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CHAPTER 1 

AN EXEGETICAL MINEFIELD 

 

Introduction 

 

          Romans 11.26 appears to affirm unequivocally the universal and eschatological  

 

salvation of Israel: 
 
kai. ou[twj pa/j VIsrah.l swqh,setai 

 

The history of the interpretation of this verse reveals considerable divergence of 

interpretation.  The debate is not simply the purview of New Testament scholars but is 

of concern to theologians engaged in Jewish-Christian dialogue.  Are there distinctive 

paths leading to salvation for Jews and gentiles?   The two most principal issues of 

exegetical contention are, on the one hand, the referent of pa/j VIsrah.l and, on the 

other hand, whether or not St. Paul envisages Israelôs salvation as a unique path for 

ethnic Israel independent of faith in Christ.  These contentious issues are not in the 

least arcane ivory tower debates.  They are matters of significance for Jewish-

Christian relations.  A Christian theological perspective on the Jewish-Christian 

reality, informed by sound exegesis, is vitally important for every Christian.   

 

A Sonderweg? 

          Uppermost in the discussion, brought to prominence by the word sonderweg, is 

the issue of the special path, initially associated as a special path for Israel.
1
  But does 

the sonderweg denote a special path for Israel or a special path for the Gentiles?  ñFor 

Paul, Israelôs salvation was never in doubt.  What he taught and preached was instead 
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a special path, a sonderweg, for gentiles.ò
2
  Does St. Paul actually countenance the 

idea of a special path?  The subject matter of this thesis is relevant to Jewish-Christian 

dialogue not least of all because Romans 11.26 has a parallel in the Oral Torah of 

Judaism.   

 

Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1: A Neglected Aspect of the Debate 

          The Mishnah in Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 has a very similar affirmation to that of 

Romans 11.26:  

Xbh Mlvfl qlH Mhl wy lxrWy lk  

While New Testament scholars do cite Sanhedrin 10.1 in connection with Romans 

11.26, there is, however, a noticeable lack in the scholarly literature of a comparison 

between the two texts.  Citations and quotations of Sanhedrin 10.1 by New Testament 

scholars are often perfunctory.  The rabbinic saying too often appears disembodied 

from its literary setting in the Mishnah or its likely provenance in the oral tradition.  

While New Testament scholars do acknowledge that a parallel exists, the significance 

of the parallel is hardly explored.  The same courtesy of careful exegesis given to 

Romans 11.26 is not extended to the rabbinic saying.  Relatively speaking, in 

comparison with Romans, there is still very little research, in the historical critical 

tradition, of Tractate Sanhedrin.  The distinctive contribution of this thesis will be to 

rectify the lacuna in scholarship by comparing, after thorough exegesis, Sanhedrin 

10.1 with Romans 11.26.  The recent translation by Jacob Neusner is the most useful 

for reference purposes.  The advantage of this translation is the clarity it achieves by 

clearly identifying the individual logical units.  Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 says: 

                                                 
          

2
 John G. Gager, Reinventing Paul (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 146. 



 3 

 

A. All Israelites have a share in the world to come, 

B. As it is said, Your people also shall be all righteous, they shall inherit the 

land forever; the branch of my planting, the work of my hands, that I may 

be glorified. (Is. 60:21). 

C. And these are the ones who have no portion in the world to come, 

D. (1) He who says, the resurrection of the dead is a teaching that does not 

derive from the Torah, (2) and the Torah does not come from Heaven; and 

(3) an Epicurean. 

E. R. Aqiba says, ñAlso: He who reads in heretical books, 

F. ñand he who whispers over a wound and says, I will put none of the 

diseases upon you which I have put on the Egyptians, for I am the Lord 

who heals you (Ex. 15:26).ò 

G. Abba Saul says, ñAlso: he who pronounces the divine Name as it is spelled 
out.ò

3
   

   

After pericope G, the Mishnah proceeds to protract the exclusions.  The net is cast 

back into Jewish history.  The roll of the reprobate is regrettably considerable.  New 

Testament scholars usually focus their attention upon the exceptions following the 

universalism of the programmatic statement.  However, other factors are significant in 

the comparison with Romans 11.26, notably the quotations from Isaiah in both 

Sanhedrin 10.1 and Romans 11.26.  What exegetical role do the Isaiah quotations 

have in both texts?  What is the function of the exceptions in Sanhedrin 10.1?  What 

significance do the exceptions have in a comparison with Romans 11.26?  Are New 

Testament scholars justified in buttressing their non-universalistic interpretation of 

Romans 11.26 by appealing to the exceptions in Sanhedrin 10.1?  How pertinent is the 

fact that Romans 11.26 does not include exception clauses?  
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          The referent of pa/j VIsrah.l in Romans 11.26 is variously understood as: 

1. The elect 

2. The nation of Israel 

3. The vast company of ethnic Israelites of all time 

The first category is actually a conflation that can be resolved into two divergent 

interpretations.  In this first category, the elect is seen as either the elect from amongst 

ethnic Israel and the Gentiles or from amongst ethnic Israel only.  The second 

category is also a conflation capable of resolution into two interpretations.  In this 

second category, both interpretations insist that the nation of Israel refers to the nation 

subsisting in the last days.  Both interpretations have concomitant assumptions.   One 

interpretation assumes that the nation of Israel subsisting at the end time includes 

virtually every Israelite.  The other has a proviso that the nation does not necessarily 

include every Israelite.  The third category is universalistic in the sense that pa/j 

VIsrah.l is interpreted as comprising the vast company of ethnic Israelites throughout 

history, including those contemporaneous with St. Paul, and those yet to be born.  

    

          Romans, chapters 9-11, exhibit all the features of a literary unit comprising 

Exordium (9.1-5), Propositio (9.6a), Probatio (9.6b-11.32) and Peroration (11.33-

36).
4
  The literary unit of Romans, chapters 9-11, evinces tensions and disparities thus 

creating a fissure between chapters 9-10 with that of chapter 11.  It is this apparent 

dissonance in the literary unit that gives rise to the plurality of interpretations 

adumbrated above.   
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pa/j VIsrah.l: The Elect? 

          The first category of interpretation seeks to delimit pa/j VIsrah.l in conformity 

with the programmatic statement ouv ga.r pa,ntej oi` evx VIsrah.l ou-toi VIsrah,l (Rom 

9.6).  St. Paul supposedly in Romans chapter 9 explicates his programmatic statement 

first in terms of a non-ethnic concept of election and then in terms of the remnant.  

Accordingly, St. Paul, in the Exordium (9.1-5), expresses his grief concerning the 

recalcitrance of the vast majority of his compatriots and their consequential exclusion 

from salvation.  The obduracy of Israel raises a theodicy problem: Ouvc oi-on de. o[ti 

evkpe,ptwken o` lo,goj tou/ qeou/.
5
  To what extent does the obduracy of Israel and their 

consequential loss of salvation compromise the reliability of God?  Do the promises 

of God to His ancient people become thereby null and void?  Is God trustworthy and 

reliable?  St. Paulôs response, according to scholars in the first category, is that 

ñIsraelò has two referents.  God in his covenantal relationship with Israel has always 

chosen one son and not the other, even one twin and not the other, and a remnant 

rather than the entirety of Israel.  N. T. Wright, a recent exponent of this view, 

endeavors, understandably, to substantiate his exegesis upon the supposition that St. 

Paulôs thought is uniformly consistent throughout the literary unit.
6
  ñThis double 

meaning of óIsraelô will be crucially important when we reach 11.25-26.ò
7
  pa/j 

VIsrah.l refers therefore, according Wright, to the elect from amongst ethnic Israel and 

the Gentiles.   
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pa/j VIsrah.l: The Nation of Israel? 

          Connecting Romans 11.25-26 with the double entendre of Romans 9:6 is not 

unproblematic.  There is surely some merit and plausibility to Cranfieldôs observation 

that throughout Romans 11.11-32 there is a ñsustained contrast between Israel and the 

Gentilesò.
8
  Therefore, pa/j VIsrah.l cannot include gentiles because VIsrah.l in 11:26 

would have a different meaning from the meaning it obviously has in 11:25.  With 

equal merit and plausibility, Cranfield rejects the suggestion that pa/j VIsrah.l refers to 

the elect from amongst ethnic Israel only.  ñFor on this interpretation, the statement 

pa/j VIsrah.l swqh,setai would be so obvious a truth as to be, at this point, an 

anticlimax.ò
9
  Does this vitiate Wrightôs thesis?  Wright thinks not.  ñIt is 

impermissible to argue that óIsraelô cannot change its referent within the space of two 

verses, so that óIsraelô in v.25 must mean the same as óIsraelô in v.26: Paul actually 

began the whole section (9.6) with just such a programmatic distinction of two 

óIsraels.
10

  However, in Cranfieldôs defense, the double entendre in Romans 9.6 is 

obvious and explicit.  A change in referent in 11.25-26 is not at all obvious.  

Cranfield, an exponent of the second category, espouses the view that pa/j VIsrah.l 

refers to ñthe nation of Israel as a whole, but not necessarily including every 

individual memberò.
11

 He supposes the ñconsiderable list of exceptionsò Sanhedrin 

10.1 supports his qualification that pa/j VIsrah.l does not include every individual 
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Israelite. It refers, Cranfield insists, to the restoration of the nation in the last days.  

Cranfield says: 

Various commentators also refer to the Mishnah tractate Sanhedrin 10, in 

which the statement, ñAll Israelites [so Danby, but Hebrew is ñAll Israelò] 

have a share in the world to comeò, is followed by a considerable list of 

exceptions.
12

 

  

The restoration, Cranfield opines, is probably an eschatological event for the ñnation 

of Israel as a wholeò.
13

  James Dunn likewise understands the appellation pa/j VIsrah.l 

as designating corporate Israel, that is to say, the nation state.  James Dunn abandons 

Cranfieldôs benign reticence.  While Cranfield admits that the restoration may not 

include every Israelite alive at the time, James Dunn asserts that the restoration may 

exclude not only some but many individuals.
14

  Cranfieldôs ñsomeò is ominously 

extended to ñmanyò.  The restoration in question, according to Dunn, is that of the 

ingathering of the Diaspora at the end-times, and he, likewise, enlists tractate 

Sanhedrin 10.1 (and 1QSa. 1.1-6) in support.    

 

          The problem facing the position that Cranfield and Dunn advocate is that it is 

hard to see how the eschatological restoration of national Israel is a fitting logical 

conclusion to the argument in Romans chapters 9-10.  Hitherto, St. Paulôs 

fundamental premise has been Godôs impartiality (diastolh ) toward Jews and 

gentiles.
15

  Herman Ridderbos offers what amounts to a diplomatic solution when he 

says that there is a ñtension-filled unityò to Paulôs argument in Romans chapters 9-11.  
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Although the church, ñtakes the place of Israel as the historical people of Godò, this 

does not entail that Israel has been permanently removed from Godôs providential 

purposes.
16

  Does St. Paul procure this ñtension-filled unityò at the expense of logical 

consistency?  Even if the diplomatic solution is granted, for the sake of argument, that 

is not the end of the problem.  Interpreting pa/j VIsrah.l as the nation of Israel that 

serendipitously subsists at the last-days is problematic when we consider the 

rhetorical shape of Romans chapters 9-11.  St. Paul is willing to forfeit Christ if this 

would help his Israelite compatriots.  It is not obvious how the Exordium, expressing 

ñgreat sorrowò and ñunceasing anguishò for his ñbrethrenò and ñkinsmen by raceò, 

can logically transmute into unmitigated doxology, in the Peroration, if only Israelites 

alive at the eschaton are saved.  A dialectical statement immediately precedes the 

doxology.  God has consigned tou.j pa,ntaj to disobedience so that he might have 

mercy upon tou.j pa,ntaj .                

       

          The challenge for Wright and other scholars in the first two categories is that 

they must maintain a consistent reading throughout the literary unit.  The challenge is 

to convince readers that their interpretation of chapters 9 and 10 coheres with the 

positive statements about Israel in chapter 11.  It is virtually impossible to read 

Romans without encountering a subjective experience of surprise from 11.1 to the end 

of the chapter.  The challenge for scholars in the first category is that they must 

contend with the prima facie reading of chapter 11.  At face value, VIsrah.l in chapter 

11 seems to be about the people of Israel as an entity.  ñHas God rejected his 
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people?ò
17

  Paul answers his own rhetorical question with a resounding: mh. ge,noito.  

This conviction he repeats in the following verse for emphasis.  ñGod has not rejected 

his people whom he foreknew.ò  Anticipating a riposte, he answers another rhetorical 

question, again with a resounding mh. ge,noito: ñSo I ask, have they stumbled so as to 

fall?ò
18

  The caducity of Israel leads St. Paul to acknowledge in no uncertain terms 

that, ñas regards the Gospelò, the majority of his contemporaries have become, 

ñenemies on your accountò.
19

  This he immediately counterbalances with an assertion 

that, ñas regards election they are beloved for the sake of their forefathers.ò
20

  These 

positive statements appear at face value to affirm an ethnic concept of election that is 

avmetame,lhta ñwithout regretò or ñirrevocableò.21
  N. T. Wright is insistent, however, 

that the saying, ñbeloved for the sake of their forefathersò, does not imply salvation.  

ñIt means, rather, that Godôs own desire, like Paulôs, is for them to find salvation in 

the full and final way it has now been achieved and unveiled.  God has not written 

them off; that is the main point Paul is making.ò
22

  This interpretation, however, 

seems to underplay the note of divine sovereignty throughout chapters 9-11.  Israel, 

even her hardness of heart, is living out the divine plan.  Wright insists that the 

saying, ñthe gifts and call of God are irrevocableò, is compatible with his own 

understanding of the double sense that St. Paul advocates for the meaning of Israel.  

According to Wright, St. Paul is saying nothing more or less than this: there will 
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always be ethnic Jews in the elect company inheriting salvation.
23

  Wright suspects 

that St. Paul is echoing tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 and that the exclusion clauses indicate 

that according to the rabbis not all ethnic Jews qualify for salvation.
24

  The challenge 

for Wright and other scholars in the first category is to persuade readers that it is 

possible without undue credulity to read Romans 11 against the grain in a manner 

consistent with the prima facie reading of Romans 9.        

 

 pa/j VIsrah.l:  The Vast Company of Ethnic Israelites of All Time? 

          The stratagem of scholars in the third category is to interpret the election and 

remnant passages of Romans 9 in conformity with the so-called positive statements of 

Romans 11.  Stanley Stowers adopts the relatively new hermeneutical tool of 

rhetorical criticism to arrive at the conclusion that by pa/j VIsrah.l St. Paul means the 

vast company of ethnic Israelites of all time.  According to Stowers, the structure of 

St. Paulôs rhetorical argument in Romans 9-11 is as follows: ñYes, Godôs way of 

acting is X and Israel is Y, while the Gentiles are X, but do not conclude Z.  The 

admonition in 11:13-32 is not gratuitous.ò
25

  The rhetorical fact that stands out in 9.6-

23 is that St. Paul does not draw any explicit consequences regarding Godôs 

inscrutable behaviour toward his people and neither does he make any explicit 

correlations.
26

  St. Paul leaves it to the reader to draw conclusions.  ñ9:24-10:21 baits 

the trap by raising questions about present-day Israel.ò
27

  St. Paul introduces the motif 
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of the remnant in 9.27.  However, this too is ambiguous.
28

  Does invocation of the 

remnant imply that only Jewish Christians will be saved from amongst the vast 

company of Jews?  The Jewish people have indeed failed with respect to the Gospel 

(10.2-21).  Stowers suggestion is that St. Paul unmasks the prejudices of his Gentile 

readers by tempting them into drawing an erroneous conclusion.
29

  ñI ask, then, has 

God rejected his people?  By no means!ò  (11.1).  ñSo I ask, have they stumbled so as 

to fall?  By no means!ò  (11:11).  St. Paul proceeds to unmask the arrogant and hasty 

conclusions of his Gentile readers (11:17-32).  ñDo not boast éò (11:18) and ñdo not 

become proud é(11:20).  ñA central point of 9:14-29 is that Godôs positive and 

negative choosing should not be judged as unjust because the agents and groups 

chosen serve Godôs larger purposes of mercy.  The chosen part serves the good of the 

whole.ò
30

  The Gentile readers are too quick to assume that the chosen part entails the 

rejection of Godôs historic people.  Why jump to such a conclusion?  Why not rather 

assume that the chosen part serves the good of the whole.  ñIn times when Israel was 

on a course diametrically opposed to Godôs will, what happened?  Paul tries to answer 

this question from the perspective of Godôs agency.ò
31

  Throughout Romans 9.1 ï

11.25 the question is not: ñwho will be saved?ò  There is no indication in the text 

before Romans 11.26 that this is Paulôs concern.  ñPaulôs point is not that Ishmael and 

Esau were damned.  They were not.ò
32

  Isaac and Jacob were chosen so that ñGodôs 

purpose of election might continueò (9:11).  The issue is that of lineage and Godôs 
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choice of a particular lineage.  God chooses a particular lineage so that he might bring 

salvation to all Israel and to the Gentiles.  Stowers says: 

God chose one particular lineage for a special taské. Offspring of a couple 

quickly branch into immense trees éThus reckoning a lineage resembles 

drawing a straight line through the stars of the night and excluding large 

numbers whose kinship might have been recognised if the dots had been 

connected differently.  For Paul, of course, God, not humans, draws the lines.  

And God has the advantage of knowing all the stars and their fates.  Thus, 

chapter 9 tells us that one cannot find membership in any lineage by works.  

Rather, God decides on the lines of descent, and membership in the lineage 

comes by birth.  God can play creative genealogy as he wills, but he does stick 

to his promises.
33

  

 
The purpose for choosing a particular lineage is that through the chosen lineage all 

Israel will be saved.  St. Paul, according to Stowers, rhetorically unmasks the 

prejudices of his Gentile readers by tempting them into drawing an erroneous 

conclusion.  This rhetorical strategy, contends Stowers, explains why the prima facie 

reading of chapter 9 appears to conflicts with the prima facie reading of chapter 11.   

 

          Ben Witherington and Darlene Hyatt arrive at a similar conclusion.  Esau and 

Jacob represent two nations.  The salvation of Esau and Jacob as individuals is not the 

issue.
34

  The subject of election in Romans chapter 9 is not to do with election of 

individuals for salvation or even the election of a particular lineage for salvation.  

