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Paulôs 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 speaks is that 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 Paulôs great grief and unceasing pain has to do with his 

kinspeople according to the flesh (ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö) 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 was somehow 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 truth of the fact that he is actually in great grief and pain on their behalf.
 28

 

While Keckôs theory could well be correct regarding the reason for the need for the triple 

attestation of his truthfulness, his argument is unconvincing that chapters 9-11 are a result 

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 to Peter.
29

 But even if Peter had 

been given responsibility for the Jewish mission, there is no reason to suggest Paul had 

given up his concern for Israel. Some of Paulôs concern for the Jews was shown in his 

care for their well-being expressed in the collection from the Gentile churches for the 

Jews in Palestine (2 Cor 8-9.) In addition, as can be seen below, Paul not only reported 

his grief, he expressed a much deeper willingness to suffer loss on behalf of the Jews. 
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The reason for Paulôs concern is there: They are his kinspeople according to the flesh, 

and, as he implies here and states later, they are in unbelief. In addition, if Paul were 

writing to a primarily Gentile audience as suggested by Romans 1:13; 11:13 and 15:15-

16 they would likely not be overly concerned about Jewish accusations against Paul. 

 While in verse 3 Paul does not make explicit what causes his grief and pain, 

the cause is nonetheless implicit. The wish that Paul had in mind, is that he become 

ɜɎɗŮɛŬ. Paul was thinking of being accursed from Christ (́  Űɞ  ɉɟɘůŰɞ), by which 

he meant separation from Christ, in a manner no doubt consistent with the understanding 

of being devoted for destruction.
30

 But he stopped short of that wish. Instead, Paul means 

he could almost wish, or perhaps he considers his wish hardly attainable.
31

 Even though 

Paul stopped short of the final wish to be accursed, it is difficult to understand what could 

bring him to such a brink, unless it is the unbelief of his kinspeople. For that reason, 

Paulôs willingness to undergo accursedness is evidence enough that his concern is the 

plight of Israel based on their unbelief. Paulôs willingness to suffer such a fate himself 

suggests that those for whom he was willing to make the sacrifice suffer the fate of being 

under the curse themselves.
32
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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. In Paulôs writings (1Cor 12:3; 16:22; Gal 1:8, 9) the word always has more the 

meaning of accursed. The word ĐăƞýúĂö also occurs 26 times in 19 verses in the Septuagint. Other than in 

the 3 uses in Jdt 16:19 and 2 Macc 2:13; 9:16, ĐăƞýúĂö translates the Hebrew ˥JW which occurs more than 

75 times and means a thing devoted or banished. The thing could be devoted to God, and thereby made 

holy, or it could be devoted to destruction. So Jackie A. Naude, ñJWB,ò in The New International 

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

Zondervan, 1997), 2: 276-77. In the uses of ĐăƞýúĂö in the canonical books, it is used for devotion to God 

in Lev 27:28 only. In each of the other instances ĐăƞýúĂö is used of things devoted for destruction, 

implying they are accursed. Thus one sees the depth of Paulôs concern for his people, and their condition. 
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BDF, 182.  

 

 
32

So Moo, Romans, 557. Cf. Richard H. Bell, The Irrevocable Call of God: An Inquiry into 

Paulôs Theology (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005), 199; Schreiner, Romans, 481; Wilckens, Römer, 2:186.  
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 Although Paul returns later to the issue, whether he understood the unbelief of 

the Jews permanently barred them from the kingdom is not specifically worked out in this 

passage.
33

 Also, whether or not Paul understood that every Jew (vis-à-vis all Israel) 

would be ultimately saved, the necessary point here is that their condition of unbelief at 

the time was the cause of Paulôs grief. 

  Paulôs wish is on behalf (ŦĆƟć) of his kinspeople according to the flesh.
34

 The 

Greek ŦĆƟć can mean ñon behalf of,ò or ñin the place of.ò The two meanings can be close 

and it is possible that in verse 3, the meanings have merged.
35

 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, who asked 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 32:30-34).
36

 As Johannes Munck suggests, the language of both Paul 

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

                                                 
 

Against Lloyd Gaston, ñIsraelôs Enemies in Pauline Theology,ò NTS 28 (1982): 411-16. Gaston argues 

there is no evidence in chap. 9 that Israel was in a state of unbelief. This lays too great weight on Paulôs 

silence and there is no other reason that makes sense of Paulôs grief. So Heikki Räisänen, ñPaul, God and 

Israel: Romans 9-11 in Recent Research,ò in The Social World of Formative Christianity and Judaism, ed. 

Jacob Neusner, et al. (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988), 180; idem, ñTorn Between Two Loyalties: Romans 9-

11 and Paulôs Conflicting Convictions,ò in The Nordic Paul: Finnish Approaches to Pauline Theology, ed. 

Lars Aejmelaeus and Antti Mustakallio (London: T&T Clark, 2008), 25. 
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Keck, Romans, 227, who argues it is unlikely Paul thought the Jews were already cut off. The 

strength of the language seems to work against Keck, as does Paulôs use of the olive tree as illustration that 

Israel has been cut off, although capable of being re-grafted. 

 

 
34
əŬŰ  ůɎɟəŬ. The use of that term suggests an antithesis, but I will reserve detailed comment 

about the phrase until the discussion of v. 5b. 

 

 
35

So Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon f the New Testament, trans. and adapted by 

William F. Arndt, F. Wilbur Gingrich, rev. and ed. Frederick W. Danker, 3rd ed. (Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press, 2000), s.v. ñ́ɏɟ.ò 

 

 
36

See esp. Johannes Munck, Christ and Israel: An Interpretation of Romans 9-11, trans. 

Ingeborg Nixon (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1967), 29-30. Cf. Moo, Romans, 558; Schreiner, Romans, 480; 

Fitzmyer, Romans, 544; Bruce, Romans, 185; Wilckens, Römer, 2:187. Contra Käsemann, Romans, 258.  
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unforgivably.
37

 Somewhat similarly, Jewett argues that Paul used the imperfect 

(ɖ ɢɧɛɖɜ) in the customary sense: used to wish (or pray). That means Paul had made 

actual prayers to be separated from Christ on behalf of Israel at some time prior to the 

writing.
38

 Jewett based his argument on the unlikelihood of a subjunctive construction (I 

could wish) with the intensive Ŭ Ű ɠ ɔɩ. In addition, Paul would then better correspond 

with Moses (Exod 32:31-33), who actually did pray to be blotted out of the book of life 

instead of the Israelites.
39

 It is wise, however, not to overemphasize Paulôs place in 

atoning for Israel. It must be true that if Paul were aware of Mosesô offer to serve as one 

figure to be punished for all of Israel, he was also aware of the failure of Mosesô appeal 

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 he was not able or permitted to offer himself as such a sacrifice, for, as much as 

anything else, he himself was in need of atonement.
40

 He recognized only the cross as the 

eschatological place where atonement could be made.
41

 Finally, Paul would not have seen 

it as a possibility that he could be separated from Christ, given his statements in 8:31-
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Munck, Christ and Israel, 30.  
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Jewett, Romans, 560-61. 
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Ibid.  

 
40
This statement is true notwithstanding Paulôs statement in Col 1:24. It is most likely that in 

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

was necessary for spreading the gospel among the Gentiles (cf. Acts 9:15-16) and thus, by his suffering 

Paul hastens the end of the age. For a similar view, see Peter T. OôBrien, Colossians, Philemon, Word 

Biblical Commentary, vol. 44 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1982), 75-80. Similarly, as suggested in Munck, 

Christ and Israel, 29, it is possible Paul could also have had in mind the suffering of those in the 

Maccabean tradition who saw themselves as suffering for the purification of Israel (see, e.g., 4 Macc 10:11; 

6:28-30; 17:20-22). Paulôs language here lacks the direct language (blood and atonement) used in the 

Maccabeean text, and given Paulôs own need of atonement, it is unlikely he saw himself as offering an 

atonement for Israel. Jarvis Williams has plausibly argued that the atonement mentioned in the Maccabean 

texts was in the background of Paulôs thought about the atonement of Jesus, but he did not suggest that Paul 

could see himself as sacrificial in that way. Jarvis J. Williams, Maccabean Martyr Traditions in Paulôs 

Theology of Atonement (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2010), 2-3.  
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Wilckens, Römer, 2:187. 
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39.
42

 The best conclusion is that the use of the imperfect ɖ ɢɧɛɖɜ was tendential. He 

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 

11:25-26 as one who comes from Zion. 

 
 
ñWho Are Israelitesò 

 The use of the relative clause. Verse 4 links to verse 3 by the relative clause 

ɞ Űɘɜɏɠ Ů ůɘɜ ůɟŬɖɚ ŰŬɘ. The antecedent of the relative pronoun is Paulôs kinspeople 

according to the flesh mentioned in verse 3. The pronoun in this case could be understood 

as explicative (inasmuch as).
43

 It is probably better, however, to read the relative as 

causal.
44

 In either case Paul intends more than to simply further identify his kinspeople as 

Israelites. It is unlikely that Paul was simply identifying those kinspeople for the sake of 

listing privileges that accrued to them. It is better to take the relative pronoun as the basis 

of Paulôs foregoing statement that he would be willing to be separated from Christ.  

 While the relative clause is probably intended to ground his 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 the øƞć is explicative, so verse 3 provides the ground of 

the depth of his grief and pain.
45

 Verses 4 and 5, introduced by the causal relative clause, 
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John Murray, The Epistle to the Romans: The English Text with Introduction, Exposition and 

Notes (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), 2:3. 
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For arguments for the explicative, see Käsemann, Romans, 258; Jewett, Romans, 561; Dunn, 

Romans 9-16, 526. BDF, 253, notes use of the relative to express the general quality. 
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Hübner, Gottes Ich und Israel, 14; John Calvin, The Epistle to the Romans, trans. and ed. 

John Owen (Edinburgh: Calvin Translation Society, n.d.; reprint, Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003), 338; Moo, 

Romans, 559, following Calvin. For use of the relative as a causal clause see H. E. Dana and Julius R. 

Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament (New York: Macmillan, 1946), 272. The 

relative, ɞ Űɘɜɏɠ, should most 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. 
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So also Schmithals, Römerbrief, 328. 
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are part of the same sentence begun by the explicative øƞć statement, further explaining 

why he would be willing to undergo separation 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 of the reason for the depth of Paulôs pain.
46

 

 If that analysis is correct, Paulôs purpose is not to shift to a listing of gifts to 

Israel that results in either a shift in the status of the Israelites
47

 or a 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, but his 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 lament.
48

 It is in spite of all these privileges that Israel is in 

unbelief and, Paulôs willingness to sacrifice himself is even 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 chosen them.
49

 If it were Paulôs 

purpose to show the even more remarkable depth of his lament, then ñboth logically and  

                                                 
 

 
46
Contra Ezra Abbot, ñOn the Construction of Romans ix.5,ò Journal of Society of Biblical 

Literature and Exegesis 1 (1881): 92. ñIf we will let Paul be his own interpreter instead of reading 

unnatural thoughts between the lines,ò we will not take the view argued above. Abbot argued that Paul 

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 unbelief, there would be no reason for his 

anguish. In addition, Abbot did not take note of the structure of the passage suggested here.  
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John Piper, The Justification of God: An Exegetical and Theological Study of Romans 9:1-

23, 2
nd

 ed. (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1993), 43. 
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So also Dane C. Ortland, ñThe Insanity of Faith: Paulôs Theological Use of Isaiah in Romans 

9:33,ò TrinJ 30 (2009): 280. Contra Keck, Romans, 227; Gordon Fee, Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-

Theological Study (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2007), 275. 
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Calvin, Romans, 337, affirms that Paul could not have spoken the words only with regard to 

service to God. ñI connect the love of men with a zeal for Godôs glory.ò Calvin is correct that service to 

God was not the only motivation, but Paul may have been similarly motivated for service in his 

extraordinary statement in Col 1:24 where he rejoiced in his sufferings for the Colossiansô sake and he 

filled up what was lacking in the afflictions of Christ on behalf of his body. There Paul also may express a 

double service, one on behalf of the Colossians and one a service to Christ for the building up of his body. 
(Ɂ ɜ ɢŬɑɟɤ ɜ Űɞ ɠ ˊŬɗɐɛŬůɘɜ ˊ ɟ ɛ ɜ, əŬ  ɜŰŬɜŬˊɚɖɟ  Ű  ůŰŮɟɐɛŬŰŬ Ű ɜ ɗɚɑɣŮɤɜ Űɞ  ɉɟɘůŰɞ  ɜ 

Ű  ůɎɟəɑ ɛɞ ˊ ɟ Űɞ  ůɩɛŬŰɞɠ Ŭ Űɞ ,  ůŰɘɜ  əəɚɖůɑŬ.) 
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emotionally such a doxology would interrupt the train of thought as well as be 

inconsistent with the mood of sadness that pervades the preceding verses.ò
50

  

 Use of the name ñIsraelites.ò In chapters 1 through 3 Paul used the word 

}ąċùöŕąĉ nine times to refer to his countrymen (1:16; 2:9, 10, 17, 28, 29; 3:1, 9, 29). In 

chapters 9-11 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 Israelites. Although 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 chapters 9-11. The importance in this instance is to 

show that Paulôs kinspeople are actually the elect people of God.
51

 In the same general 

way, Paul uses the word ůɟŬɖɚɑŰɖɠ in Romans 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 Israel.
52

 In Romans 9:4, the 

importance is that the people 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 the Messiah who has come for their redemption (as Paul notes in 11:26)? 
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Metzger, ñPunctuation,ò108. Cf. Schreiner, Romans, 488; Jewett, Romans, 568; Kammler, 

ñDie Prªdikation,ò 169. Against Otto K¿ss, ñZu Rºmer 9,5,ò in Rechtfertigung: Festschrift für Ernst 

Käsemann zum 7.0 Geburtstag, ed. Johannes Friedrich, Wolfgang Pöhlmann and Peter Stuhlmacher 

(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck and Göttingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 1976), 303. 
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H. G. Kuhn ñůɟŬɐɚ,ò in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. Gerhard Kittel, 

trans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), 3:86-88. Cf. Fitzmyer, Romans, 

545; Cranfield, Romans, 2:460-61. After the return from the exile to Babylon, the name D<>D (}ąċùöŕąĉ) was 

applied to those living in Judah by non-Jewish people of the area. The name  H8W¥D(}ĈćöƠĀ) was used by 

the Israelites with an emphasis on the religious aspect, that is, to denote themselves as Godôs chosen 

people. 
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Dunn, Romans, 9-16, 526, notes that here Paul was speaking as an insider. But see also Gal 

1:13-14 and 2:13-14, where Paul refers to Judaism and Jews. There, he is referring to himself as an outsider 

looking back to what he once was. So Mark A. Seifrid, Christ Our Righteousness: Paulôs Theology of 

Justification (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2000), 26. Paul could speak of himself in both ways in 

relation to his kinspeople. 
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 List of Israelôs privileges. The list of privileges occurs in three sections, the 

first two beginning with the relative pronoun ɜ but the last, with the preposition 

attached to the relative: ɝ ɜ. 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 from the 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 by ÿöơ. That signifies not only the last in the list, but also 

calls attention 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 

Christôs proceeding from among Israel as far as his flesh is concerned, ñHe proceeds 

from them as to origin, but He does not belong to them exclusively as to His 

destination.ò
53

 (Godet apparently 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 3:21-24). God is one, therefore God of both the Jew and the Gentiles, who 

justified both by faith (3:29-30). Paulôs emphasis continues here; the Messiah belongs to 

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. There is some 

disagreement among scholars whether the gifts as evidence of Godôs graciousness to 

Israel belong only to the early times of Israelôs history.
54

 I side with those who prefer to 

see that Paul understood the gifts and privileges have not been forfeited by Israel.
55
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Godet, Romans, 341.  
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So Munck, Christ and Israel, 30-31. 
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Piper, Justification, 30.  
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Rather, the fact that Israel is privileged in that way is part of the cause of Paulôs lament. 

Most persuasive is the argument that if the gifts are in the past, there is really no need for 

Romans 9-11. To restate it, if the gifts have been withdrawn and belong only to history, 

then Paulôs struggle with the unbelief of Israel would be unnecessary.
56

 For the same 

reason, the privileges should not be regarded as passed on to the church.
57

 

 ñFrom whom is the Christ.ò From among Israelites comes the Christ. Here 

the word 7ćþĈĊƤĉ appears with the article, standing alone, not qualified by the often 

connected }üĈąůĉ. Werner Kramerôs careful study demonstrated that no hard conclusions 

can be drawn from that grammatical construction,
58

 but 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.
59

   

 As noted above, the prepositional phrase (ĩĄ Źă) simply 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 Jewish unbelief. We will return to the question of Israelôs 

rejection of the Messiah in chapter 5, but first the matter for further consideration is the 

Messiahôs true identity. 

 
 

                                                 
 

 
56
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Werner Kramer, Christ, Lord, Son of God, trans. Brian Hardy (Naperville, IL: Alec R. 
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Ibid., 210. Cf. N. T. Wright, Climax (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991), 43; Käsemann, Romans, 

259; Fitzmyer, Romans, 546; Cranfield, Romans, 2:464; Jewett, Romans, 566. 
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9:5b: Who Is God over All? 

 The latter part of verse 5 is the crux interpretum of 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 participle ś ųă. The participle 

could refer either to ýúƤĉ or 7ćþĈĊƤĉ, but once 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 from the text 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 all; that is, that he is God. 

 Gordon Feeôs assertion that the reading suggested in this dissertation is only a 

possibility based on ambiguous grammar, and that there are other possibilities is not 

altogether reasonable.
60

 The probability that Christ is the referent of the participle is 

decreased only if one starts the exegesis, as Fee does, with the assumption that for 

various reasons Paul would not use ýúƤĉ as a predicate of Christ.
61

 Because Paul does not 

do that anywhere else, that ñfar outweigh[s] what one might perceive as ónormal 

grammar.ôò
62

 Beginning with the premise, which is at the least open to question, that Paul 
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Similarly C. E. B. Cranfield, ñSome Comments on Professor J. D. G. Dunnôs Christology in 

the Making with Special Reference to the Evidence of the Epistle to the Romans,ò in The Glory of Christ in 
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61

Fee, Pauline Christology, 273, where Fee notes ñif there were no issue with regard to what is 

said, one probably would read the ś Ŵă as modifying ś 7ćþĈĊƤĉ. But the what in this case seems heavily to 

outweigh our grammatical expectation, hence another acceptable grammatical option is preferred by 

many.ò So it is clear that Fee is looking for an alternative because of premises drawn from outside the text.  
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Ibid., 274. Similarly, Küss begins his exegesis with the premise that Paul could not refer to 

Jesus as God because he always speaks of Jesus in a subordinate role. K¿ss, ñZu Rºmer 9:5,ò 295-97. See 

also Abbot, ñOn the Construction of Romans ix. 5.ò Abbotôs article is a more detailed consideration of the 

exegetical arguments, and he begins with the assertion that he will argue from the 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 call Jesus 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 alternatives to the ñnormal grammarò (quote marks are Feeôs).
63

 If, 

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 probable. As Cranfield noted, to conclude that Paul 

could not refer to Christ as God because he did not elsewhere is ñunjustifiable, in view of 

the stylistic considerations which strongly suggest that he has done so.ò
64

 As Metzger 

noted, however, the exegete is confronted with the decision as to ñwhich kind of 

considerations (those internal to the text or those external) should be allowed the greater 

weight.ò
65

 As noted previously, the problem for this chapter is the grammar and syntax of 

the text. Whether external matters, 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 did not use punctuation, so placement of the punctuation is 

dependent on the conclusions from exegesis.
66

 The portion of the text at issue from 

Nestle-Aland is: ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿöᵂ ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ 

                                                 
 

 
63
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Sanday and Headlam, Epistle to the Romans, 233. Sanday and Headlam set forth examples of 
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öňżăöĉ҅ ĐĂƠă. Of course, the punctuation in that text is a function of the work of the 

editors and scribal punctuation in early texts is not conclusive.
67

 The punctuation 

suggested by Nestle-Aland contains only two partial stops, one after Ĉƞćÿö and one after 

öňżăöĉ, but several other possibilities exist. Metzger, who has perhaps the most thorough 

list, included eight possible punctuations, as follows:
68

  

 
1. The Textus Receptus, underlying the AV, punctuates only with a comma following  

Ĉƞćÿö (ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿöᵂ ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ 
öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă), yielding the AV ñof whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who 
is over all, God blessed forever. Amen.ò 

 
2. Westcott-Hort punctuated with a comma after Ĉƞćÿö, but also after ĆƞăĊďă (ĩĄ Źă ś  

čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿöᵂ ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă, ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă), which 
could yield ñwho is over all, God blessed foreverò (NEB margin and the Jerusalem 
Bible).  

 
3. Placing a comma after Ĉƞćÿö and after ýúƤĉ (ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿöᵂ ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ  

ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ, úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă) yields the RSV marginal reading 
ñChrist, who is God over all, blessed forever.ò  

 
4. A comma after ĆƞăĊďă and also after ýúƤĉ (ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿöᵂ ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ  

ĆƞăĊďă, ýúşĉ, úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă) yields ñGod, who is over all blessed 
forever,ò (RSV) once again not calling Jesus God.  

 
5. A comma after ś Ŵă and after ýúƤĉ (ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö ś Ŵă, ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă  

ýúşĉ, úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă) results in the translation ñFrom whom is the 
one who is the Christ according to the flesh, God over all, blessed forever.ò  

 
6. With a colon or a full stop after Ĉƞćÿö (ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö. ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ  

ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă), suggested in a number of critical 
editions, one could translate ñHe who is over all is God, blessed forever.ò  

 
7. With a comma after Ĉƞćÿö and a full stop after ĆƞăĊďă (ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę  

Ĉƞćÿöᵂ ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă. ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă), a translation could be 
ñand from whom Christ according to the flesh, is over all. God be blessed forever.ò 
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For an analysis of manuscript evidence of scribal punctuation, see Metzger, ñThe Punctuation 

of Rom. 9:5,ò 97-99. Metzger points out the haphazard nature of the punctuation in the manuscripts, 

making it difficult to determine any consistent scribal practice, but he concludes that in a majority of uncial 

manuscripts scribes favored some sort of stop after Ĉƞćÿö. One cannot, however, determine from those 

manuscripts ñwhat kind of punctuation Paul in dictating the letter, or Tertius in transcribing it, would have 

regarded as appropriate.ò  See p. 99 of the article for a list of irregularities in Vaticanus and Alexandrinus 

that call into question the weight of the evidence based on punctuation of those texts. Cf. Cranfield, 

Romans, 2:466-67n 7, following Metzger. 
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Metzger, ñThe Punctuation of Rom 9:5,ò 95-96. Cranfield, Romans, 2:465, lists 6. Fee lists 3 

in Pauline Theology, 273. Jewett, Romans, 567, 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 is helpful 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, independent doxology, if one places a full stop after ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö, as is 

normally the case by those who wish to refer the doxology to God. Placing a full stop 

after ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö leaves the latter part of the verse as an independent sentence: ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ 

ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă, that is, there is no link to a word in the 

immediately preceding sentence. In the two passages (2 Cor 1:3 and Eph 1:3) where an 

asyndetic independent doxology occurs in Paulôs writings, he places the word úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ 

in the sentence before the reference to the one to whom the doxology relates. In the other 

doxologies in Paul in which úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ appears later in the clause, the word for the one 

blessed occurs in the preceding clause, with a connecting word in the clause in which 

úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ appears, as does ś 7ćþĈĊƤĉ in Romans 9:5 (Rom 1:25; 2 Cor 11:31).
69

 In both 

of those occasions the structure is similar to Romans 9:5 in which the word serves as a 

predicate descriptive of the subject.
70

 In none of those cases, or cases in which doxologies 

occur with words other than úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ, are the doxologies asyndetic.
71

  

 That practice is not limited to Paul. In the New Testament úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ appears in 

the initial position in an independent doxology in Luke 1:68 and 1 Peter 1:3. In addition, 
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See also Gal 1:5 where úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ does not appear, but a similar form of praise occurs, 

referring to a word in the previous clause (ƅ ĵ ùƤĄö úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ Ċżă öňƨăďă҅ ĐĂƠă). Similarly, see 2 Tim  

4:18; Heb 13:21; and 1 Pet 4:11. In Rom 11:36; Eph 3:21; 1 Pet 5:11; and 2 Pet 3:18, the doxology is 

linked to the previous clause by öŢĊŽ. In Phil 4:20 and 1 Tim 1:17, the link is made through ĊŽ ùú ýúŽ/|.  
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Dwight, ñOn Romans ix. 5,ò 47-48.  
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Metzger, ñPunctuation,ò 106.  
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the word úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ appears 100 times in 92 verses in the LXX. On eight occasions 

úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ is used as a blessing to humans, but on every other occasion except one 

úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ appears first (blessed be. . .).
72

 The lone exception occurs in Psalm 67:19 

(English 68:18, MT 68:19). In that case there may be a translation issue because 

úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ appears twice in verses 19 and 20 (LXX) but EhW Ø̀ appears only once in the 

MT. The two verses from the MT and the LXX appear as follows: 

   JDÔ>vÑ8 fØD MÚs Ð¤ÔH JD ÔW ÐWÛ@O R8Ð@ L Ø<Ø8 Ø̀  ZÛ@N Ø©×J ØZDÔ: Ø¤ áJÛ@WØz×H ØZÔDHØQ                   

 HÕ8Ø> hNHßOØLÒQ×D JÛ@D DØNÚ<Ò8 EhW Ø̀hN ÕZØQh¤D >ØHÖO                               
 (You ascended on high; you took captivity captive; you received gifts among men, 

that YHWH [who is] God may dwell even among the rebellious. Blessed be Adonai, 

the God of our salvation. He daily bears a load for us. Selah. [Translations are 

mine.])
 

 

ĐăƟ÷üĉ úňĉ ŨĆąĉ ĿčĂöĀƨĊúċĈöĉ öňčĂöĀďĉňöă īĀö÷úĉ ùƤĂöĊö ĩă ĐăýćƨĆŽ ÿöŔ øƞć ĐĆúþýąůăĊúĉ Ċąů 

ÿöĊöĈÿüăżĈöþ ÿƥćþąĉ ś ýúƤĉ úƥĀąøüĊƤĉ  

úŢĀąøüĊşĉ ÿƥćþąĉ ĵĂƟćöă ÿöĊúċąùƨĈúþ üĂŕă ś ýúƤĉ Ċżă ĈďĊüćňďă ĵĂżă ùþƞĎöĀöĂö 

 
(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 prosperity to us daily. Selah.) 

As can be seen, the placement of úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ is normal in verse 20 of both the LXX and 

the MT (EhWØ:), but there is no doxological statement in verse 19 of the MT, although it 

does appear in the LXX, albeit in the reverse order. There have been a number of 

suggestions about the double use of úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ, but Dwight has done the most thorough 

analysis, concluding that the difference is not an exception at all and has no bearing on 

Romans 9:5.
73

 He argued that the two sentences were constructed for emphasis by 

placing the same word at the end of one sentence and at the beginning of the next. Even 
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In addition to the LXX references, Kammler asserts that in all the ancient Jewish literature an 

independent blessing stands at the beginning of the sentence. Kammler, ñDie Prªdikation,ò 168.  
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Kammler thinks the double use may be a result of a faulty Hebrew text. Kammler, ñDie 

Prªdikation,ò 168). Metzger regards it as a translation error. Metzger, ñPunctuation,ò 107. 
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in this case, then, where there appears to be an exception, the verses actually strengthen 

the impression that úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ is given the strongest possible prominence, as it is given 

when it appears first in a sentence.
74

 Abbot conceded in his reply to Dwight that because 

úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ appeared twice, it is not a proper parallel to Romans 9:5.
75

 

 G. B. Winer sought relief from the conclusion that úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ naturally occurs 

first in an independent doxology by arguing that it is ñonly by empirical commentators 

that this arrangement can be regarded as unalterably fixed.ò
76

 Abbot goes to some length 

as well to argue that there is no law of grammar bearing on the matter except the law that 

the predicate, when it is more prominent in the mind of the writer, precedes the subject.
77

 

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 the ancient writers used the 

language. Of course, as Dwight notes, language rises above rules at all times,
78

 but if all 

writers pursue the same course, their unanimous action carries with it great weight.
79

 

While it may be correct that no rule requires the order of the blessing in Romans 9:5, the 

evidence of Paulôs usage, the usage in the greater New Testament and the usage in the 

LXX with only one exception (which is not actually an exception) suggests that Paul 

would surely have followed the normal usage. Of course, nothing requires that he do that, 

but arguments that he would not are unpersuasive in face of the evidence.
80
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Jesus God in this passage. But contra James Denney, St. Paulôs Epistle to the Romans, in vol. 2 of The  



 

54 

 

 Application of úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ to God alone. Some have objected, and it must be 

freely acknowledged, that nowhere else does Paul apply the term úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ to Christ, nor 

is it applied to him in any other place in the New Testament.
81

 There are, however, 

doxologies to Christ in the New Testament using other language. There is an arguable 

application of the words   ŭɧɝŬ Ů ɠ Űɞ ɠ Ŭ ɜŬɠ Ű ɜ Ŭ ɩɜɤɜ, ɛɐɜ to Christ in 2 

Timothy 4:18, but not all would agree that Ř ÿƥćþąĉ in that 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 argue that these 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 by Paul.
82

 As I 

will argue in chapter 4, Paul surely speaks of Christ in lofty language that would suggest 

he is capable of such a doxology.  

In all but eight instances in the LXX, úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ is applied to God, and the 

remainder to men blessed by God, or on whom the blessing of God is invoked. On the 

other hand, úŢĀąøƠĂúăąĉ appears seven times in the New Testament, all in the gospel 

accounts, and all but one are applied to Christ.
83

 Similarly, úŢĀąøƠĂúăąĉ occurs 33 times 

                                                 
 

Expositorôs Greek Testament, ed. W. Robertson Nicoll (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 658, who 

acknowledges the position of úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ is ñunparalleled in a doxology; it ought as in Eph 1:3 and the LXX 
to stand first in the sentence,ò but he finds that and other arguments inconclusive based on arguments from 

outside the text. Similarly, Ulrich Luz, Das Geschichtsverständnis des Paulus (München: Chr. Kaiser 

Verlag, 1968), 27. Luz argues on the basis of the Tannaitic expression ñblessed be he,ò that Paul had 

available a liturgical background for the word order as it appears in Rom 9:5, so an uncomfortable 
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Matt 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 that úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ may be applied to someone other 

than God (in the LXX see Gen 12:2; 24:31; 26:29; 43:28; Deut 7:14; 33:24; Judg 17:2; 

Ruth 2:20 and 1 Sam 15:13) and that úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ may be applied to God (see the LXX 

examples above); and even though Paul elsewhere applies úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ only to God the 

Father, there are only four other places where he uses the word, which hardly provides a 

basis for judgment.  