Election is selection for a particular role.  The principle of selection operates within, 

and is included within, the general election of Godôs people.   

The concern is not with a saved group of Israelites as opposed to a 

permanently non-elect group of Israelites, for Paul will go on to say that even 

those Jews temporarily and temporally broken off from the chosen people can 

and will be grafted in.  He also describes the remnant process to make clear 

how God works to create a people for his purposes.  Israel was chosen or 

created not primarily for its own benefit, but to be a light for the nations.  Paul 
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is describing that process of election and selection for such purposes.  Israelôs 

or anyone elseôs salvation is not finally completed until the eschaton.
35

 

 

          Ben Witherington and Darlene Hyattôs important contribution to this debate is 

to underline for us the eschatological character of salvation that governs St. Paulôs 

thought throughout Romans chapters 9-11.  Everything that St. Paul writes before 

Romans 11.26 is preparatory and conditional.  An all-encompassing salvation will 

transcend everything St. Paul intimates before 11.26.  Even in the case of Pharaoh 

(9.17): ñNothing is said about Pharaohôs eternal state, but rather only how he was 

used by God during the exodus.ò
36

  Ben Witherington provides a generous quotation 

from Sanhedrin 10.1 (four lines), although he omits the scriptural quotation and no 

citation of the translation is given.
37

  Significantly, though, after the quotation, 

Witherington adds: ñThe idea then is that the great mass of Israelites or a very large 

number are savedò.
38

  Although the translation he uses begins, ñAll Israelò, 

Witherington correctly surmises that Israelites are the subject and that ñall Israelò 

does not simply denote a socio-political entity: ñthe great mass of Israelitesò will be 

the recipients of the salvation.  He does, it is true, feel the necessity to add a 

qualification, that if not the great mass of Israelites, then at least, ña very large 

numberò, are intended.  On the one hand, Witherington gives the impression that this 

very large number refers only to those Jews living at the end-times.  St. Paul is 

thinking, he says, about ña mass conversion of non-Christian Jews at the end of 

salvation history.ò
39

  This interpretation is similar to that proffered by Cranfield and 
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Dunn.  On the other hand, surreptitiously, in a footnote, Witherington takes umbrage 

against the view that St. Paul is only referring to the great mass of Jews living during 

the Gospel period.  ñThis makes a mockery of the bold pronunciation that all Israel 

will be saved, because in fact Paul would be talking about only a small minority of the 

many generations of Jews.ò
40

  In consonance with tractate Sanhedrin, Witherington 

implies that Paul has in mind generations of Jews throughout history.  This 

implication is certainly consistent with the stance he takes with respect to Romans 

chapters 9-11 as a whole.   

 

Conclusion 

          The variegated approaches to the interpretation of Romans 11.26 surveyed 

above have one thing in common.  They each cite tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 as a 

significant parallel.  They each eviscerate the rabbinic saying from its literary and 

historical context.  They exhibit an unwillingness to compare and contrast the salient 

features of both texts, and all ignore the significance of the Isaiah quotation in 

Sanhedrin 10.1.  The exegesis of Romans 11.26 is conducted without significant 

reference to historical background other than the documents of the New Testament 

itself.        

                                                 
          

40
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CHAPTER 2 

TWO PARADIGMS 

 

          The choices that scholars make with respect to the three mutually 

incommensurable interpretations of pa/j VIsrah.l are not serendipitous.  Prior 

commitments of a more foundational nature are fundamental to the exegetical choices 

a commentator will make.  In contemporary Pauline studies, scholars conduct their 

exegesis within two incommensurable paradigms.
41

  A relatively new paradigm 

(sometimes referred to as, ñthe radical paradigmò) is in contradistinction with the 

traditional.   

 

The Traditional Paradigm 

          The traditional paradigm asserts that St. Paul essentially rejects his theological 

heritage on the basis that it is a system of legalistic works righteousness.  Ernest 

Kasemann is an influential exponent of this view.  The Christian kerygma is that God 

justifies the ungodly.  This is fundamentally antithetical to the spirituality of the 

devout Jew.
42

  Commenting on Romans 10.2-4, Kasemann insists that St. Paulôs ñreal 

adversary is the devout Jewò because, as such, the devout Jew is the ñmirror-imageò 

of St. Paulôs own past in Judaism.
43

  More to the point, Kasemann also insists that the 

devout Jew, as St. Paulôs adversary, is the epitome of ñthe religious manò.
44

  The 

religious man quintessentially projects an illusion of God and confuses this illusion 
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with God himself.  The devout Jew, Kasemann asserts, misunderstands the Torah, ñas 

a summons to human achievement and therefore as a means to a righteousness of 

oneôs ownò.
45

  Commenting on Romans 11.26, Kasemann says, pa/j VIsrah.l ñdoes not 

designate the sum of individualsò but rather the people ñas the fellowship of the 

elect.ò
46

  In harmony with most other exegetes, Kasemann cites Sanhedrin 10.1 and 

intones: it enumerates ñnotable exceptionsò.
47

  He insists that to. plh,rwma tw/n evqnw/n 

(Romans 11.25) and pa/j VIsrah.l (Romans 11.26) do not together imply an 

apokatastasis.
48

  Kasemann prevailing thesis is that apocalyptic is the ñmother of 

Christianityò.
49

  In this vein he notes that, while apocalyptic speaks of the full number 

of the elect, St. Paul speaks of to. plh,rwma tw/n evqnw/n.  St. Paul paves the way toward 

a transition that will reach a climax in the book of Revelation where the full number 

of the elect is transferred to Christianity: ñso that one may see already the transition 

from Jewish Christianity to an expanded understanding of the whole church.ò
50

   

 

The Radical Paradigm 

          Scholars of the radical paradigm are in agreement with each other that the 

traditional paradigm misconstrues both the theology of Second Temple Judaism and 

St. Paulôs understanding of that theology.  The radical paradigm is, however, far from 

homogeneous.  Within the radical paradigm, distinct swaths, associated with 
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particular scholars, are discernable.  Three swaths in particular are both prominent and 

illustrative:   

1. Paul does reject Judaism but not because it is a legalistic system of works 

righteousness but simply because it is not Christian  (E. P. Sanders).  What we 

have are two incommensurable patterns of religion.  On the one hand, we 

have, covenantal nomism (Judaism), and on the other hand, participationist 

eschatology (Christianity).   

2. Paulôs polemic is not with Judaism as such but with the judaizing tendency 

within the Christian community (Lloyd Gaston).  St. Paulôs apparent negative 

sentiments with respect to the law have a particular sitz im leben and have to 

do with his contending with the judaizers.   

3. Paulôs polemic is not simply with the judaizers but also, and predominantly, 

with a tendency toward presumption that he discerns amongst his compatriots 

(James D. G. Dunn).  Paul is not contending with Judaism per se but with the 

sin of presuming upon oneôs status as the elect of God.  This perspective 

accepts the description of Judaism as that designated by ñcovenantal nomismò 

but draws very different conclusions from those of E. P. Sanders.   

 

Two Incommensurable Patterns of Religion 

 

          The traditional paradigm understands Judaism of the Second Temple period as 

essentially a legalistic religion.  In this system men and women are seeking a 

favorable status before God by meticulous observance of the law.  Scholars of the 

radical paradigm accuse this perspective of disseminating a pejorative description of 

Second Temple Judaism.  What we have, according to Sanders, are two 

incommensurable patterns of religion.  By, ña pattern of religionò, Sanders intends a 
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synchronic description of the religion from the perspective of its adherents.  The 

description has to do with how members of a religion describe their entry into that 

religion and in what way they maintain their membership.
51

  A pattern of religion in 

this sense is not so much a description of religious observance as such.  A pattern of 

religion has to do with how observance is understood in terms of entry, continuing 

membership and salvation.  Second Temple Judaism is characterized by what Sanders 

calls, ñcovenantal nomismò.  By covenantal nomism, Sanders means: 

éthe view that oneôs place in Godôs plan is established on the basis of the 

covenant and that the covenant requires as the proper response of man his 

obedience to its  commandments, while providing means of atonement for 

transgression.
52

 

   

Sanders surveys the Tannaitic texts, the Dead Sea Scrolls and the Pseudepigrapha, and 

he discovers that in these texts, obedience to the stipulations of the law is seen as a 

requisite to maintaining covenantal relationship with God.  Palestinian Judaism did 

not perceive obedience to the requirements of the law as an activity that merits 

salvation.  The Judaism of St. Paulôs day did not count and weigh merits against 

demerits.  On the contrary, Jewish people in those days maintained their place in the 

covenant community by obedience to the stipulations of the law and by ñemploying 

the means of atonement provided by the covenantò.
53

  Sanders quotes Sanhedrin 10.1 

as ñthe clearest and most concise statementò
54

 expressing ñthe all-pervasive viewò of 

Second Temple Judaism.
55

    The exception clauses indicate that the gift of salvation 

is for every Israelite throughout history unless a Jew forfeits the gift by renouncing 
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the covenant.
56

  ñAll sins, no matter of what gravity, which are committed within the 

covenant, may be forgiven as long as a man indicates his basic intention to keep the 

covenant by atoning, especially by repenting of transgression.ò
57

  The ultimate 

premise for the assurance of salvation is Godôs gracious election of the people.  There 

is no question that St. Paul misunderstands his Jewish theological heritage or that his 

theology is a polemic only against aspects of Jewish theology to do with law and 

grace.  What we have are two incommensurable religions.   

 

          What characterizes Christianity in contradistinction with Judaism is that it is a 

pattern of religion that Sanders describes as participationist eschatology.
58

  Sanders 

appeals to sayings such as, ñyour bodies are members of Christò (1 Cor 6.15), and 

ñparticipation in the body and blood of Christò (1 Cor 10.16), as evidence of the 

centrality of participationist concepts in Paulôs thinking.  In these passages, and 

others, St. Paul appeals to the concept of participation in Christ to prove points in 

controversy or to establish a basis for moral exhortation.  That participation in Christ 

is a foundational concept for St. Paul is evident from the fact that the concept does not 

itself require proof in Paulôs polemic with Christians.
59

  Phrases that presuppose this 

concept are: ñthe body of Christò, ñone Spiritò, ñin Christò and ñservants of Christò.  

Salvation is only through participation in Christ by faith.  ñThe law is good, even 

doing the law is good, but salvation is only by Christ; therefore, the entire system 

represented by the law is worthless for salvation.ò
60

  What Paul finds wrong in 

                                                 
          

56
 Ibid., 147-150. 

 

          
57

 Ibid., 147. 

 

          
58

 Ibid., 453-472. 

 

          
59

 Ibid., 456. 

 

          
60

 Ibid., 550. 



 20 

Judaism is that ñit is not Christianity.ò
61

  It is important to emphasize that Sanders is 

not ostensibly engaging in making a value judgment in favor of one religion over the 

other. ñWith regard to the main lines of covenantal nomism and participationist 

eschatology, however, there seems to be no reason for thinking one is superior to 

another.ò
62

   

 

          While Sanders discusses Sanhedrin 10.1 at some length in Paul and Palestinian 

Judaism, he chooses not to mention the text in connection with Romans 11.26.  

Sanders, perhaps studiously, avoids a citation of Romans 11.26 in Paul and 

Palestinian Judaism.  It is a matter of surety for Sanders that in the thinking of St. 

Paul the Jewish covenant is not in any way efficacious for salvation.  ñPaul in fact 

explicitly denies that the Jewish covenant can be effective for salvation, thus 

consciously denying the basis of Judaism.ò
63

   When Sanders does, elsewhere, engage 

in the exegesis of Romans 11.26, he omits to mention Sanhedrin 10.1.  In Paul, the 

Law and the Jewish People, Sanders will not concede that St. Paul accords a favored 

status to Israel.  He insists that Paul does not prophesy eschatological salvation for 

Jews apart from faith in Christ.
64

  Sanders, does acknowledge that it is possible St. 

Paul does consider Israel to have a special status.  If there is a special status, it 

consists in Israelôs end-time salvation as a unique act of God apart from the 

missionary proclamation of the Gospel.
65

  During the period of evangelization, access 

to salvation is only through faith in Christ.  Within history only some Israelites are 
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truly descendents of Abraham.  In the end, however, when history is transcended in 

the eschaton, every Jew will be saved.  Having granted this interpretation as possible, 

Sanders forthwith rejects it.  He thinks it is more likely that Paul is simply continuing 

his train of thought and that, consequently, he is saying only that Israel will be saved 

by provocation through the Gentile mission.  He also considers it unlikely that Paul 

intends to contrast pa/j VIsrah.l with to. plh,rwma tw/n evqnw/n.   If that were the case, 

then the phrase, ñall Israelò, would mean, ñevery Jew in contrast to the elect from 

amongst the Gentilesò.  If that were the case, then, indeed, ethnic Israel would have 

favored status.  In conformity with Romans 11.12, Sanders contends that pa/j VIsrah.l 

is in fact synonymous with, ñthe full number of Israelò.
66

  Therefore, Sanders 

concludes, at the eschaton, it is only the elect from amongst Jews and Gentiles who 

will be saved.      

 

          Although Sanders is a founding father of the radical paradigm, his interpretation 

of the literary unit of Romans chapters 9-11 is ostensibly traditional.  Sanders, at the 

close of his discussion in Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People, decides that St. 

Paulôs solution to Israelôs unbelief is ña desperateò and unconvincing expedient: 

Does he really think that jealousy will succeed where Peter failed?  How can 

the promise be irrevocable if it is conditional on a requirement which most 

Jews reject?
67

 

 

St. Paul, according to Sanders, is simply holding onto twin convictions that do not 

logically cohere.  St. Paul desperately seeks a formula that combines Godôs 

irrevocable promise to Israel and the indispensability of faith in Jesus.
68

  This is the 
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view that Heikki Raisanen vociferously promulgates.  He accuses St. Paul of getting 

himself into ñan insoluble self-contradictionò.
69

  Raisanen says: 

It was not possible to invest Jesus Christ with exclusive soteriological 

significance without at the same time in effect breaking with classical 

covenantal nomism.
70

 

   

Sanders in his most recent thinking on this matter draws back from the precipice of 

accusing St. Paul of a self-contradiction.  In his book Paul, Sanders discovers seven 

assertions in Romans 9-11.
71

  (1) Despite appearances, God is just; (2) Israel was elect 

and remains so; (3) The election was always selective and never covered every 

descendent of Abraham; (4) Israel, at least at present, has ñstumbledò; (5) God will 

save only those who have faith in Christ; (6) All Israel will be saved; (7) Everyone 

and everything will be saved.  Between (6) and (7) there is a transition between 

historical time and eschatological time.  Faith in Christ is the only way of being saved 

in historical time.  Sanders now give full gravitas to the Isaiah quotation in Romans 

11.27.  The Messianic time transcends human history.  It is a time of universal 

salvation not only for Israel but for gentiles too.
72

 ñAll Israelò, in Romans11.26, leads 

inexorably onto, ñall peopleò, in 11.32, and, ñeverythingò, in 11.36.   

Israel is not singled out for salvation by a separate route, and distinguished 

from Gentiles, only some of whom are saved; Israel is simply a part of Godôs 

final victory, which will embrace the entire creation.
73

 

 

E. P. Sanders, therefore, invokes the doctrine of the apokatastasis.  
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          The interpretation of Paul by Sanders makes it is hard to imagine how it is that 

St. Paul could achieve such a radical break with his theological heritage.  St. Paulôs 

cultural and theological heritage becomes effectively redundant as an interpretative 

context for his foundational ideas.  The Jewish context simply serves by way of 

contrast to explicate an incommensurable divide.  Other scholars of the radical 

paradigm are on the whole persuaded by his description of Palestinian Judaism in his 

magnum opus, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, and his encyclopedic Judaism: Practice 

and Beliefs 63BCE ï 66CE.  Where they differ is in the interpretation of Paul.  His 

interpretation of Palestinian Judaism, as a system of covenantal nomism, is broadly 

accepted, although not without some reservations especially by evangelical scholars.
74

  

The reservations are that the texts of Second Temple Judaism are more complex and 

variegated than Sanders supposes.  It is not possible to squeeze everything into the 

mold of covenantal nomism.  Some texts do support the description in terms of 

covenantal nomism.
75

  Other texts, however, seem to come close to the description of 

Judaism characteristic of the traditional paradigm.
76

  Many texts appear to display an 

amalgam of both tendencies ï on the one hand, an emphasis on the grace of God in 

establishing the covenant; and on the other hand, an emphasis on merit.  Popular 

theology, in any case, does not always conform to the theology of the literary classes.  

ñHow many first century Jews on the street might well have felt more comfortable 

                                                 
          

74
 D. A. Carson, Peter T. OôBrien and Mark A. Seifrid, ed., Justification and Variegated 

Nomism, vol. 1, The Complexities of Second Temple Judaism (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck & Grand 

Rapids: Baker Academic, 2001). 

 

          
75

 1 Esdras, Jubilees, 1 Enoch, the Testaments of Moses and of Job, Sirach, and the Wisdom of 

Solomon. 

 

          
76

 Joseph and Aseneth, the Life of Adam and Eve, 2 Enoch, 4 Ezra, the Testament of Abraham, 

and 2 Baruch. 



 24 

with laws and merit theology than with the complexities of the more literary preserves 

of Second Temple Judaism?ò
77

         

 

The Judaizing Tendency 

          An important issue of contention concerns the recipients of St. Paulôs polemic.  

E. P. Sanders too often assumes that the implied theology against which St. Paul 

constructs his theological assertions is that of Palestinian Judaism.  Literary and 

rhetorical nuances suggest St. Paulôs polemic is not with Judaism as such but with the 

Judaizing tendency within the Christian congregations.  This is the view adopted by 

Gaston.  The apparent negative sentiments with respect to the law have a particular 

sitz im leben and have to do with Paul contending with the judaizers.  St. Paul, in the 

Exordium, does not state the reason for his, ñgreat sorrow and unceasing anguishò.
78

  

Readers are left to presume.  What readers choose to presume is significant.  What is 

the rhetorical purpose of Romans 9.1-5?  To whom is Paul addressing in Romans 

chapters 9-11?  Do the biblical personages in Romans chapter 9 have a quasi-

allegorical function in the text?  Should we assume that Esau and Pharaoh represent 

unbelieving Israel?  If so, St. Paul does not state that they do.  The reader of the text 

must either consciously or tacitly make an inference.  The prima facie interpretation 

of Romans chapter 9 may only have that status because of exegetical presuppositions 

inherited from a predominantly anti-Judaic ecclesiastical tradition.  The starting point 

for Gaston is that: 

Paulôs letters were written to congregations that were overwhelmingly made 

up of Gentiles, most of whom were former óGod-fearersô, with only a few 

Jewish co-workers.
79
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It is reasonable therefore to assume that Paul in general is addressing their concerns 

and specifically the issue of Gentile inclusion into the people of God without having 

to become Jews.  Gastonôs exasperation is that this obvious datum has hardly left an 

impression on scholarly discussions about St. Paulôs apparently, although not 

consistently, un-Jewish attitude toward the Torah.  Gaston says: ñIt is remarkable that 

in the endless discussion of Paulôs understanding of the law, few have asked what a 

first century Jew would have thought of the law as it relates to gentiles.ò
80

    

 

          Lloyd Gaston, a representative of the second swath of the radical paradigm, is 

an able and vociferous exponent the view that pa/j VIsrah.l refers to the vast company 

of ethnic Israelites through all time.  Gaston vents his frustration on the received 

interpretation of Romans chapter 9:  

How is it that people can say that chapter 9 deals with the unbelief of Israel 

when it is never mentioned, and all human activity, whether doing or 

believing, whether Jewish or Gentile, is expressly excluded from 

consideration? How can people say that Paul teaches the divine rejection of 

Israel in chapter 9 when he later expressly says the opposite (11: 1)?  How can 

people say that the purpose of 9:6-13 is to declare that Israel is not defined by 

physical descent from the patriarchs when Paul later says that "as regards 

election they [ = all Israel] are beloved for the sake of the patriarchs" (11:28)? 

How has Romans 9 been turned into an anti-Jewish polemic?
81

 

            

Gastonôs asseveration deserves some approbation.  It is a truism that St. Paul does not 

stipulate the reason for his, ñgreat sorrow and unceasing anguishò.  It is also unlikely 

that his feelings have to do with Israel obduracy since all the stress in the proceeding 

discourse falls on the electing sovereignty of God.  Apropos Gastonôs thesis, it is not 

unreasonable to take the protasis of Romans 9.6, Ouvc oi-on de. o[ti evkpe,ptwken o` lo,goj 

tou/ qeou/, as addressing Gentile members of the Roman church.  This is all the more 
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pertinent since St. Paul is probably, in Romans 11.1, echoing a question from the 

Gentile contingent of the Roman church: Le,gw ou=n( mh. avpw,sato o` qeo.j to.n lao.n 

auvtou/.   The Gentile Christians clearly have a propensity to boast about their status 

before God over against that of the Jews (Romans 11.18-25).  Therefore, St. Paulôs 

statement: ñGodôs word has not failedò (Romans 9.6) refers back to the impressive list 

of privileges enunciated in the previous verses of the Exordium (9.1-5).  Gastonôs 

inference is that the status of Israelites before God ultimately depends securely upon 

the sovereign electing mercy of God.
82

  The apodosis of 9.6 opens with ga.r rather 

than with alla and this fact supports Gastonôs interpretation.83
  Gastonôs 

interpretation of the apodosis of 9.6 is the linchpin of his entire argument.  St. Paul 

says ouv ga.r pa,ntej oi` evx VIsrah.l ou-toi VIsrah,l and Gaston takes this to mean that, 

ñGodôs grace toward Israel, Abrahamôs seed, stands, even if election also involves 

those not chosen: Abrahamôs other children, those ex Israel.ò
84

  To explicate Gastonôs 

thesis, we may say that St. Paulôs oxymoronic statement in 9.6 is a rebuttal to the 

arrogance of the Gentile contingent in the Roman church.  God chose a particular 

lineage from Abrahamôs seed.  That sovereign choice stands firm.  Other lineages 

from Abrahamôs seed (the Gentile nations) were not chosen.  Since it is now the case 

that Godôs electing grace extends to gentiles, that does not jeopardize Godôs 

foundational election of Israel.  In point of fact, the elect from amongst the Gentiles 

are grafted onto the privileges of Israel.  Godôs choice of a particular lineage is a 

sovereign act and God is not about to abandon his commitment to Israel.   
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          Unlike the position advocated by E. P. Sanders, Gastonôs premise is that it is 

preferable to exegete St. Paulôs text in continuity with his theological heritage.  It is 

preferable to explain Paulôs teaching along the lines of the traditions of Judaism 

unless there are overriding reasons to the contrary.   Gaston draws our attention to a 

number of Jewish texts that converge toward a common viewpoint as evidence that St. 

Paulôs compatriots and near contemporaries understood Esau and Ishmael as 

representing Gentile nations.
85

  This fact flies in the face of the modern assumption 

that Esau and Ishmael represent the reprobate from amongst ethnic Israel.  Is it the 

case that it is unfamiliarity with Jewish sources that results in the prima facie reading 

of Romans chapter 9?  We may usefully supplement Gastonôs list with texts gathered 

by Krugel and Stegner.
86

  Gaston takes it that the remnant refers to the salvation of all 

Israel who survived the Assyrian crisis and that the remnant thus presages St. Paulôs 

announcement in Romans 11.26 of the salvation of all Israel in the last days.
87

  The 

prima facie reading of Romans 9 assumes that the remnant must refer to an elect 

company from amongst ethnic Israel.                         

 

          Gastonôs creditable desire to read Paul in a way conciliatory to Jewish-Christian 

dialogue, and in some way to mitigate the anti-Jewish reception of St. Paul in the 

ecclesiastical tradition, may have led him to underplay undercurrents of polemic, 

against his Jewish compatriots, for their rejection of Jesus as the Messiah.  It is 
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noteworthy that Gaston adroitly omits a candid discussion of Romans 11.14-15 and 

11.17.  He says simply that these verses are out of line with the rest of St. Paulôs 

argument.  Paul is attempting, Gaston says, to give too many answers to his own 

questions.  However, branches are broken off and all is not well with St. Paulôs Jewish 

compatriots in their standing before God.  Nevertheless, Romans 11.16 demonstrates 

that the weakest link in the chain of Gastonôs argument is his interpretation of 

Romans 10 especially St. Paulôs insistence that Christ is Lord no less for the Jew than 

for the Gentile and that there is one way of salvation for both.     

 

Covenantal Nomism and the Sin of Presumption 

          James Dunn, a representative of the third swath of the radical paradigm, 

promotes and augments the work of Sanders.
88

  Dunn is insistent that Sanders fails to 

capitalise on the significance of his own discoveries.  He fully agrees with Sanders 

that Second Temple Judaism is correctly characterized as ñcovenantal nomismò.  

However, according to Dunn, St. Paulôs critique of Judaism is not simply that it is not 

Christianity.  Paul does have a polemic against his theological heritage and 

specifically against covenantal nomism itself.  St. Paul takes issue not against the 

covenant itself or against the law itself but against the system of covenantal nomism.  

Dunnôs analysis obviates the accusation, often levelled against Sanders, that St. Paulôs 

supersession from Judaism is arbitrary.  Gaston, for example, accepts E. P. Sanders' 

description of Judaism in terms of covenantal nomism, but repudiates the thesis that 

Paul simply replaces Judaism with Christianity.  Unlike Gaston, Dunn insists that 

Paul does have a polemic against Judaism.  St. Paul opposes a tendency within 

covenantal nomism toward self-sufficiency and pride.  James Dunn says: 
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So, we may say, in attacking the covenantal nomism of the Judaism of his day 

Paul was attacking neither the law, nor the covenant (as we shall see), but a 

covenantal nomism which insisted on treating the law as a boundary round 

Israel, marking off Jew from Gentile, with only those inside as heirs of Godôs 

promises to Abraham.  In short, it was the law abused to which Paul objected, 

not the law itself.
89

 

  

Therefore, the disputation that St. Paul has is not to do with the legitimacy of Judaism 

itself but with a tendency within covenantal nomism toward presumption.     

 

          It is debatable whether there is warrant in separating covenantal nomism away 

from its roots in the Old Testament.  Is not Dunnôs critique of covenantal nomism not 

also a critique of the law itself and the covenant?  Apart from a cursory citation, 

James Dunn virtually ignores Sanhedrin 10.1 in connection with Romans 11.26.  He 

does however compare the tractate with Romans 9:6 to support his thesis that what St. 

Paul has to contend with is an inherent tendency within Second Temple Judaism 

toward presumption.  Sanhedrin 10.1, Dunn says, overtly displays the sin of 

presumption.  ñThere was a natural tendency, on the part of some at least, to regard 

descent from the Patriarchs as guarantee of salvation.ò
90

  According to Dunn, St. Paul 

is emphasising that divine election (its mode and character) is such that it has no 

regard to ethnic status or moral achievements.  This is apparently the point that St. 

Paul is making when he insists that ouv ga.r pa,ntej oi` evx VIsrah.l ou-toi VIsrah,l.   

 

          Why does Dunn regard assurance of salvation as being tantamount to the sin of 

presumption?  There is no indication that presumption is the basis for the theological 

assertion in Sanhedrin 10.1.  It may be useful to recall the words of the tractate: 
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All Israelites have a share in the world to come, 

As it is said, Your people also shall be all righteous, they shall inherit the land 

forever; the branch of my planting, the work of my hands, that I may be 

glorified. (Is. 60:21). 

 

The assurance of salvation, that Sanhedrin 10.1 exhibits, is based firmly upon 

scriptural interpretation and confidence in the promise of God.  Both the tractate and 

Romans 11.26 appeal to Isaiah as scriptural warrant for the assurance of 

eschatological salvation.  There is surely nothing theologically reprehensible with 

that!  According to Dunn, St. Paul (in Romans 9.6) is contending with the sin of 

presumption.  Dunn identifies the first Israel as ethnic Israel, consisting of those who 

presume upon their status, whereas the second Israel consists of those who live by 

faith.  He says: ñIn Paulôs case the issue can be summed up in terms of whether oi ex 

Israhl are to be identified with oi ek nomou or with oi ek pistewj (4:14,16), an 

alternative most of his contemporaries would not recognise (see also 3:27-28).ò
91

  

Dunn is quick to extricate himself from a possible misunderstanding.  Some might 

falsely assume that he thinks the Church, the community living by faith in Jesus, has 

replaced national Israel.  The first Israel (in 9:6), he says, does not refer to national 

Israel or ethnic Israelites but to ethnic Israelites who erroneously rely upon their 

heritage and prerogatives as a guarantee of salvation.   

 

          Dunn may too readily dissociate St. Paul from most of his contemporaries and it 

is hard to square these sentiments with what St. Paul actually says.  In Romans 

chapter 9, St. Paul is writing about election ï a sovereign decision and act of God ï 

not about faith or presumption.  Dunn interjects a pejorative concept of Judaism as a 

premise for interpreting chapters 9-11.  St. Paul nowhere refers to the sin of 
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presumption or any other endemic sin as the reason for his discourse in Romans 

chapter 9.  All the stress falls on the electing sovereignty of God.  St. Paul makes it 

quite clear that he regards physical descent from the patriarchs as the instantiation of 

Godôs electing grace.  This is the prima facie reading of Romans 11.28.  Physical 

descent defines Israel and constitutes ethnic Israel as Godôs chosen people.  If 

Sanhedrin 10.1 exemplifies the sin of presumption, as Dunn says that it does, (a sin 

endemic within covenantal nomism), then why does St. Paul choose a form of words 

in Romans 11.26 so closely aligned with this tractate?  It is hard to imagine a form of 

words so likely to undercut St. Paulôs intention.  This is all the more so (as we shall 

see) when we consider the Pharisaic provenance of the tractate.  Dunn does indeed 

cite the tractate in connection with 11.26 because there is a history of referencing this 

text in the commentaries.  He does, however, studiously avoid any comment 

regarding the parallel.   

 

          Dunn regards the programmatic statement in Romans 9.6a as an aspect of the 

so-called, ñeschatological tensionò, not unlike the split ñIò of Romans chapter 7.  ñThe 

identity of Israel, we might say, is itself part of the already-not yet.ò
92

  St. Paul does 

not announce his resolution of the eschatological tension until Romans 11.26.  ñWhen 

óall Israelô is saved, then the split in the people of God will be healed, the 

eschatological tension resolved, and the Israel of God made whole.ò
93

  Romans 

chapter 9 pertains to historical Israel and Romans chapter 11 to eschatological Israel.   
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          The imposition of the already-not yet schema upon the literary unit of Romans 

chapters 9-11 appears artificial and convoluted.  Dunn says that St. Paul in Romans 

11.26 defines Israel ñprimarily by Godôs óelectionô and ócallô (11.28,29).ò
94

  The 

ñalreadyò of historic Israel is simultaneously the ñnot-yetò of eschatological Israel.  In 

the ñalreadyò of historic Israel, God elects from amongst ethnic Israel.  In this sense, 

Dunn alleges, election functions, according to chapter 9, without regard to ethnicity or 

moral merit.  The ñalreadyò is a true instance of the ñnot-yetò because persons are 

chosen from amongst ethnic Israel although their choice is a sovereign decision of 

God without regard to ethnicity or moral merit.  Dunn says, ñThe Israel of ethnic 

definition and covenant fidelity é is not yet as such the Israel of Godôs call.ò
95

  

Romans 11.28 says:  

As regards the Gospel, they are enemies of God, for your sake; but as regards 

election, they are beloved for the sake of their forefathers. 

 

St. Paul is here referring to the Israel of his own day.  That is to say, he is referring to 

historic Israel.  It is the Israel of Romans chapter 9 too.  Dunn sees this verse as 

another instance of the already and not-yet schema: ñTo the extent that ethnicity is a 

factor it is a factor on both sides of the contrast: being seed of Abraham sets them 

within the sphere of Godôs love; the false evaluation of that inheritance sets them in 

opposition to God.ò
96

  Dunn insists that according to Romans 9.7-13, St. Paul defines 

Israelôs election, ñnot by virtue of physical descentò.
97
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          Paradoxically, one the one hand, Dunn criticises Sanhedrin 10.1 because it is an 

instance of the perennial sin of presumption, while, on the other hand, insisting that 

Romans 11.26 teaches just such an ethnically defined election.  Yet, ñthe eternity to 

come,ò according to Sanhedrin 10.1, is no less eschatological than is ñsalvationò in 

Romans 11.26.   

 

          The criticism levelled against Sanders is just as applicable to Dunn.  St. Paulôs 

cultural and theological heritage becomes effectively redundant (except by way of 

contrast) as an interpretative context for his foundational ideas.  The pejorative 

description of covenantal nomism by Dunn has very different consequences from the 

non-judgemental description that Sanders proffers.  While Dunn is vigilant in 

expunging ecclesiastical misconceptions of Second Temple Judaism, this only serves 

to portray St. Paul as the legitimate heir of authentic Judaism.  St. Paulôs polemic 

against the insipient sin of presumption, endemic in Second Temple Judaism, 

establishes Christianity as the only legitimate continuity to Old Testament Judaism.  

There is a tendency in contemporary New Testament scholarship to emphasize the 

Jewish background, and even the Jewish ingredients of Paulôs theology, but with a 

hidden agenda ï to establish Christianity as the only legitimate heir to the Old 

Testament.
98

    

 

          According to Dunn, pa/j VIsrah.l (Romans 11.26): ñmust mean Israel as a whole, 

as a people whose corporate identity and wholeness would not be lost even if in the 

event there were some (or indeed many) individual exceptionsò.
99

  On this basis Dunn 
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rejects the suggestion that ñall Israelò means the remnant or spiritual Israel.  His 

exegetical comments are ex cathedra statements.  With a citation of Sanhedrin 10.1 

(and other texts), Dunn says: ñthe idiom is well enough known and should not cause 

confusionò.
100

  He then explains the salvation of all Israel as: ñthe restoration of those 

scattered throughout the Diasporaò in the last days.
101

  But this is not the meaning of 

the idiom in Sanhedrin 10.1.  In that text, ñall Israelò, is every Israelite throughout 

history.              

The Research Question 

               Does Sanhedrin 10.1 provide a textual criterion for assessing the exegetical 

options that scholars of the radical paradigm adopt in their interpretation of Romans 

11.26?  The object of this thesis is to demonstrate, by way of a thorough exegesis of 

Sanhedrin 10.1, the relative merits of the reception of Sanhedrin 10.1 by scholars of 

the radical paradigm.  The thesis will thereby have a textual basis, outside of Romans 

11.26, for making a judgment regarding which of the three perspectives within the 

radical paradigm best interprets Romans 11.26.  Hitherto, conclusions on this matter 

are beset by arbitrary commitments entangled in a hermeneutical circle.  On the one 

hand, Romans 11.26 is a primary text upon which a particular perspective within the 

radical paradigm is based, and on the other hand, exegesis of 11.26 is dependent upon 

a particular perspective!  A thorough exegesis of the salient characteristics of the 

tractate has the potential to break through the intractable hermeneutical circle that 

bedevils the interpretation of Romans 11.26.  Scholars of the radical paradigm do not 

share a common interpretation of Romans 11.26.  All three options for interpreting 

pa/j VIsrah.l have advocates among scholars of the radical paradigm.  E. P.  Sanders 
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supports, except in his most recent exposition, the view that pa/j VIsrah.l refers to the 

elect from amongst ethnic Israel.  James Dunn says the phrase refers to the nation and 

particularly the Diaspora of the last days.  Lloyd Gaston insists that St. Paul has in 

mind the vast company of ethnic Israelites throughout history.  Neither of the above 

scholars investigates the relationship between Romans 11.26 and Sanhedrin 10.1.        
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CHAPTER 3 

THE JEWISH BACKGROUND  

PART 1 

THE MISHNAH 

 

          Does Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 provide textual criteria for assessing the 

interpretation of Romans 11.26 by scholars of the radical paradigm?  Before 

considering this question, it is first necessary to establish the relevance and 

applicability of the tractate to the interpretation of Romans 11.26.  Scholars generally 

assign the final redaction of the Mishnah to ca. CE 200.  This may appear prejudicial 

to considering Sanhedrin 10.1.  Reading Romans 11.26 in the light of Sanhedrin 10.1 

may result in anachronism.  There is an important distinction needing emphasis and 

that is the difference between the final form of the text and the traditions that the final 

form encapsulates.  Although the Mishnah cites very few rabbis living before CE 70, 

some unattributed pericopes do contain early tradition.   