The argument that Paul never otherwise used úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ for 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 objectively more verifiable. The fact that Paul does nɞt do 

something elsewhere, however, is no strong argument that he would not do it here. In 

assessing the weight of various arguments, Metzger rightly concluded that if one allows 

for the principle of the use of hapax legomena in an authorôs writings, ñthere seems to be 

no reason why it [the principle] should not also be allowed to operate with reference to 

hapax legomena among doctrinal statements.ò
84

 Since the pattern for expressing 

doxologies is so consistent, almost without variation, ñit appears to be altogether 

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 

established usage.ò
85

 Thus, the argument is strongest 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 Romans 9:1-5. As I have 

argued above, Paul here should not be understood as offering the privileges and 

prerogatives as a reason for rejoicing or praise, but instead as further mourning that Israel 
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is in unbelief in spite of their privileges. It is true that in Romans 1:25 there is a doxology 

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

The language of sorrow over the condition of Israel that exists in 9:1-3 is lacking in 

Romans 1. Instead, in 1:25 Paul made a statement that Godôs wrath was brought upon 

those who 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 Godôs right actions toward those people in 

connection with the vindication of his people.
86

 In 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 occurred.
87

 Based on the strong evidence from the structure of the 

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 blessed.
88

 As a result, one should not understand that there is a full stop 

following ůɎɟəŬ (flesh), since it would create an asyndetic doxology to God. 

 
 

The Christ According to the Flesh 

 Romans 9:5b begins with the words ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö. As noted 

above, some sort of stop should be there, but a decision as to the punctuation can be 

deferred for the moment.  

 The phrase ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö appears in that form in the Nestle-Aland
27

 text of the 

New Testament 20 times. It occurs twice more as a variant reading (Acts 2:30, Rom 8:1). 

The phrase includes the article before Ĉƞćÿö (ÿöĊę Ċĺă Ĉƞćÿö) twice (John 8:15 and 1 Cor 
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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 article 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 appearance of ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö in Romans 1:3 

(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, there are a total of 21 

occurrences in the Nestle-Aland text,
89

 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 with or without the article. Of 

course ÿöĊƞ with other objects, either genitive or accusative, occurs with some frequency 

in the New Testament, with and without an article. 

 
 
3ş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö in Paul 

 There is no consistent pattern of use of the phrase with or without the 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 8:5 (ɞ  ɔ ɟ 

əŬŰ  ůɎɟəŬ ɜŰŮɠ), and Ephesians 6:5 (/Ō ùąůĀąþᵂ ŦĆöÿąƥúĊú Ċąŕĉ ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö ÿċćơąþĉ) 

which is paralleled in Colossians 3:22, the phrase ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö is in the attributive position 

and modifies either a participle (ɜŰŮɠ) or a noun.
90

 In 9:5b, however, the article is neuter 

and the phrase is not in an attributive position. As Piper points out, the neuter article 
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prevents taking ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö as a modifier of the masculine 7ćþĈĊƤĉ.
91

 Rather, it serves an 

accusative of reference, limiting the verb.
92

 Of course, in 9:5b the clause ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ 

Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö, does not contain a verb. Although it is possible to translate it without a 

verb (as in the ESV), English translations commonly supply either the verb ñisò (NASB, 

updated; ASV; RSV), ñcame,ò or ñcomesò (KJV, NKJV, NRSV). In any case, ÿöĊę 

Ĉƞćÿö should be understood to modify the implied verb. The translation could loosely 

then be ñfrom whom the Christ is (or comes), only with reference to the flesh,ò the 

purpose of which is to limit reference to the coming or being of Christ; that is, his origin, 

only to the realm of his human existence alone. Paul also uses the ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö to limit the 

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

 Antithesis of ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö. As has been often noted, it cannot definitely be said 

that the phrase əŬŰ ůɎɟəŬ, with or without the article, must have a stated antithesis.
93

 

No adversative such as ùƟ occurs and there is no formal opposite of ÿöĊƞ, such as ÿöĊę 

ĆăúůĂö. It is evident, however, that in every use of ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö in the New Testament an 

antithesis is intended, even if it is often implied.
94

 A survey of occasions of use of the 

phrase ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö in the New Testament shows the antithesis is sometimes included in 

the passage (John 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 application of the idea of ñMessiahò to Jesus was 

provocative enough to Jews without attributing deity to him, so Küss saw no antithesis to 
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Christ in the flesh.
95

 It is no doubt true that even referring to Jesus as Messiah was 

provocative to unbelieving Jews, but the degree of provocation is not the issue. In 

addition, Küss takes Romans 9-11 as written to Jews, which is by no means clear (Rom 

11:13). Even if the letter (or chaps. 9-11) were written to Jews, there is no need to suggest 

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, Küss did not address the evidence 

that an antithesis, implied or explicit, is called for each time ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö is used. 

 In Romans, the phrase ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö is 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 flesh. In that case, Paul 

specifies the antithesis in 1:4: ÿöĊę ĆăúůĂö ĔøþďĈƥăüĉ, so there Paul is specific about the 

sense in which Christ was not descended from David. In 9:3, it is Paulôs kinship with the 

Israelites that is limited. Paul does not say what the antithesis 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 antithesis may 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 Christôs person to which the category of human descent is not 

applicable, there would be no reason for the phrase. Apart from an antithesis, there is no 

reason for Paul to have limited the coming of Christ to his humanity.
96

  

 The closest parallel, both conceptually and structurally, to Romans 9:5b is 1:3-

4. As Hans-Christian Kammler has proposed, the parallel can be seen in Table 1.
97

 In 1:3, 

the article does not appear with ÿöĊƞ, which may simply be a function of style, but if Paul 
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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, and a stronger contrast is called for than the contrast between one who descended 

from David and declared Son of God. 

 

Table 1. Comparison of Romans 1:3-4 and 9:5 
 

Romans 1:3-4 
3ąů øúăąĂƟăąċ Ĭÿ ĈĆƟćĂöĊąĉ $öċŔù 

ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö 

Romans 9:5 
ĬĄ Źă ś 7ćþĈĊƤĉ 
Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö 

3ąů śćþĈýƟăĊąĉ ċŌąů ýúąů úă ùċăƞĂúþ ś ŷă ĩĆþ ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ 
ÿöĊę ĆăúůĂö ĔøþďĈƥăüĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ ĐĂƠă 
ĬĄ ĔăöĈĊƞĈúďĉ ăúÿćżă  

  
 

In any case, the strong conceptual and structural parallel between the two passages 

strongly suggests that there is an antithesis needed for the phrase ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö in 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 is in 1:3.
98

 If the 

antithesis is not expressed, then the suggestion for the implied antithesis might be ÿöĊę 

ĆăúůĂö. In support 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 is a 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 
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belonged to all mankind.
99

 Such an argument has some weight. It is unnecessary, 

however, to 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 clear that 

the antithesis for ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö in 9:3 must be ÿöĊę ĆăúůĂö. Perhaps it would be just as 

likely that the antithesis would be ĩă 7ćþĈĊƁ.  

 But even if ÿöĊę ĆăúůĂö is the implied antithesis in 9:3, that does not preclude 

Paulôs use of ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö as antithetical to ýúƤĉ when speaking of Jesus in 9:5b. It cannot 

be demonstrated from the New Testament that the antithesis of ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö must always 

be ÿöĊę ĆăúůĂö.
100

 (úƤĉ is used as the antithesis in enough cases to make it entirely 

credible that here that contrast is intended.
101

 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 the Son of 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 phrase ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúƤĉ is not the antithesis, a stop is required after 

Ĉƞćÿö, leaving an independent, asyndetic doxology, which as I have argued above is 

unlikely.
102

 Gordon Fee argues the stop after Ĉƞćÿö leaves the doxology to read in the 

normal Pauline way: ñMay God who is over all, be blessed forever.ò He argues that this 
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sudden blessing is typically Pauline and connects to the listing of Jewish privileges.
103

 

While it is true that sudden doxologies are not unusual for Paul, Fee seems to overlook 

the unusual and abnormal feature of the independent, asyndetic doxology. In addition, 

Fee doesnôt seem to appreciate the fact that Israelôs privileges are part of Paulôs lament 

and not offered as strong positives that lead to praise. The best conclusion here is that in 

addition to the problems with the independent doxology, a doxology would in any case 

be out of place since Paul laments Israelôs separation from Christ in spite of having 

received divine privileges.
104

 While it is true that a doxology can express faith in the face 

of a lament, in this case a doxology to God would make it appear that Jewish unbelief is 

pleasing to God.
105

  

 For all the reasons stated above, a full stop after ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö is 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 

in the phrase ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă. While it is surely correct that, other than for the sense of 

the verse, there is no requirement that ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö have as its antithesis the deity of 

Christ, it is natural to read that as the implied antithesis.
106

  

 

 

The Participle 

  As noted previously, the participle is 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 
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God or to Christ. Grammatically, there are three possibilities for the participle. It is 

syntactically possible for the participle to refer either to 7ćþĈĊƤĉ or to ýúƤĉ. Since either is 

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

most naturally on a reference to 7ćþĈĊƤĉ. In addition to the grammatical possibilities for 

interpreting the participle, there is 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 be made.
107

 

 The emendation. Prior to considering the grammatical possibilities, perhaps 

the non-grammatical 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 standard texts (ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďăᵂ ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ҅ ĐĂƠă) the 

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 

modifies ýúƤĉ: Ÿă ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ҅Å108
 The resulting translation 

would match those in the previous three sets of Israelôs prerogatives: ñTheirs is the God 

over all, may he be blessed forever, amen.ò The suggestion is based on the thought that 

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

difference in the text would only be the difference between ąďă and ďăą. Since both 
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vowels are óoô sounds, and the difference between the rough and smooth breathing could 

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 emendation were 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 such a reading,
109

 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 9:5: ùþҌ Ĵĉ ĆƞăĊöĉ ĊąŮĉ ĐĆҌ öňżăöĉ ś ĆöăĊąÿćƞĊďć ýúşĉ ĩùþÿöơďĈúă.110
 Bartsch 

argued that Clement changed the text from ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďăᵂ ýúƤĉ to ś ĆöăĊąÿćƞĊďć ýúƤĉ. 

As Donald Hagner notes, it is true there is a clear parallel of ideas between Romans 9:4 

and 1 Clement 32:2, but Bartschôs argument that 1 Clement 32:4 is a paraphrase of 

Romans 9:5 goes too far. The title ĆöăĊąÿćƞĊďć is common in 1 Clement and may be 

unrelated to Romans 9:5.
111

 

 In addition to the lack of external evidence for the emendation, other problems 

are raised by the emended text. The first is the problem of Israelôs ownership of God.
112

 

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  
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God is the possession of Israel.
113

 In fact, as E. Stauffer points out, Paul has already 

asserted that God is the God of both Jew and Gentile (Rom 3:29).
114

 In addition, the ÿöơ 

prior to ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ suggests Paul reached the end of his list and attaching the article 

to ýúƤĉ also suggests úŢĀąüĊƤĉ would also have the article.
115

 Finally, the addition of ĩÿ in 

9:5 breaks up the rhythm of the lists which the argument for the emendation 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 due to inability on theological grounds to 

accept a normal reading of the text. 

 The participle as otiose. The suggestion that the participle is superfluous is 

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

because it involves 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 

modify ýúƤĉ, yielding a rough, more literal translation as ñthe overall God, blessed 

forever, amen.ò  

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

ñthe presence of the Ŵă is irrelevant in terms of meaning but its occurrence is almost 

certainly responsible for the present word order.ò
116

 Fee argues that in the similar 

occurrence of the participle in a praise formula in 2 Corinthians 11:31 (ś ýúşĉ ÿöŔ 
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ĆöĊĺć Ċąů ÿċćơąċ }üĈąů ąŋùúă, ś Ŵă úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ) the participle is also 

unnecessary. He further argues that without the participle the reading would be the same 

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

ñGod the Fatherò and not to ñOur Lord Jesus Christ.ò
117

 Fee goes on to argue on that 

basis that the participle is superfluous in Romans 9:5 and that without it the phrase, which 

would read ĩĄ Źă ś čćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿöᵂ ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďăᵂ ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ Ŭ ɜŬɠȚ 

ɛɐɜ, would be just as clear, so the participle is intended to signal a change of subject.
118

 

 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 clear connection 

to the previous phrase. As I have argued above it would be normal for úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ to 

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 

precedes úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ. In fact, 2 Corinthians 11:31 is the only instance other than Romans 

9:5 of an article with úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ, and in that 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 úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ.
119

 In the same way, without the participle in Romans 9:5b, the words ś 

ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ as suggested by Fee, would still stand in apposition to Ř 7ćþĈĊşĉ Ċş ÿöĊę 

Ĉƞćÿö because the position of the doxology would not have changed. But even if it does 

not, to conclude that the participle is there to signal a change in subject goes beyond the 
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evidence. The participle clearly does not change the subject in 2 Corinthians 11:31, and, 

as I will argue in more detail below, in Romans 9:5 the preceding subject with the 

participle in apposition is the natural reading. 

 For Fee the clinching point is Paulôs use of an ñinclosedò (Feeôs quote marks) 

word order where the prepositional phrase ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă occurs between the participle and 

its noun, ýúƤĉ. Fee suggests the reason is for emphasis, and he suggests that if the wording 

were ś ýúşĉ ųă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ no attempt would be made to ascribe the doxology 

to Christ.
120

 That assertion may or may 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 wording Fee suggests. So perhaps Feeôs 

suggestion works against his reading of the verse. 

 In addition, Feeôs understanding of the participle as superfluous is problematic 

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 be to leave out the participle as 

in ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúƤĉ.121
 In fact, in Ephesians 4:6, the construction is similar: úŏĉ ýúşĉ ÿöŔ 

ĆöĊĺć ĆƞăĊďăᵂ ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ÿöŔ ùþę ĆƞăĊďă ÿöŔ ĩă ĆĚĈþăᵅ In that case, the preposition and 

its object are in the attributive position and could just as easily stand before ýúƤĉ; 

however, I have examined the New Testament occurrences of the article and the 

participle of úňĂơ, followed by a preposition and its object and found no instance when 

that construction modifies the following noun. The same assertion is made by Ferdinand 

Pratt and Sanday and Headlam.
122
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 In addition, it would not be natural for the article to reach all the way to ýúƤĉ. 

One could say ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă (as in Eph 4:6) or ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúƤĉ or even ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă, 

but not ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúƤĉ, at least not if one takes the article as modifying ýúƤĉ. In 

argument to the contrary, L. G. Champion acknowledged that the separation of the article 

from ýúƤĉ is unique among doxologies, but he argued that other examples with the 

unusual number 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 

substantive it modifies, and he concludes that ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúƤĉ ñbelongs plainly to 

this style of expression.ò
123

 The examples adduced by Champion, however, all consist of 

one or more adjectives followed by the noun they modify or they include post positives 

(øƞć, ĂƟă) between the noun and the substantive. None of them are similar to the 

construction of Romans 9:5b. The closest example is Isaiah 52d (ś úĆþĈċăƞøďă ŦĂöĉ 

ÿƥćþąĉ ś ýúşĉ }ĈćöüĀ), where there is an article followed by a participle and its object 

before the substantive the article modifies. In that 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.  

 Finally, as rightly noted by Sanday and Headlam, ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúƤĉ is correct if 

ýúƤĉ is the subject of the sentence, but the addition of ųă means God must be the 

predicate.
124

 The article is most naturally connected to the substantive closest to it; in this 

case the participle serving as the substantive. The article makes the participle the more 

particularized substantive in the clause, leaving the anarthrous ýúƤĉ as the predicate.  
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 So the best conclusion is that Feeôs suggested rearrangement of words would 

work grammatically, but it is not what Paul wrote, and the words that exist cannot be 

made to fit Feeôs argument that the participle is not useful in its present construction. The 

argument that the participle is intended to shift the subject is possible if the participle 

starts a new sentence, which is grammatically 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 sentence. The participle 

could be an attributive taken in the sense of a relative clause (Ŝĉ ĩĈĊþ, óhe who isô).125
 In 

that case it would serve as the beginning of a new sentence.
126

 If the 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 attributive.
127

 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 no 

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; Luke 11:23 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 joined.
128

 A weakness of 

the participle as starting a new sentence and signaling a new subject has been mentioned 
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already. That use requires a hard stop after ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö and that leaves the sentence as an 

independent, asyndetic doxology, which is not Paulôs normal usage.
129

 

 The participle in apposition to ś 7ćþĈĊƤĉ. This is the most natural reading of 

the sentence. While it is not impossible for the participle to have a reference to ýúƤĉ, it is 

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 Raymond Brown that the construction ś ųă is 

normal only if there is an antecedent in the previous clause.
130

 It is, in fact, possible for 

that construction and for other participles to begin a sentence or clause where no 

antecedent exists (see, e.g., Matt 12:30; John 3:31; 6:46; 8:47; 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 Dwight notes, ñThe peculiarity of Rom 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, designating a person of whom a description in the way of praise might readily 

be expected.ò
131

 

                                                 
 

 
129

Cf. Käsemann, Romans, 259. Although Käsemann translates the verse with the participle 

beginning a new sentence, 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 Paul or the NT 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 unusual. 

 

 
130

Raymond Brown, Jesus, God and Man: Modern Biblical Reflections (Milwaukee, WI: 

Bruce Publishing, 1967), 20.  

 

 
131
So Dwight, ñOn Romans ix. 5,ò 24.  



 

71 

 

 Abbot objects to the assertion regarding the natural reading because the words 

Ċş ÿöĊę Ĉƞćÿö appear between ś 7ćþĈĊƤĉ and ś ųă.132
 It is normal in Paulôs writings, 

however, for əŬŰ  ůɎɟəŬ to follow a 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 Paulôs writings, the placement of əŬŰ  ůɎɟəŬ should not be taken to 

separate the participle in a way that would cause a reader not to naturally refer back to ś 

7ćþĈĊƤĉ.
133

 The aforementioned 2 Corinthians 11:31 (ś ýúşĉ ÿöŔ ĆöĊĺć Ċąů ÿċćơąċ }üĈąů 

ąŋùúă, ś Ŵă úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ) can also be seen as an example of a construction 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 

Romans 9:5 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 to ś ýúƤĉ. But as Dwight astutely noted, if the construction of the verse 

were changed so that it read ś ĆöĊĺć Ċąů )üĈąů ąŋùúă řĊþ ąŮ ĎúƥùąĂöþ ś ųă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúƤĉ 

úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öþżăöĉ, the mind would naturally carry the participial phrase back to 

ĆöĊƠć. It is unlikely that anyone would dispute that ĆöĊƠć would be the natural 

referent.
134

 There would be no reason not to read Romans 9:5 the same way were it not 

for premises from outside the text. 
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ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă 

 While it is at this phrase that the throats of some readers may begin to tighten 

before the full gulp that occurs when they read the word ýúƤĉ, the phrase does not present 

many significant exegetical issues. The one question is whether ĆƞăĊďă is neuter (over all 

things), most likely a reference to general sovereignty,
135

 or masculine (over all human 

beings), in which case the emphasis is God over both Jew and Gentile.
136

 The phrase ĩĆŔ 

ĆƞăĊďă occurs again in the New Testament only at Ephesians 4:6 (úŏĉ ýúşĉ ÿöŔ ĆöĊĺć 

ĆƞăĊďăᵂ ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ÿöŔ ùþę ĆƞăĊďă ÿöŔ ĩă ĆĚĈþă). The word ĆĚĉ, in its various 

declensions, occurs four times in the verse. There the subject is clearly the one God and 

Father of all, in which case the ĆƞăĊďă must be masculine (all people, perhaps on the 

same order as Rom 3:29-30), but the remaining uses are likely all neuter and refer to all 

things.
137

 It is not my purpose to solve all the problems with that verse but one should 

note that in Ephesians the phrase ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă refers to the Father.
138

 That fact, though, 

should not lead to the conclusion that 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 Father as the sovereign God. 

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

who understand the masculine sense in Romans 9:5, that is, God over all people. Paul 
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would surely agree that Christ is the sovereign God over all creation, but 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, the Father is the ñone God and Father 

of all.ò Even though ĆƞăĊďă is no doubt neuter, 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 in Romans 9:5b is similar to the neuter in Ephesians 4:6, the point is 

probably more similar to the masculine use of ĆƞăĊďă. 

 Support for interpreting ĆƞăĊďă and for understanding Paulôs concern as more 

to do with God as the God of all people in Romans 9:5 can be found first in Paulôs 

statement in Romans 3:29-30 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 arguable from 4:16 that Abraham is 

father to all who are of faith. Here in Romans 9-11, as I 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 from another use of ĆƞăĊďă in 10:13. 

There all who call upon the name of the Lord will be saved. Clearly that is a reference to 

Godôs concern for all people.
139 Of course, being ruler of all things includes being ruler 

of all people, and no harm will be done to the exegetical argument if the reader 

understands the text in that way, but as I will argue further regarding Romans 10:9-13, 

ĆƞăĊďă is best taken as masculine. 

 While the issue must be taken up further in chapter 4, I briefly call attention 

here to the thought that Christ over all is a substantial reason for objection to the 

exegetical conclusion I propose in this chapter. Käsemann asserts that attributing that 

                                                 
 

139
Munck, Christ and Israel, 33.  



 

74 

 

idea to Christ is ñhard to imagine in view of the subordinationism in 1 Corinthians 

15:27.ò
140

 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 Jesusô own claim to have all authority over heaven and earth.
141

 Since 

Kªsemannôs objection 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 of ýúƤĉ 

 What Paul means by the word ýúƤĉ is important, 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 I will develop in later chapters of this dissertation, in Romans 9-11 Paul means to 

identify Jesus directly with YHWH of the Old Testament, so my argument is that to 

simply understand Paulôs intent was to identify Jesus as deity, though true, is not 

adequate. But first the grammatical possibilities should be considered. 

 In the phrase ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ there are several 

possibilities for how one might understand the placement of ýúƤĉ and the syntactical 

relationship to the other words, but one of two is most likely. It could be construed with 

what goes before, so that the translation would be ñthe one who is God over all, blessed 

forever.ò Or it could be construed with what follows, which would lend a translation ñthe 

one who is over all, God, blessed forever.ò Harris points out that the phrase could also 

consist of three predicates, forming a statement something like, the one who is over all 
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things, who is God, who is blessed forever.
142

 Harris rightly rejects that possibility on the 

grounds that in Scripture ýúƤĉ is so closely connected with úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ that such a 

construction would be irregular, especially without ÿöơ preceding úŢĀąøüĊƤĉ.  

 That leaves the possibility, though, of a double predicate, which is the best 

option.
143

 Taken this way, the words ś Ŵă ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă are associated with Christ. Standing 

in apposition to that is ýúşĉ úŢĀąøüĊşĉ úňĉ ĊąŮĉ öňżăöĉ. The latter phrase is easily 

understood in apposition to the former because to say that Christ is ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă is 

precisely to say that he is ýúƤĉ. The resulting translation, loosely written to emphasize the 

apposition, is ñFrom whom is Christ according to the flesh, over all things; that is, God, 

blessed forever.ò 

 But the implication of that for the meaning of ýúƤĉ remains to be considered. 

Harris understands the 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.
144

 Ernst Best argued that Paul did not mean to imply here that 

Jesus is to be identified with God, but only that he is divine. He comments: ñthis is not at 

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 divine side as in 1:3-4 

and gives a truly fitting climax to the list of the privileges which Israel has had ï the 

divine Messiahò (emphasis original).
145
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 In many ways Bestôs (and Harrisô) suggestion seems as if it could be helpful. It 

is first of all recognition that 9:5b 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, could relieve 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 not an adequate recognition of what Paul meant by this difficult statement. 

 The first consideration is the meaning of the word ýúƤĉ. As it appears here, the 

word is a noun standing as a predicate in a sentence and not easily taken as the English 

adjective ódivine.ô There are some instances of the use of ýúƤĉ in which various English 

translations (rightly or wrongly) use the word divine to translate ýúƤĉ, but all those 

instances are in the genitive or dative case and modify other words in the sentence.
146

 In 

addition, if Paul wished, he could have used ýúþƤĊüĉ, as he did in Romans 1:20, a noun by 

which he meant divine nature. (úþƤĊüĉ is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament, but 

the adjective form, ýúŕąĉ appears three times, all in non-Pauline literature (2 Pet 1:3, 4; 

Acts 17:29). Both ýúþƤĊüĉ and ýúŕąĉ have the meaning of divinity, meaning all that bears 

the stamp of God, relating to nature or essence.
147

 In addition, Paul also used the form 

ýúƤĊüĊąĉ in Colossians 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 understand ýúƤĉ as divine, would create a predicate 

adjective situation in which the reader must provide, at least in his mind, a noun to be 

modified. Best seems to take the noun as nature, but someone might also suggest ódivine 
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being.ô To supply either word implies a being other than God who is divine, implying 

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: ñPaul is certainly not repudiating Jewish monotheism, whereas were he 

merely associating Jesus with the unique God, he certainly would be repudiating 

monotheism.ò
148

  

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

say that Christ is a sharer in the divine nature is inadequate. Paulôs point was not to 

describe Christôs divine nature, but to identify who Christ is. The concept of divine or 

divinity is inadequate for that. If Paulôs audience was even in part Gentile, to think of 

Christ as divine could have left room 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 deities.
149

  

 James D. G. Dunn asks the same question regarding the meaning of ýúƤĉ. He 

proposes that if Paul did intend to ñbless Christ as ógodô hereò (and Dunn does not think 

so), 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 addressed as god. 

For Dunn it is by no means clear that Paul thought of Christ as pre-existent god.
150

 But 

Dunnôs suggestion doesnôt take into account the qualifiers in Romans 9:5. Paul is careful 

to identify Christ as over all, which could identify him only as the God of Israel, YHWH 
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of the Old Testament himself.
151

 Dunnôs language suggests it may be possible to think of 

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 over all things) other than the 

God of Israel. By attributing the words ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă to Christ, 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 Israel.
152

 As I will argue in chapters 3 and 4, to think this 

kind of language could be 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 the word ýúƤĉ here 

rather than ÿƥćþąĉ as he does more typically, and, similarly, why did he not use the ýúƤĉ 

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 Gentiles. As I will argue in 

coming chapters, when Paul used the term ÿƥćþąĉ, he often shifted the referent in Old 

Testament passages from YHWH to Jesus, thus identifying Jesus with YHWH, so it is 

likely his readers understood his use of ÿƥćþąĉ for Jesus to refer to YHWH. If Paul had 

simply used ýúƤĉ his Gentile readers may have done what I 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 used ÿƥćþąĉ to identify Jesus as the Most High God of the Old 

Testament.  
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 The issue regarding why Paul would use the word ýúƤĉ in Romans 9:5, rather 

than ÿƥćþąĉ as he does more typically is the issue the dissertation will address. A brief 

suggestion can be made with deferral of exegetical support for later chapters. I will argue 

that the difference is semantic, not substantive, but the semantic issue is still important. I 

will suggest that in Romans 3:29-30, Paul had already established God as the God of the 

nations as well as God of the Jews. In 9:5 he identifies Jesus with the God of the nations, 

that is, God over all people, also including the Jews. In 10:9-13 Paul makes very nearly 

the same statement about Jesus as lord of all who saves all who call upon him; that is it is 

the same thing he says about 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 use of ýúƤĉ is appropriate at the 

beginning of the section dealing with the salvation of Israel. 

 
 

Chapter Summary and Conclusion 

 In this chapter I 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, but the first task 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 9:5 as it stands within the paragraph in 

which it appears. I tried to briefly account for the first eight chapters, while at the same 

time recognizing Romans 9:1-5 as the introduction of a discrete section in which Paulôs 

thought turns to a new question. 

 In analysis of the text, I have suggested that Paulôs concern is for Israel and 

that is the driving question with which he deals in chapters 9-11. In 9:1-5 the strong 

implication is that Paulôs concern for Israel is their unbelief as evidenced by his 

willingness, if it were possible, to suffer being accursed on their behalf. Based on the 

structure of the passage, I 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, I argued that the passage would not appropriately end with a doxology. I 

also concluded after analysis of the form of the final phrase of verse 5 that Paul 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 his human 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 that Paul 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 I acknowledged in chapter 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 Romans 9-11since he didnôt do it anywhere else? (3) If Paul were to call 

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 about Paulôs purpose in Romans 9-11 as 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, I paused only long to enough to acknowledge 

two general objections to the conclusions that I drew there, and while I 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 Romans 9:1-5, and particularly verse 5b, to 

speak without consideration of objections from outside the text. I adopted Timothy 

Dwightôs suggestion that the natural order of examination is to allow the words of a 

passage ñto be interpreted by the common rules of language, and to have their meaning 

determined in independence of anything beyond the limits of their own context.ò
1
 

 At the same time, it must be acknowledged that every text must also be 

interpreted within the larger context of an authorôs known writings. In addition to 

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 I have argued in chapter 2. Those are legitimate issues and it may be 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 influential.
2
 As can be seen from the history of 

interpretation on pages 19-24 of chapter 1, scholars are ranged on both sides of the 
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question of where the weight should fall. Even many who recognize the likelihood of the 

correctness of the exegetical conclusion I have suggested, have been 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 described as ýúƤĉ and whether we are today 

justified in speaking of him as God.
3
 Of course, in chapter 2, I 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 that divine is 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 impossible not to feel, and it becomes more decisive the more we realize Paulôs 
whole habit of thought and speech. . . . If we ask ourselves point blank whether 
Paul, as we know his mind from his epistles, would express his sense of Christôs 
greatness by 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 everywhere in the Apostleôs writings; and 
though there is some irregularity in the grammar, and perhaps some difficulty in 
seeing the point of a doxology, I agree with those who would put a colon or a period 
at Ĉƞćÿö, and make the words that follow refer not to Christ, but to the Father.

4
 

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

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

be given to objections from outside the text.  

 In the next two chapters, then, I 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 ever refer to Jesus as God. In the next chapter 

the question will be whether Paul would refer to Jesus as God in Romans 9:5, if he didnôt 

do so anywhere else. The reader will recall that the primary objection I seek to answer in 

this dissertation is the problem 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 the objections can be answered sufficiently to allow the conclusion of 

chapter 2 to stand. I 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 understanding 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 

serious violation of his monotheism, more serious than to suggest Jesus is ñdivineò but 

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

 
 

Description of the Objection 

 The objection that Paulôs monotheism does not allow for the possibility that he 

would call Jesus 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 of Christ 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 

judging by what he wrote, was in Paulôs mind. The best arguments, then, come from what 

he wrote, but perhaps some other reasons can be advanced to suggest Paul was capable of 

saying that Christ is God over all.  

 
 
Monotheism and Paulôs Psychology 

 A. W. Wainwright, with perhaps good reason, refers to the argument that Paul 

could not refer to Jesus as God because of his monotheism, as the psychological 

argument.
5
 The reason for that can be seen most clearly in comments by Charles A. 