 

          Studies by Jacob Neusner and subsequently by David Instone-Brewer bring to 

light the issues and criteria relevant for considering whether or not a particular 

tradition originates from or before the New Testament era.
102

  The development of a 

historical-critical attitude to rabbinic sources is evident in two works by Jacob 

Neusner.  He totally re-wrote his Life of Yohanan ben Zakkai.  The revised study is 
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entitled: Development of a Legend.  The change represents the difference between 

synchronic approaches to sources to that of a diachronic approach.
103

  David Instone-

Brewer, in a projected six volume series, is in the process of applying modern dating 

techniques systematically to the entire Mishnah.  His work is a conscious 

development of that begun by Neusner.  The research of Instone-Brewer is distinctly 

less liberal than the approach of others.
104

  Unfortunately, only one volume is 

complete.  However, we can extrapolate the methodological issues and dating criteria, 

developed by Instone-Brewer, to the text of Sanhedrin 10.1.   

 

          The crucial date is that of 70 CE.  After the destruction of the Jerusalem temple 

in 70 CE, we witness the virtual disappearance of the Sadducean aristocracy.  

Therefore, traditions ensconced within the Mishnah that presuppose the existence of 

the Sadducean priesthood are ipso facto earlier than 70 CE.  Subsequent to the 

destruction of the temple, the school of Hillel dominates Jewish theology.  

Shammaites virtually disappear after 70 CE.  The task of assigning traditions to the 

period prior to the destruction of the temple must be sensitive to signs of polemic with 

the Sadducees or to disputes that reflect the Hillel ï Shammai divide.  The Mishnah is 

the first Jewish document to contain disputes and disagreements with rival views 

being given a fare hearing and often even equal authority.  The editors of the Mishnah 

demonstrate great care and respect for the traditions they incorporate in the corpus.  
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There is therefore good reason to believe that the editors to some extent faithfully 

preserve traditions they inherit. 

 

The Date and Provenance of Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 

          Sanhedrin 10.1 says: 

A. All Israelites have a share in the world to come. 

B. As it is said, Your people also shall be all righteous, they shall inherit 

the land to forever; the branch of my planting, the work of my hands, 

that I may be glorified. (Is. 60.21). 

C. And these are the ones who have no portion in the world to come, 

D. (1) He who says, the resurrection of the dead is a teaching that does not 

derive from the Torah, (2) and the Torah does not come from Heaven; 

and (3) an Epicurean. 

E. R. Aqiba says, ñAlso: He who reads in heretical books, 

F. ñand he who whispers over a wound and says, I will put none of the 

diseases upon you which I put on the Egyptians, for I am the Lord who 

heals you (Ex. 15:26).ò
 105

 

 

The proposition of universal salvation for Israelites, that Sanhedrin 10.1 espouses, 

encapsulates, according to E. P. Sanders, the ñall-pervasiveò view of the entire 

Tannaitic corpus.
106

  Given this ñall-pervasiveò theological background, it is surely 

significant that St. Paul adopts a form of words that prima facie appears to endorse 

Tannaitic theology.  Even if the actual words of Sanhedrin 10.1 are edited transcripts 

of tradition, the tradition itself, ensconced in 10.1, is hermeneutically relevant for the 

exegesis of Romans 11.26.  This alone would suffice as warrant for comparing the 

two texts.  While this would suffice, there are also further good reasons why 

Sanhedrin 10.1 is so significant for the interpretation of Romans 11.26.   
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          In what follows, although not exactly corresponding to ancient convention, but 

in the interests of clarity, the thesis adopts the terms, ñsagesò, as referring to 

anonymous teachers prior to the destruction of the temple, ñTannaimò, for the sages 

together with their disciples, ñrabbinicò and ñrabbiò for teachers subsequent to CE 70.  

The phrase, ñMishnaic editorsò, is used for the rabbinic scholars responsible for 

editing the Mishnah. 

 

          The sombre adumbration (in pericope C and pericope D) of those excluded 

from the world to come, provide important clues to the provenance of the tradition.  

The three excluded categories of persons are, respectively, those who deny the 

resurrection, those who deny the divine inspiration of the Torah, and Epicureans.  

This tradition presupposes controversy with the Sadducees.  This controversy ipso 

facto is prior to the destruction of the temple in 70 CE.  A pertinent fact for 

consideration is that the Mishnah does not even tangentially touch upon the events 

that led to the disappearance of the Sadducees.  Neither does any other ancient text.  

The thesis of George Foot Moore is that the ultimate demise of the Sadducees was the 

result of a purge by the Pharisees.  This purge, he says, began with the gathering at 

Yavneh and reached a successful conclusion before the final redaction of the 

Mishnah.
107

  Scholars that choose to adopt G. F. Mooreôs theory, or a variant of the 

theory, might legitimately suppose that Sanhedrin 10:1 reflects this rabbinic purge and 

that consequently the exclusions are tantamount to excommunications.
108

  The 

evidence, however, does not support the theory of a purge.  There is no indication in 
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the Mishnah (or any ancient text) of such a purge.  David Instone-Brewer considers it 

more likely that, with the destruction of the temple, the Sadducees simply lost their 

ñlocus of activityò and their reason to exist.
109

  In this scenario, Sanhedrin 10.1 must 

reflect an early controversy before the destruction of the temple.   

 

          In addition to these general considerations, there are five good reasons for 

regarding the tradition subscribed in pericope C and pericope D as having an origin 

within the Second Temple period.   

1. Specific mentions of those who deny the divine inspiration of the Torah, 

together with Epicureans, strongly suggest controversy with the Sadducees in 

the Second Temple period. 

2. The Mishnah is not alone in witnessing to this controversy. 

3. It is more likely than not, that the disappearance of the Sadducees, along with 

other sectarian groups and movements, was in fact a consequence of the 

destruction of the temple and not the result of an ideological purge by the 

rabbis. 

4. The final form of the Mishnah evinces remarkable flexibility and respect 

toward opposing views. 

5. The Mishnah stands aloof from any inclination to impose dogmas or establish 

creeds. 

 

          The specific mention of those who deny the divine inspiration of the Torah, and 

the Epicureans, presupposes controversy with the Sadducees in the Second Temple 
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period.
110

  Hengel thinks the exclusions reflect the background of the Hellenistic 

reform attempt that began with the Tobiads and the Oniads.
111

  ñPossibly in some 

aristocratic families in Jerusalem there was still a dim awareness that in its present 

form the law was not as old as all that, and was not the work of Moses alone.ò
112

   

 

          The Mishnah is not alone in witnessing to this particular controversy.
113

  Philo 

(c. 20 BCE ï40 CE) mentions with scorn, ñthose who are discontented at the 

constitution under which their fathers have livedò, and who are continuously, ñeager 

to blame and to accuse the lawsò.
114

  These, ñimpious menò, as Philo refers to them, 

scorn believers for their high regard of the scriptures saying:   

Are ye even now speaking boastfully concerning your precepts, as if they 

contained the rules of truth itself?  For, behold, the books which you call the 

sacred scriptures do also contain fables, at which you are accustomed to laugh, 

when you hear others relating them.
115

   

 

Philo is thus a corroborating witness to the early tradition contained in Sanhedrin 

10.1. 

           

          It is more likely than not, that the disappearance of the Sadducees, along with 

other sectarian groups and movements, was in fact a consequence of the destruction of 
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the temple, and not the result of an ideological purge by the rabbis.
116

  Polemic 

between Jewish sects had much to do with the temple and its rituals.  ñThe world 

which produced Jewish sectarianism, nurtured it, and gave it meaning, disappeared in 

70.ò
117

   

 

          The final form of the Mishnah shows surprising respect toward opposing views.  

The evidence of The Mishnah suggests that its purpose is not the elimination of this or 

that sect but rather the elimination of the need for sectarianism itself.  Cohen 

comments:  

No previous Jewish work looks like the Mishnah because no previous Jewish 

work, neither biblical nor post-biblical, neither Hebrew or Greek, neither 

Palestinian nor diasporan, attributes conflicting legal and exegetical opinions 

to named individuals who, in spite of their differences, belong to the same 

fraternity.
118

 

   

The Mishnah stands aloof from any inclination to impose dogmas or establish creeds.  

Sanhedrin 10:1 is unique in circumscribing the essential doctrines of Judaism ï the 

resurrection of the dead, the divine inspiration of the Torah and the providential 

ordering of the world.  This text, in itself, as part of the final form of the Mishnah, 

does not reveal the symptoms one would expect from the victors of sectarian conflict.  

As Cohen rightly observes: 

Those who deny these rabbinic doctrines are not excluded from synagogues or 

cursed, but are excluded from the world to come.  This is a punishment that is 

administered by God, not humans.  Denial of these beliefs carries no social 

penalty.
119
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           The five considerations outlined above are consistent with known historical 

evidence and establish convincing cumulative circumstantial reasons supporting the 

view that the tradition contained in Sanhedrin 10:1 is early.  This does not mean that 

the tradition is simply vestigial.  There is substantial literary and socio-historical data 

in support of the view that the tradition belongs at the epicentre of Second Temple 

Pharisaic polemic with the Sadducees.      

 

The Literary Context 

          Louis Finkelstein adduces evidence from early tradition and from the structure 

of the Mishnah itself to establish the close relationship between the three tractates of 

Sanhedrin, Makkot and Abot.
120

  Finkelstein argues that Nezikin was originally the 

last order of the Mishnah with Abot as a concluding tractate.  Finkelsteinôs thesis is 

that Sanhedrin 10:1 was originally a preface to tractate Abot.  Finkelsteinôs 

observations on structure are pertinent.
121

  The second half of tractate Sanhedrin has 

to do with the following categories of punishment: 

1. Stoning (chapters 7:4-8:7) 

2. Burning (chapter 9:1a) 

3. Beheading (chapter 9:1b-6) 

4. Strangling (chapter 11)          

Tractate Makkot continues with the following punishments: 

 

5. Talio  (chapter 1) 

6. Exile (chapter 2) 

7. Stripes (chapter 3)  
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Finkelstein comments: 

It is curious that the discussion of the punishment of loss of future life should 

be inserted in Sanhedrin 10:1-3, in the very midst of the discussion of those 

subject to the punishment of decapitation.  It would seem that these passages 

of the present Mishna of Sanhedrin originally served as preface to the 

Pharisaic document.  This document contained first a theological claim, that 

only Pharisees had a share in the future life; and then an historical one, which 

traced the authority of the Pharisaic schools back to Moses.
122

  

 

The argument is that Sanhedrin 10.1-3 is misplaced and was originally a preface to 

tractate Abot.  Abot is of Pharisaic provenance.  The original intention, according to 

Finkelstein, of Sanhedrin 10:1-3 was to identify ñall Israelò as Israel defined in 

Pharisaic terms.  The beginning of tractate Abot traces the Pharisaic lineage back to 

the oral revelation bequeathed to Moses at Mount Sinai.  In the Pharisaic-Rabbinic 

continuum, the oral Torah, according to tradition, has canonical status alongside that 

of the written Torah.  Finkelsteinôs reconstruction of the literary context locates 

Sanhedrin 10:1 within Pharisaic theology and specifically with the Pharisaic intention 

to legitimise their theological credentials.     

 

The Socio-Political Context 

          Finkelsteinôs proposal for a socio-political context is that Sanhedrin 10:1-3 is a 

formal pronouncement occasioned by the original schism, within the Great Tribunal, 

between (what would become) the sect of the Pharisees and that of the Sadducees.  

The saying is therefore programmatic within Pharisaic theology.  It is a statement of 

Pharisaic identity against that of the Sadducees.  According to Abot 1.1, the men of 

the Great Synagogue were the custodians of a venerable tradition ï the oral Torah.  

They bequeathed this tradition to the founding fathers of the Pharisaic schools.  The 

oral Torah, according to tradition, received by Moses himself at Sinai, is transmitted 
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to the men of the Great Synagogue  via Joshua, the Judges and the 

Prophets.  The Men of the Great Synagogue culminate with the High Priest, Simeon 

the Just,  described in Abot 1.2 as, ñthe last survivor of the Great 

Synagogueò.
123

  Although traditionally translated as, ñthe Great Synagogueò, or ñthe 

Great Assemblyò, (and still translated as such by both Blackman and Neusner)
124

, 

Finkelstein is surely correct in translating the phrase as, ñthe Great Tribunalò, 

indicating the supreme Pharisaic Court.
125

  Abot 1.2 says
126

:  

            

ñSimeon the Just was one of the last great survivors of the Great Tribunal.ò  Simeon 

the Just hands on the tradition to Antigonus of Socho and thereafter to Jose ben Joezer 

of Zeredah and Jose ben Jochana of Jerusalem.
127

  1 Maccabees mentions the Great 

Tribunal (translated below as ñthe great assemblyò, sunagwgh/j mega,lhj) and 

eulogizes Simeon.
128

   

So they made a record on bronze tablets and put it upon pillars on Mount Zion. 

This is a copy of what they wrote: ñOn the eighteenth day of Elul, in the one 

hundred and seventy-second year, which is the third year of Simeon the great 

high priest, in Asaramel, in the great assembly of the priests and the people 

and the rulers of the nation and the elders of the country, the following was 

proclaimed to us.
129
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The context indicates that the Men of the Great Tribunal, comprising both priests and 

laity, ousted the ancient dynasty of Zadokite priests replacing them with the 

Hasmoneans.  It is evident from a tradition contained in the Babylonian Talmud that 

the Men of the Great Tribunal were regarded as the arbiters of the judgements 

adumbrated in Sanhedrin 10:1.
130

  Another veritable witness to the existence and 

status of the Great Tribunal is a remark in the amplified parallel to tractate Abot, 

attributed to Rabbi Nathan of the 2
nd

 Cent, and referred to as, Avot de Rabbi 

Nathan.
131

  This tradition asserts that the ñGreat Tribunal which is for the sake of 

heaven will surviveò.
132

  Finkelstein is surely correct to surmise that: 

Clearly only a contemporary of the Great Tribunal could have suggested that it 

would ñendureò, meaning, doubtless, endure forever.  When his prediction 

turned out to be erroneous, the text was altered by transmitters and copyists, 

and has come down to us only in corrupted forms.
133

 

 

The following is a reliable translation of the tradition witnessed in Avot de Rabbi 

Nathan and based on a critical edition of the text: 

An assembly (kenesiyah) for the sake of the Deity will endure; but one not for 

the sake of the Deity will not endure.  What is [an example of] an assembly for 

the sake of the Deity?  The assembly of the members of the Great Tribunal.  

And what is [an example of] an assembly not for the sake of the Deity?  That is 

the assembly of the Generation of Division [that is, of the Tower of Babel].
134

 

 

This saying is thus further evidence of the socio-political context.  The need to assert 

that the Great Tribunal will ñendureò surely reflects opposition to its existence.  The 

opposition is from an alternative legislative, pejoratively named, ñthe assembly of the 

Generation of Divisionò, and comprising the priestly and lay aristocracy.  The Men of 
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the Great Tribunal are socially obscure scholars dependent upon a trade for their 

livelihood.  The landed legislative (by comparison with the building of the tower of 

Babel) takes pride only in their reputation.
135

      

 

          We may conclude that Sanhedrin 10.1 is not only pre-Pauline but that the 

saying is an authoritative pronouncement of the Great Tribunal itself.  The saying, 

originally prompted by polemic against perceived heretical beliefs of the Sadducean 

aristocracy, became the leitmotiv of the Tannaim.  Given the literary and the socio-

political context, and the ñall-pervasiveò extent of the theology of Sanhedrin 10.1, it 

becomes evident that the saying would doubtless hold considerable weight for anyone 

belonging to the Pharisaic order.  Given the Pharisaic credential of Sanhedrin 10.1, it 

is surely reasonable to compare and contrast this text with Romans 11.26.  Why does 

St. Paul choose to conclude Romans chapters 9-11 with a statement so closely aligned 

with the Pharisaic leitmotiv?  What significance do the exceptions, in Sanhedrin 10.1, 

have for the comparison of this text with Romans 11.26?  Why does St. Paul not 

admit exceptions into his restatement of the motif?      

 

Hermeneutical Considerations 

          Given the Pharisaic credentials of Tractate Sanhedrin 10:1, we now have a 

literary and a socio-historical context in which to interpret the wording.  What do the 

Sages mean when they assert, ñAll Israelites have a share in the world to comeò?  

How does this statement compare with St. Paulôs assertion in Romans 11.26?  While 

New Testament scholars do cite Sanhedrin 10.1 in connection with Romans 11.26, 

there is, however, a noticeable lack of a comparison between the two texts.  Given the 
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prevailing assumption of the radical paradigm, scholars of that persuasion have a 

proclivity to welcome a comparison of the two texts.  The research of E. P. Sanders, 

broadly accepted by all scholars of the radical paradigm, is that the universal salvation 

of ñall Israelò encapsulates the pervasive view of virtually the entire Tannaitic corpus.  

There is a need to build upon the research of Sanders by focusing specifically on the 

literary and socio-historical context of Sanhedrin 10.1.  We have seen that there exists 

significant circumstantial evidence cumulatively demonstrating that Sanhedrin 10.1 

incorporates an early and authoritative saying of Pharisaic provenance.  The tradition 

subscribed in the tractate is an authoritative pronouncement of Second Temple 

Pharisaic theology.  This is precisely St. Paulôs theological heritage.
136

   

 

          The question now under discussion is this: does Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 

provide textual criteria for assessing the exegetical options that scholars of the radical 

paradigm adopt in their interpretation of Romans 11.26?  It is not possible to answer 

this research question before first conducting extensive exegesis of Sanhedrin 10.1 in 

the context of its literary and socio-historical setting.  Unfortunately, there is no 

academic commentary in the historical-critical tradition available on the tractate.  The 

exegesis below is indebted to, but differs from, the database of Alexander Samely.  

Samelyôs database is limited to an analysis of The Mishnahôs use of scriptural 

quotations.  Furthermore, Samelyôs hermeneutic is restricted to the final form of the 

text and does not undertake a form critical or redaction critical analysis.  Our concern 

is principally with interpreting the Second Temple tradition contained in Sanhedrin 

10.1.  The aim is to discern its significance with respect to St. Paulôs statement.  This 

chapter will however also consider the meaning of the final form of the text.  The 
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rabbinic redactors stand within a continuum of tradition beginning with the Sages of 

the Great Tribunal.  It is reasonable to consider the teaching of the final form of this 

venerable tradition.  Orthodox Jews regard the Mishnah as scripture.  It is not 

unreasonable to avail ourselves of the exegetical wisdom of the Mishnaic rabbis in so 

far as this wisdom might shed light upon Romans 11:26.  The Mishnaic editors do not 

preserve all sayings from the Sages.  Post 70 CE rabbis reached a theological 

consensus and preserved sayings of the Sages that formed the process leading towards 

the consensus.  We may surmise that the Rabbis preserved the tradition contained in 

Sanhedrin 10.1 because they thought that this tradition would help explain the basis of 

the consensus.  Sanhedrin 10.1 does make it very clear where the doctrinal boundaries 

lay.  The boundaries circumscribe an inclusive doctrinal space in which the Rabbis 

tolerate and even encourage diverse opinions.  The emphasis, in what follows, is on 

diachronic exegesis, specifically the pre-history of the tradition in the Second Temple 

period, and not (so much) on synchronic exegesis of the final form of the text.         

 

Exegesis 

          The relationship between the first pair of sayings (A and B) with the second 

pair (C and D) is complex.  We cannot assume that the two pairs form a seamless 

whole.  The first pair of sayings (A and B) is absent in the Kaufman Manuscript and 

the manuscript upon which the Palestinian Talmud rests.
137

  At some point in the 

tradition history, the two pairs of sayings come together.  The exegesis below will 

demonstrate the similarity and distinctive features of both sets of sayings.  The second 
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pair (C and D) presupposes the existence of the first.  The present arrangement in the 

final form of the text has its own inherent literary logic.  Sanhedrin 9.5-6 is about 

extra-judicial punishment at the hands of men, while 10.1-3 has to do with extra-

judicial punishment at the hands of heaven.
138

  Sanhedrin 10.1-3 looks like a 

homiletical expansion of 9.5-6.  Pericope E and pericope F are of later origin and 

attributed to Aqiba (c. 50-135 C. E
139

).     

 

          Sanhedrin 10.1 opens with a rabbinic statement immediately preceding a 

quotation from Isaiah 60.21.  This parallels Romans 11.26 in which St. Paulôs 

statement immediately precedes a quotation from Isaiah 59.20-21.  In both texts, the 

theological statement is an exegetical echo of scripture.  New Testament scholars are 

prone to quote Sanhedrin 10.1 without the corresponding scriptural justification.  The 

meaning of Sanhedrin 10.1 is not discernable without careful attention to the 

scriptural quotation.  In Jacob Neusnerôs translation, Sanhedrin 10.1 begins:    

A. All Israelites have a share in the world to come. 

B. As it is said, Your people also shall be all righteous, they shall inherit the 

land to forever; the branch of my planting, the work of my hands, that I 

may be glorified. (Is. 60.21). 

C. And these are the ones who have no portion in the world to come, 

D. (1) He who says, the resurrection of the dead is a teaching that does not 

derive from the Torah, (2) and the Torah does not come from Heaven; and 

(3) an Epicurean.
140
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lxrWy lk  as ñAll Israelitesò 

          Jacob Neusner translates lxrWy lk  as ñAll Israelitesò.  This is also the 

translation of Herbert Danby.
141

  The translation no doubt intends to express the fact 

that individuals (and not simply, the nation) are recipients of the world to come.  The 

translation does regrettably obscure the nuance of solidarity contained in the 

rendering, ñAll Israelò, adopted by Philip Blackman.
142

  However, it is evident from 

the exclusions in pericope C and pericope D that the Sages considered the sayings in 

pericope A and pericope B as including individuals.  The Sages, by joining these two 

ancient traditions, limit the scope of the universalism as taught by pericope A and 

pericope B.  They consider that certain ethnic Jews will not inherit the age to come.  

Evidently, the redactors, in the Second Temple period, did not regard the combination 

of these two ancient traditions as constituting a contradiction.  Ethnic Jews who deny 

fundamental doctrines thereby cease to be Jews.  The universalism of pericope A and 

pericope B holds true.  It is notable that St. Paul does not qualify the universalism that 

he expresses in Romans 11.26.  The foregoing suggests that this does not contradict 

the intent of the tractate.  That pericope A and B of Sanhedrin 10.1 did at one stage 

stand alone and that as such it expresses quintessentially the theology of the Pharisaic 

sages may help to explain St. Paulôs unqualified statement.  It is not St. Paulôs concern 

in 11.26 to tackle the problem of heretical Jews.  The indications are that his polemic 

in Romans chapters 9-11 is not with Jews that deny the fundamental doctrines of their 

faith.  St. Paulôs polemic is with Gentile Christian presumption.
143
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          The tractate proceeds to exclude many other individuals and groups.  The 

Tannaim responsible for expanding the tradition evidently understand the 

programmatic statement as inclusive of individuals.  The Pharisees of the Great 

Tribunal also thought that lxrWy lk  includes every Israelite since lxrWy lk  is set 

in apposition to jmf  (ñYour peopleò) who will be Mlvfl Myqydc Mlvk  (ñall 

righteous foreverò).
144

  Therefore, the Tannaim responsible for combining the two 

ancient traditions are faithful to the original intention of the Sages.  It is too simplistic 

for Richard Bell, amongst others, to criticise Danbyôs translation as ñmisleadingò.
145

  

The original traditions (and the final form of the text) do not permit us to conflate 

individuals within some kind of undifferentiated socio-political solidarity.  Some New 

Testament scholars try to restrict St. Paulôs saying in Romans 11:26 to Israel 

considered in terms of some kind of eschatologically abstract socio-political entity.  

lxrWy lk  does not have this abstract sense in the theology of the Sages, the Tannaim 

or their rabbinic successors.  The exclusions in pericope C and D only serve to 

corroborate the universalism of A and B and to emphasise that the all-inclusiveness 

pertains to individual Jews.  The saying does not restrict the all-inclusive inheritance 

to those Jews fortuitously alive at the end-time.  The vast company of Israelites from 

every era, except those who cease to be Jews by heretically denying the Faith, will 

inherit eschatological salvation.               

 

The Eternal Preservation of Righteousness 

          Pericope A is followed by a biblical quotation (Isaiah 60:21) in pericope B.    

The Hebrew text contains ambiguities not evident in English translations.  The first 
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sentence of the tractate comprises a theological statement in combination with a 

quotation from Isaiah 60:21.  LxrWy  (ñIsraelò), in the theological statement, is set in 

apposition to jmf  (ñThy peopleò), in the biblical quotation.  lk  (ñallò), in the 

theological statement, is set in apposition with Myqydc Mlvk  (ñall righteousò), in the 

biblical quotation.  Xbh Mlvfl  (ñthe world to comeò), in the theological statement, 

is set in apposition with Mlvfl  (ñfor everò), in the biblical quotation.  Xbh Mlvfl  

may also be in apposition with the notion of inheritance of the land contained in the 

biblical quotation.  The textual parallels indicate that the theological statement is an 

exegetical echo of scripture.  Therefore, ñall Israelò, refers to Godôs people ï every 

one of whom shall be righteous forever.  Having a share in the world to come is 

synonymous with being righteous forever.  The concept of righteousness is of 

paramount importance in the structure of Paulôs argument.
146

       

 

          In the Hebrew text of the biblical quotation, Mlvfl  (ñfor everò) is the next 

word after Myqydc (ñrighteousò), and this makes for ambiguity that is not apparent in 

the translations.  More than one translation is possible.  The Sages may associate 

Mlvfl  (ñfor everò) with Myqydc rather than with the notion of inheritance.  It is 

therefore possible (even, likely) that the Sages understood the quotation as saying: 

ñYour people also shall be all righteous for ever, they shall inherit the land, éò.
147

  

The emphasis, in this translation scenario, is that all the people shall be righteous 

forever rather than the inheritance of the land being forever.  Neusner and Blackmanôs 

translations are perhaps unduly dependent on that of Danby.   
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The Future Eternity 

          The traditional translation of the rabbinic phrase xbh Mlvfl  (ñin the world to 

comeò), followed by Danby, Blackman, and Neusner, is problematical.  The 

ambiguity lies with the Hebrew preposition l .  It is grammatically strange to translate 

the preposition as ñinò rather than ñtoò.  Why not xbh Mlvfb rather than xbh 

Mlvfl ?  Since we have established the antiquity of the tradition, it is reasonable to 

take the word Mlvf  in its ancient and biblical meaning as pertaining to time rather 

than pertaining to space as in later rabbinic usage.  The biblical meaning carries the 

sense of, ña long timeò, pertaining to either the future or the past and often with the 

implication of eternity (although not in a Greek philosophical sense).
148

  Given the 

antiquity of the tradition, it is likely the word has this sense, irrespective of how the 

Mishnaic editors understood it.  The preposition could then retain its obvious 

meaning.  In this scenario, the noun qlH  (ñshareò or ñportionò) would mean, 

ñdestinyò.  This is the translation proffered by Finkelstein: 

This early document is careful not to state that ñAll Israel has a share in the 

future worldò, which would be be-óolam ha-ba.  It states rather ñAll Israel has 

a helek le-olam ha-baò.  Contrary to the interpretation generally placed on this 

passage, óolam here does not mean ñworldò, but ñeternity.ò  The words, le-

óolam ha-ba, can properly be rendered only ñfor the future eternity.ò  The 

word helek, therefore, does not mean a ñportion,ò in the sense of a part; it 

means rather ñexistence,ò ñbeing,ò or ñportion,ò in the sense of ñdestinyò.
149
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In some instances, QlH , in biblical Hebrew, has the sense ñbeingò, as in, ñan habitual 

mode of lifeò; or, ñdestinyò, as in, ña portion or award from Godò.
150

  ñAll Israel has a 

destiny for the future eternityò is a preferable rendering.  Another possibility is to 

recognise that the preposition in biblical Hebrew often has the sense of, ñin regard 

toò; or, ñwith respect toò.
151

  Prepositions in Mishnaic Hebrew are all of Hebrew 

origin and include Biblical Hebrew prepositions preserved in their old significance.
152

  

Therefore, the Pharisaic Sages might have understood Mlvfl as meaning, ñwith 

respect to the future eternityò.  The phrase xbh Mlvfl  may justifiably be short hand 

for, ñwith respect to the forever that is comingò.
153

  In this case, there is justification 

for translating QlH  as ñinheritanceò.  It seems likely that the preposition has this 

sense and that we should therefore amend Finkelsteinôs translation to:  ñAll Israel has 

an inheritance with respect to the future eternityò.   

 

The House of Hillel and the House of Shammai 

How would the Sages have understood the nature of the inheritance?  Pericope A of 

Sanhedrin 10:1 states that: 

 

All Israel has an inheritance with respect to the future eternity. 

The issue as to the extent of Godôs mercy towards Israelites was a matter of debate 

between the schools of Shammai and Hillel.  Inheritance with respect to the future 

eternity, either immediately subsequent to death or at the resurrection, for the vast 

                                                 
          

150
 Brown, Driver & Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford: 

Clarendon Press, 1979), 324. 

 

          
151

 Ibid., 510-518. 

 

          
152

 M. H. Segal, A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew (Eugene: Wipf & Stock Publishers, 2001), 141. 

 

          
153

 Samely, m. Sanh 10:1 



 56 

majority of Israelites, comprising those who were neither exceptionally righteous or 

exceptionally wicked, was a matter of debate between the academy of Shammai and 

that of Hillel.  The Tosefta is a witness to this debate.  The Tosefta originally is either 

a commentary on an early form of the Mishnah or an earlier collection of the Mishnah 

itself.  The traditions of the Tosefta probably developed in a distinct trajectory from   

that of the Mishnah.  Nevertheless, the final form of the Tosefta is evidently 

dependent upon the Mishnah.
154

  Tosefta Sanhedrin 13.3, says:   

A. The house of Shammai says, ñThere are three groups, one for eternal life, 
one for shame and everlasting contempt (Dan 12:2) ï these are those who 

are completely evil.  

B. ñAn intermediate group go down to Gehenna and scream and come up 
again and are healed, 

C. ñas it is said, I will bring the third part through fire and will refine them as 

silver is refined and will test them as gold is tested, and they shall call on 

my name and I will be their God (Zech. 13:9). 

D. ñAnd concerning them did Hannah say, The Lord kills and the Lord brings 

to life, brings down to sheol and brings up (1 Sam 2:6).ò 

E. And the house of Hillel say, ñGreat in mercy (Ex. 34:6) ï He inclines the 

decision toward mercy, 

F. ñand concerning them David said, I am happy that the Lord has heard the 

sound of my prayer (Ps. 116:1), 

G. ñand concerning them it said the entire passage.ò155
    

 

This tradition is an important parallel to Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1.  It is clear that the 

subject matter in both the Mishnah and the Tosefta is olam haba: ñthe future 

eternityò.
156

  According to the Tosefta, the house of Shammai says, Israel consists of 

three categories of persons.  One whose destiny is, xbh Mlvfh yyhl thx , ñone for 
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eternal lifeò.  These are the Myqydc, ñrighteousò.
157

  At the opposite end of the 

spectrum, we have those congealed in evil: Myrvmg Myfwr, the ñcompletely evilò.  

Then there is, according to the house of Shammai, the Mylvqw
158 an ñintermediate 

groupò.  This intermediate group suffer the torments of ñGehennaò for an 

indeterminate period: they ñgo down to Gehenna and screamò.  On the other hand, the 

house of Hillel emphasizes Godôs propensity toward mercy.  Here we can discern a 

continuity of tradition from the Men of the Great Tribunal to the School of Hillel.  In 

the context of the debate amongst rival schools, Sanhedrin 10.1 is teaching that, with 

respect to the vast middle group, God is ñGreat in mercyò.
159

  The house of Hillel 

came to dominate Judaism after 70 CE and the rationale for including this tradition in 

the Mishnah is surely that it endorses the consensus.  Hillel and his disciples receive 

the tradition ensconced in Sanhedrin 10.1.  In this tradition, ñAll Israelò, is evidently 

not referring to an undifferentiated socio-political concept of Israel.  It does not leave 

the matter unsaid as to how many individual Israelites might actually benefit.  The 

theological statement in Sanhedrin 10.1 thus pertains to the vast company of Israel 

comprising the intermediate group.  By combining two ancient traditions, pericope C 

and pericope D with pericope A and pericope B, the Tannaim are clarifying the 

eternal destiny of the third group (the desperately wicked).  The desperately wicked 

are the heretics.  They deny the fundamentals of the faith.  The third group is not 

composed of the morally wicked as such but heretics who deny the essential doctrines 

of the Jewish religion.  These persons forfeit of the status of Israelite.   
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The Pharisees 

          St. Paulôs heritage in Judaism is that of the school of Hillel.  St. Paul was a 

pupil of Gamaliel.
160

  Gamaliel was either the grandson or son of Hillel.  The exact 

relationship between the Sages, the Pharisees and the Rabbis is difficult to resolve and 

is a matter of dispute amongst scholars.  The position that Roland Deines advocates is 

most in accord with the witness of the New Testament especially that of the Gospels.  

His view is that the Pharisees were probably the most influential group within 

Judaism between 150 BCE and 70 CE.  Most of what E. P. Sanders regards as 

ñCommon Judaismò is actually Pharisaic or, at least, Judaism significantly influenced 

by the Pharisaic movement.
161

  The Pharisees were, according to Deines, a movement: 

ñwithin the nation for the nation, whose legitimacy was indeed accepted by large parts 

of the people, even though its requirements were not observed to an equal extentò.
162

     

          

          A theology that denies the status of Israelite to a heretic is also to be found in an 

ancient Midrash on Leviticus.
163

  The Sifra states: 

Speak unto the children of Israel, and say to them, when any man of you 

bringeth an offering (Leviticus 1.2.): 

The expression, ñany manò, embraces the proselytes.  The expression, ñof 

youò, excludes the apostate.  Why do you accept this view?  Let us rather say 

that the expression, ñany manò, embrace the apostates; and that the expression, 

ñof youò, excludes the proselytes.  (The reply is that) after scripture was 

inclusive (in reading ñany manò), it was exclusive (in reading ñof youò).  This 

is to be interpreted, ñJust as the children of Israel have accepted the covenant, 
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so also the proselytes who have accepted the covenant (may bring an 

offering)ò: this excludes the apostates, who do not accept the covenant.
164

                   

   

In conclusion, the subject matter of Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1 is the vast company of 

Israelites throughout history with the exception of apostates who by their heresy 

forfeit the status of Israelite.  This vast intermediate group, even according to the 

stringent teaching of the House of Shammai, do not endure the punishments of 

Gehenna indefinitely.  This vast company of Israelites throughout history are Godôs 

people.  They shall be righteous forever.  Having a share in the eternity to come is 

synonymous with being righteous forever.   

 

Resurrection 

          What does ñthe inheritance with respect to the future eternityò consist of?  In 

the light of the exclusions in pericope C and pericope D and the polemical context of 

the saying, it is likely that the Sages understood, ñthe future eternityò, as pertaining to 

the resurrection of the dead.  Pericope D of Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1 specifically 

excludes those who deny the resurrection from inheriting eternity.  St. Paul also 

regards the salvation of all Israel as pertaining to the resurrection of the dead.
165

  The 

Christian reader should not assume that the Sages, in the Second Temple period, fully 

articulated the conception of the next life, or that the issue was not one of controversy.  