Anderson Scott that, while Paul may have been 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 Scott, if there is any uncertainty about 

whether Paul referred to Christ as God, that uncertainty ñmust give way before the very 

great improbability that one in whom the monotheistic faith of Judaism was so deeply 

ingrained could have taken this momentous step.ò
6
 Similarly, C. H. Dodd, although 

acknowledging that Paul in places other than Romans 9:5 ascribes to Christ ñfunctions 

and dignities which are consistent with nothing less than deity, yet he pointedly avoids 

calling him óGod.ôò
7
 For Dodd the reason Paul could not refer to Jesus as God ñwhile the  
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theologians who followed him could, was not that they differed from him in their belief 

about the person of Christ, but that they were Greeks and he a Hebrew.ò
8
  

 Doddôs assertion illustrates part of the problem of this argument. He seems to 

regard it as true that Paul could think of Jesus as God, 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 analysis that 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 deity, yet less than God, and the implications that has for the idea that there 

is only one God? Dodd does not make clear how he analyzes Paulôs conflict, but as I will 

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

understanding 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 Socratic aporia, a 
recognition of not knowing as the context for fresh knowledge. Instead of our 
knowing what ómonotheismô is in the context of ancient Israel and early Judaism, 
and it then being a problem to know how the literary deposit of Israelôs religion can 
be correlated with it or how Jesus can be fitted into it, we should rather 
acknowledge that we may not have rightly understood Israelôs canonical religion 
because the preferred category of ómonotheismô may in important respects have 
impeded our grasping the nature of the Old Testamentôs understanding of God in the 
first place.

9
 

 

 

A Brief History of the  

Monotheism Objection 

 The objection based on the problem of monotheism arises primarily from a 

History-of-Religions vantage, as can be seen from Doddôs comments about the 
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differences in the way Hebrews and Greeks could think about 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. Boussetôs conclusion is that Paul had come under the influence of Hellenism 

and that he kept separate the idea of the Father (ýúƤĉ) and Jesus as ÿƥćþąĉ, recognizing a 

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

below God, ñas a half-god if we wish to put it crudely.ò
10

 In fact, Boussetôs 

characterization is at least partly accurate. As I have suggested and will argue later, to 

think of Jesus as divine and not God puts him into a completely different class of being, a 

demi-god, as Bousset suggests. It is, of course, correct to raise the question of how Paul, 

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

(e.g., Phil 2:6-11, Col 1:15-20). Whether the separation of ýúƤĉ and ÿƥćþąĉ as Bousset 

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

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

Bousset from seeing Paulôs application of ÿƥćþąĉ in Old Testament texts to Christ. 

Similarly, Rudolph Bultmann allows Jesus to be ñdeity as ÿƥćþąĉ, a divine figure, but 

certainly not God.ò
11

 Of course, Boussetôs contention that to make such an assertion 

would mean that Jesus would be a half-god is entirely accurate, but as I will suggest, to 

make Jesus a half-god 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 redefine monotheism to fit such an idea into his 
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thought, so Bousset seeks relief in the argument that the use of ÿƥćþąĉ as a divine figure 

could occur only within the Hellenistic church.
12

 

 Others have been influenced in a similar way to conclude that Paul could never 

refer to Jesus as God. Kªsemannôs conclusion about Romans 9:5 is instructive for our 

purposes. He finds 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.
13

 In addition, as I noted in chapter 1, C. F. D. Moule agreed that the 

case for the grammatical analysis that results in the conclusion that Paul did intend to call 

Jesus God is ñremarkably cogent,ò yet he has an instinctive reluctance to allow that a Jew 

of Paulôs upbringing could have used ýúƤĉ in quite that way.
14

 In a similar fashion Vincent 

Taylor acknowledged that Paul ñspeaks of Christ as divine, applies to Him names and 

titles which give Him no less a status, assigns to Him soteriological functions such as no 

man or demi-god can exercise, gives Him a place in the creation of the universe, and all 

but identifies Him with the Spirit of God.ò Yet Taylor understands that for Paul, God is 

one God and Paul will not compromise that even for Christ.
15

 A. E. Harvey states the 

issue perhaps most directly, that the monotheism of the early followers of Jesus 

constrained them so that when they attempted to declare who Jesus was they ñstopped  
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well short of describing him as ódivine.ôò
16

 Donald Hagner is right to comment that 

within full scope of the evidence of the New Testament, Harveyôs reductionism is 

inadequate.
17

 Finally, Dunn observes that Paul retained his categories within the limits of 

current Jewish theology.
18

 

 In the rest of this chapter I will survey recent discussion on the meaning of 

monotheism and whether either the Israel of the Old Testament or Second Temple 

Judaism could rightfully be considered monotheistic. In recent years, the classical 

definitions of monotheism have come under some criticism, which could influence the 

way one would understand Paul as a monotheist. As I 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 monotheism. In fact, biblical monotheism 

may better be understood to recognize the existence of other gods while at the same time 

asserting the uniqueness of YHWH, so that monotheism is itself not threatened. I will 

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 God. I will 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. I will consider some texts 

in which Paul alludes to the Shemaó (Deut 6:4) to affirm his monotheism and to include 

                                                 
 

 
16

A. E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraints of History (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1982), 167. 

Harveyôs emphasis is on Jesus as the Son of God, who was completely obedient and gave an authoritative 

word about and from God. Perhaps some expansion into other things the NT said about Jesus would 

impact his conclusion. 

 

 
17
Hagner, ñPaulôs Christology,ò 33. 

 

 
18

James D. G. Dunn, Romans 9-16, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38B (Nashville: Thomas 

Nelson, 1988), 529. Similarly, Otto K¿ss, ñZu Rºmer 9,5,ò in Rechtfertigung; Festschrift für Ernst 

Käsemann, zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Johannes Friedrich, Wolfgang Pöhlmann and Peter Stuhlmacher  

(Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, and Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976), 302. Küss argues that Paul 

directed Rom 9-11 to Jews and thus would have stayed within a Jewish understanding of God. 



 

89 

 

Jesus within that monotheism. In spite of the serious objections listed above, it will be my 

conclusion that Paulôs monotheism did not prevent him from acknowledging that Jesus is 

God. 

 
 

Classical Monotheism 

 Much of the discussion of the history of monotheism has challenged the view 

that Israel was ever monotheistic prior to the sixth century BCE when the nation went 

into exile in Babylon, and when Isaiah, the so-called prophet of the exile, proclaimed 

YHWH as the only God.
19

 In his detailed review of scholarship in the twentieth century, 

Robert Gnuse commented: 

 
One must sense a general consensus 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 pre-exilic era to a form of pure monotheism which 
arose in the exilic era. Although they 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 undertake actions 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 within the next generation.

 20
 

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 ñpeaceful and internal, having continuity with the predecessor societies of the late 
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Bronze Age.ò
21

 That understanding of the conquest was pivotal for those scholars in 

doing biblical theology because that affected how they envisioned the overall Israelite 

culture. ñ[U]se of the old Israelite conquest themes has become inappropriate for biblical 

theology and ethics.ò
22

 Thus, they understood 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 pre-exilic 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 only on 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, where Chemosh, 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 protector god.
23

 In 

addition to biblical evidence 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.
24

 As 

Gnuse reports: 

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

                                                 
 

21
Ibid., 58. 

 
22

Ibid. 

 
23
So Ulrich Mauser, ñOne God Alone: A Pillar of Biblical Theology,ò Princeton Seminary 

Bulletin 12 (1991): 258. 

 
24

John Day, Yahweh and the Gods and Goddesses of Canaan, JSOT Supplementary Series, 

vol. 265 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2000), 42-60. Day acknowledged that the ñYahweh-alone Partyò 

that composed the OT rejects any notion of Asherah as the wife of Yahweh, but his argument is that in 

popular religion, Asherah was a most important deity. 



 

91 

 

either). Scholars are 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 syncretistic 
cult, but rather to the normal YHWH religion for most people in the pre-exilic era.

25
 

Gnuse further reports a general consensus among the scholars he surveyed that there was 

ñan evolutionary process which moves through various stages of monolatrous or 

henotheistic intensity in the pre-exilic era to a form of pure monotheism which arises in 

the exilic era.ò
26

 Gnuse himself offers a model taken from modern biology by which he 

explains the emergence of monotheism as an evolutionary process which occurs in 

revolutionary fashion.
27

 He refers 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 

ñrevolutionary breakthrough to monotheismò in Isaiah 40-66.
28

 But Christopher Seitz 

argues that while in Isaiah 40-66 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 nations, YHWH demanded sole allegiance.
29

 As I will note below, 

there have been other important challenges to the consensus. 

 Moberly lists five recurring emphases in modern literature concerning 

monotheism.
30

 The first is that although the Bible presents a picture that is apparently 

monotheistic from the outset, monotheism actually emerged only late in Israelôs history. 

Second, it was probably not until the exile that monotheism proper was clearly 
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formulated. Third, although the Bible presents a clear-cut contrast between 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 belief was a product of political events, 

particularly the confrontation of Judah and Babylon and Judahôs need to have something 

to say in the face of Judahôs defeat. Finally, the literature of the Old Testament may be 

more or less unrepresentative of the actual religion 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 ñbelieving that in one God becomes assent to the proposition 

that the class of deity has only one 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 of moral disciplines and symbolic practices.ò
31

  

 
 

An Alternate Vi ew of Monotheism 

 Gnuseôs conclusions and those of the scholars he represents as within the 

consensus, as summarized by Moberly, have not been unchallenged, particularly the 

conclusion that the religion of Israel became monotheistic in the late monarchy or during 

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.
32

 Hayman argued that angels were understood in the same way 

that gods were in the religion of pre-exilic 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 of his kingship 

over them. Other figures, such as Enoch who ascended into heaven and metamorphosed 
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into Metatron, came to be considered in the same way.
33

 Bauckham also points out that 

ñif órigourousô or óexclusiveô monotheism must deny the existence of any supernatural or 

heavenly beings besides God, then clearly such monotheism never existed until the 

modern period.ò
34

 

 Other writers have suggested as well that Judaism was not completely 

monotheistic after the exile. Margaret Barker argues that YHWH was one of the sons of 

the High God who could be manifested on earth in human form as an angel. Barkerôs 

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 inheritance.
35

 Similarly, 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 non-canonical writings.
36

 More must be said 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 least as defined in Gnuseôs model, after the exile. But it is 

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 larger question about Gnuseôs consensus conclusion is whether those 

scholars have rightly understood pre-exilic monotheism. The meaning of the word 
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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 

Hurtado commented ñit is mistaken to assume that we can evaluate ancient Jewish texts 

and beliefs in terms of whether or how closely they meet our own preconceived idea of 

ópureô monotheism.ò
37

 Hurtado goes on to argue that if we are to avoid imposing our own 

theological 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 God.
38

  

 Similarly, Nathan MacDonald calls attention to the problem of the 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 Henry More in 1660.
39

 The term 

then became associated with the Enlightenmentôs philosophical construction of a rational, 

ethical, and universally evident religion in which there is only one god and other deities 

are mythical, figments of the imagination.
40

 MacDonald argues that the term monotheism 

reflects an agreement between the Cambridge Platonists and Descartes that the issue of 

monotheism-polytheism was philosophical, rather than theological, having to do with 

prioritizing the establishment of the number of deities.
41

 Under this view, to affirm that 
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YHWH is one (as in the Shemaó in Deut 6:4) is commonly understood as a declaration of 

monotheism in the sense that there is only one God. No other gods exist.
42

 While his 

survey of scholarship is not nearly as thorough as that offered by Gnuse, MacDonald 

argues that the Enlightenment idea of monotheism has influenced major accounts of 

Israelite religion by scholars from Wellhausen on.
43

 

 
 
Monotheism in Deuteronomy 

 As argued by MacDonald, the classic definition of monotheism assumes 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 Shemaó. I cannot here deal with all the issues in the 

translation and interpretation of the Shemaó, but I side with those who translate it 

ñYHWH our God, YHWH is one.ò
44

 But within that statement, MacDonald argues that 

even Deuteronomy 6:4, often taken as a statement of classical monotheism, does not deny 

the existence of other gods.
45

 The statement that YHWH is one is not a statement of 

numerical existence, but is a statement of uniqueness.
46

 The fact that in Deuteronomy 

other gods exist can be seen in other passages such as 5:7, where translation issues also 

exist ( ØNØ~ H×Q JD ÔW ÕBÑ8 LDÔ>vÑ8 rÐH >ÑDÐ>ÔD 8ÚH ×D ), but the best translation is probably ñyou shall 

not have other gods against me.ò In this case H×Qis best taken as against, rather than 
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before, but even if the latter is taken as correct, as suggested by the LXX, the verse is 

taken against as a warning against an act of defiance by following other gods.
47

 Similarly, 

6:14,  JDÔL×QØ> DÕ>vÑ8ÕL JD ÔW ÕBÒ8 JDÔ>vÑ8 D ÕW ÒB8 MhFÐH ÕZ 8ÚH W Ö¤Ò8 JÖFDÕZÛ@:DÔ:O  (ñyou shall not go 

after other gods from among the gods of the people who surround youò), is an indication 

of the existence of other gods. In fact, both these commands are given in recognition of 

Israelôs difficulty maintaining singular loyalty to YHWH when they entered the land and 

were tempted to follow the fertility deities under the influence of the surrounding 

cultures. The emphasis is not on monotheism, but on Israelôs relationship to the one, 

unique God.
48

 In addition to passages listed earlier in this chapter, see also other passages 

such as Exodus 15:11; 20:3; Deuteronomy 12:2; Psalm 82:1; 89:6-7; 95:3 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 and to fear him alone.
49

  

 Deuteronomy 32:8-9 is also an important passage in relation to the meaning of 

monotheism (and as I will suggest later, for Paulôs understanding of the singularity of 

God in Rom 3:29-30). In those verses God is said to have divided the sons of Adam 

according to the number of the sons of Israel (HÕ8 ×W Ð¥ÔD ÕN: W×~ÐOÔLÐH Û@L×Q ZvÜ:Ð; :Õ¡×D), but 

YHWH kept his people Jacob as his heritage ( Û@ZØH ÒB×N HÖ:Ö> :ÚVP×D Û@L×Q >ØÛ@>ÐD VÖH ÕB DÔF). It is 

possible, however, that a part of the text in the first portion (HÕ8 ØW¥ÔD DÕN Ð̀) might not be 

original. Instead of sons of Israel (HÕ8 ØW¥ÔD DÕN Ð̀.), the LXX reads angels of God (ĐøøƟĀďă 

ýúąů/). Since some order of beings with access to heaven before God is known as sons of 
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God (JDÔ>vÑ8Ø> DÕN`.) in Job 1:6; 2:1 and 38:7, and in each case the LXX translated DÖN`

 Ñ8Ø>JDÔ>v as ąŌ đøøúĀąþ or as ɔɔŮɚɞɑ ɛɞɡ, it is possible that the translator of the LXX had 

a text of Deuteronomy 32:8-9 before him in which JDÔ>vÑ8Ø> DÕN` appeared.
50

 In addition, 

Symmachus matches the LXX and 4QDeut
j 
contains JDÔ>vÑ8Ø> DÕN Ð̀ rather than DÕN`

HÑ8 ØW¥ÔD..51
 So it is possible that the Masoretic text appears as it presently does to remove a 

text that implies the existence of other gods.
52

 If that analysis is correct, it adds further 

evidence that Deuteronomy accepts the existence of other beings in a ruling position 

subordinate to YHWH. 

 In the same way that passages above suggest the Israelites were to sacrifice to 

God alone and venerate only him, the Shemaó is not a theoretical statement, but an 

expression of commitment, followed by the command for Israel to love YHWH with all 

their hearts.
53

 J. F. A. Sawyer goes on to argue that the ñmost illuminating parallelò is 

found in the love song in Canticles 6:8-9. Out of all the poetôs female friends and 

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.
54

 Similarly, both MacDonald and Moberly agree that when the lover in Canticles 
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6:8-9 is referred to as ñthe one (ZB8) the only one of her mother,ò the poet does not 

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 for Israel.
55

 

Thus, the conclusion should not be 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 question ñis not the number of gods [one], but the practice 

and character of YHWH in an assumed world of contested polytheism, the ways in which 

this God (among others) is known, and the ways in which Israel is related to this God.ò
56

 

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 heavenly bodies 

to the other nations (Deut 4:19), but none of those other beings are like YHWH who have 

brought Israel out of Egypt, so there is no other who is properly ñGod.ò The identification 

of God as the one who brought Israel out of Egypt stands at the beginning of the first 

commandment (Deut 5:6-7). It is this God whom Israel is to love and serve.
57

 MacDonald 

concludes that the claim to uniqueness in Deuteronomy is based not on creation, but on 

YHWHôs faithfulness, mercy and jealousy as demonstrated in the election of Israel and in 
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his particular actions for his people. Therefore, YHWHôs claim to oneness is primarily 

soteriological, not ontological.
58

  

In his mild critique of MacDonald, however, Richard Bauckham notes some 

lack of clarity in that statement, in that MacDonald could mean YHWH is ontologically 

unique, but perceived by Israel as unique only through what YHWH has done for Israel, 

but MacDonald might also mean YHWH is unique as a result of what he has done for 

Israel; i.e., only because of his saving activity.
59

 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 revealed himself as unique soteriologically should not be 

overlooked, however. The unique relationship with Israel that demands Israelôs loving 

allegiance to the one unique God lies in his choosing of Israel, which makes them able to 

confess that not only is YHWH one, but he is ñour God.ò That exclusive relationship is 

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 ontologically 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 I can offer only a brief summary. 

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

                                                 
 

58
MacDonald, Deuteronomy, 215. See also C. J. Labuschagne, The Incomparability of Yahweh 

in the Old Testament (Leiden: Brill, 1966), 72. Labuschagne argues that the mighty acts of YHWH were 

what made him incomparable among the gods. 

 
59
Richard Bauckham, ñBiblical Theology and the Problems of Monotheism,ò in Out of Egypt: 

Biblical Theology and Biblical Interpretation, ed. Craig Bartholomew, et al. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 

2004), 192. 



 

100 

 

there were indications in writings of the period that Jews believed other beings existed 

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 during the Herodian period 

when the supreme deity was seen as above, but also in association with, other spirits and 

powers.
60

 The meaning of ñdivine beingsò and the nature of their association with 

YHWH is the main issue. Could those divine beings be considered of such standing 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 the case.
61

 In particular, specific 

beings such as angels and exalted patriarchs, and divine attributes
62

 might 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 a divine being by communities  
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who nevertheless regarded themselves as monotheists.
63

 Many 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 provided the soil out of which 

the doctrine of the deity of the man Jesus Christ could grow. Barker argues that Christian 

Trinitarian theology is rooted in pre-Christian ideas about angels, one of whom was 

YHWH, the Holy One of Israel. YHWH could be manifested as human and it was as a 

manifestation of YHWH, the Son of God, that Jesus was acknowledged as the Son of 

God.
64

 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 exclusively monotheistic, 

but if the oneness and uniqueness of God were not stressed, then the Trinity is less a 

problem.
65

 The cause that effected such assertions may well be Wilhelm Boussetôs 

statement that the placing of Jesus as the center of the cult of a believing community 

could not occur in Palestine where Old Testament monotheism ruled unconditionally.
66

 

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 Palestinian soil. 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. 
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The Ontological Uniqueness of YHWH  

The question as to whether early Judaism was monotheistic largely has to 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 other gods or, perhaps 

better termed by the first century, of divine beings. Dunn characterizes angels as 

intermediary beings who execute Godôs will. He plausibly suggests that the gods of other 

nations were absorbed into Israelôs monotheistic system by regarding them as members 

of YHWHôs heavenly council, and thus finally as angels who have authority over various 

nations as well as over the forces of nature.
 67

 In a similar way, G. Kittel argued that 

belief in the overpowering uniqueness of YHWH reduced the beings of the heavenly 

court that had assisted YHWH in the governance of the nations to mere ñsuper-

luminariesò with no violation of the absolute transcendence of God.
68

 The question is 

how these beings relate to the unique, or as Labuschagne terms it, the incomparable 

YHWH.
69

 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 Hellenistic 

areas.
70

 Instead, for early Judaism, although other divine beings existed, reality was not 

some gradient that ñdoes not draw sharp ontological differences between the supreme  

                                                 
 

67
James D. G. Dunn, ñWas Christianity a Monotheistic Faith from the Beginning?ò Scottish 

Journal of Theology 35 (1982): 311. 

 
68
G. Kittel, ñĒøøúĀąĉ,ò in TDNT, ed. Gerhard Kittel, trans. and ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley 

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964), 78. Similarly, see Kuhn, ñAngelology,ò 217-19. 

 
69

Labuschagne, Incomparability, 14. 

 
70
Bauckham, ñThe óMost Highô God,ò 40; Hurtado, One God, One Lord, 129n 1. 



 

103 

 

God and other gods or between gods and humansò but a binary reality in which YHWH is 

unique in terms of an absolute difference in kind from all other reality.
71

  

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 MacDonaldôs suggestion did not adequately address the ontological 

uniqueness of YHWH and indeed, as Wright argues, Israel was committed to seeing her 

God as ñontologically (and not merely practically) superior to the gods of the nations.ò
72

 

There are a number of views 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 Judaism and that the worship of YHWH set him apart from the other beings.
73

 

Stuckenbruckôs point is that, whether or not a cult worship of angels existed, there was 

evidence of reverence and veneration of angels, even if the angels rejected such reverence 

(Jos. Asen. 15.11-12; 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 fashion 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  
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assertion of the uniqueness of God.
74

 Thus, based on that contention, the Jewish view of 

the uniqueness 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 reality of the 

unique God. As I will expand below, if one thinks divinity is a matter of degree, then 

worship is also a matter of degree, but Hurtadoôs argument that Jesus was worshiped as 

deity must surely carry some weight in understanding that Jesus could be identified with 

YHWH.
75

 

As Bauckham argues, however, the best approach to understanding the 

uniqueness 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 things.
76

 While it is true that 

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. I will argue later that God 

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.  
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While Bauckham 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.
77

 

Bauckham roots his arguments about YHWH as sole creator in Isaiah 40-66, but 

especially in Isaiah 44:24: ñThus says the LORD, your Redeemer, who formed you from 

the womb: óI am the LORD, who made all things, who alone stretched out the heavens, 

who spread out the earth by myself.ò
78

 While Bauckham recognizes that other beings 

assisted God in carrying out his ruling authority, they were invariably portrayed as 

servants who do not share in Godôs rule.
79

 Since only God himself created all things and 

only he sovereignly rules, only he is the unique God over all. None of the variously 

conceived heroes, exalted patriarchs, or angels participated in either creation or rule.
80
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In response to Bauckhamôs argument that the uniqueness of the God of Israel is 

found in his being the sole creator and in his sole sovereign rule, Hurtado argues that 

Bauckham offers no explanation of the 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 examples should exist.
81

 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 argument, 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 conclusion 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 philosophical 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 worship.
82

 Since that is true, and given the fact that even within 

Hurtadoôs argument, the theological recognition is necessary to worship, Bauckhamôs 
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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 words form the title of one of 

Larry Hurtadoôs books and they aptly describe the Christological problem that has 

become somewhat of a focal point in scholarly discussion.
83

 The relationship between 

Jewish monotheism and early Christology, particularly the person and deity of Christ, is 

the gnawing problem that leads to the objections I mentioned at the beginning of this 

chapter. The classical objections I noted are primarily concerned with the problem of how 

a strict monotheist could use the word ýúƤĉ with reference to Jesus.  

One of the important lines of scholarly writings suggests that the way of Jesusô 

elevation to deity was smoothed by the history of Jewish fascination and even veneration 

for intermediary figures that may have somehow participated in divinity.
84

 Such 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 uniqueness of Israelôs God can rightly be seen in his creation of 

and sovereign rule over all things. Since all other beings are in fact less than God, 

associating Jesus with those beings produces ñsomething much more like an Arian Christ, 

a demigod who is neither truly divine nor truly human.ò
85

 As noted above, Bousset 

recognized in his comment that seeing Jesus as a divine being but yet not God results in 

the picture of a half-god. But, as Bauckham points out, the New Testament writers did 
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not think of Jesus as a half-god. Bauckham argues that rather than identifying Jesus with 

semi-divine 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 it.
86

  

Bauckham further argues that the exalted Jesus participates in the sovereign 

rule of God by virtue of sitting on Godôs throne.
87

 As part of the argument, Bauckham 

demonstrates the uniqueness of the early Christian reading of Psalm 110:1 over against 

that of the early Jewish literature by showing that while Christians read this passage to 

mean Jesus was placed on the throne of God itself, exercising Godôs rule over all things, 

Jews did not associate that passage with the messiah, or with any patriarch or angel. 

Further, Christians used the text to say something about Jesus that Second Temple 

Judaism would not say about any human.
88

 In 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 over all angelic powers (Eph 1:21-22; Heb 1:1-14); 

(3) The exalted Jesus has been given the divine name (arguably Heb 1:4; surely Phil 2:9; 

cf. Rom 10:9-13 and Acts 2:17-21, among others): and (4) Universal worship is accorded 

to Jesus (Phil 2:9-11; Rev 5).
89

 

In addition, the New Testament includes the preexistent Christ in Godôs unique 

activity of creation (John 1:1-5; 1 Cor 8:6; Col 1:15-16; Heb 1:2-3, 10-12; Rev 3:14). As 

Bauckham notes, including Christ in the creation activity is the most direct way of 
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excluding any threat to monotheism while refining the description of the identity of God 

in a way that includes Jesus. ñBy including Jesus in this unique identity [as in 1 Cor 8:6] 

Paul is certainly not repudiating Jewish monotheism, whereas were he merely associating 

Jesus with the unique God he would be repudiating monotheismò (emphasis original).
90

  

In the above portion of the argument, Bauckhamôs emphasis is on the aspects 

of Godôs uniqueness that are more transcendent. The inclusion of Christ in the identity in 

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, however, that the incarnate 

Christ is the revelation of the divine identity. He bases his argument on the early 

Christian reading of Isaiah 40-55, which, as is well known, contains some of the strongest 

overt statements of monotheism in the Old Testament. Bauckham argues here that in the 

humiliation, death and exaltation of the Servant of the Lord, God reveals his glory and 

demonstrates his deity to the world.
91

 While Bauckham reviews several New Testament 

passages (the Gospel of John and the I am statements, and the alpha and omega 

statements in Revelation), perhaps the point most pertinent to this discussion is from 

Philippians 2:6-11. In brief, it is in the exaltation of Jesus, including his identification as 

YHWH in YHWHôs universal sovereignty ñthat the unique deity of the God of Israel 

comes to be acknowledged by all creationò
92

 (Phil 2:9-10, with reference to Is 45:23). 

The monotheism of Isaiah 40-55 is fulfilled in Jesusô participation in the divine identity. 

Thus, for Bauckham, ñ[e]schatological monotheism proves to be christological 

monotheism.ò
93
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Paul and Monotheism 

 There is no reason to think Paul, both pre-conversion and post conversion, was 

anything other than a monotheist consistent with the monotheism described above. In the 

same way as for the Old Testament, exclusive 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 singular.
94

 While he was aware of the existence 

of spiritual beings that in some way 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 I will argue that Paul came to understand Jesus to be identified with the unique 

God of Israel, while he also retained the same Jewish monotheism as before he came to 

that understanding. Paulôs thought can be examined briefly in three texts in which he 

mentions the one God, alluding to the Shemaó, two of which speak to how Paul 

understood the identity of God and one of which speaks directly to Paulôs inclusion of 

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. 

 
 
Paulôs Conversion 

Paulôs conversion experience and his revelatory experience is the basis of an 

understanding of how a strict Jewish monotheist could come to adjust his understanding 

of the implications of that monotheism. The events before and after his conversion 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 directly by revelation from Jesus Christ. 
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As a result, Saul, persecutor of the church, became Paul, preacher of Godôs Son among 

the Gentiles. The Son of God as content of his gospel was thus formed without 

consultation with any human beings, including the apostolic leadership in Jerusalem, at 

least for the first three years of his ministry.
95

 

 While Paul did not himself report the actual conversion event, the Book of 

Acts contains three accounts (9:1-19; 22:3-21 and 26:12-18), all of which include 

reference to a startling visual and auditory experience of the exalted Christ that resulted 

in Paulôs blindness. As argued by Seyoon Kim, the Damascus event was the ground for 

both his apostleship and his gospel.
96

 Hurtado built on Kimôs thesis to argue that religious 

experience is valid as an explanation of religious innovations, and he particularly applied 

the revelatory experiences of the early church as factors in the veneration of Jesus.
97

 Of 

course, Paulôs experience was an experience with content, since there was actual 

revelation involved. Paulôs comments in 2 Corinthians 3:18 regarding the beholding of 

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 hearts, can easily fit 

within the description of revelatory experience. The impact and value of that revelatory 

experience for the shaping of Paulôs theology should not be overlooked. 
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 It is not the purpose here to argue that Paulôs theology was completely formed 

from the Damascus experience. It is likely, however, that the essential content of Paulôs 

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 understanding of the 

person of Jesus.
98

 Dunn argues that the thrust of the impact of Paulôs conversion 

experience was the commissioning to become apostle to the Gentiles.
99

 While that 

emphasis is correct, at least in part, it doesnôt place enough weight on the importance of 

Paulôs recognition of the identity of Jesus. Indeed, as Hagner notes, Paulôs encounter with 

the risen Christ fundamentally altered his estimate of Jesus and formed the basis of his 

taking on the role of the Apostle to the Gentiles.
100

 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 Paulôs abandoning the Jewish conception of the Messiah and taking what 
Jesus of Nazareth 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 fulfillment of Ps 
110.1, being ready to return to earth for judgment and redemption, so that he came 
to know that now salvation depends on entering into the sphere of Jesusô Lordship 
by confessing óJesus is Lord.ô Paul also saw confirmed at the Christophany the 
primitive confession of Jesus as Son of God. But at the same time he realized Jesus 
was the Son of God not just in the sense of the Davidic Messiah who was confessed 
by the Christians as having been installed as Godôs Son through his resurrection, but 
more profoundly in the sense of the being who stood in an intimate relationship with 
God from the beginning, acted as his agent in creation and was sent forth by God 
into the world to redeem us from sin and the law.

101
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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 Jesus as the appointed Son 

of God by the resurrection from the dead.
102

  

 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 made up of Jews and non-Jews 
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 dominating 
Greco-Roman religion. The ÿƥćþąĉ úŏĉ of the Shemaó echoes unmistakably in his 
letters.