Broadly speaking, amongst the Sages, there are two alternative ideas concerning the 

nature of existence in the future eternity.  Statements by the Sages are ambiguous and 

do not resolve the issue.  On the one hand, there is the idea that the souls of the 
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departed ascend to heaven immediately after death; on the other hand, there is the idea 

of the resurrection of the dead in the distant future.  After surveying the evidence, 

Finkelstein insists that the Sages utilise the phrase xbh Mlvfl  whenever they wish to 

refer to the future life without resolving the dispute between the two ideas.
166

  

Finkelstein is saying that it is possible to construe the term xbh Mlvf  in two ways: 

either as referring to the tvmwnh Mlvf  (ñthe eternity of soulsò) or as Mytmh tyyHt  

(ñthe resurrection of the deadò).
167

  They did not see the need to enter into disputation 

with colleagues of the tsnk  in their time.   

 

          The rabbis responsible for compiling the Mishnah perceived little difficulty in 

combining both ideas into a two sage conception of the life to come.  The early Sages 

did not avail themselves of this theoretical construction.  In the two stage doctrine of 

later rabbinic thought, the phrase xbh Mlvf  (with the meaning, ñthe world to comeò) 

refers to, first of all, the immortality of the soul following death, and subsequently, to 

the resurrection of the body.  Sanhedrin 10.3 says, referring to the generation of the 

flood, the dispersion, and the men of Sodom:   

A. The Generation of the flood has no share in the world to come, 

B. and they shall not stand in the judgement, 

C. since it is said, My spirit shall not judge with man forever (Gen. 6:3) 

D. neither judgement nor spirit. 

E. The generation of the dispersion has no share in the world to come, 

F. Since it is said, So the Lord scattered them abroad from there upon the 

face of the whole earth (Gen. 11:8). 

G. So the Lord scattered them abroad ï in this world, 

H. and the Lord scattered them from there ï in the world to come. 

I. The men of Sodom have no portion in the world to come, 

J. since it is said, Now the men of Sodom were wicked and sinners against 

the Lord exceedingly (Gen. 13:13) ï 
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K. Wicked ï in this world, 

L. And sinners ï in the world to come. 

M. But they will stand in judgement. 

N. R. Nehemiah says, ñBoth these and those will not stand in judgement, 

O. for it is said, Therefore the wicked shall not stand in judgement, nor 

sinners in the congregation of the righteous (Ps.1:5)- 

P. ñTherefore the wicket shall not stand in judgement ï this refers to the 

generation of the flood. 

Q. ñNor sinners in the congregation of the righteous ï this refers to the men 

of Sodom.ò 

R. They said to him, ñThey will not stand in the congregation of the 
righteous, but they will stand in the congregation of the sinners.ò

168
   

 

It is clear from the above that the editors of the Mishnah interpreted the ancient phrase 

xbh Mlvfl  as signifying the immortality of the soul immediately subsequent to 

death.  This they distinguished from the resurrection when the departed will ñstand in 

judgementò.  The expurgation of the Generation of the Flood does not necessarily 

entail exclusion from life in the resurrection.  Although they have no share in the 

world to come, it still requires stating that neither shall they stand in the judgement.  

The text betrays both inconsistency and disagreement over this very issue.  What the 

Sages deny to the Generation of the Flood they grant to the Generation of Sodom!  

The editors include for posterity the objection of R. Nehemiah.  We have traditions in 

the Tosefta that amplifies what the Mishnah says.  A comparison between Mishnah 

Sanhedrin 10:3 and Tosefta Sanhedrin 13:6 is most revealing.  The amplification in 

the Tosefta says: 

A. The generation of the flood has no share in the world to come [M. San. 

10:3a] 

B. nor will they live in the world to come, 

C. as it is said, And he destroyed every living thing that was upon the face of 

the earth (Gen. 7:23) ï in this world; 

D. and they perished from the earth ï in the world to come. 

E. R. Judah b. Betera says, ñAnd the Lord said, My spirit shall not contend 

with man forever (Gen. 6:3) ï 

F. ñit will not contend, nor will my spirit be in them forever.ò169
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The Tosefta, completed about two hundred years after the Mishnah, is obviously 

aware of the ambiguity.  This addition to the Mishnah is an attempt to clarify the 

ambiguity.
170

  The Tosefta is denying both doctrines of the afterlife to the generation 

of the deluge.  The Tosefta repeats the denial regarding the generation of the Tower of 

Babylon and the men of Sodom.
171

  They will not live in the world to come whether 

or not they will stand in the judgement.           

 

          The tradition contained in Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1, pericope A and pericope B, 

does not define the precise nature of the future eternity.  The Sages responsible for 

this tradition probably considered the two doctrines of the immortality of the soul and 

the resurrection of the dead as being within the purview of orthodoxy.  The term, 

ñfuture eternityò, is deliberately ambiguous.  The Sages responsible for pericope C 

and pericope D, in the interests of polemic, define the future eternity in terms of 

resurrection.  In this tradition, the person who denies the resurrection is subject to 

punishment in kind.  Pericope C and pericope D together belong to a subsequent stage 

in the theological deliberation of the Tannaim.  During the time of St. Paul, and until 

the destruction of the temple, the Pharisees do not regard the Sadducees as reprobate.  

The Pharisees continue to worship in the temple while the Sadducees preside.  

Pharisees also sit in the Sanhedrin.  The socio-political situation that gave rise to the 

pronouncement of pericope C and pericope D is a matter for historical 

reconstruction.
172

  The saying appears to reflect a fierce dispute immediately before or 

                                                                                                                                            
          

169
 Jacob Neusner, The Tosefta: Translated From the Hebrew with a New Introduction, vol. 2 

(Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 2002), 1190.  

 

          
170

 Finkelstein, Mabo, Hyr 

 

          
171

 Tosefta 13:7 and 13:8. 

 

          
172

 Finkelstein, Ha-Perushim ve-Anshe Keneset Ha-Gedolah, p 



 63 

during the uprising of the Maccabees between sects within the Great Tribunal.  The 

Sadducees denouncing the loyal Hasideans as perushim, Pharisees, i.e., heretics, and 

the Hasideans denouncing the Sadducees as apostates, i.e., as no longer Israelites and 

thereby forfeiting an inheritance in the future eternity.  Pericope C and pericope D are 

in effect an amendment of pericope A and pericope B by denying the status of Israel 

to the Sadducees.  This denouncement effectively identifies the Sadducees, in terms of 

the Shammai / Hillel debate, as the third group (the desperately wicked).  Once the 

schism between the Pharisees and Sadducees ossifies into a permanent division 

between two sects, the denouncement becomes an institutional dogma of sectarianism.  

The doctrine of Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1 during the Second Temple period thus 

defines the sectarian divide.  ñThose who deny these rabbinic doctrines are not 

excluded from synagogues or cursed, but are excluded from the world to come.  God 

will administer this punishment.  Denial of these beliefs caries no social penalty.ò
173

  

The Pharisees can continue to receive ministry from the Sadducees in the temple.   

   

The Isaiah Quotation 

          The biblical quotation from Isaiah is eminently suitable.  The passage in the 

section of Isaiah that some scholars identify as Third-Isaiah is by no means simply an 

echo of Second-Isaiahôs expectations for terrestrial Zion.  In Isaiah 60, the celestial 

dimension transforms corporeal reality.  Divine light replaces the light of sun and 

moon.  Third Isaiah enlarges the eschatological expectations of Second Isaiah with 

apocalyptic reinterpretation.
174

  Brevard Childs comments: 
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Third Isaiah no longer identifies the deliverance of the exiles from Babylon as 

coterminous with the entrance of Godôs kingdom.  Indeed, Babylon has 

receded into the background, as has the new exodus.  It has become only an 

instance of the promise.  Rather, what now lies ahead has become radically 

eschatologized.  The New Jerusalem is not a rebuilt earthly city, but the 

entrance of the divine kingdom of God, the creation of a new heaven and 

earth.  Yet the promise is still tied to the faithful of Israel, to the obedient 

offspring who await the promised blessings of God.
175

  

 

 

The Rabbinic Editors 

The inclusiveness and universality of the theological statement in Sanhedrin 10.1 is 

astonishing given the context in the preceding chapters of the tractate.  The preceding 

context details despicable crimes that require extreme punishment.  The penultimate, 

of the immediately preceding two crimes, is that of a priest ministering in a state of 

ñuncleannessò; and finally, of someone, either masquerading as a priest, or assuming 

the role of a priest, while ministering in the temple.  In both cases the crimes are 

capital offences and the punishment administered is, respectively, ñto split his skull 

open with logsò, and death by strangulation.
176

  What is the implication when we 

come to Sanhedrin 10:1?  Surely, the implication is that such persons will be 

ñrighteousò.  They will share in the blessing of the world to come.  Even gross 

criminality warranting the death penalty is no bar to inheriting the world to come.  On 

what basis are they righteous?  Such persons, no matter how grievous their crimes, are 

Godôs people: ñThe branch of my plantingò and ñThe work of my handsò.  The basis 

of inclusion is the inscrutable electing mercy of God.   
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          A question remains as to whether Sanhedrin 10.1 in the context of the final 

form of the Mishnah teaches the universal salvation of Jews.  The answer is ñyesò and 

ñnoò!  The rabbinic redactors evidently did not intend the universal affirmation, in the 

programmatic theological statement, to indicate that every Jew will inherit salvation.  

This is quite clear from the foundational exclusions (in the original Second Temple 

traditions) and from the extended list of exclusions (from later rabbinic redaction).  

The intention is rather to indicate all inclusiveness, even to the extent of including 

Jews who justly incur the death penalty.  That the rabbinic editors do not intend to 

affirm universal salvation for all Jews is evident from the fact that the tractate 

proceeds to adumbrate numerous groups who are not included in the salvation.  After 

exclusion of the Sadducees, the editors cast the net into Jewish history.  The list of the 

excluded is regrettably quite considerable.  However, the references to past 

generations make it obvious that the redactors understand ñall Israelò diachronically 

as embracing past generations of (faithful) Jews.  Clearly, in saying, ñall Israelò, the 

Mishnaic redactors do not intend a blanket avowal of universal post mortem salvation 

for every ethnic Israelite.  The list of exclusions establishes that Jewish people 

throughout history, and thus those yet to be born, are included within the scope of ñall 

Israelò.  The exclusion of the Sadducees is paradigmatic.  The Mishnah is defining 

Israel as those destined for resurrection.  Jacob Neusner, commenting on Sanhedrin 

10.1 says: 

At the most profound level, therefore, to be ñIsraelò means to be those 

destined to rise from the dead and enjoy the world to come.  Specifically, the 

definition of Israel is contained in the identification of ñall Israelò, as those 

who maintain that the resurrection of the dead is a teaching of the Torah, and 

that the Torah comes from heaven.
177
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Denying the foundational doctrines of the faith removes a person from the status of 

ñIsraelò.
178

  Therefore, simply having the privilege of being a Jew ethnically is not a 

sufficient condition of having a share in ñIsraelò and in ñthe age to comeò.  Every 

Israelite will have a share in the age to come.  It is possible for a Jew to forfeit the 

status of being (true) Israelite. 

 

The  Gentiles 

          Although the subject is the universal salvation of Israel, the rabbinic editors 

mysteriously considered it necessary to exclude some Gentile groups and individuals.  

The entire Generation of the Flood and the Sodomites
179

 are excluded, and 

specifically four individual gentiles: Doeg, Balaam, Ahitophel and Gehazi.
180

  A 

reliable tradition contained in the Babylonian Talmud astonishingly takes issue with 

the Mishnah and is remarkably generous to gentiles.  Talmudic rabbis invite us to 

contemplate the possibility of God granting Doeg and Ahitophel a share in the world 

to come.  

The ministering Angels exclaimed before the Holy One, blessed be He, 

óSovereign of the Universe! If David comes, who slew the Philistine and gave 

possession of Gath to thy children. [and complains at Thy giving a share in the 

world to come to Doeg and Ahitophel], what wilt thou do with him?ô He 

replied, óIt is My duty to make them friends with each other.
181

 

 

Reconciliation is possible because the blessing of life in the world to come is not a 

right but is a gift that God grants in mercy.  The tractate continues: 
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FOUR COMMONERS, VIZ., BALAAM, DOEG, AHITOPHEL, AND 

GEHAZI. Beloô-am [denotes without the people].  Another explanation: 

Balaam denotes that he corrupted a people.  The son of Beor [denotes] that he 

committed bestiality. é.. 

    éé.   Now only Balaam will not enter [the future world], but other 

[heathens] will enter.  On whose authority is the Mishnah [taught]? ð On R. 

Joshua's. For it has been taught: R. Eliezer said, The wicked shall be turned 

into hell, and all the nations that forget God.  The wicked shall be turned into 

hell ð this refers to transgressors among Israel; and all the nations that forget 

God ð to transgressors among the heathen.  This is R. Eliezer's view. But R. 

Joshua said to him: Is it stated, and [those] among all the nations?  Surely all 

the nations that forget God is written!  But [interpret thus:] The wicked shall 

be turned into hell, and who are they? ð all the nations that forget God.  Now, 

that wicked man [Balaam] too gave a sign for himself [that he would not enter 

the future world by saying, Let me die the death of the righteous ð meaning, 

If I die the death of the righteous [i.e., a natural death], my last end will be like 

his; but if not [i.e., if I die a violent death], then behold I go unto my people.
182

 

 

The tractate emphasizes that only Balaam inherits permanent exclusion.  There are 

some subtle word plays in the Hebrew text.  Mflb  (Balaam) is broken up into Mf 

xlb  (ñwithout withò) suggesting that Balaam has no portion in the world to come.  

The Talmud explains the reason in another word play.  The Talmud separates the 

word Mflb  (Balaam) into an alternative pair Mf hlb  (ñconsumed or corrupted 

withò) implying that Balaam corrupted the people.  Balaam, the Gentle, does not 

inherit the world to come.  On the authority of R. Joshua, and rejecting the teaching of 

R. Eliezer, the Babylonian Talmud asserts that Balaamôs exclusion only serves to 

emphasise that God will grant gentiles, who do not forget God, a portion in the world 

to come.  The teaching of R. Joshua is perceptive.  The three kings excluded from the 

world to come are Jeroboam, Ahab and Manasseh.  The Mishnah does not give 

reasons for the exclusions.  It is evident from scripture that the trait identified by R. 

Joshua in Balaam is common to the three kings.  Scripture explicitly states that these 
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three kings corrupted others in committing serious sins.  In the case of Jeroboam we 

read:  

The LORD will smite Israel, as a reed is shaken in the water, and root up 

Israel out of this good land which he gave to their fathers, and scatter them 

beyond the Euphrates, because they have made their Asherim, provoking the 

LORD to anger.  And he will give Israel up because of the sins of Jeroboam, 

which he sinned and which he made Israel to sin.
183

  

 

In the case of Ahab, we read: 

Ahab said to Elijah, "Have you found me, O my enemy?" He answered, "I 

have found you, because you have sold yourself to do what is evil in the sight 

of the LORD. 
21

 Behold, I will bring evil upon you; I will utterly sweep you 

away, and will cut off from Ahab every male, bond or free, in Israel; 
22

 and I 

wil l make your house like the house of Jeroboam the son of Nebat, and like 

the house of Baasha the son of Ahijah, for the anger to which you have 

provoked me, and because you have made Israel to sin.
184

    

 

In the case of Manasseh we read: 

But they did not listen, and Manasseh seduced them to do more evil than the 

nations had done whom the LORD destroyed before the people of Israel.
185

 

 

Talmudic wordplay on the name Balaam is a profound reflection on scripture: 

Behold, these caused the people of Israel, by the counsel of Balaam, to act 

treacherously against the LORD in the matter of Peor, and so the plague came 

among the congregation of the LORD.
186

 

 

While it is true that Doeg, Ahitophel and Gehazi commit grievous sins, there is no 

scriptural warrant linking them with the sin of corrupting others in the manner of 

Balaam and the three kings.  This, presumably, explains the conciliatory response of 

the Talmud toward these three gentiles.  It is interesting that the Mishnah preserves a 

lenient judgement by R. Joshua with respect to Manasseh even though the Mishnaic 

compliers do not concur.  The final form of the text therefore contemplates the 
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inclusion of gentiles in the inheritance of the eternity to come notwithstanding the 

damnation of reprobates.  This is important for Jewish-Christian theology.  Jewish 

theology does not anticipate the ultimate redemption as an exclusive salvation.  The 

Jewish hope is hope for the whole world.  St. Paul likewise in Romans 11.26 ties 

together the salvation of the elect from amongst the gentiles with the salvation of all 

Israel.    

 

Conclusion 

          St. Paul in Romans 11.26 adopts a formulaic saying so closely aligned with his 

Pharisaic theological heritage.  The exegesis of Sanhedrin 10.1 supports the thesis that 

pa/j VIsrah.l in Romans 11.26 refers to the vast company of ethnic Israelites of all 

time.   
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CHAPTER 4 

THE JEWISH BACKGROUND 

PART 2 

THE DEAD SEA SCROLLS 

 

The Messianic Rule 

          The concept of the eschatological salvation of all Israel is not restricted to the 

Pharisaic-Rabbinic tradition.  The Qumran community were also looking forward to 

the salvation of all Israel.  The sectarians of Qumran preserve a theological ideology 

that is both apocalyptic and this worldly.  The Messianic Rule is also known as The 

Rule of the Congregation, hdfh jrs , or simply 1QSa or 1Q28a, depending on the 

classification adopted.  The text is a part of one of the original scrolls found in Cave 1 

and first published in 1955.
187

  One manuscript of the Rule of the Community 

(otherwise known as the Manual of Discipline) has an appendix copied onto the 

scroll.
188

  This appendix is the only extant text of the Messianic Rule.  ñThe script is 

dated from the Hasmonean period (100-75 BCE).ò
189

  A critical edition of the text has 
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recently been published.
190

  Vermes suggests a mid- first-century (BCE) date ñmay 

safely be proposed.ò
191

  The Messianic Rule begins with these words
192

:  

Mymyh tyrhxb lxrWy tdf lvkl $rsh hzv  

 
Martinez and Tigchelaar, in their Hebrew-English edition of the scrolls, translate the 

above as: ñThis is the rule of all the congregation of Israel in the final days.ò  These 

words parallel Sanhedrin 10.1 and Romans 11.26.  The subject matter in all three texts 

concerns the eschatological vindication of ñall Israelò.  The Messianic Rule has a 

clearly defined teaching concerning the circumstances that will usher in the end-time 

salvation.           

 

          A little farther on, the text repeats again the opening statement thereby forming 

literary brackets within which the first section of the scroll is contained:    

This is the rule of all the congregation of Israel in the final days, when they 

gather [in community to wa]lk in accordance with the regulation of the sons of 

Zadok, the Priests, and of the men of their covenant who have turn[ed aside 

from the ] path of the nation. These are the men of his counsel who have kept 

his covenant in the midst of wickedness to ato[ne for the ear]th.  When they 

come, they shall assemble all those who come, including children and women, 

and they shall read into [their] ea[rs] [a]ll the precepts of the covenant, and 

shall instruct them in all their regulations, so that they do not stray in [the]ir 

e[rrors].  And this is the rule for all the armies of the congregation, for all 

native Israelites.
193
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Martinez and Tigchelaar translate ~ymyh tyrxab as, ñin the final daysò,194
.  

Vermes
195

 and Wise, Abegg and Cook translate the phrase as ñin the last daysò.
196.  

The root, Jsx , is translated as, ñto gatherò, by Martinez & Tigchelaar, and as, ñto 

joinò, by Vermes, and with dynamic equivalence as, ñmobilized to joinò, by Wise, 

Abegg & Cook.  Wise, Abegg & Cook simply transliterate dHy (referring to the Dead 

Sea Sect itself) as, ñmobilized to join the yahadò.                  

 

          In the phrase lxrWy tdf lvkl , (ñall the congregation of Israelò), Lk  

signifies the entirety of the congregation of Israel.  This is evident from the addition 

of tdf  before lxrWy .  The phrase has a pedigree in the Old Testament where it 

almost has a technical sense referring to the entire congregation of the exodus 

community assembled together by divine appointment.
197

  The secondary heading (the 

last line in the quotation above) does not simply reproduce verbatim the introductory 

words.  twabc replaces larXy and this Vermes translates as ñhostò and by Martinez 

& Tigchelaar as ñarmiesò.  ñLike Israel in the wilderness, the congregation is thought 

of as being organised as an army.ò
198  The concluding phrase is pertinent, 

emphasising universality: larXyb xrzah lwkl translated as ñfor all native 

Israelitesò, by Martinez and Tigchelaar.  xrza, in the Old Testament, sometimes 
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occurs contiguous with Crx , having the meaning, ñnative of the landò.  Frequently 

the word occurs in contradistinction with rg  (ñsojournerò), i.e., someone born in the 

land.
199  The terminology strongly suggests that the Qumran sectarians think of ñall 

Israelò (in the last days) as constituting a great end time convocation of the entire 

people of ethnic Israel.  This great assembly will join the Dead Sea Community now 

mobilised for war in divisions of thousands, hundreds, fifties and tens.  At the age of 

thirty, a man is eligible to take his place ñamong the chiefs of the thousands of Israel, 

the commanders of a hundred, commanders of fi[f]ty, [commanders of] tenéò
200

 

Every native Israelite would become a member of the community in ñlast daysò.   

 

          The Rule determines status within the hierarchical ruling council.  The ruling 

council or assembly has three principal functions.  The first and most basic function is 

to oversee the organisation of the community; second, to legislate; and climatically, to 

declare the messianic war.  The immediate context of these important introductory 

headings, and the broader context within the whole body of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 

especially that of the War Scroll, strongly suggest that ñthe last daysò will incorporate 

the arrival of the Messiah.  Commenting on the Messianic Rule, Schiffman notes that: 

After receiving some sign that the End of Days had dawned, this assembly 

would then decide to initiate the series of events announced in the War Scroll 

and would preside over the sectôs role in those final battles.
201

      

 
After victory in the decisive war between the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness, 

the new community, comprising all Israel alongside the original sectarians, will 
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gather, under the joint leadership of the priestly messiah and the royal messiah, to 

celebrate the messianic banquet.  The eschatological meal is presided by the two 

messianic figures.  

When God engenders (the Priest-) Messiah, he shall come with them [at] the 

head of the whole congregation of Israel with all [his brethren, the sons] of 

Aaron the Priests, [those called] to the assembly, the men of renown; and they 

shall sit [before him, each man] in the order of his dignity.  And then [the 

Mess]iah of Israel shall [come], and the chiefs of the [clans of Israel] shall sit 

before him, [each] in the order of his dignity, according to [his place] in their 

camps and marches.
202

        

 
Therefore, the restoration of all Israel is both eschatological and messianic.  The 

sectarian community shares with early rabbinic tradition belief in the restoration of 

Israel in the last days.  The sectarian community emphasizes the messianic 

dimensions of the last days.  This coheres with the Christian tradition but contrasts 

with the rabbinic tradition.   

 

The Messianic Apocalypse 

          There are a number of references to the messiah in the Dead Sea Scrolls.
203

  The 

messianic expectation, in which the restoration of all Israel takes place, is a prominent 

feature of the belief of the sectarians.  This belief is significant for our purposes 

because some New Testament scholars, in the interests of the Sonderweg theory, try 

to excise the messianic in their explanation of Romans 11.26.  The Dead Sea 

sectarians had no such reservations!  There are indications that the messianic 

expectations of the Dead Sea Community included the doctrine of the resurrection of 

the dead.  The Messianic Apocalypse (4Q521) witnesses to the symbiotic unity of 
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three theological ideas tenaciously held by the Sect: the salvation of all Israel, the 

coming of the Messiah and the resurrection of the dead.  All that remains of 4Q521 

are a few fragments of a no longer extant manuscript.  Palaeographic analysis dates 

the fragments to the first quarter of the first century BCE.  The contents indicate that 

the original probably dates from the second half of the second century BCE.
204

  Line 

one of the second column of the second fragment begins
205

: 

wxyXml w[mXy #rahw ~ym±äXh ykÐ            
 
[ for the heav]ens and the earth will listen to his anointed one.

206
  

 

x;yvim' is rightly translated as ñMessiahò by Vermes.207
 In this beautiful poetic text, the 

second line is an interpretative echo of the first line, and expands upon the 

universalistic sentiment: 

          
208~yXwdq twcmm gwsy awl ~b rXÎa lkwÐ   

[and all th]at is in them will not turn away from the precepts of the holy 

ones.
209

   

 
The text proceeds to prophesy messianic healing, resurrection, and deliverance of the 

poor.  Line 8 reads: ñfreeing prisoners, giving sight to the blind, straightening out the 

twis[ted.ò
 210

  And line 12 reads
211

: 
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Rwby Myvnf hyhy Mytmv Myllh xpry yk  

 
[for] he will heal the badly wounded and will make the dead live, he will 

proclaim good news to the poor and é.. 
212

  

 

Schiffman endeavours to distance this text from later New Testament teaching by 

asserting that, unlike the New Testament, here it is the Lord and not the Messiah that 

heals, raises the dead, and delivers.  Schiffman emphasizes that, in 4Q521, the Lord 

raises the people and not the Messiah.
213

  The distance between this text and the New 

Testament is not as pronounced as Schiffman alleges.  Line one, as we have seen, 

states that the inhabitants of heaven and earth will respond to the Messiah, and so, 

presumably, the Lord will accomplish, through His Messiah, the end time healing and 

resurrection.  Furthermore, it is quite clear that the New Testament conceives the 

resurrection of Jesus proleptically as validation and anticipation of the end time 

general resurrection.  It is significant that both Jesus and the Messianic Apocalypse 

quote Isaiah 61:1.
214

  The similarity between Luke 4:16-30, Luke 7:22-23 and 4Q521 

is noticeable.  Both the Sectarians and Jesus share a mutual heritage of messianic 

expectation.  Emile Puech, the first to publish this fragment, comments upon this 

mutual heritage and considers it probable that The Messianic Apocalypse is affirming 

that God accomplishes the end time events through his Messiah: 

Only three themes are explicitly shared by the Qumran text and the N.T: the 

blind, the dead, and the good news.  One can add the liberty to prisoners of Isa 

61:1 quoted in Like 4:18 and the promise that ñthose who hunger will be 

satisfiedò in the beatitude of Matt 5:6.  But the purpose of both lists is similar 

insofar as the description of the signs tells of the inbreaking of the divine 

power on earth to usher in the kingdom of God.  In 4Q521, God himself 
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accomplishes these signs (probably in the days of the Messiah and through his 

messenger) by the pouring out of the spirit of holiness é
215

          

 
Fitzmyer is unduly sceptical with regard to the view that line 12 witnesses to belief in 

the resurrection.  He pronounces ex cathedra that ñresuscitationò is the ñproper 

understanding of line 12ò and that this is not a reference to the general resurrection.
216  

The phrase, ñhe will make the dead liveò, occurs between mention of healing and the 

proclamation of good news to the poor.  This may explain why Fitzmyer considers 

this has to do with mundane vivification rather than eschatological resurrection.  

Vermes, however, is not in the least hesitant in referring to resurrection: 

ñAs in the Gospels, healing and resurrection are linked to the idea of the 

kingdom of God.  Line 12 furnishes the most explicit evidence concerning the 

raising of the dead.ò
217

 

 

It is true that the Hebrew phrase, hyxy ~ytmw, is ambiguous and could be translated 

as ñresuscitation of the deadò or ñresurrection of the deadò.  However, the phrase 

should not be considered in isolation.  There is another reference in 4Q521
218

.   

Vmf ytm tx hyhmh M [é] 

he who gives life to the dead of his people.
219

 

The first word-fragment is evidently the hiphil imperfect of ~wq (ñto raiseò).  The 

word in combination with the piel participle of hyx (ñto liveò) suggests resurrection 

rather than resuscitation.   
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          Fragments 7 and 5, although desperately fragmentary, provide adequate 

indication that eschatological post mortem resurrection is in view rather than simply 

mundane vivification.  The text reads: 

1[é] see all th[at has made] 2 [the Lord: the ear]th and all that is in it, Blank 

the seas [and all] 3 [they contain,] and all the reservoirs of waters and torrents. 

Blank 4 [é] those who do good before the Lor[d] 5 [é] like these, the 

accursed.  And [they] shall b[e] for death, [é] 6 [é] he who gives life to the 

dead of his people. Blank 7 And we shall gi[ve] thanks and announce to you 

[é] of the Lord, wh[o é] 8 [é] é and opens [é] 9 and [é] 10 and [é] 11 

he reveals them é [é] 12 and the bridge of the abys[ses é] 13 the accur[sed] 

have coagulated [é] 14 and the heavens have met [é] 15 [and a]ll the angels 

[é] 16 [é] é [é]
220

 

 

The subject is the ultimate judgment of death upon ñthe accursedò.  The accursed 

have ñcoagulatedò and their situation is contrasted with, ñlife to the deadò of Godôs 

own people.  The text mentions the ñbridge of the abys[ses]ò.
221

  The word, ñopensò, 

suggests the opening of the tombs.  Angels are present.  Emile Puech offers a 

reasonable and succinct interpretation of these fragmentary phrases: 

After crossing the bridge over the abysses, the cursed ones will go rigid, 

probably falling down into Abaddon or freezing hell, while the blessed ones 

will be welcomed by the heavens to live in the company of the angels.
222

    

 

Therefore, The Messianic Apocalypse does not understand the resurrection as a return 

to earthy existence by some kind of reanimation.  Living in the company of the angels 

strongly implies a metamorphosis into glory upon a new earth.
223

 That the sectarians 

expected the resurrection of Godôs people in the messianic times is further vindicated 

by other Dead Sea Scrolls.
224
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          In the last days, a great convocation of every Israelite from amongst the living 

and dead, at the behest of the Messiah, will join the Dead Sea Community to celebrate 

the messianic banquet.  The Hebrew phrase lxrWy tdf lvkl  is a veritable pre-

Christian Jewish parallel to St. Paulôs statement in Romans 11:26.  Sanhedrin 10.1 

does not directly associate the salvation of all Israel with the advent of the Messiah.  

Traditions emanating from the Dead Sea Sect contribute to our appreciation of other 

ideas that cluster around the expectation of Israelôs salvation.  
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CHAPTER 5 

INTERTEXTUAL ECHOES 

 

Hermeneutics  

          St. Paulôs quotations of scripture and allusions to scriptural passages and motifs 

are manifold, especially throughout Romans 9-11.  An important study by Richard 

Hays opens up new avenues of exploration.  Hays agues that St. Paulôs use of 

scripture is far from perfunctory.  St. Paul does not quote or allude to scriptural texts 

simply as pegs upon which he can hang his own theological insights.  The 

hermeneutical insight guiding Richard Hays in his interpretation of Romans (indeed, 

of the entire Pauline corpus) is this: the text ñis most fruitfully understood when it is 

read as an intertextual conversation between Paul and the voice of scriptureò.
225

  The 

exegesis that follows will keep a close eye on the conversation between Paul and 

scripture and in particular the way Richard Hays understands that conversation.  

However, the hermeneutical presupposition of this thesis is not the same as that of 

Richard Hays.  There are many indications in the text that St. Paulôs conversation with 

scripture is a mediated conversation and that it is does not take place in a cultural or 

theological vacuum.  The reception of scripture in Jewish texts is given a high priority 

in this thesis.  This does not mean that any particular parallel ipso facto has the status 

of a source or influence upon St. Paulôs reception of scripture.  This chapter will 

compare St. Paulôs use of particular scriptural texts with the use of those same texts in 

Jewish sources to see if fruitful exegetical possibilities accrue.  The thesis does not 

presume that St. Paul must be interpreting scripture in a way diametrically opposed to 

the way those texts are received by his theological heritage.  The objective is to see, 
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by application of the above hermeneutical methodology, if a convincing interpretation 

of Romans chapters 9 and 10 accrues.  Does such an interpretation cohere with the 

prima facie reading of Romans chapter 11?  Does such an interpretation cohere with 

the interpretation of Romans 11.26 that is emerging from a comparison with 

Sanhedrin 10.1 and 1QSa?        

 

           A recent critique by Esler of the hermeneutical approach of Hays is that it 

falsely presupposes modern methodology in extracting meaning from texts.
226

  This 

allegation of anachronism by Esler draws upon research demonstrating that the vast 

majority of St. Paulôs addressees were illiterate.  No more than 10-15% of the 

population in fourth century (BCE) Greece was literate.  And in Roman society the 

preponderance of literacy pertains only to the urban upper classes.
227

  It is, therefore, 

reasonable to assume that the literacy rate pertaining in the Roman house churches of 

the first Century was also no more than 10-15%.
228

  In the Holy Land, during the 

Roman occupation, the rate may have been as low as 3% because of the high 

percentage of the population living in rural areas.
229

  Esler asks us to imagine a setting 

in which St. Paulôs addressees only had access to texts via oral traditions mediating 

those texts.
230

  Although it is quite clear that Paul himself had direct access to written 

texts we cannot assume that his addressees had such access.  However, when it comes 

                                                 
          

226
 Philip F. Esler, Conflict and Identity in Romans: The Social Setting of Paulôs Letter 

(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003), 176-177. 

 

          
227

 William V. Harris, Ancient Literacy (Cambridge, Massachusetts and London: Harvard 

University Press, 1989), 330. 

 

          
228

 Harry Y. Gamble, Books and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early Christian Texts 

(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1995), 5-10. 

 

          
229

 Catherine Hezser, Jewish Literacy in Roman Palestine (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 496. 

 

          
230

 Philip F. Esler, ñThe Sodom Tradition in Romans 1:18-32,ò in Biblical Theology Bulletin 

(Spring 2004): 1-4.  



 82 

to interpreting Romans 9-11, Esler does not appear to heed his own hermeneutical 

insights.  He uncritically adopts the prima facie assumption that, for example, Esau 

and Ishmael represent recalcitrant Israel.
231

  Esler, in failing to consider the reception 

of scripture in Jewish texts, specifically with respect to St. Paulôs use of scripture in 

Romans 9-11, seems to uncritically adopt traditional assumptions.                

 

Esau and Ishmael in Jewish Exegesis 

          A foundational presupposition of the prima facie reading of Romans chapter 9, 

inherited from ecclesiastical traditions of exegesis, is that Esau and Ishmael represent 

reprobate ethnic Israelites.  New Testament scholars in their exegesis of Romans 

chapter 9 have almost without exception ignored traditions about Esau and Ishmael in 

ancient Jewish texts.
232

  When New Testament scholars do allude to some of these 

Jewish texts they simply assume that St. Paul is saying something very different.  

There is no real attempt to read Paul in continuity with his theological heritage to see 

if alternative exegetical possibilities accrue.   

 

          The book of Deuteronomy states: 

He said, "The LORD came from Sinai, and dawned from Seir upon us; 

he shone forth from Mount Paran, he came from the ten thousands of 

holy ones, with flaming fire at his right hand.
233

 

 

The meaning of the Hebrew tD"v.ae (translated as ñflaming fireò by the Revised 

Standard Version) is uncertain.
234

  Targum Onkelos understood the Hebrew as 
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consisting of two words and translated it in the Aramaic as at'v'yai (ñfireò) and 

at'yr"Aa  (ñlawò):   

The Lord was revealed from Sinai, and the brightness of His glory appeared to 

us from Seir. He was revealed in His power upon the mountain of Pharan, and 

with Him were ten thousand saints; He gave us, written with His own right 

hand, the law from the midst of the fire.235   
 

The Aramaic
236

 xtAyrAOx,, a loan word from the Hebrew hrvt , can carry multiple 

nuances such as ñTorah scrollò, ñThe Pentateuchò, ñthe written Torahò, or more 

generally, ñinstruction in Torahò.
237

   The tradition represented by the Targum 

understands Deuteronomy 33.2 as being about the giving of the law to Israel.  This is 

specifically clear in the interpretative additions (in italics below) to the Masoretic 

Text of Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: 

And he said: ñthe Lord was revealed from Sinai to give the Law to his people, 

the house of Israel.  The splendor of the Glory of His Shekinah shone from 

Gabla to give it to the sons of Esau but they did not accept it.  He shone in the 

splendor of Glory from the Mountain of Paran to give it (the Law) to the sons 

of Ishmael but they did not accept it.  He was again revealed in holiness to his 

people, the house of Israel, and with him were many myriads of holy angels.  

The writing of his right hand, and the Law from the midst of a flaming fire, he 

gave them the commandments.
238
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Of determinative importance are the interpolations referring to the sons of Esau and 

the sons of Ishmael.  God offers both lineages, in addition to Israel, the Law.  