103
 

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 thought. The evidence 

of his letters is against that.
104

 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.
105

 

 
 
Romans 3:29-30 

 In verse 29 Paul makes a statement about the oneness of God, in what must be 

an allusion to the statement in the Shemaó that YHWH is one. Paul asks and answers his 

own question: God is the God of the Gentiles as well as God of the Jews. He grounds the 
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fact that God is the God of all people in the fact that God, who justifies by faith, is one.
106

 

ñPaul here interprets the oneness of God confessed in the Shemaó as Godôs universal 

saving rule over all peoples.ò
107

 As noted above, MacDonald argued that YHWH 

revealed himself to Israel as the one 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 emphasis on the fact that through his encounter with Abraham, God 

effects salvation for the whole world.
108

 

 In addition to the Shemaó, there are two noteworthy texts that may lie in the 

background of Paulôs statement of the oneness of God. In reverse order of their 

appearance in the Scripture, the first is Zechariah 14:9, an explicit quotation of 

Deuteronomy 6:4.
109

 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 one.
110

 The day spoken of by the 

prophet must be 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  
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with no rivals contending with him.
111

 The confession of the Shemaó will finally be 

recognized by all: The God of Israel is the one and only creator and ruler of the 

universe.
112

 Paul calls on the Shemaó to proclaim what Zechariah saw. God is the God of 

both Jews and Gentiles, the God over all. As Mauser notes: 

Paul has in Rom 3:30 neither abrogated nor modified Zechariahôs vision of the 
ultimate oneness of Godôs being and name, but he has claimed the time for the 
realization of the vision has arrived. Godôs act in Christ is, for him, a signal of time, 
the hour in history has come at which the vision of the universality of the one God 
of Israel must rightfully be implemented in concrete missionary activity that spans 
the whole world.

113
 

 In addition to the connection to Zechariah 14:9, there is also the similar 

connection to Deuteronomy 32:8-9. As noted earlier, a possible reading evidenced by the 

LXX and the text found at Qumran suggests that in Paulôs time there was at least the 

strong possibility that Deuteronomy 32:8-9 may have referenced sons of God who were 

given authority over the nations. Deuteronomy 32:8-9 may in part explain the passage in 

Zechariah at least to the extent that YHWHôs final victory over the nations in connection 

with the day when he and his name will be one could be connected with the vindication 

of his rule in the face of the nations 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 
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not all, of the ones who remain from the nations are converted and subsequently worship 

YHWH (Zech 14:16-19).  

 The difference between Israel as Godôs inheritance and the other nations and 

their gods is captured in other texts as well. According to Deuteronomy 4:19-20, God has 

allotted to all the peoples the worship of the heavenly host, but Godôs relationship to 

Israel and his claim of their sole worship is uniquely based in his delivering them from 

Egypt. Jubilees 15:30-32 echoes Deuteronomy 32:8-9, but adds the notation that although 

all the nations belong to God, he appointed spirits over the other nations so that the spirits 

would lead those nations away from him. As is often mentioned by the commentators, 

that thought is expressed in the rabbinic teaching ñI am God over all that came into the 

world but I have joined my name only with you; I am not called the God of the idolaters, 

but the God of Israel.ò
114

 This rabbinical quote likely came about a century after Paul, but 

given the other background and the question Paul poses, there is reason to expect that 

thought to have been strong in Paulôs day.
115

 

 It is against this background that Paul poses the question by the interlocutor. Is 

God the God of the Gentiles? Care must be taken with Paulôs answer. It is clear that the 

answer is yes, God is the God of the Gentiles. The ground of that fact should not, 

however, 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  
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to be the one who justifies by faith, is the reason he is God of the Gentiles.
116

 It is 

because he is one that he acts in the same way toward both, that is, he justifies both by 

faith.
117

 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, the 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 that God is not God of all people. But neither should the fact that God is the 

God of all people be thought to affect Godôs promises to Israel. God is, after all, the God 

of the Jews.
118

 While one cannot see from here the full argument that Paul will make in 

Romans 9-11, one can see from the vantage point of those chapters that the argument 

begins in 3:29-30. 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 identified in Romans 

9:5 as Christ, who is God over all, and it is he who delivers Gentiles by faith. As I will 

argue in a subsequent chapter, it is also he who will remove sin from Zion.
119

 We must 

return to the thought in later chapters, but in 3:29-30, focus is on YHWH as God of the 

Gentiles, while in 9:5 the focus is on God over all, meaning Jesus is also God of the Jews. 
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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 that Jesus is Lord.
120

 

 

Ephesians 4:4-6 

 Ephesians 4:4-6 is also a declaration of the oneness of God, again a reference 

to the Shemaó.
121

 The statement in this passage that there is one God is in a string of 

statements of unity in the context of Paulôs call to the Ephesians to live worthy of their 

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 God of all people on the earth, but on the one 

God and father, who with the one Lord, rules over all opponents. In Romans 3:29-30 the 

uniqueness of God is in his saving power for all people. In Ephesians 4:5-6 the 

uniqueness of God lies in his rule over all principalities and powers. Paulôs thought here 

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 considered lords. 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 Paul begins 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 the existence of only one Spirit, one Lord and one God and Father of all. In verse 6 
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there is the appearance of ĆĚĉ, but the gender has been a matter of some discussion.
122

 

The Greek text of the verse is úŏĉ ýúşĉ ÿöŔ ĆöĊĺć ĆƞăĊďă, ś ĩĆŔ ĆƞăĊďă ÿöŔ ùþę ĆƞăĊďă ÿöŔ 

ĩă ĆĚĈþă (one God and father of all, who is over all and through all and in all). As I 

pointed out in chapter 2, if ĆĚĉ is masculine it probably refers to all Christians, Jew and 

Gentile, since the reference is to God the Father, rather than all Jews and Gentiles, 

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 

instances of ĆĚĉ in that verse. The words ñone God and Father of allò (úŏĉ ýúşĉ ÿöŔ ĆöĊĺć 

ĆƞăĊďă) are modified 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 1:20-22. The importance of the statement that there is one Lord and 

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 epistle, and that only 1 

Corinthians exceeds the total number of references.
123

 J. Christian Beker reads Paul as 

having demythologized the references to the powers so that they represent death, sin, law 

and the flesh.
124

 As shown by Arnold, however, Paul often uses opposing spirits in ethical 

statements and as entities who can destroy (1 Cor 5:4-5), deceive (2 Cor 11:14) and have 
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the potential to entice Christians into partnership with them by participating in pagan 

sacrifice (1 Cor 10:19-21). Arnold further notes that the categories other than flesh noted 

by Beker seldom appear in Ephesians, and flesh appears in Ephesians 2:2-3 as one form 

of influence while the prince of the power of the air appears as another.
125

 In addition, a 

similar distinction between flesh and blood and rulers, authorities and powers occurs in 

6:12. 

 Thus the important reference to ñevery rule and authority and power and 

lordshipò in Ephesians 1:21 must refer to actual beings whose existence Paul affirmed, 

and best understood as beings hostile to the rule of God.
126

 The demonstration of the 

power of God is in his raising Christ to sit at his right hand ñfar above all rule and 

authority and power and dominion and every name that is named not only in this age, but 

in the one to comeò (ŦĆúćƞăď ĆƞĈüĉ ĐćčĻĉ ÿöŔ ĩĄąċĈơöĉ ÿöŔ ùċăƞĂúďĉ ÿöŔ ÿċćþƤĊüĊąĉ ÿöŔ 

ĆöăĊşĉ ŘăƤĂöĊąĉ ŘăąĂöûąĂƟăąċ ąŢ ĂƤăąă ĩă Ċƈ öňżăþ ĊąƥĊŽ ĐĀĀę ÿöŔ ĩă Ċƈ ĂƟĀĀąăĊþ). 

When Paul describes Jesus as high above every other being, he was not concerned with 

spatial categories. To be above is associated with a position of power. To be above all the  
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other beings is to have power over them.
127

 Thus, 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 the 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 Psalm 110.
128

 

 Ephesians 2:1-7. In this passage those to whom Paul refers in verse 3 as 

ñchildren of wrath by natureò (ĊƟÿăö ČƥĈúþ ŘćøĻĉ), are in that position because they lived 

according to the age of this world, according to the ruler of the authority of the air who is 

the spirit who works in the sons of disobedience (2:2, ĩă öŏĉ ĆąĊú ĆúćþúĆöĊƠĈöĊú ÿöĊę Ċşă 

öňżăö Ċąů ÿƤĈĂąċ ĊąƥĊąċᵂ ÿöĊę Ċşă đćčąăĊö ĊĻĉ ĩĄąċĈơöĉ Ċąů ĐƟćąĉᵂ Ċąů ĆăúƥĂöĊąĉ Ċąů ăůă 

ĩăúćøąůăĊąĉ ĩă Ċąŕĉ ċŌąŕĉ ĊĻĉ ĐĆúþýúơöĉ). Paul describes this situation as death (verse 5) and 

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 sovereign 

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 whether or not this was a 

baptismal formula, it is still true that there is only one faith for both Jew and Gentile. The 
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thought here is not so far from that in Romans 3:29-30, where we learn that because God 

is one, he justifies both Jew and Gentile by faith. In Ephesians 4:5, the thought is that 

because there is one Lord, there is only one faith and one baptism.
129

 In the 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 (Rom 10:8-9; 12-13). The Lord here 

must also be no other than the YHWH of the Shemaó.
130

 As I will argue below is the case 

in 1 Corinthians 8:6, Paul here has stated the Shemaó in such a way to understand there is 

one God (the Father) and one Lord (Jesus Christ), both 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 the lesser powers, 

demi-gods, so to speak. 

 
 
1 Corinthians 8:6 

 The two texts mentioned previously can be argued to at least have the Shemaó 

in their background. It is my position that in 1 Corinthians 8:6, Paul once again directly 

alludes to the Shemaó.
131

 Dieter Zeller, however, argues that Deuteronomy 6:4 is not in 
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the background of 1 Corinthians 8:6.
132

 He argues instead from a History-of ïReligions 

viewpoint that the ñúŏĉ acclamationsò in non-Greek pagan religions in which the followers 

of certain other beings proclaimed them as one, are more the background. Zeller is 

probably right to suggest ÿƥćþąĉ in verse 6 is in contrast with the many lords in verse 5, 

but it is not necessary on that basis to conclude with him that ÿƥćþąĉ is not in reference to 

YHWH.
133

 In fact, that juxtaposition may be evidence that the ÿƥćþąĉ in verse 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 acknowledges that in verse 5, ÿƥćþąĉ is an equivalent of ýúƤĉ.
134

 In general, 

Zellerôs argument is built, at least in part, on an understanding that Paulôs readers would 

not have been familiar with Deuteronomy 6:4, but such an assumption may not be well 

founded if Paulôs converts were largely God-fearers in the synagogue who had heard 

Paulôs teaching for an extended period.  

 In a response at least partially to Zeller, Otfried Hofius constructed a 

persuasive grammatical argument for the translation of 8:6 with úŏĉ as subject in the 

parallel phrases: ñOnly one is God: the father, from whom all things are and we are to  

him; and only one is Lord: Jesus Christ, through whom all things are and we are through  
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himò
135

 (my translation from Hofiusô German text, which is reproduced in the footnote). 

Zeller acknowledged the weight of Hofiusô argument, but did not respond.
136

 The 

speculative nature of Zellerôs claim that the Corinthians would not have known the 

Shemaó, compared with the rather straightforward syntactical analysis by Hofius tends to 

support the contention that Paul here was likely thinking of the Shemaó. 

 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 context of the confession 

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 Corinthians.
137

 The first is ñall of us have 

knowledgeò (8:1). The second and third are in 8:4, ñan idol is nothingò (has no real 

existence) and ñthere is no God but one.ò
138

 As in the passage in Ephesians, Paul here 

makes a clear monotheistic statement, but also here the oneness of God lies in his 
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uniqueness, not in the absence of other gods. According to 1 Corinthians 10:19-20, Paul 

understands the other gods to be meaningless: ñTherefore what do I say? That food 

offered to idols is anything, or that an idol is anything?ò (Ċơ ąťă ČĻĂþ; ŜĊþ úňùďĀƤýċĊƤă Ċơ 

ĩĈĊþă, ĳ ŜĊþ úŉùďĀƤă Ċơ ĩĈĊþă;) Yet, Paul goes on to say demonic powers underlie pagan 

worship.
139

 Indeed in 8:5 Paul asserts the existence of ñso-calledò gods whether in heaven 

or earth. That they are so-called should not be pressed to mean they are said to exist, but 

do not.
140

 They are ñso-called,ò because he calls these beings gods and lords in 

comparison with the true unique and only creator, God the Father and the Lord Jesus 

Christ, who ñfor usò is the only God and the only Lord.
141

 The confession of verse 6, 

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. There is simply one actual, 

unique God and one actual, unique Lord who may be worshipped.
142
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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 Ephesians 4:4-6 is correct and if I am 

correct that Deuteronomy 32:8, in the form that I have proposed, is in the background of 

Romans 3:29-30.
143

 Whether, however, one agrees with that reading of verse 5, there is 

another feature of Paulôs monotheism in this allusion to the Shemaó. The number one is 

attached both to God the Father and to the Lord Jesus Christ, by which Paul ñunites in 

singleness the being and act of God as Father and the being and act of Jesus Christ as 

Lord.ò
144

 Both are linked in their involvement in creation. Paul 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 creator.
145

 In this passage there is the hint 

of distinguishing Christ from God, but also of identifying Christ with God. Seifrid has 

perhaps most clearly stated it: 
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Paul thus identifies God as the Creator who saves. The parallel description of the 
Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom the Fatherôs creating and saving work takes place 
both distinguishes him from and identifies him with God in a manner that defies the 
prioritization of distinction over identity, and vice versa. If the ñLordò were simply 
defined by the statement that ñall things come from Godò one might conclude (with 
Arius) that the Lord had a temporal origin. But ñall thingsò likewise come through 
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 the distinction, then, we may recognize 
that in so far as this confession echoes the Shemaó, Jesus is identified with 
Yahweh.

146
 (Emphasis original.) 

 
 

Paulôs Monotheism 

 The nature of Paulôs monotheism has been a matter of some debate. The 

History-of-Religions School 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 argument.
147

 After his analysis of 

Philippians 2:6-11 Casey concluded that the passage, whether 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 perception.
148

 Monotheism was 

such an important 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 world.
149

 In general, Caseyôs 

argument asserts Jesus 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 

implications of Caseyôs analysis and conclusions regarding Philippians 2:6-11: (1) The 
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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, therefore Jesus is not deity.
150

 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.
151

 Surely Paul would not do that. Davis argues, however, 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 ñdivineò (Davisô word). Instead, for Paul there exists a 

ñshared divinity between Jesus and the Father resulting from a redefinition of 

monotheism.ò
152

 Davis later 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 Christ.
153

 

 Davisô response to Casey is correct to the degree that Paul would not consider 

adding another god to the one God, and that Caseyôs assumption is incorrect that 

understanding Jesus as God would require Paul to abandon monotheism. In addition, I 

have argued in this chapter that on three occasions Paul made comments about God with 

the Shemaó clearly in the background of his thought. On two of those occasions Paul 

included Jesus as Lord as part of his statement of the Shemaó. Such a use of the Shemaó is 
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more likely to indicate Paul maintained his Jewish identity rather than that he was 

assimilated into Gentile culture, since Paulôs statement of monotheism in those cases was 

a purely Jewish statement. Since that is true, I cannot agree with Davis that Paulôs 

interpretation of the Shemaó was a redefinition of it.
154

 It is rather more likely that in 

Paulôs vision on the road to Damascus he came to realize that the one God as expressed 

in the Shemaó had always included the Lord. Thus Bauckhamôs argument that the New 

Testament writers understood that the identity of the one God included Christ the Lord is 

the best way to understand Paulôs monotheism. We must return in the next chapter to the 

identification of Jesus with YHWH, but for now we can simply note that if Paul were 

adding the one Lord to the one God of the Shemaó, ñfrom the perspective of monotheism, 

he would be producing, not christological monotheism, but outright ditheism. The 

addition of a unique Lord to the unique God of the Shemaó would flatly contradict the 

uniqueness of the latter.ò
155

 Paul simply identified 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 confessing 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 God absolutely? On any legitimate Christian use of 
terms is any being who is only God with qualification, not God absolutely, any 
longer truly God?

156
 (Emphasis original.) 

Leaving aside Boobyerôs estimate of orthodox Christology, his question is on 

point. How can one be almost God? Boobyer goes on to supply the answer in his 

                                                 
 

154
So also Seifrid, ñKnowledge of the Creator,ò 10. Seifrid maintains that nowhere would Paul 

have spoken of his interpretation as a redefinition of it. 

 
155
Bauckham, ñGod Crucified,ò 28. 

 
156
G. H. Boobyer, ñJesus as óTheosô in the New Testament,ò BJRL 50 (1967-68): 249-50. 
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conclusion: The New Testament writers did not mean to assign Jesus equality with God 

ñand certainly did not intend to say that ontologically, he was truly God. They meant he 

was God functionally.ò (Emphasis original.)
157

 But Boobyerôs solution does not help 

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, at least, 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, I have considered the question of how a monotheist could think 

of Jesus as God and in so doing I 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. I 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. I have also argued that neither did First Century Judaism 

maintain such an exclusive view. I argued that God is distinguished as the only unique 

one in his 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 addition, Godôs 

uniqueness 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. 

Paulôs monotheism can be described in the same way. I summarized two 

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 above all things (Eph 6:4), and he was 
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Ibid., 260. 
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present with God and involved in creation (1 Cor 8:6). In addition, Godôs ultimate saving 

work is bound up in Jesus (Rom 3:29-30). Thus, for Paul, to the extent human beings are 

willing to become dependent upon these created beings, 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. It is only in creation and absolute sovereignty over all other beings that one can 

claim he is God. Bauckhamôs summary is correct. All existence is binary; there exists 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, on its face, the objection regarding Paulôs monotheism fails as an 

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 that Paulôs language so closely associated Christ with God 

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 other divine 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 being to the confession of the one God, which is by definition not 

possible. The better approach is simply to acknowledge that his lofty language indicates 

Paul identified Jesus as ýúƤĉ, whether 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, I commented on the first of two major objections to the thesis that 

Paul meant to apply ýúƤĉ to 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 Jesus as ýúƤĉ anywhere else in his 

letters so it is unlikely that he would do so in Romans 9:5.
1
 The 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 

question in this objection is whether a hapax legomenon, so to speak, in Paulôs usage 

should disqualify use of the word in that one instance. As Metzger argues, if one can 

allow a hapax legomenon in a lexical matter, there is no reason to think it should not be 

allowed in doctrinal matters.
2
 

                                                 
 

1
So, among others, Gordon D. Fee, Pauline Christology: An Exegetical-Theological Study 

(Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2007), 274. Feeôs argument is that Paul clearly differentiates between God as 

Father and Jesus as Lord. See also, among others, Neil Richardson, Paulôs Language About God, JSNT 

Supplement Series, vol. 99 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994), 30; James Denney, St. Paulôs 

Epistle to the Romans, in vol. 2 of The Expositorôs Greek Testament, ed. W. Robertson Nicoll (Grand 

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 658; K. E. Kirk, The Epistle to the Romans in the Revised Version with 

Introduction and Commentary (Oxford: Clarenden, 1937), 104; Ernst Käsemann, Commentary on Romans, 

trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 258; Ezra Abbot, ñOn the Construction of 

Romans ix. 5,ò Journal of Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis 1 (1881): 113; C. K. Barrett, A 

Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, (New York: Harper and Row, 1957), 179; Luke Timothy 

Johnson, Reading Romans: A Literary and Theological Commentary (New York: Crossroad, 1997), 147. 

Cf. Raymond E. Brown, ñDoes the New Testament Call Jesus God?ò TS 26 (1965): 560. Brown asserts the 

only real objection to the interpretation of Rom 9:5 that Paul refers to Jesus as God, is that nowhere else 

does Paul speak of Jesus as God. 

 
2
So, Bruce M. Metzger, ñThe Punctuation of Rom. 9:5.ò In Christ and the Spirit in the New 

Testament, ed. Barnabas Lindars and Stephen S. Smalley (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), 

110. See also Murray J. Harris, Jesus as God: The New Testament Use of Theos in Reference to Jesus  

(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1992), 176-77. For a little different twist, see Maurice Casey, From 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, although disputed, will be 

considered in this chapter to point out the likelihood that Paul did indeed use ýúƤĉ to refer 

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, such as ÿƥćþąĉ, that are not substantively 

different from ýúƤĉ. In this chapter we will examine some passages and arguments that 

suggest that when Paul spoke of Jesus as ÿƥćþąĉ he was 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 word ýúƤĉ in Romans 9:5 when his more normal 

term is ÿƥćþąĉ? Of course, 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 used ÿƥćþąĉ, as he might more normally do, or ýúƤĉ, as is the 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 suggests 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 Origins and Development of New Testament Christology (Cambridge: 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 only that one place, it is important to 

recognize he doesnôt do that anywhere else. Casey apparently recognizes that it is possible for Paul to make 

a statement in one place that he doesnôt make elsewhere, but apparently weight should not be given to it. 
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undertake a detailed review of the evidence regarding authorship, but I side with those 

who accept Pauline authorship of the letter.
3
 The 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 view.
4
 Reasonable 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 Paul.
5
 Perhaps most convincing are Paulôs comments in his letters, 

especially in 2 Thessalonians 3:17 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 become unconcerned about that after 

Paulôs death.
6
 At the same time, 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, while that issue also cannot be covered 

                                                 
 

3
See, e.g., George A. F. Knight, III, The Pastoral Epistles: A Commentary on the Greek Text 

(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and Carlisle: Paternoster, 1992), 52; E. E. Ellis, ñThe Pastoral Letters,ò in 

Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, ed. Gerald F. Hawthorne and Ralph P. Martin (Downers Grove, IL: 

InterVarsity Press, 1993), 658-66; Donald F. Guthrie, New Testament Introduction (Downers Grove, IL: 

InterVarsity, 1970), 620-21. Contra Jouette M. Bassler, 1 Timothy, 2 Timothy, Titus (Nashville: Abingdon, 

1996), 21; Jerome D. Quinn, The Letter to Titus: A New Translation with Notes and Commentary and an 

Introduction to Titus, I and II Timothy, the Pastoral Epistles, The Anchor Bible, vol. 35 (New York: 

Doubleday, 1990), 19-21; Martin Dibelius and Hans Conzelmann, The Pastoral Epistles, trans. Phillip 

Buttolph and Adela Yarbro, ed. Helmut Koester (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972), 1-4. 

4
For a detailed review of the argument, with the conclusion that the church would not have 

accepted pseudonymous letters, see Ellis, ñThe Pastoral Letters,ò 658-66; Guthrie, New Testament 

Introduction, 671-84; D. A. Carson and Douglas J. Moo, An Introduction to the New Testament, rev. ed. 

(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2005), 337-50. But see contra, James D. G. Dunn, ñPseudepigraphy,ò in 

Dictionary of Paul and His Letters, ed. Gerald F. Hawthorne and Ralph P. Martin (Downers Grove, IL: 

InterVarsity Press, 1993), 982. Dunn argues that associates or disciples of Paul could legitimately write in 

Paulôs name and that ñthe literary device could be accepted without demur.ò 

 
5
For a detailed analysis see Carson and Moo, Introduction, 555-68; Everett F. Harrison, 

Introduction to the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971), 351-63. 

 
6
So also, Knight, The Pastoral Epistles, 46-47.  
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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 that text.
7
 

 The text of the verse at issue is: ĆćąĈùúčƤĂúăąþ Ċĺă Ăöÿöćơöă ĩĀĆơùö ÿöŔ 

ĩĆþČƞăúþöă ĊĻĉ ùƤĄüĉ Ċąů ĂúøƞĀąċ ýúąů ÿöŔ ĈďĊĻćąĉ ĵĂżă }üĈąů 7ćþĈĊąů. Two 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 

blessed 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 part of a sentence in the original Greek that begins in 2:11 and 

ends in 2:14.
8
 Briefly, the main clause is ñThe grace of God has been manifested,ò in 

which, of course, grace is the subject. The verb ñmanifestedò is modified by a participle 

so that the grace of God appeared for the purpose of training us to live in the manner 

described. Verse 13 begins with a participle, (ĆćąĈùúčƤĂúăąþ = awaiting) which modifies 

&ƠĈďĂúă (we live) either temporally or causally. Verse 14 further modifies }üĈąů 

7ćþĈĊąů/. 
                                                 
 

7
The issue is difficult enough that A. E. Harvey regards the commentatorôs conclusion on this 

issue as a matter of presupposition. A. E. Harvey, Jesus and the Constraints of History (Philadelphia: 

Westminster, 1982), 176. As an example that might support Harveyôs assertion, see G. B. Winerôs rather 

remarkable comment that because of doctrinal conviction that Paul would not call Christ the great God, he 

was induced to find evidence that there is ñno grammatical obstacle to taking ĈďĊ . . . čćþĈĊąů as a second 

subject.ò G. B. Winer, A Grammar of the Idiom of the New Testament Prepared as a Solid Basis for the 

Interpretation of the New Testament, 7
th
 ed., trans. J. Henry Thayer (Andover, MA: Draper, 1872), 130n 2. 

See his similar statement in idem, A Treatise on the Grammar of New Testament Greek Regarded as Sure 

Basis for Exegesis, trans. W. F. Moulton, 3
rd
 rev. ed. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1882), 162. 

 
8 YĆúČƞăü øęć ĵ čƞćþĉ Ċąů ýúąů ĈďĊƠćþąĉ ĆĚĈþă ĐăýćƨĆąþĉ 12 ĆöþùúƥąċĈö ĵĂĚĉ, ōăö 

ĐćăüĈƞĂúăąþ Ċĺă ĐĈƟ÷úþöă ÿöŔ Ċęĉ ÿąĈĂþÿęĉ ĩĆþýċĂơöĉ ĈďČćƤăďĉ ÿöŔ ùþÿöơďĉ ÿöŔ úŢĈú÷żĉ ûƠĈďĂúă ĩă Ċƈ ăůă 

öňżăþ, 13 ĆćąĈùúčƤĂúăąþ Ċĺă Ăöÿöćơöă ĩĀĆơùö ÿöŔ ĩĆþČƞăúþöă ĊĻĉ ùƤĄüĉ Ċąů ĂúøƞĀąċ ýúąů ÿöŔ ĈďĊĻćąĉ ĵĂżă 

}üĈąů 7ćþĈĊąůԝ 14 ŝĉ Īùďÿúă ĬöċĊşă ŦĆİć ĵĂżă ōăö ĀċĊćƨĈüĊöþ ĵĂĚĉ ĐĆş ĆƞĈüĉ ĐăąĂơöĉ ÿöŔ ÿöýöćơĈļ ĬöċĊƈ 

Āöşă ĆúćþąƥĈþąă, ûüĀďĊĺă ÿöĀżă Īćøďă. (For the grace of God has been manifested, bringing salvation to all 

men, training us in order 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 himself for us 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 issues.
9
 Since they are not dissimilar to the objections regarding Romans 9:5, 

I will ignore the theological arguments for the present to concentrate on exegetical 

concerns. The basic issue is the function of the words }üĈąů 7ćþĈĊąů/. The words are 

surely in apposition to something in the sentence, and Fee suggests three possible nouns 

to which they could be in apposition:
10

 (1) to ñour saviorò only, (2) to the words ñour 

great God and Savior,ò and (3) to the word ñglory.ò Fee notes the second is the current 

majority view, but he argues for the third.
11

 I will argue here that the majority is correct. 

 The first translation suggested above, ñAwaiting the blessed hope and 

appearing of the glory of the great God and our savior Jesus Christò can be considered 

first. A basic issue is whether the ñGreat God and our Saviorò have a single referent or 

whether the reference is to two different persons. The Granville Sharp Rule applies in this 

case, and the referent should be taken as to one person.
12

 According to that rule when two 

                                                 
 

9
See, e.g., Michael R. Austin, ñSalvation and the Divinity of Jesus,ò ExpTim 96 (1985): esp. 

274. Austin argues there is no identification of Christ with God as Christ is the hope of our salvation by 

God. Christ is savior only because God is savior. See also Ezra Abbot, ñOn the Construction of Titus ii.13,ò 

JBL 1 (1881): 10, where he argues that Paul nowhere else refers to Jesus as God; Fee, Pauline Christology, 

445, where he argues that it would be an anomaly to call Jesus God. 

 
10

Fee, Pauline Christology, 441. 

 
11

Ibid. See also Harris, Jesus as God, 185, who notes that although there are some dissenting 

voices, ñit seems highly probable that in Titus 2:13 Jesus Christ is called ñour great God and Savior,ò a 

verdict shared, with varying degrees of assurance, by almost all grammarians and lexicographers, many 

commentators and many writers on NT theology or Christology.ò See the literature listed there in support 

of Harrisô contention. 

 
12

Fee, Pauline Christology, 443. See also Knight, Pastoral Epistles, 322-25; Kevin Smith and 

Arthur Song, ñSome Christological Implications in Titus 2:13,ò Neot 40 (2006): 290; Bassler, Titus, 200-

01; F. F. Bruce, ñóOur God and Saviour:ô A Recurring Biblical Pattern,ò in The Saviour God: Comparative 

Studies in the Concept of Salvation Presented to Edwin Oliver James, ed. S. G. F. Brandon (Manchester: 

Manchester University Press, 1963), 51. Bruce prefers, however, to see the construction as a reference to 

the savior God. Contra Dibelius and Conzelmann, The Pastoral Epistles, 143; Ezra Abbot, ñOn the 

Construction,ò 13-16. Abbot relies largely on the previously mentioned quote from Winer, A Grammar of 

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 evidence Winer presents goes beyond the requirements of Sharpôs Rule. See 

also C. F. D. Moule, An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1963), 109-10. Moule, without citing evidence, says the article need not be required to govern both nouns,  
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nouns or participles are connected by ÿöơ and 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 the same 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.
13

 Unless one wishes to argue that ýúƤĉ is a proper noun, there is no immediately 

evident grammatical reason to deny the rule applies to Titus 2:13.
14

 In addition, there is 

the argument suggested by Harris that the phrase ýúşĉ ÿöŔ ĈďĊƠć was used formulaically 

in first century religion terminology and was used by Jews in both the Diaspora and in 

Palestine in reference to YHWH.
15

 That also suggests the words are a reference to one 

deity, not two.
16

 For those reasons the first translation ñawaiting the blessed hope and 

appearing of the glory of the great God and our savior Jesus Christò should be rejected on 

grammatical and usage grounds since it points to two different persons.
17

 

                                                 
 

but he goes on to conclude that it does. Wallace demonstrates effectively that in the NT the Granville Sharp 

Rule always applies in cases that meet Sharpôs requirements, including Titus 2:13, if one does not simply 

on doctrinal grounds reject those 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 Wallace, Greek 

Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 

1996), 270-90. See also F. Blass, A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early 

Christian Literature, trans. and ed. R. W. Funk (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961), 144-45; 

Harris, Jesus as God, 179-80, in his more extended discussion of the article at 302-13. 

 
13

Wallace, Greek Grammar, 271-72. 

 
14

For some of the reasons ýúƤĉ should not be understood as a proper noun, see, ibid., 272n 42. 

 
15

Harris, Jesus as God, 178-79, following Dibelius and Conzelmann, The Pastoral Epistles, 

100-03.  

 
16

Harris, Jesus as God, 179. 

 
17
Contra Abbot, ñConstruction of Titus ii:13,ò 11. In addition to his argument that the 

Granville Sharp Rule does not apply, Abbot also argues from the parallelism of Titus 2:11 and 2:13 that 

since ýúƤĉ refers to the Father in v. 11 it must refer to the same in v. 14. Harris replies that other parallels 

exist in the passage and that such reasoning would also allow one to argue that since ĈďĊƠć is identified as 

Jesus in 2:13, in 2:11 ĵ čƞćþĉ Ċąů ýúąů ĈďĊƠćþąĉ should be equated with the salvific grace of Christ (Christ = 

Ċąů ýúąů). Similarly, Quinn, Titus, 156, following Harris. 
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 The proper understanding of the second translation ñawaiting the blessed hope 

and appearing of the glory of our great God and savior, Jesus Christò depends upon the 

understanding of the appositional relationship of the genitive }üĈąů 7ćþĈĊąů/. If those 

words are in apposition with ĊĻĉ ùƤĄüĉ (the glory) the translation would be understood as 

ñAwaiting the blessed hope and appearing of [him who is] the glory of the great God and 

our savior, [which (glory) is] Jesus Christ.ò
18

 Fee suggests that reading of the text based 

on a number of arguments, but they are all a bit weak.
19

 He first argues somewhat 

inexplicably that no one would ever have read ñJesus Christò in apposition to ñour God 

and saviorò were it not for the modifiers. But the modifiers exist, which, apparently, Fee 

recognizes as at least a partial reason to read the words in just the way he is arguing 

against.
20

 But given the possibility that such a construction as Fee suggests is possible, 

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 as God.
21

 

 In favor of understanding the words ñJesus Christò in apposition to glory, Fee 

suggests first that Paul understood Christ as Godôs glory on the basis of 2 Corinthians 

                                                 
 

18
Suggested by Harris, Jesus as God, 178. 

 
19

Fee, Pauline Christology, 444-46. While space and the focus of this dissertation dictate only 

a brief interaction with Fee, for a detailed response to Feeôs arguments see Robert M. Bowman, ñJesus 

Christ, God Manifest: Titus 2:13 Revisited,ò JETS 51 (2008): 733-52. 

 
20

Fee, Pauline Christology, 444. See my comments in chap. 2 regarding Feeôs similar 

argument that if the wording of Rom 9:5b were different it would be read differently. In this case Fee 

suggests Col 2:2 (Ů ɠ ˊɑɔɜɤůɘɜ Űɞ  ɛɡůŰɖɟɑɞɡ Űɞ  ɗŮɞ, ɉɟɘůŰɞ/) as an example. He is surely 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. One of the objections to Feeôs suggestion is the distance 

between the words he wishes to see in apposition in Titus 2:13. Feeôs only response to that objection is that 

Paul may not have recognized the difficulty he was creating for the readers. In addition, Bowman points out 

that even if Col 2:2 were similarly worded to Titus 2:13 and even if Feeôs argument is correct that many 

would not make the connection between Jesus and God, the two passages would still be different because 

to speak of the manifestation of the 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, ñJesus Christ,ò 743. 

 
21

As pointed out by Bowman, ñJesus Christ,ò 742. 
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3:7-4:6. Fee acknowledges that Paul refers to Christ as Godôs image there, not as his 

glory, but Fee asserts that the fact that Christ is Godôs image makes it clear that he is the 

manifestation of Godôs glory. Perhaps, but that is not abundantly clear and Fee does 

nothing to support the idea. Secondly, Fee falls back on the familiar argument that 

ñ[n]either Paul ([n]or a pseudepigrapher) [would have] created the anomaly of referring 

to Christ as ýúƤĉ.ò The argument then, for Feeôs position, at least the exegetical argument, 

is a bit thin.
22

 

 Finally, the genitive }üĈąů 7ćþĈĊąů/ can be taken in apposition to ñour great 

God and savior.ò The only real objection to this is the doctrinal problem that Paul would 

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 Jesus Christ, describes 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 in 2:13. To 

mitigate this argument Fee mentions the appearance of God as savior in 2:10 and 3:4.
23

 

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 
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One argument critical to Feeôs position is his rejection of the possibility of ĊĻĉ ùƤĄüĉ as 

attributive (glorious appearing). If that is the correct translation then, of course, Jesus Christ could not be in 

apposition to ĊĻĉ ùƤĄüĉ since the latter would be serving adjectivally. Given Feeôs agreement that the 

Granville Sharp Rule applies, the apposition relationship must then be with ñour God and Savior,ò so his 

argument would not stand. Fee rejects the reading of the genitive as attributive because ñthere is hardly a 

thing in favor of this view and nearly everything against it.ò He argues that the attributive is out of sync 

with Paulôs usage elsewhere, but he offers nothing to support that. Fee, Pauline Christology, 443. Bowman 

has demonstrated, however, that in 12 of the 18 occasions of Paulôs use of ĊĻĉ ùƤĄüĉ the words either could 

or should be taken attributively. Bowman, ñJesus Christ,ò 736-37. Bowman lists Rom 8:21; 9:23; 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 lists versions that translate the genitive as attributive in each case. So if the translation of Titus 

2:13 offered by the KJV, NKJV and NIV is correct, as it may well be, since it is both grammatically 

possible and demonstrated to be within Paulôs usage, Feeôs argument cannot stand. But in agreement with 
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Bowman points out, the true pattern in Titus begins in 1:3 and includes 2:10, 13-14; 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 same sentence to Jesus Christ our savior.
24

 

 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 the alternatives. 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 that is 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 (úƤĉ for Jesus 

 It is useful at the beginning to consider comments by C. H. Dodd, since Dodd 

refers to two passages (Phil 2:6-11 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 

of Jesus as God he would have done so in those passages. Dodd asserts that ñ[e]ven 

though he ascribes to Christ functions and dignities which are consistent with nothing 

less than deity, yet he pointedly avoids calling him óGod.ôò
25

 It is first of all not clear how 

such a statement could be consistent with a strict monotheistic view of Paulôs theology as 
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I 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 some sort, 

even if one is subordinate to the other. Such a statement, in fact, threatens to destroy the 

very monotheism it apparently seeks to protect. This is essentially Richard Bauckhamôs 

argument in support of his thesis that the NT writers included Jesus in the identity of 

God. As Bauckham notes, ñIf [Paul] were understood as adding the one Lord to the one 

God of whom the Shemaó speaks, then, from the perspective of Jewish Monotheism, he 

would be certainly producing, not christological monotheism, but outright ditheismò
26

 

(emphasis original). As Rowe also rightly notes ñwithout the Christian theological 

confession that YHWH, the one God of Israel, unable to be imaged, was indeed in Christ 

(2 Cor 5:19), the unity of Paulôs writing with the OT falls apart, for Paul has introduced 

another god, an image of YHWHò
27

 (emphasis original). 

 We must also consider whether Dodd went too far with his assertion of 

pointedness.
28

 Such a statement of pointedness would be true only if Paul were 

intentionally addressing the person of Christ and came to a point where ýúƤĉ would 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 statements, his intent was to 

address the person of Christ. 

                                                 
 

26
Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the God of Israel: God Crucified and Other Studies on the 

New Testamentôs Christology of Divine Identity (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 212. 

 
27

C. Kavin Rowe, ñRomans 10:13: What is the Name of the Lord?ò HBT 22 (2000): 170. For a 

more complete development of his thought about the connection of the Trinity with the OT, see idem, 

ñBiblical Pressure and Trinitarian Hermeneutics,ò Pro Eccl 11 (2002): 295-312. The criticism that I offer of 

Doddôs comment can also include others. See, e.g., Johnson, Reading Romans, 147, who argues that Paul 

would not use ś ýúƤĉ for Jesus but acknowledges that Paul thought of him in some sense as deity. 

 

 
28

So Leon Morris, The Epistle to the Romans (Leicester: Apollos and Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1988), 350. 



 

142 

 

 In answer to Doddôs point, two things may be adduced. The first is that the 

context of Philippians 2:6-11 is not solely Christological in the context in which Paul 

uses or writes it, although it is true that Paul makes important Christological statements 

there.
29

 It is, rather, a part of a paragraph in which the emphasis is ethical and in which 

verses 6-11 are exemplary, picking up the thought of verse 1, where Paul also treats 

Christ as the example of all the exhorted behavior.
30

 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, the inference (ŷĈĊú) of 2:5-11 is that the Philippians should remain obedient. Since 
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Lightfoot, St. Paulôs Epistle to the Philippians: A Revised Text with Introduction, Notes and Dissertations 
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Paulôs larger purpose is to exhort his readers rather than to make a thorough 

Christological statement, there is no reason to expect him to apply the word ýúƤĉ to Jesus. 

We must return to 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 is surely the most reliable indicator of Paulôs 

intent for the passage.
31

 

 In a similar way, it 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 to idols.
32

 Verse 1 

begins with the conjunction and preposition 0úćŔ ùİ Ċżă úňùďĀąýƥĊďă (Now concerning 

food offered to idols), which introduces a new topic and suggests what the topic will be.
33

 

Paul makes a significant Christological statement here as argued in the last chapter. He is 

certain that although there are many so-called 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 believers.
34

 Since, however, the issue he is addressing is 

more than Christological, contrary to Doddôs statement above, there is no requirement 

that Paul must make all of his Christology explicit. 

 In summary, while the argument that Paul doesnôt refer to Jesus as ýúƤĉ other 

than in Romans 9:5 needs yet further attention, it seems to me that the above arguments 
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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 such an ascription. In fact, if I 

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 volume of Paulôs writings that remain extant, 

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 Paul does not actually use the word ýúƤĉ to describe Jesus. If Paul used other 

language that is equally lofty, or if even that points to the identity of Jesus as ýúƤĉ, then 

the argument may not do what it is employed to do. Whether Paul does use such language 

must be decided by the reader, but I would suggest that while Paul does not use the word 

ýúƤĉ in Philippians 2:5-11 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 that was surely 

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 I suggested in chapter 3, in 1 Corinthians 

8:6 Paul applies the language similar to the Shemaó to Jesus and he includes Jesus in the 

act of creation. In both passages, one can reasonably conclude that Paul identified Jesus 

as YHWH. I will argue later in this chapter that these and other passages where Paul uses 

such lofty language at least lessen the weight of the objection and 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 between them. I will mention only a selection of  
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such texts.
35

 Before taking up that argument, though, I should point out that it is striking 

that in Doddôs comment mentioned above, one can read his recognition that Paul spoke 

of Jesus in the passages in a way that suggests 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 Doddôs statement actually works in favor of 

an argument that Paul did in fact identify Jesus as God. Dodd thought that Paul ñascribes 

to Christ functions and dignities which are consistent with nothing less than deity.ò If that 

is true, perhaps, as I suggested in chapter 3, to think of Jesus as less than God assigns him 

to the realm of created half-gods that the Scriptures seem to recognize. That is an unlikely 

ascription, however, given Paulôs recognition of Jesusô involvement in creation (1 Cor 

8:6).
36

 

 At the outset, though, the point should be made clear that Paul also speaks of 

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 the 

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 and 12:6.
37

 For Flebbe, 

any identification of Christ with God is excluded by that evidence.
38

 Flebbe is correct to 
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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 exalting statements 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 that in spite of the passages where 

Paul distinguishes Jesus from God, Paul in other ways in his letters does identify Jesus 

with God. Ernst Käsemann for similar reasons objected to identification of Jesus with 

God in 9:5b, but even in his objection Käsemann acknowledges some fluidity in Paulôs 

thought in his comment that Paul ñobviously sees in Christ the pre-existent heavenly 

being to whom the ŉĈö ýúƈ of Phil 2:6 applies.ò39
 Flebbe does not ignore this argument, 

of course. Arguing against H.- C. Kammler, he asserts that 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 two.
40

 No argument to the contrary is 

made here. Paulôs references to Jesus in ways that identify him with God do not override 

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 presupposition. 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 that cannot be said to exclude the possibility, as Flebbe asserts it 

does, that Paul would identify Jesus as God in Romans 9:5b. I do not propose to answer 

how Paul could hold the thoughts in tension that Christ could both be equal with God and 
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subordinate. The church has long struggled with resolution of that issue and I 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.  

 

Paulôs Use of *ƥćþąĉ for Chri st 

 It will not be my purpose to enter at length the debate about whether ÿƥćþąĉ 

was used as a surrogate for the Tetragram in pre-Christian texts, particularly the LXX. I 

should point out at the beginning of this section, however, that George Howard has 

offered an argument that the Tetragram appeared in such texts rather than ÿƥćþąĉ.
41

 If his 

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 he referred to Jesus 

as ÿƥćþąĉ. Based 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 surrogate ÿƥćþąĉ, and as a result, only then did they begin to 

confuse the ÿƥćþąĉ representing the Tetragram with the ÿƥćþąĉ that had always referred to 

Christ, with the result that the surrogate came to apply to Christ.
42

 Howard suggests some 

of the textual variants in places like Romans 10:16-17; 14:10-11; 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 14:10-11. 

 But in spite of Howardôs evidence for the Tetragram in pre-Christian copies of 

the LXX, J. A. Fitzmyer points out that the use of 8WL occurs in Qumran literature as an 

absolute use of the word Lord. The same is true of the Targum of Job and a manuscript of  
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Enoch.
43

 Similarly, Larry Hurtado comments that Howard did not ñaccount for the very 

early date by which the cultic invocation of Jesus as óLordô had become a conventional 

and uncontroversial practice among Christians both in Greek-speaking and Aramaic-

speaking circles.ò
44

 In addition, C. F. D. Moule points out evidence that non-Christian 

Greek-speaking Jews had already substituted ÿƥćþąĉ for the Tetragram.
45

 He points to 

Aquilaôs version of the LXX, instances in Philoôs writings and Josephusô note that Jews 

refused to call the emperor ÿƥćþąĉ. It can be reasonably suggested that refusal was caused 

by their use of that term for God. In addition, 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 have used ÿƥćþąĉ when they came to 

the Tetragram, as evidenced by Philo in De Mutatione Nominum §§ 20, 21, 23.
46

 

 The second part of Howardôs argument, in which he suggests ÿƥćþąĉ was not 

used for the Tetragram until the beginning of the second century, is perhaps even more  
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open to question, since it is based more on speculation than evidence.
47

 Joseph Kreitzer 

rightly wonders whether Howardôs assignment of 100 CE as the date for the process of 

confusion is not rather arbitrary, since the process could have occurred much earlier.
48

 

Similarly, Pokorný calls attention to the way ÿƥćþąĉ was used in pre-Pauline texts such as 

Acts 2:21.
49

 In addition, Paul used ÿƥćþąĉ to refer to Jesus in unambiguous fashion in 

places where he was obviously citing an Old Testament Scripture.
50

 It is hard to 

understand confusion arising when Paul is citing an Old Testament text, as argued below, 

that originally applied to YHWH, when he applies the text to Jesus. The phrase ñday of 

the Lord,ò when applied to Christ, as developed by Kreitzer, is an example.
51

 Moule also 

notes that it is hard to imagine a ñdistinctively Christian motive, when copying the Greek 

Scriptures, for substituting kurios for some other designation of God.ò
52

 Finally, David 

Capes points out that although Josephus used the word ÿƥćþąĉ to replace the Tetragram 

only once, preferring ùúĈĆƤĊüĉ, that may have been for practical reasons having to do 

with his association with Caesar. It is significant that later Christian translators did not 

change the word Josephus used, so Capes questions the conclusion that they would 

nevertheless have changed the LXX, which they no doubt regarded as Scripture.
53
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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 used ÿƥćþąĉ in Romans.
54

 Regardless of 

how the text of LXX appeared that he had before him, he wrote the word ÿƥćþąĉ in Old 

Testament citations that clearly referred to YHWH, so the best conclusion is that Paul 

himself understood ÿƥćþąĉ to refer to YHWH, and I will agree below with those who 

understand that Paul applied the word ÿƥćþąĉ in Old Testament quotations to Jesus in a 

way that identified Jesus with YHWH, God of Old Testament Israel. 

 The Day of the Lord. In his monograph, Jesus and God in Paulôs 

Eschatology, Kreitzer developed 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 

Paulôs time. Instead, he transcends such categories without ñentirely usurping the position 

of God himself.ò
55

 Kreitzerôs argument is that an outright substitution of christocentrism 

for theocentrism occurred in Paulôs writing within many of the Old Testament quotations, 

and in 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 Christ.
56

 Kreitzerôs 

conclusion is that in Paulôs eschatological thought there is a remarkable amount of 

overlap between 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.
57
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 Kreitzerôs argument is, first, that in Jewish pseudepigraphal writing of the 

period there was considerable overlap between God and his messianic agent.
58

 In 

pseudepigraphal books such as 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch a temporary messianic kingdom was 

placed alongside passages that emphasized Godôs eternal kingdom in such a manner that 

there was an occasional ñresidual referential confusion of the two.ò
59

 In fact, within the 

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 Messiah so that 

boundaries between them are breached.
60

 This 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 the Messiah with God in 

his judgment activities.
61

 

 In Kreitzerôs account, that literature and the emphases therein must be taken 

into account in order to understand Paulôs eschatological viewpoint and the conceptual 

overlap between Christ and God in his epistles. Kreitzerôs argument is centers on the Old 

Testament concept of the Day of the Lord, which he argues works harmoniously with 

doctrinal development of the pseudepigraphal literature to illuminate Paulôs New 

Testament hope. Any differences between Paulôs use of the Day of the Lord and the 

pseudepigraphal literature are to be explained by Paulôs two-staged concept of the Christ 

event, and not by a different conception of the relationship between the Messiah and 
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God.
62

 Kreitzer finds the same conceptual overlap between God and Christ regarding the 

final judgment in Paulôs writings that he finds in the pseudepigraphal literature.
63

 Kreitzer 

cites examples of texts where the Day of the Lord references shift to Christ. Examples 

include, among others, Joel 2:32; Rom 10:13; Is 45:23; Phil 2:10-11; Zech 14:5; 1 Thess 

4:14 and 2 Thess 1:7-10.
64

 

 While Kreitzerôs argument regarding the identification of Jesus with YHWH in 

the Day of the Lord is surely correct, his argument that Paul was dependent on the 

pseudepigraphic literature goes beyond the evidence. Some of the thought in the 

pseudepigrapha may have been current in common teaching in Paulôs day, and while the 

pseudepigrapha was no doubt dependent on the same Old Testament Scriptures on which 

Paul relied, the differences between Paulôs understanding and that of pseudepigraphic 

literature was more likely a matter of his vantage point following the Christ event and his 

experience on the road to Damascus. 

 Other YHWH texts applied to Jesus. It is well known, of course, that Paul 

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 eschatological themes, 

especially as related to the Day of the Lord, David Capes considered a broader range of 

texts.
65

 Perhaps the most well known of the texts is Philippians 2:10-11 where Paul 

alludes to Isaiah 45:23, in which clearly it is YHWH who is speaking (Isa 45:18, 21), 

claiming to be a righteous God and a Savior, and there is no God beside him (45:21-22). 
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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 monotheism and although 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 YHWH.
66

 As Capes notes this is to say Jesus reigned with 

God ñnot as a second God, but as one who shares full equality and divinity with God.ò
67

 

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 10:13. I will argue in a later chapter that Paul transfers the 

ÿƥćþąĉ title to Jesus from Joel 3:5 (LXX, Eng. 2:32) in Romans 10:9-13 in a manner 

similar to Philippians 2:9-11.
68

 Capes also includes Romans 14:11 based on the  
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background of Christ ruling as Lord (but I will mildly disagree later in this chapter).
69

 He 

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 removed.
70

 Another example includes 1 Corinthians 1:31 (ōăö 

ÿöýŻĉ øƟøćöĆĊöþ҅ ­ ÿöċčƨĂúăąĉ ĩă ÿċćơŽ ÿöċčƞĈýď) where Paul quotes Jeremiah 9:23 

(LXX, Eng. 9:24).
71

 Similarly he refers to 1 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 it 

is likely that Paul again means to use this Old Testament YHWH language to refer to 

Christ.
72

 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 God.
73

 Thus, this passage is an 

example of the way theocentrism and christocentrism are interwoven among many Old 

Testament quotes.
74

 

 In addition to direct quotes or allusions, Walter Elwell pointed out that Paul 

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 our righteousness (1 

Cor 1:30; cf. Jer 23:6).
75
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 Based on those texts, the argument is strong that Paul can apply Old Testament 

YHWH texts to Christ Jesus.
76

 At the same time it is also noteworthy that Paul can apply 

those texts to God. Already mentioned is the text from Isaiah 40:13, which Paul applies 

to God and, arguably, to Jesus. In addition, I will argue below that although Paul applies 

Isaiah 45:23 to Jesus in Philippians 2:9-11, he applies the same text to God in Romans 

14:11. Paul also applies other YHWH texts to God (Rom 4:7-8; 9:27-29; 15:9-11; 1 Cor 

3:20 and 2 Cor 6:18).
77

 The fact that some of the YHWH texts refer to Christ, while some 

refer to God, while yet others may not be clear, is an indication of the fluidity of Paulôs 

thought between Christ and God. Applying those texts both to Jesus and to God could 

suggest that Paul could ascribe, at the least, divine functions and attributes to Jesus 

Christ.
78

 Since it is not clear how one can function as God who is not God, that suggests 

Paulôs understanding was that Jesus is God. 

 
 
Fluidity in Attributions to Christ and to God  

 Romans 14:1-12. Romans 14:10 addressed believers in Rome who might 

judge another and warned that all will stand before the judgment seat of God (Ċąů ýúąů).
79
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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 is God.
80

 That 

attribution is in spite of the fact that the emphasis is on the lordship of Christ in 14:4-9.
81

 

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 lives or dies (14:9), and whether we 

live or die we are the Lordôs. In 14:9, it becomes clear that the Lord is meant to refer to 

Christ (úňĉ ĊąůĊą øęć 7ćþĈĊşĉ ĐĆƟýöăúă ÿöŔ ĪûüĈúă ōăö ÿöŔ ăúÿćżă ÿöŔ ûƨăĊďă ÿċćþúƥĈļ.). 

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 another. 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. In 14:6, 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 

between the two, but there is also some merging in Paulôs thought. It is God who 

receives, but it 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 eat, but he gives thanks to God. 

The closeness of God and the Lord in Paulôs thought can be seen in Paulôs 

reference in 14:10 to the judgment seat of God, compared to 2 Corinthians 5:10 where it 
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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 from Isaiah 49:18. It is sometimes argued that ÿƥćþąĉ here 

should refer to Christ. Capes lists reasons, including the clear reference in 14:9 to Jesus, 

the linkage between ûż in 14:11 and īûüĈúă in verse 9, application to Christ in Philippians 

2:10-11, the importance of the passage, and the association of the passage with 

resurrection and judgment.
82

 While 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 intended to support verse 10(b) (ĆƞăĊúĉ øęć ĆöćöĈĊüĈƤĂúýö Ċƈ ÷ƠĂöĊþ Ċąů 

ýúąů).83
 If one does not accept the variant reading (see note above) ýúąů/ is naturally 

antecedent to ÿƥćþąĉ. That is not inconsistent with Isaiah 45 where in the midst of a 

passage regarding the messianic features of Cyrus (Isa 45:1) God himself (JDÔ>vÖ8 in 

45:15 and HÕ8 in 45:21) is referred to as the Savior of Israel.
84

 In addition, the parallelism 

makes it difficult to separate ĩĂąơ and ÿƥćþąĉ from Ċƈ ýúƈ at the end of the quote. For 

those reasons, it is best to understand ÿƥćþąĉ as referring to God in this case, in spite of 

the referential shift from verse 9.
85

 

The point of the argument that in Romans 14:11 ÿƥćþąĉ refers to God is to show 

that there is significant fluidity in Paulôs thought between Jesus and God. He can refer to 
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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 not press this point. If the 

reader is persuaded that ÿƥćþąĉ refers 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. Instead, the language of the passages as a whole suggests the very close 

relationship between Christ and God.
86

 Perhaps the closeness of the relationship is the 

cause of the difficulty in deciding the referent in 14:11. Richardson, while acknowledging 

this closeness of language for ÿċćơŽ| and ýúƈ, argues that this parallel language ñdoesnôt 

permit us to say that ÿƥćþąĉ is God. But it certainly suggests that the ÿƥćþąĉ is, in some 

sense, in loca Dei.ò
87

 But once again, attention must be drawn, as with the comments by 

Dodd above, to the problematic 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 from 7ćþĈĊƤĉ to ýúƤĉ. The 
Father and the Son were in [Paulôs] mind so united in function that They (sic) may 
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 the Son.

88
 

 It may be correct that the closeness of the language is not enough alone to 

conclude that ÿƥćþąĉ is 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 Käsemann about the distinctions Paul makes between Jesus and God. 
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 Finally, Elwell points to other passages where Paulôs thought is so fluid as to 

make it nearly impossible to distinguish between Christ and God, including especially 

Colossians 1:19-20 (ŜĊþ ĩăöċĊƈ úŢùƤÿüĈúă ĆĚă Ċş ĆĀƠćďĂö ÿöĊąþÿĻĈöþ ÿöŔ ùþҌ öŢĊąů 

ĐĆąÿöĊöĀĀƞĄöþ Ċę ĆƞăĊö úňĉ öŢĊƤă) where 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.
89

 Elwell points out similar instances in Colossians 2:8-15 where Paul begins 

with Jesus as the subject 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 associations. In his greetings, Paul often 

associates Christ with God as in Romans 1:7(b): čƞćþĉ ŦĂŕă ÿöŔ úňćƠăü ĐĆş ýúąů ĆöĊćşĉ 

ĵĂżă ÿöŔ ÿċćơąċ }üĈąů 7ćþĈĊąů. The same formula appears in the openings 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 Christ are 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 above where there is both distinction and equality, ýúƤĉ is always qualified 

by ĆöĊƠć. So, there is an identity suggested by the fact that grace and peace come from 

both.
90

 As C. F. D. Moule aptly points out: 

Far more impressive than any single passage are two implicit Christological 
ópointers.ô The first is the fact that, in the greetings 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 a non-Christian Jew. It must have 
administered a shock comparable (if the analogy may be allowed without  
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irreverence) to our finding a religious Cuban to-day (sic) inditing a message from 
God-and-óCheô Guevara.

91
 

In Romans 8:9, Paul refers both to the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ 

(³Ăúŕĉ ùİ ąŢÿ ĩĈĊİ ĩă ĈöćÿŔ ĐĀĀę ĩă ĆăúƥĂöĊþᵂ úŉĆúć ĆăúůĂö ýúąů ąňÿúŕ ĩă ŦĂŕăᵅ úň ùƟ Ċþĉ 

ĆăúůĂö 7ćþĈĊąů ąŢÿ Īčúþᵂ ąũĊąĉ ąŢÿ ĪĈĊþă öŢĊąů). There is no reason to think Paul has in 

mind different Spirits, and he even speaks of Christ himself indwelling the believer in 

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 Christ.
92

 

Finally, Paul can speak of the Kingdom 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 Paul speaks 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). So I would 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 identical.
93

 

 
 

Summary and Conclusion 

 The purpose of this chapter has been to consider the objection that nowhere 

else in his writing did Paul refer to Jesus as God. I have not conceded the accuracy of that 
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statement since the evidence points to the conclusion that Paul did in fact refer to Jesus as 

God in Titus 2:13. Arguments 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 paper regarding Titus 2:13 is the majority opinion. 

 Such an argument, however, does not convince everyone, partly because of the 

dispute over the authorship of Titus. I 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 suggest that Paul sees no distinction between Christ 

and YHWH. It is important to note here with C. Kavin Rowe that among both systematic 

theologians and exegetes there is a tendency to assume that ñYHWH, the God of the Old 

Testament is the Father onlyò (emphasis original).
94

 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 both.
95

 It is more than fair to find 

that tendency in Paulôs writings. 

 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 I am happy to 

acknowledge it is also true that Paul often speaks of Christ in a way that distinguishes 

him from God, I would suggest from this survey, that there is at the same time no 

substantive difference between the two in Paulôs writing. Thus I conclude with Joseph 

Fitzmyer speaking of Philippians 2:6-11 that it is ñunderstandable how Paul may well call 
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Christ Jesus even theos, óGodô (Rom 9:5b). For, after all, he affirms in using this hymn 

that he regards Christ Jesus as worthy of the same adoration that Isaiah 45:23 accorded to 

YHWH in the Old Testament.ò
96

 

  In spite of the arguments above, however, the weighty question remains 

regarding the reasons Paul would use the word ýúƤĉ to refer to Jesus in Romans 9:5 if he 

doesnôt apply it that way anywhere else in his undisputed letters (except see above 

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 exalted manner at all, whether as ÿƥćþąĉ 

or ýúƤĉ.
97

 As 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 has no place in Paulôs argument at all.
98

 Whether those are 

reasonable statements will be addressed in the remaining chapters. It is true that nowhere 

else in 9:6-29 does Paul say more about the person of Chris, so why would he use the 

term in Romans 9:5 to refer to Jesus? Unless his use was a slip of the tongue in a moment 

of ecstasy as suggested by A. W. Wainwright, it must have to do with his argument in 

Romans 9-11.
99
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CHAPTER 5 

 
THE STUMBLING BLOCK 

 

 In the last two chapters I addressed a number of objections from outside the 

text of Romans 9:5 that argue that Paul would not apply ýúƤĉ to Christ. There may be 

other objections that could be raised, but one important issue remains: If Paul wished to 

apply ýúƤĉ to Christ, why here at the beginning of Romans 9-11? That objection is stated 

clearly by Gordon Fee: ñPauline emphases both in Romans as a whole and in the present 

passage in particular (chs. 9-11) are so thoroughly theocentric that one would seem to 

need more than simply a single grammatical option to overturn that emphasis in this 

letter.ò
1
 Fee 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 Romans 9-11 is 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 to 9:6-29, which is God centered 

and where there is no mention of Christ at all.
2
 In this chapter we turn first to the problem 

of how Paulôs use of ýúƤĉ for Christ in Romans 9:5 may be connected to the remainder of 

chapters 9-11 and then to consideration of how Paul understood Christ as the stumbling 

block in 9:30-33. 
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Christ in Romans 9-11 

 I will be detained here only briefly to consider whether Romans 9:5b, as I have 

suggested it should be read, has any connections with 9:6a and then with any of the rest 

of chapters 9-11. As noted above, Flebbe suggests it does not. But the question must be 

asked: To what does the conjunction (ùú) in 9:6a connect? If the connection is to 9:5b 

only, perhaps Flebbe is justified in denying Paul would assign the word ýúƤĉ to Christ 

since the following section (9:6-29) appears to concern God the Fatherôs right as creator 

to choose as he wishes. It is much more likely, however, that 9:6 is connected to the 

entire thought that covers all of 9:1-5, most particularly Paulôs anguish over the condition 

of his countrymen.
3
 That condition is the cause of Paulôs wish to become anathema on 

their behalf. The cause of his extreme anguish begins in verse 4. The privileges given to 

Israel, including most recently the Messiah, enlarge the grief Paul feels. Thus ñit is to the 

apostleôs grief that the reservation of verse 6 is to be attached.ò
4
 Verse 6, then, is 

connected by the conjunction to the whole thought of 9:1-5, and a direct connection 

between 9:5b need not be established, except that 9:5b completes the thought of 9:1-5. 

 A bigger question, as raised by Fee, is whether a Christological statement in 

9:5 can be connected at all to chapters 9-11. Fee is correct that there is a strong 

theocentric emphasis in Romans 9-11. In fact, one might note briefly that in all Romans 

God is mentioned more than in any of the other Pauline letters.
5
 But Feeôs assumption 
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that such an emphasis in chapters 9-11 precludes a Christological reference here is a bit 

of a jump. In fact, that statement overlooks the fact that ñthe character and content of 

Israelôs disobedience to the gospel are in fact Christologicalò (emphasis original).
6
 In 

fact, as noted by Rowe, to set theocentrism over against christocentrism misunderstands 

Paulôs view of God and Jesus Christ.
7
 Theocentrism is an appropriate term to describe 

Romans 9-11 only insofar as it includes the Christological emphasis of 9:30-11:26. Rowe 

further notes that Christ is the stumbling block and he is the ÿƥćþąĉ Paul mentions more 

than once. In fact, there are 17 references to Christ in 9:30-10:21, but only 13 to God.
8
 

 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 (1:3).
9
 Since arguably 
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the theme is the gospel received by faith (Rom 1:16-17), and if the gospel concerns 

Christ, then in some sense he must be central to the message of the letter.
10

 In addition, it 

is Christ whose sacrifice makes it possible that those who have faith in him can be 

justified (3:21-26). 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 chapter 5 from an 

emphasis on God and the work that he did in Christ (see, e.g., 3:21-26) to 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 (5:12-21) makes it possible for 

grace to reign in life (6:1-4). 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). It is in 

Christ Jesus that the love of God exists from which the believer cannot be separated 

(8:39). 

 As I will argue in this chapter, it is Christ over whom Israel stumbles. It is he 

who is the end (ĊƟĀąĉ) of the law and he is the subject of the confession of 10:9-13. 

Finally, it is Christ on whom they must call and on whom they must believe (10:14) and 

it is the word of Christ that is preached (10:17). I will argue later that in 11:25-27, it is 

Christ who will deliver Israel and remove sin from Israel. 

 
 
Context and Limits of the Passage 

 Some commentators argue that Romans 9:30-33 concludes 9:6-29,
11

 but the 

arguments are not convincing, and, as suggested by James D. G. Dunn, they may be 
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mainly a result of the existing chapter divisions.
12

 As argued by numerous commentators, 

the passage is better taken with chapter 10 for several reasons.
13

 The passage begins with 

the words ĊŔ ąťă ĩćąůĂúă, which occur 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 Paul.
14

 That is not to 

say that 9:30-33 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 opening ĐùƟĀČąơ. That is not conclusive, however, as Paul uses the term in 

1:13, 7:4 and 8:12 without signaling a shift in subject.
15

 In 8:12 there may be a slight shift 

in emphasis, but that verse begins with an inferential conjunction (đćö ąťă) while in 10:1 

the verse is asyndetic. 

 At least as important, perhaps, is the continuity of citation, concept and lexica 

in 9:30-33 with 10:1-13 rather than with 9:6-29. It is true that the citation in 9:33 has 

some connection with the catena in 9:25-29, but the most direct connection is with 10:11, 

where part of the Isaiah passages quoted in 9:33 is reproduced. In addition, the word 

righteousness (ùþÿöþąĈƥăü) provides a strong lexical connection between 9:30-31 and 

10:1-4, providing a conceptual connection between both passages having to do with 

Israelôs failure to find what it sought. The lexical connection can be seen in ĆơĈĊþĉ, 
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ùþÿöþąĈƥăü, 7ćþĈĊƤĉ, ÿƥćþąĉ, and ĆĚĉ.16
 The fact that the Gentiles obtained righteousness 

and Israel did not also forms a bit of an inclusio with the thought in 10:18-21, where the 

words have gone out to the ends of the earth, Israel is made jealous with a non-people by 

whom God 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 with /Ţč ąŏąă ùİ 

ŜĊþ ĩÿĆƟĆĊďÿúă ś ĀƤøąĉ Ċąů ýúąů. Taking the main idea of the chapters as the faithfulness 

of God, commentators see the statement that the word of God has not fallen as the thesis 

of chapters 9-11.
17

 Paul then sets forth in 9:6-29 an argument for the freedom of God as 

creator to choose whom he will. Not everyone born of Israel is Israel, but it is in Isaac 

that Abrahamôs descendants will be called. Although neither had done anything good or 

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 revealed his glory 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 the place of Israel as Godôs chosen remains 

in doubt, although Paul has asserted that God is not unrighteous (9:14), suggesting God 

will deal rightly with Israel. Yet, Paulôs lament over Israel in 9:1-5 continues to ring in 

the readerôs mind as he moves to Paulôs thought in 9:30-33. 

 Many commentators notice the shift in topic at verse 9:30 and suggest there is 

a shift from the freedom and sovereignty of God to the responsibility of Israel.
18

 In fact, 
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C. K. Barrett labels that as the majority opinion.
19

 The majority opinion is not without its 

detractors, though. Johannes Munck argued that 9:30-10:21 does not analyze the guilt of 

the Jews, it ñjust catches us up on details of what has happened to the Jews, details not 

supplied us at the beginning of chapter 9 (or since then, for that matter).ò
20

 The detail that 

Munck finds described in 9:30-10:21 is the Jewsô unbelief toward Christ. According to 

Munck, the core of the passage, however, is Godôs way of salvation by faith.  

 In yet another vein, E. Elizabeth Johnson understands that in 9:30-10:21 Paul 

explains ñthe current imbalance of Gentile faithfulness and Jewish unbelief is a function 

of Godôs impartiality.ò
21

 There are, of course, reasons to think of Godôs impartiality, 

most of all the apex of the passage in 10:13 ñall who call on the name of the Lord will be 

saved.ò But the difficulty is that after 9:30 the Gentiles disappear from the text and donôt 

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 the Lord. The Gentiles appear again in 10:19-21, 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 9:30-32. Just as the Gentiles were not 

pursuing righteousness 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 Israel is in unbelief, as the point is made finally in 10:21: ñAll day long I have held 
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out my hands to a people who are disobedient and rebellious.ò The mention of the 

Gentiles in 11:11 is similar. 

 While Johnsonôs proposal is less useful, Munck is correct, of course, that 

Godôs way of salvation by faith is an important part of the passage. It is best stated, 

however, that in 9:30-10:21 Paulôs concern is the subject of Israelôs responsibility in the 

face of their rejection of Christ. The issue in 9:30-10:21 is Christ and who he is, and the 

implications of that for Israel. Perhaps, then, we can show that Paulôs thought here 

connects to his calling Jesus God in 9:5b. As noted by Seifrid, ñThe earlier identification 

of Christ as God in 9:5 now becomes central to Paulôs argument. In Christ we meet our 

Creator, who has come near to us and saves all who call upon him.ò
22

 Therefore, Paul has 

purpose in making the center third of Romans 9-11 Christological.
23

 

 
 

Romans 9:30-10:4: Righteousness and Law 

 Romans 9:30-10:4 presents a number of exegetical questions that contribute to 

discussion of the text. While these difficulties are fascinating and tempt one to delve into 

the controversy about Paulôs use of law and righteousness, it will not be necessary to 

resolve them all in this chapter. The primary interest here will be the stumbling block 

over which Israel stumbled. I 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.  
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What Shall We Say Then? 

 The section of Scripture under consideration here begins in 9:30 with the 

words ñwhat shall we say then?ò (3Ŕ ąťă ĩćąůĂúă;). The same words appear at the 

beginning of 9:14 followed up with the question ñThere is no unrighteousness with God 

is there?ò The question in 9:14 derives from the discussion of Godôs freedom to choose 

Isaac (the younger) instead of Esau, as part of Paulôs overall argument about who Israel 

is. Paulôs answer to the question about unrighteousness with God is forthcoming after 

9:14, only in his adamant denial that God is unrighteous. Instead of explaining his 

answer, however, he simply reasserts Godôs sovereignty as shown in his choice of 

Pharaoh to make known his power. The phrase in 9:19 is similar (ñYou will say to meò), 

this time posing the problem of how it is that anyone can be liable if God has chosen. 

Once again, Paul simply asserts the right 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 (9:20-23). 

 It is basic to the discussion of chapters 9-11 to recognize that God is free to 

choose whom he wishes, but it is in 9:24-29 that 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 Gentiles. Paul 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 becoming a part 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 9:30-10:21. If God is sovereign and he wishes to select a remnant to 

become ñvessels of mercy,ò then righteousness is not a matter of human effort (running 

or pursuing).
24
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Pursuing and Not Obtaining 

 One of the initial issues that arises is found in the syntax of verses 30-31, in the 

words ŜĊþ Īýăü Ċę Ăĺ ùþƨÿąăĊö ùþÿöþąĈƥăüă ÿöĊƟĀö÷úă ùþÿöþąĈƥăüăᵂ ùþÿöþąĈƥăüă ùİ Ċĺă ĩÿ 

ĆơĈĊúďĉ҅ }ĈćöĺĀ ùİ ùþƨÿďă ăƤĂąă ùþÿöþąĈƥăüĉ úňĉ ăƤĂąă ąŢÿ ĪČýöĈúă. J. A. Fitzmyer 

understands those words to form a question following the previous question (What shall 

we say? That the Gentiles who were not pursuing righteousness attained it, but the 

righteousness by faith, but Israel, although pursuing a law of righteousness did not attain 

to the law?).
25

 That reading is, of course, grammatically possible. In fact, in 6:1, 7:7, 

8:31, and 9:14 Paul follows the words 3Ŕ ąťă ĩćąůĂúă; with another question. In this case, 

under Fitzmyerôs proposal, one would understand that in response to the question ñwhat 

shall we say,ò he asks in effect ñis this what we shall say?ò In spite of that, the words 

most likely form a statement serving as the answer to the initial rhetorical question. The 

beginning words of verse 32 (ùþƞ Ċơ) which are no doubt a question (why?) would at the 

least be awkward following another question.
26

 

 Verses 30-31 form an antithesis. The ùƟ should be understood as a mild 

adversative so that verse 31 is in contrast to verse 30.The Gentiles who did not pursue 

righteousness, attained it (ÿöĊƟĀö÷úă), that is, the Gentiles reached the goal for which 

they were not striving. But Israel, though striving for the goal all along, did not reach it 

(ąŢÿ ĪČýöĈúă).
27

 In verses 32-33, Paul offers reasons for the failure of Israel to reach the 
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goal, and he develops those reasons in 10:1-4. The Gentiles are not mentioned again in 

this section since Paulôs primary interest is Israel.
28

 The race course language has been 

well noted by commentators and need not be rehearsed in detail here.
29

 

 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 it, but his response is a 

bit surprising.
30

 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 words ñlaw of righteousnessò (ăƤĂąă ùþÿöþąĈƥăüĉ) occur in that form 

only here in the New Testament and scholars have offered various suggestions as to what 

Paul means. Barrett suggests the genitive is attributive, an attractive solution since it is 

well within Paulôs thought to call the law righteous.
31

 That is not so helpful with the 

resolution within the context of Paulôs argument here, however, where he is primarily 

concerned with Israelôs attempt at righteousness (10:1-4) or with Gentiles being in right 

relationship with God (9:30), both of which suggest the genitive has more to do with the 

standing of those involved than with a description of the law. Others suggest a sort of 

hypallage so that Paul really meant righteousness of the law (ùþÿöþąĈƥăü ăƤĂąċ), but there 

                                                 
 

different from ÿöĊöĀöĂ÷öăď, but Paul uses 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 Phil 3 that he uses in Rom 9:30-31. Schreiner, 

Romans, 536n 6. 
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Schreiner, Romans, 535; C. E. B. Cranfield, ñSome Notes on Romans 9:30-33,ò in Jesus and 

Paulus: Festschrift für Werner Georg Kümmel zum 70 Geburtstag, ed. E. Earle Ellis and Erich Grässer 

(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1975)139. Cranfield rightly notes that after their brief mention in 
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See, e.g., Robert Badenas, Christ the End of the Law: Romans 10:4 in Pauline Perspective, 

JSOT Supplement Series, vol. 10 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1985), 101-04. 
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Morna D. Hooker, ñChrist: the óEndô of the Law,ò Neotestamentica et Philonica: Studies in 

Honor of Peder Borgen, ed. David E. Aune, Torrey Seland and Jarl Henning Ulrichsen (Leiden: Brill, 

2003), 127.  
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Barrett, ñRomans 9:30-10:21,ò 140. So also, Luke Timothy Johnson, Reading Romans: A 

Literary and Theological Commentary (New York; Crossroad, 1997), 155. 
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is no textual evidence for that reading.
32

 John Murray suggests ăƤĂąĉ as principle, but 

that is not consistent with the meaning in 10:4 where Paul is surely concerned with Christ 

as the ĊƟĀąĉ of the Mosaic law.
33

 The best solution here is to take ùþÿöþąĈƥăüĉ as a genitive 

of result, similar to ĐăƞĈĊöĈþă ûďĻĉ and ĐăƞĈĊöĈþă ÿćơĈúďĉ in John 5:29.
34

 As noted by 

more than one commentator, Kªsemannôs suggestion that the phrase means ñthe 

righteousness the law demands or promisesò overloads the sense.
35

 

 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 the ăƤĂąĉ, since that is the word that is repeated.
36

 At the same time, though, 

ùþÿöþąĈƥĈüĉ is no doubt to be supplied in the second instance, meaning that at least the 
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For an argument for the hypallage see Walter Schmithals, Der Römerbrief: Ein Kommentar 

(Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlagshaus-Gerd Mohn, 1988), 363. Schmithals bases his suggestion on the 

possibility of scribal error. See also John Calvin, Commentary on the Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the 

Corinthians, trans. and ed. John Owen. Edinburgh: Calvin Translation Society, n.d.; reprint (Grand Rapids: 

Baker, 2003); Otfried, Hofius, ñAll Israel Will be Saved: Divine Salvation and Israelôs Deliverance in 

Romans 9-11,ò PSB 11, Supplementary Issue 1 (1990): 24-25. Idem, ñZur Auslegung von Rºmer 9,30-33ò 

in Paulusstudien II  (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2002), 162. 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. 
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For the argument for principle, see Murray, Romans, 2:43. Similarly Sanday and Headlam, 

Romans, 279, refer to ăƤĂąĉ as a rule of life. 
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See F. Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early 

Christian Literature, trans. and rev. by Robert W. Funk. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1961, 

92, Ä166. See also, Bechtler, ñChrist the 3ƟĀąĉ,ò 293. Similarly, Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 279. They 

say the phrase is a ñrule of life which would produce righteousness.ò Seeing ăƤĂąĉ as a rule of life is not 

correct, but their language rightly suggests the genitive serves as result. Schreiner, Romans, 537, takes the 

genitive as objective which works out similarly ñlaw for righteousness.ò Also J. Ross Wagner, 

ñFaithfulness and Fear, Stumbling and Salvation: Receptions of LXX of Isaiah 8:11-18 in the New 

Testament,ò in The Word Leaps the Gap: Essays 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 ñlaw that leads to righteousness,ò also similar to result. 
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See, e.g., Dunn, Romans 9-16, 581; Schreiner, Romans, 537. For his suggestion, see 

Käsemann, Romans, 277. But in agreement with Käsemann, see Douglas J. Moo, The Epistle to the 

Romans (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 627-28; C. Thomas Rhyne, ñNomos DikaiosynǛs and the 

Meaning of Romans 10:4,ò CBQ 47 (1985): 492; Cranfield ñRomans 9:30-10:21ò 37. 
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 sense of righteousness is repeated.
37

 That many early scribes understood the text in that 

manner is evidenced by the variant reading úňĉ ăƤĂąă ùþÿöþąĈƥăüĉ in a number 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 perhaps it could be emphatic) to point out that they 

also did not attain to righteousness.
38

 Finally, Paulôs concern with righteousness in 10:3, 

where Israel sought to establish their own righteousness while ignorant of the 

righteousness of God, and his comment about 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.
39

 

 In verse 32 Paul asks the rhetorical question why? (ùþƞ Ċơ). This verse is 

elliptical, lacking the verb, so it is normal to supply some form or synonym of ùþƨÿď 

from verse 31 and to take verse 32b as a new sentence. For many the verb is an 

Indicative.
40

 Some commentators in the past, however, have suggested a participle.
41

 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 providing the reason for Israelôs failure to attain to 

the law of righteousness. Verses 32b-33 form an asyndeton with verse 32a, but it is 
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Cranfield, Romans 2:507. See also Schreiner, Romans, 538. Schreiner suggests ùþÿöþąĈƥăüă is 

the object of ĪČýöĈúă and úňĉ ăƤĂąă is a predicate accusative. 
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Hooker, ñChrist,ò 127-28. 
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Bechtler, ñChrist the 3ƟĀąĉ of the Law,ò 294. See also John Paul Heil, ñChrist the 
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possible to understand an implicit ñthereforeò joining the two halves of verse 32, so Paul 

means Israel stumbled on the stone because they pursued righteousness as from works 

and not through faith in Christ.
42

 Verses 32(b)-33 are the result of their insistence on the 

righteousness by the law, which has caused them to stumble on the stone of salvation.
43

 

We must return to identify that stone, but first some further consideration of Israelôs 

attempt at righteousness is in order. 

 
 
The ɇɏɚɞɠ of the Law 

 Paul begins what is now chapter 10 of Romans with an outcry similar to the 

one in 9:1-2 regarding his anguish over the condition of Israel. This time the reason is 

clear: he is concerned about their salvation.
44

 In verses 2 and 3 Paul explains why they 

need salvation. It is not zeal for God that Israel lacks. They are surely zealous, but they 

lack knowledge. Verse 2 is the first in a series of verses beginning with øƞć, all serving to 

ground or explain another thought, and altogether serving to ground the fact that the Jews 

need to be saved. The zeal of verse 2 is continuous with pursuit of the law in 9:31.
45
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Schreiner, Romans, 540; Jason C. Meyer, The End of the Law: Mosaic Covenant in Pauline 

Theology (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2009), 211. See also Francis Watson, Paul, Judaism and the 

Gentiles: Beyond the New Perspective (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), 324. Watson asserts that works 

here refers exclusively to the practice of the Jewish law, which causes Israel to stumble over the stone of 

stumbling. 
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Jewett, Romans, 611. 
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The thought that the Jews need to be saved is not endorsed by all. See, e.g.  Lloyd Gaston, 

Paul and the Torah (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 1987), 116-34. It is generally 

Gastonôs argument that it is an anti-semitic attitude on behalf of Christians to think that Jews must be saved 

in the same way Christians are saved. Instead, God has two peoples, the Jews saved by the Torah, and 

Christians by faith in Christ. In general response to a two covenant theory, see Wright, Climax, 253-54. 

Wright argues that the two covenant theory ñsays precisely what Paul here forbids the church to say, 

namely that Christianity is for non-Jews.ò Wright appears to surrender his point, however, when he 

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. 
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So also Thomas R. Schreiner, The Law and its Fulfillment (Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 

1993), 106. Zeal has a long tradition in Israel. In the OT several people serve as examples for later zeal. 

Simeon and Levi, who were zealous to avenge their sister Dinah, were an example to be followed 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 3 also begins with øƞć, which is explanatory. It explains the lack of 

knowledge and develops the effects of a zeal without knowledge, thereby explaining that 

the Jews were not subject to the righteousness of God because they were unaware of it 

and the result of being unaware of the righteousness of God, was that they went about 

seeking to establish their own.
46

 By the phrase órighteousness of God,ô Paul likely means 

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 Christ.
47

 Because they were trying to establish their own 

                                                 
 

and a Midianite woman (Num 25:1-9. See Ps 106:30-31, Sir 45:23 and 1 Macc 2:26). In Acts 21:20 

mention is made of thousands of Jews who had become believers, who were zealous for the law and here in 

Romans, Paul may have had in mind his own zeal as mentioned in Gal 1:14 and Phil 3:6. Worth note is that 

the Jewsô zeal was for God (or as in Acts 20:21 for the law, probably meaning the same thing). James D. G. 

Dunn, The Parting of the Ways between Christianity and Judaism and their Significance for the Character 

of Christianity (Philadelphia: Trinity Press, 1991), 121. Dunn argues that Israelôs zeal was for maintaining 

boundaries to keep Gentiles out. Similarly, see Carolyn J. Sharp ñPhinehasô Zeal and Rhetorical Strategy in 

4QMMT.ò Revue de Qumran 18 (1997): 207-22. Sharp argues that there is an allusion to Phinehas in the 

phrase ñit was accounted to you for righteousness in your deeds of uprightness and goodéò (my translation 

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. 

Smiles, ñThe Concept of óZealô in Second-Temple Judaism and Paulôs Critique of it in Romans 10:2,ò CBQ  

64 (2002): 288. In response to Dunn, Smiles argues that all the incidences of zeal noted by Dunn can be 

seen as zeal for the law rather than for separatism. In addition, there is really no evidence in this passage to 

understand Paul as Dunn suggests. To understand the zeal to relate to boundary violations, one must, it 

seems, view ĊƟĀąĉ as a 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 an example of the law in Romans he references one of the 

Ten Commandments (e.g., Rom 2:21-23; 7:7). 

 
46

But see Walter, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, rev. and ed. Frederick W. 

Danker, trans. and ed. William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, 3rd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press, 2000), s.v. ñĐøăąƟď,ò where the meaning of ĐøăąƟď in 10:3 is suggested as disregard. They also cite 1 

Cor 14:38, where órecognizeô is probably the best translation, but disregard could apply. 
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Moo, Romans, 633. Contra George E. Howard, ñChrist the End of the Law: The Meaning of 

Romans 10:4 ff,ò JBL  88 (1969), 336. Howard suggests the Jews were ignorant that Godôs righteousness 

included all nations. The problem with that view is that Paul understands the righteousness of God to have 

been revealed in putting forth Jesus as ŌĀöĈĊƠćþąă. See Moo, Romans, 70-78, for a summary of the various 
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be Godôs vindication as well (cf. 3:4, 3:26), as argued by Sam K. Williams, ñThe óRighteousness of Godô in 

Romans,ò JBL 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 øƞć as the ground of verse 3, but it cannot follow 

directly 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.
48

 They were wrong to try to establish their own righteousness by the law, 

because Christ is the ĊƟĀąĉ of the law for righteousness for all who believe. 

 Perhaps the most difficult issue in this verse is the meaning of ĊƟĀąĉ. The 

meaning could be teleological (goal, purpose, result) but within Paulôs usage it could also 

be temporal end.
49

 The arguments for 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. I side, however, with those who understand goal as the meaning. At the same 

time, there is a sense in which the law has met its purpose and comes to an end for 

righteousness.
50
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Romans, 282-83; Dunn, Romans 9-16, 589; Moo, Romans, 639; Heil, ñChrist the Termination of the Law,ò 
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The qualification that Paul adds should not be overlooked. Christ is the ĊƟĀąĉ 

of the law for righteousness for all who believe.
51

 In 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 salvation. As Cranfield comments: 

 
This is the inward meaning of Israelôs failure to come to grips with the law; this is 
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 if it was not ready to believe in Him who is the lawôs innermost meaning? But 
how could it believe in Him, if it was determined to rely on its own works? So they 
have stumbled over Christ (cf. I Cor 1.23 - }ąċùöơąþĉ Ăİă ĈÿƞăùöĀąă). He who was 
given for their salvation has thus, because of their perverseness, actually proved to 
be the occasion of their fall.

52
 

Israelôs misuse of the law became evident only in Godôs placing in Zion the stone of 

stumbling.
53

 

 So, in 9:30-33 and in 10:1-4, Paul actually makes two relatively parallel 

arguments. In 9:30-33 the argument is that Israel, although pursuing righteousness, did so 

in the wrong way; that is, not by faith, and thus stumbled on the stone of stumbling.
54

 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 9:30-33 with 10:1-4 makes clear that Israel has been 
attempting to establish ótheir own righteousnessô precisely by pursuing the Law as if 
it were úĄ Īćøďă. In contrast, óGodôs righteousness,ô the ñrighteousness ĩÿ ĆơĈĊúďĉ,ò 
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9n 29, the ñPauline uses of úňĉ in instances where úŉăöþ is present or understood (without influence from 

another verb) indicates that the telic or ecbatic senseò is more likely than the accusative of reference. 

Seifrid reasonably concludes the meaning should be advantage, similar to the dative of advantage. Contra 

Schreiner, Romans, 547, who understands this as accusative of reference. Schreiner notes that Seifridôs 

research makes it likely, but not assured, that eivj is telic, and argues that in this case it is not. 

 
52

Cranfield, Romans, 2:511-12. 

 
53
Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 650. 

 
54
Hofius is likely correct to suggest that for Paul, Israelôs misunderstanding that keeping of the 

law, that is, by works, was Israelôs crucial problem. Hofius, ñZur Auslegung Rºmer 9, 30-33,ò 163. 
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has been revealed to be none other than Christ, the ĊƟĀąĉ to which the Law, pursued 
ĩÿ ĆơĈĊúďĉ, has been leading all the time.

55
 

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 law.
56

 If 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 apparently inserted a portion of 8:14 as 

the center of the material he took from 28:16, but a number of questions exist regarding 

Paulôs conflation of the text and whether he was the first to merge the two passages as he 

did. The same two passages from Isaiah are also quoted in 1 Peter 2:6-8, 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 have proposed the existence of a stone 

testimonia.
57

 Whether the testimonia was written or simply tradition on which both Peter 
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and Paul relied, and that perhaps existed even earlier in pre-Christian Jewish 

interpretation is a matter of debate. It is possible, however, that Peter was influenced by 

Paul and by a gospel tradition rather than by a written testimonia.
58

 While it is not 

necessary for the purposes of this discussion to resolve all the issues regarding the 

background of Paulôs use of the Isaiah passages, it is of some note that there is no 

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. It is evident from Table 2 that follows later in this chapter that Paulôs mixed 

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 modifications to the present text that we will consider.
59

  The 

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 Paulôs. 

 The original context of the Isaiah passages. The 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 the Syro-Ephraimite 

alliance that threatened Judah during the reign of Ahaz. YHWH promised deliverance 
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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 8:5-10, ñthis 

people,ò who refuse the counsel and deliverance offered by YHWH are addressed. 

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 against these 

people and that the king of Assyria with his armies will overflow them. In 8:11-13 Isaiah 

is warned not to walk in the ways of ñthis peopleò and not to call conspiracy what they 

call conspiracy. Thus, Isaiah is set in opposition to ñthis people,ò who are most likely the 

majority of the residents of Judah.
60

 As Wagner points out, ñthis peopleò has already been 

characterized in Isaiah 6:9-10 as blind, deaf and without understanding.
61

 

 In 8:14 the stone of stumbling is introduced as both a sanctuary (L ÐV¤ Ødi) and 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 judgment for ñthese peopleò who choose to put 

their trust in human resources rather than the deliverance offered by YHWH. At the same 

time there is a note of salvation as well for those who repent and place their trust for 

deliverance in YHWH.
62

 The identity of the stone is almost certainly YHWH. As verse 

13 makes clear, YHWH is the antecedent of the pronoun in ñhe will be.ò
63

 

                                                 
 

60
Otto Kaiser, Isaiah 1-12: A Commentary, trans. R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 

1972), 117. 

 
61

Wagner, Heralds, 139. 

 
62

Kaiser, Isaiah 1-12, 118; J. Alec Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaiah: An Introduction and 

Commentary (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1993), 95; Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 652; Dane C. Ortlund, ñThe 

Insanity of Faith: Paulôs Theological Use of Isaiah in Romans 9:33,ò TrinJ 30 (2009): 272-73; John N. 

Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters 1-39 NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986), 234. Others see only 

judgment in v. 14. See Walter Brueggemann, Isaiah 1-39 (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1998), 78; 

John D. W. Watts, Isaiah 1-33 Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 24 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1985), 

119-21. Both Brueggemann and Watts see YHWH only as the conspirator against Judah. Watt reads 

YHWH as conspirator based on an emendation of the text to read W ×¥ ØV for h¤DdÐV×Z; in v. 13 and for  ÙdÐVÔL¤  

in v. 14. But see Brevard S. Childs, Isaiah (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 75. Childs rightly 

offers 3 arguments against 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 ñthe way of this peopleò as the unifying 

theme of 8:11-23.
64

 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 Israel.
65

 

 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 people.
66

 ñThis peopleò 

is once again an important part of the context (28:11, 14; 29:13, 14), most often in 

connection with judgment-laden 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 words 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 between 28:13 and 8:15 ties the passages together as well.
67

 Yet, as in 8:14, 

Isaiah 28:16 is a promise of salvation along with the judgment. The one who believes will 

not be in haste. 

                                                 
 

Bible; and (3) The contrast between the false fear of conspiracy and the true fear of God is consistent with 

Isaiahôs larger message. 

 
63
That God is the stumbling block doesnôt seem to be a widely contested conclusion. See, e.g., 

Kaiser, Isaiah 1-12, 118; Stuart A. Irvine, Isaiah, Ahaz, and the Syro-Ephraimitic Crisis, SBL Dissertation 

Series, vol. 123 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 202; Brueggemann, Isaiah 1-39, 78; Oswalt, Isaiah 1-39, 

234; Motyer, Isaiah, 95; Childs, Isaiah, 75. 
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Oswalt, Isaiah 1-39, 232. 
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Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 651. 
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Wagner, Heralds, 142. 
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Ibid., 143; Childs, Isaiah, 207. 
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 In the Hebrew text, the identity of the stone is not as clear in 28:16 as in 8:14 

and many suggestions have been offered.
68

 It is noteworthy, though, that the translator of 

the LXX also made the connection of the stone to a person with the inclusion of the 

language ñĩĆ öŢĊƈò in the phrase ś ĆþĈĊúƥďă ĩĆ öŢĊŽ ąŢ Ăĺ ÿöĊöþĈčŢăýü (the one who 

believes in him will never be ashamed). The antecedent of the pronoun ñhimò is no doubt 

the stone in the previous passage, which represents God, since no one else is mentioned 

and trust in the stone characterizes those who will be delivered by God.
 69

 

Composition of the text. 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 

feature of Paulôs citation of the two texts lies in what he did not include from Isaiah 28:16 

and replaced with material from 8:14. The citation begins from 28:16 ñňùąŮ ĊơýüĂþ ĩă &þďă 

Āơýąăò (behold I place in Zion a stone).
70

 Isaiah 28:16 characterizes the stone as a ñstone, 

a tested stone, a precious cornerstone of a firm foundation,ò but Paul replaces that 

description of the stone with a portion of 8:14, ña stone of stumbling and a rock of 

offenseò (Āơýąă ĆćąĈÿƤĂĂöĊąĉ ÿöŔ ĆƟĊćöă ĈÿöăùƞĀąċ). 
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See the rather lengthy list of suggestions and supporting literature in Otto Kaiser, Isaiah 13-

39: A Commentary, trans. R. A. Wilson (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974), 253. Kaiser lists the law of 

Moses, the Temple, the Davidic monarchy, the city of Jerusalem, the saving work begun by YHWH, 

YHWHôs relationship to his people, the true community of believers, the Messiah as the foundation stone 

of a temple not made with hands, the remnant of believers, or the one who believes and is not in haste. 
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Wagner, Heralds, 144. On pages 128-48 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 already even the 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. 

 
70

Paul here replaces the LXX ĩøŻ ĩĂ÷öĀż úňĉ Ċƞ ýúĂƟĀþö &þďă (behold I cast into the 

foundation of Zion) with the simpler ĊơýüĂþ ĩă &þƨă (I lay in Zion). There is probably little of significance 

in the change for the point under consideration here. Seifrid suggests Paulôs usage may be a result of his 

joining the two texts or it may represent an alternative LXX rendering since ĊơýüĂþ already appears in the 

context (Isa 28:15, 17). Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 650. It is also possible it was just a matter of an alternative way 

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), 
Masoretic Text 

Isaiah 8:14 
LXX  

Isaiah 28:16, 
Masoretic Text 

Isaiah 28:16, 
LXX  

}ùąŮ ĊơýüĂþ ĩă 
&þďă Āơýąă 

(Behold, I place 
in Zion a stone) 

 
 

  DØNÚ<Ò8 W×LØ8 >ÚF MÕFØH
 ÐD>Ô@>  MÛ@DÔUÐ: <×|ÔD DÔNÐNÔ>

MÖ:Ø8 
(Thus says the 
Lord YHWH: I 
establish in Zion 

a stone) 
 

ùþę ĊąůĊą ąŧĊďĉ 
ĀƟøúþ ÿƥćþąĉ ňùąŮ 
ĩøŻ ĩĂ"öĀż úňĉ 
Ċę ýúĂƟĀþö &þďă 

Āơýąă 
(Because of this 
says the Lord, 
ñBehold, I lay 

into the 
foundation of 
Zion, a stoneéò) 

0ćąĈÿƤĂĂöĊąĉ 
ÿöŔ ĆƟĊćöă 
ĈÿöăƞĀąċ 

(of stumbling 
and a rock of 

offense) 

 ¤ ØdÐVÔLÐH >ØDØ>Ð@

 WhUÐHh RÖ;ÖN MÖ:Ö8ÐHh

 DÕZØ: DÕN Ð¤ÔH HÛ@¤ÐFÔL

 >×SÐH HÕ8 ØW Ð¥ÔD

 Õ¤Û@DÐH ¤ ÕVÛ@LÐHh :

JØH Ø¤hWÐD > 

(And he will be 

a sanctuary and 

a stone for 

striking and a 

rock for 

stumbling and a 

trap and a snare 

for the two 

houses of Israel 

and a snare for 

the inhabitants 

of Jerusalem.) 

ÿöŔ ĩöă ĩĆҌ öŢĊƈ 

ĆúĆąþýŻĉ ŀĉ 
ĪĈĊöþ Ĉąþ úňĉ 
ĔøơöĈĂö ÿöŔ ąŢč 
Ŷĉ Āơýąċ 
ĆćąĈÿƤĂĂöĊþ 

(The following 

is elided by 

Paul) 

2ċăöăĊƠĈúĈýú 
öŢĊƁ ąŢùú Ŷĉ 

ĆƟĊćöĉ ĆĊƨĂöĊþ 
ś ùİ ąŋÿąĉ )öÿď" 
ĩă Ćöøơùþ ÿöŔ ĩă 
ÿąþĀƞĈĂöĊþ 
úøÿöýƠĂúăąþ ĩă 
)úćąċĈöĀüĂ 
(And if you 

trust in him, he 

will be for you 

a sanctuary and 

you will not 

encounter him 

as a stone of 

stumbling or as 

a rock for a 

fallen one, but 

the house of 

Jacob is sitting 

in a snare and in 

a hollow place 

(The following is 
elided from 

Romans 9:33) 
 Z ×WÐVÔD Z×{Ô~ M×>Ú: MÖ:Ö8
<Ø|hL <ØOhL 
(a stone of 

testing, a precious 
cornerstone 
founded [or 

firmly placed]) 

0ąĀċĊúĀĻ 
ƟÿĀúÿĊşă 
Đÿćąøďăþöŕąă 
ĪăĊþĂąă úňĉ Ċę 
ýúĂƟĀþö 

(A costly chosen 
precious 

cornerstone for 
its [Zionôs] 
foundation) 
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Table 2ðContinued. Comparison of Romans 9:33, Isaiah 8:14 and Isaiah 28:16 
 

Romans 9:33 Isaiah 8:14 (a), 
Masoretic Text 

Isaiah 8:14 
LXX  

Isaiah 28:16, 
Masoretic Text 

Isaiah 28:16, 
LXX  

ĆĚĉ ś ĆþĈĊúƥďă 
ĩĆҌ öŢĊƈ ąƥ 
ÿöĊöþĈčýăċƠĈúĊ

öþ 
(Everyone who 
believes in him 

will not be 
ashamed.) 

   ØD 8ÚH MDÔLÒ8×z×>¤D ÔB  
 

(The one who 
trusts will not 
make haste.) 

ś ĆþĈĊúƥďă ĩĆҌ 
öƥĊƈ ąŢ Ăĺ 
ÿöĊöþĈčċăýŇ 

(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 him), which is an erroneous reading of the MT by the LXX, so Paulôs 

usage brings him closer to the MT than to the LXX.
71

 Then he returns to the last portion 

of 28:16 where he retains the LXX reading, including ñin him,ò (not included in the MT) 

in ñś ĆþĈĊƥúďă ĩĆҌ öŢĊƈ ąŢ ÿöĊöþĈčċăýƠĈúĊöþò (the one who believes on him will not be 

ashamed).
72

 Paul follows the LXX with the use of ÿöĊöþĈčċăýƠĈúĊöþ (be ashamed) rather 

than a close rendition of ¤D ÔBØD" (be in haste). This recalls Paulôs language of Romans 1:16, 

and should be taken not as psychological shame, but in the forensic sense of being 

vindicated, that is, declared right.
73

 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 

                                                 
 

71
Jewett, Romans, 613. Dietrich-Alex Kochôs comment here that the LXX translation is a 

ñvºllig freien Paraphraseò is generous. Dietrich-Alex Koch, Die Schrift als Zeuge des Evangeliums: 

Untersuchungen zur Verwendung and zum Verständnis der Schrift bei Paulus (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 

1986), 59. Koch goes on to note that the Hebrew text has a completely opposite meaning. 

 
72

There is a variant reading in the latter portion of Rom 9:33 in which the word ˊ ɠ (all) 

appears, creating the clause beginning ñall who believe é.ò The external evidence against the variant is 

strong and it could be that the variant is a result of influence of Paulôs language in Rom 10:10. So Bruce 

Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament 2
nd

 ed. (New York: American Bible Society 

and Stuttgart: German Bible Society, 1994), 463. 

 
73
Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 652; Schreiner, Romans, 541; Käsemann, Romans, 279; Dunn, Romans 1-

8, 252, but Dunn thinks this is a present, rather than an eschatological, vindication. 
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Judah.
74

 In that case, there will be no vindication for Israel, since they are not proved 

right in their decision 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, Paul strengthens the thought of 

judgment. While the LXX removes the threat of judgment from 8:14, Paul emphasized 

it.
75

 This strengthens the impression of judgment in Romans 9:33 as Paul uses it, but the 

possibility of salvation remains in the statement that the one who believes in him will not 

be ashamed. Paul returns to that thought in his great statement of the basic Christian 

confession in Romans 10:9-13. In the threat of judgment, deliverance remains available 

for the one who believes. 

 It is apparent that in his 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 been identified as Christ.
76

 More 

recently, however, some scholars have identified the stumbling block differently. E. 
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Ortlund, ñThe Insanity of Faith,ò 283. 

 
75

Koch, Die Schrift, 60. 
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Among others, see Theodor Zahn, Der Brief des Paulus an die Römer (Leipzig: A. 

Deichertôsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1910), 472; Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 276; James Denney, St. 

Paulôs Epistle to the Romans, in vol. 2 of The Expositorôs Greek Testament, ed. W. Robertson Nicoll 

(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1903; reprint, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 668; Käsemann, Romans, 

278-79; Murray, Romans, 2:44; David B. Capes, ñYHWH and His Messiah: Pauline Exegesis and the 

Divine Christ,ò HBT 16 (1994): 123-24; Badenas, Christ the End of the Law, 106; Dunn, Romans 9-16, 

583-84; Schreiner, Romans, 530; Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 651; Jewett, Romans, 611; Fitzmyer, Romans, 580; 

Bechtler, ñChrist the Te,loj of the Law,ò 295; Heikki Rªisªnen, ñTorn Between Two Loyalties: Romans 9-

11 and Paulôs Conflicting Convictions,ò in The Nordic Paul: Finnish Approaches to Pauline Theology, ed. 

Lars Aejmelaeus and Antti Mustakallio (London: T&T Clark, 2008), 29; Wilk, Die Bedeutung des 

Jesajabuches, 166; Heil, ñChrist,ò 489; Richard H. Bell, Provoked to Jealousy: The Origin and Purpose of 

the Jealousy Motif in Romans 9-11 (Tübingen:  Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 278; Hans Hubner, Gottes Ich und 

Israel Zum Schriftgebrauch des Paulus in Römer 9-11 (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1984), 69;  
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Elizabeth Johnson identifies the stone of stumbling as the gospel.
77

 Lloyd Gaston 

understands the stone to be the gospel contained in the Torah, which is the gospel of the 

inclusion of the Gentiles.
78

 Some identify the stone as the Torah.
79

 The last suggestion 

seems to bear some promise at first, especially when one considers Paulôs assertion in 

Romans 9:32 that Israel stumbled because of their failure to pursue the law by faith. 

There are several serious objections to the latter suggestion, however. The first is the 

expectation of a personal antecedent for ĩĆҌ öŢĊƈ/, especially since the personal 

antecedent is nearly certain in the similar quotation in 10:11.
80

 In addition, as Wagner 

points out, identifying the stone as the law misses Paulôs metaphor. Israel has been 

chasing the law, not tripping over it. They had not caught up with it when they 

                                                 
 

Sanders, Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People, 37; Richard N. Longenecker, Biblical Exegesis in the 

Apostolic Period (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975), 203. 

 
77

Johnson, Apocalypse and Wisdom Traditions, 154. Similarly, Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the 

Gentiles: Beyond the New Perspective, 329. This suggestion is not without some merit if one understands 

that the gospel is the proclamation of Jesus as the Christ crucified as in 1 Cor 1:23. See also Wagner, 

ñFaithfulness and Fear,ò 88. Wagner allows for a polyvalent meaning that includes both Christ and the 

message preached. Similarly, see Idem, Heralds, 157. There Wagner sees Paul identifying the stone as 

Christ, but not at the expense of pushing God off center, so it refers to both. 

 
78

Gaston, Paul and the Torah, 129. 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 weak since the passage 

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. 

 
79

See, e.g., Paul W. Myer, ñRomans 10:4 and the óEndô of the Lawò in The Divine Helmsman: 

Studies on Godôs Control of Human Events, Presented to Lou Silberman, ed. James L. Crenshaw and 

Samuel Sandmel (New York: KTAV Publishing, 1980), 64; Barrett, ñRomans 9.30-10.21,ò 144; Glenn N. 

Davies, Faith and Obedience in Romans, JSNT Supplement Series, vol. 39 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic 

Press, 1990), 182; John E. Toews, ñThe Law in Paulôs Letter to the Romans: A Study of Rom. 9.30-10.13ò 

(Ph.D. diss., Northwestern University, 1977), 146-204. Also see Wright, Climax, 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 K. Davis, The Antithesis of the Ages: Paulôs 

Reconfiguration of Torah, CBQ Monograph Series, vol. 33 (Washington, DC: Catholic Biblical 

Association of America, 2002), 133. 

 
80

Schreiner, Romans, 541; idem, ñIsraelôs Failure to Attain Righteousness in Romans 9:30-

10:3,ò TrinJ 12 (1991): 214; Wagner, Heralds, 156; Jewett, Romans, 613; Heil, ñChrist the Termination of 

the Law,ò 489; Capes, ñYHWH and His Messiah,ò 123-24.  
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stumbled.
81

 In a similar passage Paul relates that his preaching of Christ is a stumbling 

block to unbelieving Jews (ÿüćƥĈĈąĂúă 7ćþĈĊşă ĩĈĊöýćďĂƟăąă, }ąċùöơąþĉ Ăİă ĈÿƞăùöĀąă( 

= we preach Christ crucified, a stumbling block to the Jews). Paul uses the same word 

there (ĈÿƞăùöĀąă) as in Romans 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.
82

 Finally, the Christological understanding of the stone in Romans 9:33 fits the 

overall context of Paulôs argument that Israel is not attaining righteousness because they 

fail to put faith in Jesus as Messiah and Lord.
83

 

Given this argument regarding the context of Romans 9:30-10:4 above, it is 

time now to develop further the connection between Paulôs point overall in 9:30-10:4 and 

the conflated quotations. Wagner notes the similarity between Paulôs point and the Isaiah 

passages in that the leaders of Israel forsook YHWH in the face of serious threats to 

Israelôs national security, instead placing their hopes for deliverance in the gods and 

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 thereof, in Godôs power and 

faithfulness to deliver them from the present crisis.
84

 Further, ñthe motif of faith/trust is 
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Wagner, Heralds, 156. 

 
82
Capes, ñYHWH and His Messiah,ò 123-24. Contra Johnson, Wisdom and Apocalypse, 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. ąċùöơąþĉ Ăİă ĈÿƞăùöĀąă 

]ýăúĈþă ùİ Ăďćơöă is surely an explanation of 7ćþĈĊƤă ĩĈĊöċćďĂƟăąă, rather than ÿüćƥĈĈąĂúă. It is much 

more likely that it is the person of Christ and his crucifixion on which the Jews stumble. In addition, Paul is 

clear that the Greeks also stumble at this proclamation and there is no reason to think the Gentiles would 

stumble over the fact that the gospel makes salvation available to all. It is true that the message is an 

offense, not because of its universal call, but because of the offense of a crucified Messiah and the 

foolishness of a crucified savior. The message is offensive because of its subject, not because of its 

universal call. 

 
83
Capes, ñYHWH and His Messiah,ò 123-24. 
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Wagner, Heralds, 151. 
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central to Paulôs criticism of Israel in Romans 9:30-10:4 and, indeed, throughout Romans 

10.ò
85

 

As noted above, Paulôs argument is not that Israel was wrong to pursue the 

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 recognize and submit to Godôs means of 

delivering his people in a manner similar to the way ñthese peopleò of Isaiah chapters 8 

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 with their own attempts at salvation. Paulôs 

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 in Isaiah 8 is 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. Wagnerôs argument that the stone in Romans 9 is 

ambiguous, applying both to Jesus and to Godis in a sense true.
86

 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 is unfaithful to the structure of Paulôs thought. But this is not necessarily, as 

Wagner asserts, a polyvalent reading; that is, it is not certain or perhaps even likely, that 

Paul thought the stone in Romans 9:32-33 represented both Christ and God the Father. As 

demonstrated in chapter 4, Paul was not 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 that here.
87

 

Thus, the stumbling block here should be identified as Christ. 
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 The specific item over which Israel stumbled is most likely located in the 

person of Christ. Paulôs argument here is in part soteriological, and the direction of his 

concern that Israel stumbled because they did not recognize that Christ was actually the 

one who could deliver them could point to their rejection of the proclamation of the 

resurrection of Christ as the point of stumbling.
88

 It is more likely, however, that Paul 

intended to convey that Israel had stumbled over Paulôs assertion regarding who Jesus 

actually is. As Cranfield notes, in 9:32-33, Paul has added an ñexplicitly Christological 

dimension to the definition of the disobedience of Israel and of the obedience of some 

Gentilesé. That disobedience and that obedience are essentially a matter of relationship 

to Christ.ò
 89

 The very act of using these 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 9:5.
90

 While it is still up to the reader to determine whether Paul 

made such identification, the evidence 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 Paulôs statements about the stumbling block in 1 Corinthians 1:18-31. 

Paulôs message was Christ crucified, a matter of stumbling for both Jews and Gentiles. 

But merely the fact that Jesus was crucified would not need extensive explanation were it 
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As suggested by Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 651. Seifridôs argument is based in the heavenly 

dimension in Paulôs understanding of Zion, particularly in Rom 11:26 where Paul means for Isa 59:20 to 

speak of the Lord coming from heavenly Zion. In a later chapter I will suggest a different reading of Paulôs 

intent in Rom 11:26, however. 
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Cranfield, ñSome Notes on Romans 9:30-33,ò 42. 
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If 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 acceptable Jewish theology falters. Paul is willing, apparently, to 

make proclamations over which Israel stumbles. But see Otto K¿ss, ñZu Rºmer 9,5,ò in Rechtfertigung: 

Festschrift für Ernst Käsemann zum 70. Geburtstag, ed. Johannes Friedrich, Wolfgang Pöhlmann and Peter 

Stuhlmacher (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck and Göttingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 1976), 303. Küss argues 

that the preaching of Christ as Messiah would be offensive enough without any assertion that he is deity. It 

seems, though, that Paulôs identification of Jesus as the stone in the same manner that YHWH was 

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 in Jesusô time must have been crucified without if 

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 crucified. 

 Finally, in Romans 10:9-13 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 as the 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 believes in him will 

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 

Israel is the same as for ñthese peopleò in the Isaiah passages. They have refused to put 

their trust in the only one who could deliver them and who has always delivered them. 

But the particular issue over which Israel stumbled in Paulôs day is his rather direct 

association of Jesus with YHWH in Romans 10:13. The saving name in its original 

context was YHWH, but now the saving name is Jesus.
91

 But 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 leads to stumbling at 

Christ (in Romans) or at God (in Isaiah). It would seem that only Christ, who is God, and 

therefore the lawgiver, could so transcend the law as to become a stumbling stone. Paulôs 

thought, then, in Romans 9:30-33 is consistent with what he has written in 9:5.
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CHAPTER 6 
 

THE SAME LORD OF ALL 
 

 The passage of particular interest for this chapter is Romans 10:9-13, but it fits 

within the overall passage of 10:5-13, which is, of course, part of the larger section of 

Romans 9-11 that covers 9:30-10:13. I will argue that in 10:9-13, 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, 10:5-8, is part of the referential shift that occurs in 10:5-13 in which Old 

Testament references to YHWH are applied to Jesus.
1
 It is in 10:5-13 that Paul brings to a 

climax his point that God is the God of all and over all as he began it in Romans 3:29-30, 

and as he wove it 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 10:5-8 

 The passage is part of the larger section that consists of Romans 9:30-10:21, 

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 øƞć at the beginning of verse 5 ties it closely to the argument being made in 

verses 1-4. Romans 10:5 is also tied to the previous argument by contrast between the Ċĺă 

ùþÿöþąĈƥăüă Ċĺă ĩÿ Ċąů ăƤĂąċ in verse 5 and ĊŇ ùþÿöþąĈƥăļ Ċąů ýúąů in verse 3. In addition, 

ś ĆąþƠĈöĉ öŢĊę đăýćďĆąĉ in 10:5 is reminiscent of the pursuit of righteousness by works 
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in 9:32, which contrasts with Ř ĆþĈĊúƥďă in 9:33. Those contrasts in the context suggest 

that, just as in the previous sections, Paul means that between 10:5 and 10:6-8 there is a 

contrast between believing and doing and between faith righteousness and works 

righteousness. 

 Verse 5 is one of a series of øƞć clauses and Paul here grounds his statement 

made in verse 4 by his references to Old Testament Scripture.
2
 The øƞć in verse 5 

introduces not just verse 5, but all of verses 5-8, so it is not just verse 5 that Paul uses to 

ground verse 4, but the whole series of quotations in verses 5-8.
3
 It is possible to see, 

then, that all of 10:5-8 explains all of 10:1-4,
4
 and, if my argument in chapter 5 is correct 

that 9:30-33 and 10:1-4 make parallel points, then all of 9:30-10:4 is grounded by 10:5-8. 

 In spite of the structural, conceptual and linguistic connections between10:5-

13 and 9:30-10:4, the flow and structure of Paulôs argument suggests that it is best to 

understand a division after verse 4. It is clear that 10:5-13 ñprovides a scriptural 

continuation of the theme of righteousness mentioned in 9:30-10:4.ò
5
 In fact, the passage 

                                                 
 

 
2
There are two rather important variants in this verse. The placement of ŜĊþis at issue and öƥĊŇ 

appears in some manuscripts for Ŭ Űɞ ɠ. It is possible 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/UBS reading than for the variants. For detailed discussion see, among others, Mark A. 

Seifrid, ñPaulôs Approach to the Old Testament in Roman 10:6-8,ò TrinJ 6 (1985): 12-13 and Douglas 

Moo, The Epistle to the Romans (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 643. The placement of ŜĊþis significant 

because if it is placed after the øćƞČúþ, then ùþÿöþąĈƥăü would become the object of ś ĆąþĈƠĈöĉ, which 

would then read, óthe person who does the righteousness of the law will live by itô (substituting öŢĊĻ for 

ŬɨŰɞ ɠ). If the change in the position of ŜĊþ was a later change, the difference in the pronouns was probably 

a correction to agree with it. 

 

 
3
Seifrid, ñPaulôs Approach to the Old Testament,ò 13. Seifrid rightly argues that since all three 

verses together ground v. 4, it is not a contradiction for v. 5 to oppose v. 6. Cf. Thomas R. Schreiner, 

Romans (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 550; Moo, Romans, 647; N. T. Wright, The Letter to the 

Romans: Introduction, Commentary and Reflections, in vol. 10 of The New Interpreterôs Bible, ed. Leander 

E. Keck (Nashville: Abingdon, 2002), 662. Similarly, Edith M. Humphrey, ñWhy Bring the Word Down? 

The Rhetoric of Demonstration and Disclosure in Romans 9:30-10:21,ò in Romans and the People of God: 

Essays in Honor of Gordon D. Fee on the Occasion of His 65
th
 Birthday ed. Sven K. Soderlund and N. T. 

Wright (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 142, but Humphrey sees only vv. 5-7 grounding Rom 10:4. 

 
4
So also, Richard H. Bell, Provoked to Jealousy: The Origin and Purpose of the Jealousy Motif 

in Romans 9-11 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1994), 190. 

 
5
Robert Jewett, Romans: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2007), 622. 
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makes essentially the same argument made first in 9:30-33, then again in a similar 

fashion in 10:1-4. 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 for them. 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 10:5-13 is similar, suggesting a break since Paul examines further what he has argued 

thus far. This section clarifies what Paul means by Christ as the end of the law.
6
 As will 

be seen below, 10:5-13 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. 

 
 
Paulôs Method of Reading of Scripture 

 While it is beyond the scope and necessity of this chapter to resolve all the 

questions surrounding Paulôs use of the Old Testament quotes in 10:5-8, it is important to 

briefly consider Paulôs method, particularly how his reading of the Old Testament is 

driven. It is sometimes argued in discussion of that issue that Paulôs use of quotes from 

the Old Testament should be understood in terms of rabbinic technique, often identified 

as midrash. Philip Alexander is critical, however, of New Testament scholars who make 

uncritical assumptions about the dependence of New Testament writers on Jewish 

methods and rabbinic sources. In particular he criticizes ñparallelomania,ò which he 

describes as a detection of supposed similarities between Judaism and Christianity, 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 drawn upon independently by, 

for instance, Hillel and Paul.
7
 As Richard Hays notes in a similar critique, if by midrash, 
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Mark A. Seifrid, ñRomans,ò in Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament, 

ed. G. K. Beale and D. A. Carson (Leicester: Apollos and Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007), 654. 

 
7
Philip S. Alexander, ñRabbinic Judaism and the New Testament,ò ZNW 74 (1983): 237-46, 
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scholars mean ñPaul writes as a Jew seeking to interpret Scripture in such a way as to 

make it applicable to his own time and circumstances, surely everyone would assent: the 

claim is true, but trivial.ò
8
 N. A. Dahl correctly concluded after 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 under the law, ñthe necessity for a halakic interpretation of 

individual commandments disappears.ò
9
 All this suggests that Paulôs view of the radical 

change that the Christian faith brought makes it less likely that he read the Old Testament 

in a traditional Jewish fashion. 

 Others have seen Paulôs system of argument in Romans 10:5-8 as a pesher 

style of argument found in documents from Qumran.
10

 That argument is normally based 

on the structure of the quote, particularly the existence of the explanatory phrase ñthat is.ò 

To assert here though, that Paul engaged in a method specifically tied to Qumran may 

suffer from the ñparallelomaniaò suggested by Alexander. Indeed, Seifrid points out that 

                                                 
 

Wayne A. Meeks, ñóAnd Rose up to Playô Midrash and Paraenesis in 1 Corinthians 10:1-22,ò JSNT 16 

(1982): 64-67. Similarly, William Richard Stegner, ñRomans 9.6-29 ï a Midrash,ò JSNT 22 (1984): 37-38. 

Stegner argues Rom 9:6-29 is a midrash both in content and form, at least in part because the form can also 

be found in Tannaitic and Amoraic Midrashim. See also Anthony Tyrrell Hanson, Studies in Paulôs 

Technique and Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 126-35. Hanson argues that Paul uses 

traditional rabbinic material in Rom 12:9-13:10, since a similar passage exists in the Mishnah. Similarly, 

arguments that Paul was reading Deut 30:12-14 as a wisdom text and that he had in mind arguments based 

on a sort of wisdom Christology are subject to the same criticism leveled by Alexander. 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 M. Jack Suggs, ñóThe Word is Near Youô: Romans 10:6-10 within 

the Purpose of the Letter,ò in Christian History and Interpretation: Studies Presented to John Knox, ed. W. 

R. Farmer, C. F. D. Moule and R. R. Neibuhr (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967), 304-12. 

Such an argument assumes a monolithic understanding of the OT, an assumption also criticized by 

Alexander, ñRabbinic Judaism, 243. See also Moo, Romans, 652-53, who argues that Paulôs reliance on 

Baruch is not clear and the association of Christ with wisdom is not so important or widespread in Paulôs 

theology as some imagine. 
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the same phrase can be found in Hellenistic rhetorical writing, which could just as easily 

have influenced Paulôs method.
11

 But, as I argued earlier, Paulôs experience on the 

Damascus Road forever altered his view of all of Scripture and gave it a Christ 

perspective, or, as Dahl understands it, ñ[f]aith in the crucified Christ altered Paulôs 

understanding of both the Law and of the promises.ò
12

 To argue that Paul was driven by 

any rabbinic method is to miss the Christological center of his thought. As Hays notes: 

 
[E]ven when Paul does occasionally use such tropes in ways that bear a certain 
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 
some list 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 hammers relentlessly on this theme, a theme hardly central in rabbinic 
hermeneutics.

13
 

While it is reasonable to conclude that Paul was using some sort of pesher technique, 

there is every reason to argue here that Paulôs use of the Old Testament passages is 

Christologically driven.
14

  In fact, the center of his use of Deuteronomy 30:12-14 is 

heavily Christological in its orientation. 
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Commentary, vol. 38a (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1988), 603; Moo, Romans, 654. See also Jewett, 
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content of the gospel to acknowledge his point. See also, Seifrid ñRomans,ò 654; Schreiner, Romans, 557. 
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14
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The Antithesis in 10:5-8 

 There is some disagreement about the relationship between Leviticus 18:5 as 

quoted in Romans 10:5 and Deuteronomy 30:12-14, as quoted in Romans 10:6-8. I side 

with those who understand that Leviticus 18:5 is some way set in an antithetical 

relationship to Deuteronomy 30:12-14.
 15

 That the quotes are antithetical here is 

supported by the overall adversative relationship between believing and doing in 9:30-

10:13.
16

 Leviticus 18:5 in its original setting is in the context of Israelôs preparation for 

entry into the Land of Canaan. Leviticus 18 is a series of expressions of sexual 

prohibitions and regulations, the violation 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.
17

 In contrast, Paul surely refers to 
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Romans, 646 and 650; Leon Morris, The Epistle to the Romans (Leicester: Apollos and Grand Rapids: 
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Romans 10:4 in Pauline Perspective, JSNT Supplement Series, vol. 10 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 
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ñPaulôs Approach to the Old Testament in Rom 10:6-8,ò 14; idem, ñRomans,ò 655; Schreiner, Romans, 

552-53. For arguments that the relationship between Rom 10:5 and 10:6-8 is complimentary, see 

Humphrey, ñWhy Bring the Word Down?ò 143; George F. Howard, ñChrist the End of the Law: The 

Meaning of Romans 10:4 ff,ò JBL 88 (1969): 337; Walter C. Kaiser, ñLeviticus 18:5 and Paul: Do This and 

You Shall Live (Eternally?)ò JETS 14 (1971): 27; N. T. Wright, The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and 

the Law in Pauline Theology (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1991; reprint Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 245. 
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eschatological life, but 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 

to that in Romans 9:30-33 and in 10:1-4. The problem with Israelôs pursuit of the law is 

that they pursued it by works and not by faith, by which true righteousness comes. The 

burden of the argument in 10:5-13 is simply to expand on the earlier parallel arguments 

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 whom they must call in order to be 

saved. 

 Paul used Leviticus 18:5 as a summary of the law, in that it offers life and 

righteousness on the basis of performance, that is, doing the whole law (Rom 2:25-29).
18

 

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 righteousness that comes by 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. There is no 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 the law.
19

 In Galatians 3, he refers to 

                                                 
 

by the law. Similarly, Moo, Romans, 648; Dunn, Romans 9-16, 601. But see also Seifrid, ñRomans,ò 656, 

who suggests the hope of life in the land is anticipation of a resurrection from the dead. 
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appears, however, that both parts of Paulôs argument have equal weight. 

 

 
19

So Dunn, Romans 9-16, 602; Schreiner, Romans, 554. Similarly, Elizabeth Johnson, The 

Function of Apocalyptic and Wisdom Traditions in Romans 9-11 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989), 156. See 

however, Jewett, Romans, 624; Hays, Echoes, 208n 87, both of whom argue Paulôs argument in Galatians  



 

200 

 

Christ as redeemer of those who are under the curse of the law and, as I 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 righteousness 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 (Ċĺă ùþÿöþąĈƥăüă Ċĺă ĩÿ Ċąů ăƤĂąċ). In Philippians 3:9 he expresses a desire 

for the righteousness that comes from faith in Christ rather than his own righteousness, 

which comes from the law, suggesting he understood his own righteousness to be 

inadequate. Since that is the only other place in Paulôs writings that the righteousness 

from the law and the righteousness from faith appear together, and they are set in contrast 

there, there is reason to think Paul intended the same contrast in Romans 10:5-8.
20

 

 But one should be careful to note that Paul does not juxtapose these two 

Scriptures to argue that keeping the law was the means of attaining righteousness prior to 

Christ.
21

 To the contrary, he argues from Deuteronomy in this passage that righteousness 

is a matter of faith. For Paul, righteousness has always been by faith and the law has 

always served to bring all under condemnation (Gal 3:22; Rom 3:19-20). 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 6-8, since Leviticus 18:5 offers a reward for obedience to the law and 

Deuteronomy 30:12-14 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 
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difficult for Israel, both apparently encouraging Israel to keep the law.
22

 The answer is 

best found in the whole context of Paulôs argument in 9:30-10:13.
23

 The contrast 

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 righteousness by faith has been personified and 

speaks.
24

 It is not, however, so much the righteousness of faith that is contrasted with 

Leviticus 18:5. It is rather that the contrast with Leviticus 18:5 is the word that Paul will 

define in Romans 10:9 as the word spoken by the righteousness of faith, that is, that 

salvation lies close at hand in the confession of the risen Lord.
25

 In 10:6, when the 

righteousness of faith is made to speak thusly (ąŧĊďĉ), it is not altogether a matter of what 

is said by the righteousness of faith, as much as the manner in which it speaks, the same 
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Rapids: Eerdmans, 1970), 670. 
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manner in which Deuteronomy speaks.
26

 The manner of the speech is to point to the one 

upon whom Israel must believe for righteousness. 

 Romans 10:6-8 consist of a series of references to Deuteronomy 9:4 (do not 

say in your heart) and Deuteronomy 30:12-14. The righteousness of faith, like the 

passages in Deuteronomy, speaks of the lack of difficulty in pursuing righteousness.
27

 

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 promised to the 

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 (30:6-8).
28

 That will bring about a new prosperity from the Lord, 

when they turn to him with all their hearts (30:9-10). 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 sea to bring the 

commandment back so they will hear and obey. The word is in their mouth and their 
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hearts, where God has promised he would put it (30:6-8; cf. Jer 31:33). The force of this 

passage is that Israel will prosper when they believe in the one who delivers 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 Romans 9:32-33 with his conflation of Isaiah 

8:14 and Isaiah 28:16. In both cases, it is trust in the redeemer that Israel needs.  

 Paulôs point is, of course, the same as in Romans 9:32-33. He enjoins the same 

things as the Deuteronomy text, but with comments. In verse 7 Paul contrasts the descent 

into the abyss with the ascent into heaven.
29

 In the ascent into 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 heaven or across the sea to attain to the 

law.
30

 It is likely, however, that Paulôs point is more that the efforts of Israel to establish 

their own righteousness amount to an effort to bring in the Messiah.
31

 By his use of 

Scripture, Paul shows through the character personified as righteousness by faith that 

such efforts to bring in the Messiah were misguided. God has always made his 
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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 recognize it there or not. 

 The point Paul makes in this passage regarding the futility of trying to 

demonstrate oneôs righteousness is, then, consistent with emphases in Deuteronomy.
32

 

Deuteronomy 9:4-6 notably begins with what Israel should not say in its heart (as 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 Israelôs enemies out because of Israelôs own righteousness. Israel was, in 

fact, a stubborn people. The wickedness of the peoples already in the land was a better 

explanation for Godôs driving them out before Israel than the explanation that Israel was 

itself righteous (see also Deut 8:17-20). Paulôs use of the opening words of Deuteronomy 

9:4 to begin his reference to Deuteronomy 30:12-14 would surely call attention to this 

concept in 9:4-6, and ñthe resonance of this citation would have been unmistakable for 

those acquainted with Deuteronomy.ò
33

 As Hays notes, ñThe message [of Deut 9:4-6] is 

so apt for Paulôs argument in Romans that we are left wondering why he did not go ahead 

and quote these words rather than delving into his problematical exegesis of Deut 30:12-

14.ò
34

 Thus, even if he does it in an oblique way, Paul calls attention from Scripture itself 

to oppose Israelôs rejection of Jesus as the Messiah while they went about trying to 

establish their own righteousness.
35

 

 Regardless of how one understands Paulôs use of Leviticus 18:5 and the 

passages from Deuteronomy, the Christological emphasis is clear. Dunn argues correctly 

that there is no attempt here to identify Christ with the commandment since ñthe wordò is 
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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 to see that Christôs coming again is what would 

make ñthe wordò easier to believe.
36

 The words of Romans 10:6-7, however, more 

naturally ñrefer to the sending of the Son to earth at his incarnation.ò
37

 There is nothing in 

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 Messiah. Paulôs point is consistent with his points in both 9:30-33 and 10:1-4. In 

addition, the incarnation satisfies the logic that Godôs act brings Christ near in the 

incarnation.
38

 For Paul, the Messiah has come, but Israel has failed to recognize him, and 

still trying to establish their own righteousness they wish to 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 where the Jews were seeking righteousness, 

and to Paulôs language in 9:30-33 where they were running the race for righteousness 

when it was so near they stumbled on it, but failed to perceive it even then. The subject of 

the verb ĀƟøúþ is ĩÿ ĆơĈĊúďĉ ùþÿöþąĈƥăü brought forward 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.
39

 It is that message, and its definition, with which Paul is ultimately 

                                                 
 

36
Dunn, Romans 9-16, 605, 614-15. See generally, idem, Christology in the Making: A New 

Testament Inquiry into the Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996). 

Indeed, in his commentary, Dunn refers to this work as his argument against a Pauline doctrine of the 

incarnation. 

 
37

Schreiner, Romans, 558. See also, Moo, Romans, 655; Seifrid, ñPaulôs Approach to the Old 

Testament,ò 26; idem, ñRomans,ò 657; Cranfield, Romans, 2:525; Morris, Romans, 383; Wright, Romans, 

663; Fitzmyer, Romans, 590. Similarly, Jewett, Romans, 628. According to Jewett, the questions pursued 

by some in Judaism about bringing Christ down had already been answered in the life, death and 

resurrection of Jesus. 

 
38
So David B. Capes, ñYHWH and His Messiah: Pauline Exegesis and The Divine Christ,ò 

HBT 16 (1994): 131. 

 

 
39

So Cranfield, The Epistle to the Romans, 2:526; C. K. Barrett, A Commentary on the Epistle 

to the Romans. (New York: Harper and Row, 1957), 199; Moo, Romans, 656, among others. Contra Sanday  



 

206 

 

concerned, and as can be seen from the discussion to follow, the message was heavily 

Christological.
40

 

 
 

Romans 10:9-13 

 In this section the structure is marked in two ways. The first is by a series of 

five øƞć clauses to pull the reader along to the conclusion. The progression is (1) for in 

the heart is believedé (2) for the Scripture saysé (3) for there is no distinctioné(4) for 

the same Lord is Lord of all, and (5) for all who call on the name of the Lord will be 

saved.
41

 The second structural issue is the fourfold use of ĆĚĉ (all). 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 the number of uses, but because in 

his citation of Isaiah 28:16 Paul includes ĆĚĉ, even 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 righteousness.
42

 

 
 
Exegetical Comments: 10:9-10 

 Verse 9 begins with the connective ŜĊþ, which could be either continuative 

(that) or causal, but it seems best to take it as continuative, introducing the final verses in 
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this passage as an explanation of all of verse 8, rather than as causal for the final clause of 

the verse.
43

 That verse 9 is connected to and further explains 10:6-8 can be seen from the 

use of the phrases ñin your mouthò and ñin your heart.ò
44

 As a continuative, it points to 

the content of the word of faith 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.
45

 What this basic confession of the Christian faith includes must be considered 

in more detail later, but for now it is sufficient to note that this is Paulôs specific 

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 

common 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 8.
46

 Of course the order is reversed in verse 10, creating a chiastic structure. Paulôs 

concern in Romans has most to do with the heart (Rom 2:29), so the confession he has in 

mind is a result of ñheartfelt conviction.ò
47

 The confession may have been a confession 

before other believers but it is best understood as the confession of Christ in the world.
48

 

The verb ĈďýƠĈļ could be taken as a logical future, just meaning salvation is a result of  
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confessing,
49

 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. That day is 

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 fact that must be believed. Paul has already 

connected the resurrection and lordship of Jesus in Romans 1:4, and it is again the risen 

Lord who must be confessed. 

 
 
Exegetical Comments Regarding 10:11-13 

 The assertion of verses 9-10 is grounded in the effectiveness of faith as over 

against works as has been the case throughout 9:30-10:13. Contrary to Israelôs attempt to 

gain righteousness by pursuing it through works, and the attempt to establish their own 

righteousness, it is the one who believes on him who will not be ashamed. As with the 

future tense of ĈďýƠĈļ in verse 9, the verb ÿöĊöþĈčċăýƠĈúĊöþ is a true future and refers to 

vindication on the day of judgment, not psychological shame. As E. E. Johnson points 

out, six of the twelve uses of the öňĈčƥăąĂöþ and related words in Paulô refer to 

eschatological shame.
50

 

 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 
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together were discussed briefly earlier (see chap. 5). It is noteworthy here that Paul has 

added the word ñallò (ĆĚĉ) to the Isaiah text. Since 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 13.
51

 As Rowe notes, the impact of the verse is to show that ñwhere 

the Scripture says óthe one believing in/upon him will not be put to shameô it means 

everyone who believes in himò (emphasis original).
52

 

 The referent of ĩĆҌ öƥĊƈin this case is Jesus.
53

 In chapter 5 I 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 Paulôs thought. The same thing occurs in 

10:11. It is possible to argue that ĩĆҌ öƥĊƈ actually 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 something.
54

 But, although he takes Jesus as 

the antecedent, Cranfield notes the mention of God in 10:9.
55

 Cranfield doesnôt develop 

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. Rowe lists four 

reasons, however, that the antecedent is Jesus.
56

 First, öŢĊƤă in 10:9, whose antecedent is 

surely Jesus, is the clearest antecedent to öŢĊƈ in 10:11. Second, Jesus and God are 
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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 antecedent. Fourth, the identification of Jesus as 

Lord in the other three instances in 10:9-13 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 I will 

develop further below the argument 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 availability of lack of 

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 Lord of all. The verse is 

best read against the background of 3:21-30, especially 3:22 and 3:29-30.
57

 

 The first part of verse 12, ñfor there is no distinction between Jew and Greek,ò 

is a positive statement of the more negative statement in 3:22. In 3:21-23 the 

righteousness of God through faith in Jesus has been witnessed by the law and the 

prophets, ñunto all who believe, for there is no distinction, for all have sinned and lack 

the glory of God.ò While the distinction is not specifically said to be between Jew and 

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 3:21-26 by the propitiatory sacrifice of Jesus, by 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. I covered 3:29-30 in some 

detail in chapter 3 so for the moment I will mention only that the fact that there is only 

one God makes him the God of both Jew and Gentile (God of all people). Being God of 
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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. Since calling 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 Jesus.
58

 The confession that Jesus is Lord is 

clarified now to be that he is ñLord of all.ò
59

 Being rich to all who call on him must refer 

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, ñcalling uponò is a matter of salvation. Paul elsewhere speaks of the riches of 

the grace of both Christ and of God in the salvation act. In Ephesians 1:7 the riches are 

Christôs, connected to the redemption through his blood. In 2:7, it is God who shows 

forth the riches of his grace in Christ Jesus. 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 is just one more instance of the fluidity in the way Paul speaks of 

Jesus and of God. We must return to the connection between Romans 10:12 and 3:29-30, 

with some consideration of whether a connection to 9:5 exists, but it would be wise first 

to complete the reading 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 

difference in Paulôs quotation from the LXX of Joel 3:5 (itself an accurate translation of 
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the MT) is his substitution of the øƞć for ÿöŔ ĪĈĊöþ (and it will be) in Joel, which is a 

proper translation of >ØDØ>Ð@ in the MT. It may 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 future.
60

 That does not, however, account for the future tenses of ĈďýƠĈļ 

and ÿöĊöþĈčċăýƠĈúĊöþ, both of which point to a future event.
61

 It is more likely that the 

øƞć is a literary tool providing the ground of the previous verse and actually brings Paulôs 

thought in all of 9:30-10:13 to a climax. 
62

 Here, apart from the efforts to establish that a 

righteousness based on the law, is the means of salvation, which, 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, of course, makes 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 the eschatological judgment. 

 In Romans 10:13 ÿƥćþąĉ is a translation of >Ø@>ÐD, which is, of course, 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 ask whether the referent of 

ÿƥćþąĉ there is actually Jesus. For John Ziesler the answer is that Jesus is not the referent. 

Ziesler argues that because the theme since 9:1 has been Godôs sovereign freedom in 

calling a people, the balance is tipped in the favor of seeing ÿƥćþąĉ as a reference to 

God.
63

 That overlooks the strong Christological theme of the near context, however, and 
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it is open to question whether Godôs sovereign freedom is the point beyond 9:6-29.
64

 Carl 

Judson Davis argues that the most important reason for seeing Jesus as the referent is: 

 
v. 14, which asks óbut how are they to call on one in whom they have not believed? 
And how are they to believe in one of whom they have never heard?ô Since chs 9-11 
explain Israelôs failure to attain a righteous standing before God, ótheyô in 10.14 
includes those Jews who have failed in Godôs plan (see too 10.12). The Jews had 
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, Paul explicitly states that 
confession óJesus is Lordô is an essential element in oneôs salvation, and v. 12 
further connects ÿƥćþąĉ, belief, invocation and calling on the name of the Lord.

65
 

In addition to the above, Davis argues that Paul would not understand ñthe nameò and 

Lord as a reference to God, since where Paul elsewhere uses the phrase ñcalling on the 

name of the Lord,ò he explains ÿƥćþąĉ with }üĈąůĉ (1 Cor 1:2) and there is little evidence 

that Paul understood ñthe nameò as a separate Christological title.
66

 

 

 

Summary and Conclusions 

from Romans 10:9-13 

 The key in Romans 10:9-13 for purposes of the argument of this dissertation is 

the identity of the ÿƥćþąĉ. In 10:6-8 Paul had already rather radically reinterpreted 

Deuteronomy 30:12-14 in a Christological manner. I argued in chapter 4 that the title 

ÿƥćþąĉ, used of YHWH in the Old Testament, has in more than one place been applied to 

Jesus in the New Testament and I have argued here that this is exactly what occurs in 

Romans 10:9-13. The argument in this section 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, I have argued that the antecedent of ĩĆҌ öŢĊŽ in 

verse 12 is Jesus as well. In 10:9-13 there is evidence that, as in other cases mentioned in 
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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.
67

 If I am correct 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 saving factor in the confession. 

 This is, of course, not uncontested. Dunn acknowledges only that Paul has no 

ñqualms about transferring Godôs role in eschatological salvation to the risen Jesus.ò At 

the same time, Dunn thinks ÿƥćþąĉ is not so much a way of identifying Jesus with God as 

distinguishing him from God because Jesusô lordship is granted to him by God. Thus 

Christ is Godôs representative.
68

 Fitzmeyer may be willing to recognize a little more 

identity because he is certain that Paul, along with the rest of the early church, saw the 

risen Jesus as ñon a parò with YHWH, but apparently not identical to YHWH.
69

 The 

evidence, however, points to the complete identity of Jesus with YHWH of the Old 

Testament. As I 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 that one. It is much more likely 

that Paul did intend to identify Jesus with YHWH.
70

 

 
 
God/Lord of All in Romans 

 In chapter 3, I considered Paulôs words in Romans 3:29-30 as part of the 

argument that Paul was a monotheist, consistent with a biblical and first century 

understanding of what that term meant. Part of the discussion there concerned the 
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expectation from Zechariah 14:9 that Godôs name would become one and that he would 

become king of the whole earth. I suggested that to be God of a people meant that he acts 

to save his people. The implication of Paulôs monotheism is that God is creator of all 

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 I am correct that the saving grace of God and of the 

Lord is the richness toward all that Paul has in view in 10:12, it could perhaps be said 

also that in 3:29-30 God is rich toward all in that he justifies all by faith.
71

 Of course, the 

one God in this text can be none other than YHWH, God of the Old Testament, whose 

name Zechariah proclaims will be one. 

 I have also argued that Romans 3:30 can be seen as a statement of the Shemaó, 

that is, that God is one (úŋĉ ś ýúşĉ). Perhaps also, as Rowe notes, it is not ñtoo fanciful to 

suggest that in ś öŢĊşĉ ÿƥćþąĉ we can hear a foundational theological resonance with the 

Shemaó, as we almost certainly would in úŋĉ ś ýúşĉ in 3:30.ò
72

 In 10:12, the emphasis of 

oneness is similar to that of 3:29-30. There is no distinction between Jew and Greek 

because the one Lord is Lord of all,
73

 in the same way that God justifies both Jew and 

Gentile by faith because he is one God. In a way similar to 3:29-30, the 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, 
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it is he who will save those who call upon him. Virtually the same things said of God in 

3:29-30 are said of Jesus in 10:12-13. 

 Dunn makes the interesting comment that the confession of 10:9 is similar to 

the Shemaó, in that the one who recites the Shemaó identifies himself as belonging to 

Israel and the one who says Jesus is Lord identifies himself as belonging to Jesus.
74

 That 

comment can perhaps be better applied to 10:13, since Paul uses the phrase ñthe ones 

who call on the name of the Lordò (Ċąŕĉ ĩĆþÿöĀąýĂƟăąþĉ Ċş řăąĂö Ċąů ÿċćơąċ) in 1 

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 the singular 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 Paul 

refers to a God/Lord of all or over all. In two cases, the oneness of the God/Lord is 

clearly emphasized (3:29-30 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 between 10:12-13 and 

3:29-30 is strong, implying no substantive difference between ÿƥćþąĉ and ýúƤĉ. The 

connection between 10:12-13 and 9:5 is also strong. In fact, 10:12-13 looks back to 9:5. 

Jesus the Messiah is God over all and is Lord of all.
75

 Yet it remains true that Paul did not 

use the word ýúƤĉ to refer 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 in 10:9-13 is 

grounded in Joel 2:32 that perhaps it was simply consistent to speak of the əɨɟɘɞɠ 

throughout the passage. But perhaps one further suggestion can be made with some 
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further consideration of the ultimate question Paul set out to answer in Romans 9-11: 

what about the unbelief on the part of so many Jews? 

 
 

Concluding Comments 

 It has been asserted that the original author of Joel 2:32 would have shuddered 

at the thought of Paulôs use of the verse as he applies it.
76

 The original context of Joel 

2:32, however, may not have been far from Paulôs thought. The latter portion of the verse 

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 tie to Israel that Paul has in mind. 

After all, as I have argued, the question that drives Romans 9-11 is Israel, not the 

Gentiles. He has already mentioned a remnant of Israel that will be saved (Rom 9:27). I 

have noted that Romans 9-11 deals with the question regarding the problem of Israelôs 

unbelief, and in 9:30-10:21 the problem of Israelôs unbelief is even more at the center of 

the discussion, with a strong emphasis on the one in whom they have not believed. By 

seeking to establish their own righteousness from a law 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 this case, they have failed to believe on Jesus, as Paul 

defines that belief in 10:9-13. 

 While I will not spend time and space here in a full consideration of Romans 

10:14-21, Paul makes several important statements there that locate Israelôs present 

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  
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have not heard.
77

 But they have heard (10:18), and they have known (10:19).
78

 The 

history of unbelief, indeed the whole paradoxical situation described in 9:30-10:21, is 

summed up in 10:20-21: 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 said, based on Paulôs point of 9:30-10:21, that in addition to the startling 

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 must join Israel in calling 

upon YHWH, as it is that Israel must join the Gentiles in calling upon the name of 

Jesus.
79

 In Romans 3:29-30, the point is that because God is one he is God of the 

Gentiles. In 10:9-13, it is Jesus who, because he is the one Lord of all, is Lord of 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 Israel, though now estranged from Christ, still be redeemed? As I 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 who he is. Lord of all, God over all, the one God who 

justifies Gentiles and Jews by faith. Thus, Paulôs use of ýúƤĉ in 9:5 is particularly 

appropriate in this section where the concern is for Israel to recognize its redeemer.
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CHAPTER 7 
 

THE REDEEMER FROM 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 leave room for much 

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 following another 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 question of what he means by ñall Israel.ò In 

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. I do not propose to try to solve all the problems, 

although I 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 Romans 9-11. 

The question important for this dissertation will finally become what Paul means when he 

says a deliverer will come ñfrom Zion.ò I will propose that Paul purposefully used the 

phrase to say the same thing he said in Romans 9:5 and that he referred to the redeemer 

who had already come and who would in 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 

salvation 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 Stendahl.
1
 Others, who donôt devote entire articles, often find themselves in critical 

interaction in which they disagree with Stendahlôs thought on the passage.
2
 It will be 

necessary here also to acknowledge and briefly address Stendahlôs argument since it 

intersects in several places with the approach I am following to establish the thesis of this 

dissertation. The most important thing in his argument for our purpose is Stendahlôs 

statement as follows: 

 
It should be noted that Paul does not say that when the time of Godôs kingdom, the 
consummation, comes, Israel will accept Jesus as the Messiah. He says only that the 
time will come when ñall Israel will be savedò (11:26). It is stunning to note that 
Paul writes this whole section of Romans (10:17-11:36) without using the name of 
Jesus Christ. This includes the final doxology (11:33-36), the only such doxology in 
his writings without any christological element.

3
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The two important implications here, although not stated directly, but which become 

clearer in the essay, are that Paul doesnôt say that Israel will be saved by accepting Jesus 

as Messiah, and that Paul doesnôt even mention Jesus in this passage.
4
 Both issues are 

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 should be undertaken 

here, responses to Stendahl fall broadly into two categories.
5
 The 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 Gentiles are saved, that is, 

Israel is not saved through evangelistic preaching of the church. In fact, ñall Israelò is not 

saved by believing in the gospel, which it has heard preached. Hofius, though, does not 

intend to communicate that Israel will be saved apart from Christ: 

 
But that means that [Israel] is not saved without Christ, not without the gospel and 
not without faith in Christ. If, therefore, Israel gets the gospel through a direct 
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encounter with Christ himself, confesses Christ as the Kyrios, and comes to faith in 
him unto salvation, then Israel comes to faith in the same way as Paul himself. 
(Emphasis original.)

6
 

Hofius, therefore, denies that he endorses a special way of salvation for Israel (a 

ñSonderwegò) that ñbypasses the gospel and faith in Christ. Rather, Israel will hear the 

gospel from the mouth of Christ himself at his return.ò
7
 Franz Mussner, however, argues 

similarly to Hofius that all Israel will be saved at the parousia without a preceding 

conversion of the Jews to the gospel, but Mussner asserts that this view is a ñspecial 

pathò to salvation for Israel.
8
 

 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, 

ñGod will save all Israel ï that is, the whole family of Abraham, Jew and Gentile alike; 

this will take place during the course of present history; it will happen through their 

coming to Christian faith.ò
9
 Wright understands any view that allows for all or part of 

Israel to come to salvation at the end of time ñwith or without Christian faithò is both 
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exegetically out of step with the passage and with Romans as a whole and is to be 

regarded as a ñspecial kind of salvation.ò
10

 

 
 

A Brief Response to Stendahl 

 Perhaps it is time now for some attention to the claims pertinent to the thesis 

of this dissertation. The first is Stendahlôs contention that Paul never says Israel will be 

saved by conversion to the gospel. While Stendahlôs assertion about Romans 11:25-27 is 

technically correct, the passage cannot be read apart from all that Paul has argued thus far 

in Romans. Stendahlôs argument is likely based in his understanding of Romans 1-8 as a 

preface to Romans 9-11 in which justification by faith is not understood soteriologically, 

but as part of Paulôs reflection on the relation between Jews and Gentiles, particularly 

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 Christ.
11
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view that the rest of the Jews face only judgment is in conflict with Paulôs contention that Israel has not 

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 ñhis peopleò is the redefined Israel would render 11:1 essentially 

meaningless. See also Wagnerôs more extended critique of Wright in the reference noted above in this note. 

But see also Dan G. Johnson, ñThe Structure and Meaning of Romans 11ò CBQ 46 (1984): 102. Johnson, 

in an argument similar to Wright, denies there is a difference between the remnant and the rest of Israel 

who will be saved, and argues that to think differently destroys Paulôs argument in Rom 11. Johnson does 

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 from the remnant that was being saved in Paulôs day and continuing today. Perhaps 

one telling critique of the argument advanced by Wright and by Johnson is Paulôs usage of Israel in Rom 

11:28. There it is clear that the Israel of 11:26 is ethnic Israel, because it is ethnic Israel that are enemies for 

the Gentilesô sake, but beloved because of the fathers. So, Hafemann, ñThe Salvation of Israel,ò 53-54. Cf. 

Charles M. Horne, ñThe Meaning of the Phrase óAnd Thus All Israel Will be Saved,ô (Romans 11:26,ò 

JETS 21 (1978): 332. 
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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 statements.
12

 In addition, a 

significant problem in Stendahlôs thought is the fact that not only are both Jews and 

Gentiles able to be justified by faith, both are equally under sin (Rom 3:22-23, and 

generally, 1:18-3:20). That this status includes all, including Israel, is made clear in 

Romans 3:11-12. 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, as Paulôs preceding discussion makes clear, and as is also 

indicated by Paulôs use of the same words in 10:12 where he is specific that he has Jew 

and Gentile in mind. As Hofius points out, ñGod came to the aid of [the] human being 

lost in sin by intervening redemptively in Jesus Christ and so proved himself to be óthe 

one who gives salvation to the ungodly.ôò
13

 (Emphasis original.) There is, then, no reason 

to think Paul exempts Jews; rather, he condemns both Jews and Gentiles equally.
14

 

 In addition, a complete reading of Romans shows that Paul never understood 

any possibility of being justified apart from Godôs grace through faith in Jesus Christ 

(3:21, 24, 26; 4:11-12, 16-17. See also Gal 2:16-17).
15

 That Israel cannot claim a special 

way of salvation apart from Christ can also be understood in Romans 9-11 itself. I have 

already argued that in 9:30-10:4 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 missed, but stumbles over, the 

very one who is the goal of the law and who in fact provides righteousness to all who 
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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 is not a general attitude, but is 

always faith in Jesus Christ.
16

 This 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 unbelief. As Hvalvik notes, ñagainst this background, it is hard to imagine 

that Paul in Rom. 11.26 should speak about salvation apart from faith in Christ.ò
17

 

 While I will later engage whether in fact Paulôs statement in 11:25-27 is 

Christological, Stendahlôs statement that Paul does not mention Jesus Christ by name in 

the section from 10:17-11:36 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, however. In fact, as Hvalvik points 

out, Stendahlôs argument should not be given much weight since it is an argument from 

silence.
18

 In addition, even to speak of belief (and unbelief) as Paul does in 11:20 and 23 

implies Christ, since there is no other that one can readily identify in Paulôs thought who 

would qualify as one in whom Israel did not believe and now in whom they must believe 

to be regrafted.
19

 In addition, I will first of all simply state and leave for exegetical 

discussion in the next sections, that Paul does in fact refer to Jesus in the very passage 

(11:25-27) in which he says all Israel will be saved. The redeemer from Zion must surely 

be Jesus. The fact that he doesnôt mention Jesus by name is, for those reasons, 

inconsequential. 
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 In summary, Sanders offers three reasons that the condition of faith in Christ 

is not dropped when Paul turns to Romans 11:25-27:
20

 (1) the requirement of faith in 

Christ is repeated much closer to 11:25-27 than Stendahl allows. In fact, it appears all the 

way to 11:20 and 23. (2) If Stendahlôs argument is correct that Paulôs thought on 

justification was not soteriological, Stendahlôs argument is stronger. That is not the case, 

however, as in fact, Paul consistently maintains that salvation is only through Christ. (3) 

Romans 11:28-32 counts against Stendahlôs argument since Paul continues to contrast 

Israel with his Gentile readers. They (Israel) are enemies for your (Gentilesô) sake 

(11:28). The same contrast between you and they appears in 11:30 and 31. The ñallò in 

verse 32 can only mean both Jews and Gentiles who are consigned to disobedience so he 

may have mercy on all.
21

 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 in 

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. 

 I will not try to resolve here the question of whether Israel will be saved 

through preaching of the gospel or by a direct self-revelation 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 

detailed information in Romans 11:25-27 to decide the question of how Israel will be 

saved.
22
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The Context of 11:25-27 

 Although in Romans 9:30-10:21 Paul painted a rather bleak picture of the 

unbelief of Israel, with a bit of a tragic flavor in their rejection of the Messiah, that is not 

the end of the story for Paul. Indeed 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 11:2-10, Paul again sternly rejects the 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 Gentiles (11:11). But, through illustrations of dough, first fruits and 

the olive tree Paul asserts that Israel itself can be saved as well (11:12-24). In fact, this 

partial hardening has occurred only until the fullness of the Gentiles has come in. 

 The primary issue in the discussion of 11:25-27 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 on the oneness of God was to demonstrate that he justifies all by 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 that Gentiles may be 

justified. In 11:25-27, the emphasis is on the statement that Israel will be redeemed by the 

same redeemer. 

 

                                                 
 

ñThe Future of Israel.ò In Studies in Paul: Theology for the Early Christian Mission (Minneapolis: 

Augsburg, 1977), 155; Segal, ñPaulôs Experience and Romans 9-11,ò 66. If a resolution of the question is 

necessary I would side with those who see that Israel will believe in Christ through a direct self-revelation. 



 

228 

 

Exegetical Comments: 11:25-27 

 
Hardening and Salvation of Israel    

 There is a mystery about which Paul does not want the readers to be ignorant.
23

 

It is best here 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 (ŜĊþ ĆƨćďĈþĉ ĐĆş ĂƟćąċĉ Ċƈ }ĈćöĺĀ øƟøąăúă đčćþ ąũ Ċş ĆĀƠćďĂö Ċżă ĩýăżă 

úňĈƟĀýļ, ÿöŔ ąŧĊďĉ ĆĚĉ }ĈćöĺĀ ĈďýƠĈúĊöþ). The 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 occurs.
24

 It includes both the time 

(đčćþ ąũ) and the order of the salvation of the Gentiles and Jews, including the fact that all 

Israel will be saved.
25

 It is reasonable to note, however, in this discussion of the salvation 

of Israel, that Paulôs purpose in making this mystery known to the Gentiles is not simply 

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 opposite: that the Gentiles would not be wise 

in themselves, that is, that they not be arrogant. 
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