Nevertheless, the sons of Esau and the sons of Ishmael, unlike Israel, do not receive 

the gracious gift.  It is evident, therefore, that Targum Pseudo-Jonathan understands 

the Hebrew as being about the giving of the Torah not only to Israel but also to the 

descendents of Esau and Ishmael.  Once again the Aramaic word at'yr"Aa is employed.  

God offers the law to the nations at the same time that he offers it to Israel.  The 

nations as represented by Esau and Ishmael refuse the offer.  There is a definite note 

of special favour (election) toward Israel.  Although a manifestation of the Shekinah 

accompanies the offer to the sons of Esau and Ishmael, only to Israel does God reveal 

the Torah in holiness and accompanied by the heavenly host.   

 

          It is clear from the foregoing that Esau and Ishmael represent the nations.  They 

do not represent the non-elect of ethnic Israel.  Esau and Ishmael are set in contrast to 

lxrWy tyb hymf  (ñhis people, the house of Israelò).
239

  This Targumim tradition 

receives elaboration in the (probably 3
rd
 Century CE) Mekilta on Deuteronomy.  The 

Mekilta of Rabbi Ishmael explicitly interprets Deuteronomy 33.2 as being about God 

offering the Torah to the nations of the world represented by the descendents of Esau, 

Amon, Moab and Ishmael: 

And it was for the following reason that the nations of the world were 

asked to accept the Torah: In order that they should have no excuse of 

saying: Had we been asked we would have accepted it. For, behold, 

they were asked and they refused to accept it, for it is said: "And he 

said: 'The Lord came from Sinai,"' etc. (Deut. 33:2). He appeared to the 

children of Esau the wicked and said to them: Will you accept the 

Torah? They said to Him: What is written in it? He said to them: 
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"Thou shalt not murder". They then said to Him: The very heritage 

which our father left us was: "And by thy sword shalt thou live" ( Gen. 

27:40). He then appeared to the children of Amon and Moab. He said 

to them: Will you accept the Torah? They said to Him: What is written 

in it? He said to them: "Thou shalt not commit adultery" ( Deut 5:17). 

They, however, said to Him that they were all of them children of 

adulterers, as it is said: "Thus were both the daughters of Lot with 

child by their father" ( Gen 19:36). Then He appeared to the children 

of Ishmael. He said to them: Will you accept the Torah? They said to 

Him: What is written in it? He said to them: "Thou shalt not steal"        

( Deut 5:17). They then said to Him: The very blessing that had been 

pronounced upon our fathers was: "And he shall be as a wild ass of a 

man: his hand shall be upon everything" ( Gen 16:12). And it is 

written: "For, indeed, I was stolen away out of the land of the 

Hebrews". But when He came to the Israelites and: "At His right hand 

was a fiery law unto them" ( Deut 33:2), they all opened their mouths 

and said: "All that the Lord hath spoken will we do and obey" ( Exod 

24:7).
240

 

From the traditions quoted above we can justifiably conclude that St. Paul is 

likely to have understood the lineages of Esau and Ishmael as illustrative of 

gentiles living without the prerogatives of the covenant made with Israel.  

Gaston rightly comments:  

Because God is said to have come from Mount Paran, the midrash 

concludes that he was offering his Torah to the Ishmaelites.  Here the 

geographical locations of Sinai, Paran, and Seir as mountains in Arabia 

provide the Biblical basis for the widespread and early Agadah that 

God offered the Torah to all the nations but it was accepted only by 

Israel.
241

  

The Midrash Sifre to Deuteronomy is another important witness to this 

tradition.  The Sifre to Deuteronomy 33.2 says: 

Another interpretation: When the Holy One, blessed be He, revealed Himself 

in order to give the Torah to Israel, he did not speak to them in one language 

but in four languages, [as it is said,] "He said: The Lord came from Sinai": this 

is the Hebrew language. "He shone upon them from Seir": this is the Roman 

language. "He appeared from Mount Paran": this is the Arabic language.  

"And approached from Ribeboth-Kodesh": this is the Aramaic language. 
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Another interpretation: "He said: The Lord came from Sinai".  When the Holy 

One, blessed be He, revealed Himself in order to give the Torah to Israel, He 

revealed Himself not just from one direction but from [all] four directions, as 

it is said, "He said: The Lord came from Sinai; He shone upon them fro Seir; 

He appeared from Mount Paran."  And what is the fourth direction? "God 

comes from Teman" ( Hab. 3:3).
242

  

God reveals the Torah to Israel in the four languages corresponding to each 

place along the journey.  The four languages probably symbolize totality.  The 

implication is that God offers the Torah to the nations (in their languages) but 

they decline the gift.  This is evident from another saying in the Sifre: 

D1] Another interpretation: "He said: The Lord came from Sinai": When the 

Holy One, blessed be He, revealed Himself to give the Torah to Israel, He 

revealed Himself not to Israel alone but to all the nations.   

 [D2] He went first to the descendants of Esau and said to them, "Will you 

accept the Torah?"  They said to Him, "What is written in it?" He said to them, 

"You shall not murder" ( Exod. 20:13). They said, "This is the very essence of 

this people, and their [=our] forefather was a murderer, as it is said, 'Yet the 

hands are the hands of Esau' ( Gen. 27:22), and his [=Esau's] father assured 

that he would be so, as it is said, 'By the sword you shall live' ( Gen. 27:40)."   

 [D3] He then went to the descendants of Ammon and Moab and asked them, 

"Will you accept the Torah?" They replied, "What is written in it?" He said, 

"You shall not commit adultery" ( Exod. 20:13). They replied, "Aldultery is 

their [=our] very essence, as it is said, 'Thus the two daughters of Lot came to 

be with child by their father' ( Gen. 19:36).   

 [D4] He went next to the descendants of Ishamael and asked them, "Will you 

accept the Torah?"  They replied, "What is written in it?"  He said, "You shall 

not steal" ( Exod. 20:13). They replied, "[Theft is] their [=our] very essence 

[and] their [=our] forefather was a thief, as it is said, "He shall be a wild ass of 

a man' ( Gen. 16:12)."   

 [D5] And there was not a single nation among the nations with whom He did 

not speak, knocking on each one's door to ask if they wanted to receive the 

Torah.
243

   

The tradition identifying Esau and Ishmael with the heathen nations is very 

prominent.  The Babylonian Talmud is another witness to this veritable 

tradition.  The Babylonian Talmud quotes Genesis 21.12 with an exegetical 

                                                 
          

242
 Sifre. Deut 33.2.  Translation by Steven, D. Fraade, From Tradition to Commentary: Torah 

and Its Interpretation in the Midrash Sifre to Deuteronomy (New York: State University of New York, 

1991), 30. 

 

          
243

 Ibid., 32. 



 87 

method remarkably similar to St. Paulôs quotation of the same text in Romans 

9.6-7.  In the Talmud, the issue is that of circumcision whereas in Romans the 

issue is Godôs promise.  In both texts, we have the word ñseedò and the 

quotation from Genesis 21.12.  The Talmud says: 

Circumcision was from the very first commanded to Abraham only 

[and not to the Noachides in general]: Thou shalt keep my covenant, 

therefore, thou and thy seed after thee in their generations, meaning, 

thou and thy seed are to keep it, but no others. If so, should it not be 

incumbent upon the children of Ishmael [Abraham's son]? ð For in 

Isaac shall thy seed be called.  Then should not the children of Esau be 

bound to practise it?-In Isaac, but not all Isaac.
244

 

The rabbis take the preposition b  in qHcyb as partitive and thus excluding all 

those not of the lineage of Isaac.  It is possible that Ven VIsaa.k in Romans 9.7 

has the same implication.
245

  In any case, in both Romans 9.6-7 and the 

Talmud, there is the divine choice of a specific lineage.  Stegner assumes that 

the parallel is virtually identical in style (and that this is evidence of Paulôs 

Jewish heritage) although resulting in very different conclusions: 

The Babylonian rabbi ties the text to the empirical Jewish nation, while 

Paul feels that the text applies to the elect ones within the empirical 

Jewish nation and gentiles from outside the empirical Jewish nation.
246

      

Stegner here simply assumes the traditional understanding of Romans 9.6-29.  

He assumes that St. Paul must be saying something very un-Jewish!  The 

reader of Romans need not accept this presupposition.  The reader may choose 

instead to assume that St. Paulôs conversation with scripture is very much in 
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the vein of Jewish exegesis in both style and content.  Why assume that 

Ishmael and Esau in Romans 9 represent the elect from amongst ethnic Israel 

and from amongst the Gentile nations?  There is nothing in what St. Paul says 

to suggest this presupposition.   

 

          A tradition recorded in Genesis Rabbah also focuses upon the 

significance of b  in qHcyb : 

AND GOD SAID UNTO ABRAHAM: LET IT NOT BE GRIEVOUS 

IN THY SIGHT... FOR IN ISAAC SHALL SEED BE CALLED TO 

THEE (XXI, 12): R. Judan b. Shalum said: Not ' Isaac ó, but IN 

ISAAC is written here. R. óAzariah said in the name of Bar Hutah: The 

beth (IN) denotes two, i.e. [thy seed shall be called] in him who 

recognises the existence of two worlds; he shall inherit two worlds. R. 

Judan b. R. Shalum said: It is written, Remember His marvellous 

works that He hath done, His signs [E.V. ówondersô], and the 

judgments of His mouth (Ps. CV, 5). [God says]: ' I have given a sign 

[whereby the true descendants of Abraham can be known], viz. he who 

expressly recognises [God's judgments]ô. Thus whoever believes in the 

two worlds shall be called  ñthy seedò while he who rejects belief in 

two worlds shall not be called ñthy seedò.ô
247

 

Again the Hebrew preposition before Isaac is taken as a partitive but also 

carries the numerical value of ñtwoò.  The text is similar to Sanhedrin 10.1.  

Physical descent is not in itself sufficient.  Belief in the eternity to come is 

necessary.  Those who deny the existence of two worlds cease thereby to be 

true Israelites.  While St. Paul no doubt held to this conviction too, it is 

significant that there is no indication in the text of Romans 9.6-29 or 11.26 
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that he is making the point that lack of belief forfeits the status of Israelite.  

All the emphasis is upon the sovereignty of God.
248

      

 

          The book of Jubilees, drawing upon traditional Jewish folklore, is 

additional evidence that Ishmael and Esau (contrasted with Israel and not 

simply with Isaac and Jacob) represent the Gentile nations.  The English 

version below is a translation from the Ethiopic.  Scholars generally consider 

the Ethiopic source a trustworthy guide to the original Hebrew.  The 

Damascus Document cites the original Hebrew text and there exists fragments 

of the text in the Dead Sea Scrolls.
249

  The original Hebrew (between the fifth 

and first centuries BCE) is not extant.  Jubilees says: 

And you, for your part, command the sons of Israel to observe the sign 

of this covenant in every generation as a rule for all time, so that they 

are not uprooted from the land.  The command is binding on all the 

sons of Israel: it is part of the covenant they must observe.  For the 

Lord did not admit into his presence either Ishmael and his sons and 

brothers, or Esau, and he did not choose them, although they were 

children of Abraham, because he knew them; but he chose Israel as his 

people.
250

  

Ishmael and Esau, and their descendants, ñalthough they were children of Israelò, are 

not chosen by God.  The book of Jubilees is here contrasting the non-choosing of 

Ishmael and Esau with Godôs choice of Israel.  The book of Jubilees does not derive 

the conclusion that only some are elect from ethnic Israel.     
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          Genesis 22:1 simply says: ñAfter these things God tested Abraham, and said to 

him, "Abraham!"  And he said, "Here am I."ò
251

  The Targum of Pseudo-Jonathan 

interpolates a conversation between Isaac and Ishmael as a preamble to the opening 

words of the Akedah.  The interpolations are in italic: 

After these events, after Isaac and Ishmael had quarrelled, Ishmael 

said, ñIt is right that I should be my fatherôs heir, since I am his first 

born-son.ò  But Isaac said, ñIt is right that I should be my fatherôs 

heir, because I am the son of Sarah his wife, while you are the son of 

Hagar, my motherôs maidservant.  Ishmael answered and said, ñI am 

more worthy than you, because I was circumcised at the age of 

thirteen.  And if I had wished to refuse, I would not have handed myself 

over to be circumcised.  But you were circumcised at the age of eight 

days.  If you had been aware, perhaps you would not have handed 

yourself over to be circumcised.ò  Isaac answered and said, ñBehold, 

today I am thirty seven years old, and if the Holy One, blessed be He, 

were to ask all of my members I would not refuse.ò  These words were 

immediately heard before the Lord of the world, and at once the 

Memra of the Lord tested Abraham and said to him, ñAbraham!ò And 

he said to him, ñHere I am.ò
252

 

The reference to circumcision is significant.  Pseudo-Jonathan is integrating 

Genesis 17:25f with Genesis 22:1.  Circumcision among the Arabs is well 

attested.
253

  Josephus utilises an etiological explanation, drawn from Genesis 

17:25f, for the custom amongst the Arabs to circumcise their sons after the 

thirteenth year, unlike that of the Jews upon the eighth day.  Referring first to 

Isaac, Josephus says: 

They circumcised him upon the eighth day and from that time the Jews 

continue the custom of circumcising their sons within that number of 

days.  As for the Arabians, they circumcise after the thirteenth year, 
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because Ishmael, the founder of their nation, who was born to 

Abraham of the concubine, was circumcised at that age.
254

  

This apparently gives Ishmael reason to presume upon Godôs favour.  The 

presumption is a Gentile presumption!  The version in Genesis Rabbah 55:4 

reads: 

Isaac and Ishmael were engaged in a controversy: the latter argued, 'I 

am more beloved than thou, because I was circumcised at the age of 

13'; while the other retorted, 'I am more beloved than thou, because I 

was circumcised at 8 days.' Said Ishmael to him, 'I am more beloved, 

because I could have protested and did not. At that moment Isaac 

exclaimed: 'O that God would appear to me and bid me cut off one of 

my limbs! Then I would not refuse.' Said God: 'Even if I bid thee 

sacrifice thyself, thou wilt not refuse.
255

 

 

          Another saying in Genesis Rabbah contrasts the voice of Jacob with that of 

Esau as metonymy for the continuing struggle between Israel and her enemies. 

JACOB WENT NEAR UNTO ISAAC HIS FATHER; AND HE FELT HIM, 

AND SAID: THE VOICE IS THE VOICE OF JACOB (XXVII, 22): hark, tis 

the voice of a wise man, while the hands are of those that strip the dead! 

Another interpretation of THE VOlCE IS THE VOICE OF JACOB: Jacob 

wields power only by his voice; BUT THE HANDS ARE THE HANDS OF 

ESAU: Esau wields dominion only by his hands. R. Phinehas gave another 

interpretation of THE VOICE IS THE VOICE OF JACOB: when the voice of 

Jacob withdraws within itself, then THE HANDS ARE THE HANDS OF 

ESAU: One beckons to him, and he comes [to attack Israel]. R. Berekiah gave 

another interpretation of THE VOICE IS THE VOICE OF JACOB: when 

Jacob speaks wrathfully with his voice, the hands of Esau have dominion; 

when his voice rings out clearly, the hands of Esau have no dominion.
256
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It is a reasonable assumption that both St. Paul and Jewish traditions of exegesis have 

a common origin in traditional Jewish teaching.  ñExegetical traditions ólivedô for 

hundreds of yearsò.
257

 

 

          When reading Romans 9 in continuity with these traditions, the interpretation 

that Gaston proffers seems less of an imposition upon the text than we might 

otherwise suppose.  Gastonôs interpretation is often dismissed without due 

consideration of the Jewish texts and simply on the basis that it does not appear to 

meet our prima facie assumptions about Romans 9.  On Gastonôs reading, St. Paulôs 

case in Romans chapter 9 is that the privilege accruing to Israel is indeed a matter of 

ethnicity but not simply so.  The privileges that accrue to Israel ultimately depend 

upon Godôs inscrutable will in electing a particular lineage.  That lineage, as the 

recipient of the promise and bearer of election, is none other than Israel.  It is the 

Israel contemporaneous with St. Paul.  St. Paulôs oxymoronic statement in Romans 

9.6 is a rebuttal to the arrogance of the Gentile contingent in the Roman church.  God 

chose a particular lineage from Abrahamôs seed.  That sovereign choice stands firm.  

God did not choose other lineages from Abrahamôs seed (i.e., the Gentile nations).  In 

the light of Jewish traditions of exegesis, St. Paulôs case appears to be something like 

this:   

It is now evident that Godôs election extends to the Gentiles, but that does not 

thereby jeopardize Godôs foundational election of Israel.  God grafts the elect 

from amongst the Gentiles onto the privileges of Israel.  Godôs choice of a 

particular lineage is a sovereign act and God is not about to abandon his 

commitment to Israel.   
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If this is indeed St. Paulôs argument in Romans chapter 9, then, by reading St. Paul in 

the light of Jewish traditions of exegesis, we manage to meet the challenge set by 

Raisanen and many other scholars.  The challenge is to discover the continuity of 

thought throughout the literary unit of Romans chapters 9-11 or to admit that St. Paul 

argues himself into an intractable self-contradiction.  The strategy hitherto amongst 

scholars has been either, on the one hand, to reduce the prima facie reading of 

Romans chapter 11 to make it conform to the prima facie reading of Romans chapter 

9.  Or, on the other hand, to make the prima facie reading of Romans chapter 9 

conform to the prima facie reading of Romans chapter 11.  However, contrary to the 

above strategies, a decision to read Romans 11.26 in the light of Sanhedrin 10.1 

coheres with a reading of Romans chapter 9 in the light of Jewish traditions of 

exegesis.  The exegesis Romans 9.6-29 by Richard Hays, concentrating as it does 

upon the intertextual conversation between Paul and the Old Testament texts, does not 

prove itself sufficient to explain the hiatus between Romans chapters 9-10 and 

Romans chapter 11.  The most that Hays can deduce from the intertextual 

conversation in Romans 9.6-29 is the link between Isaac and promise.
258

  Richard 

Hays continues to assume that Esau and Ishmael are analogues for Israel even though 

neither Paul nor the Torah makes that connection.  ñIn the scandalous inversions 

implied by the analogies of Romans 9, it is the Jewish people who stand in the role of 

Ishmael, the role of Esau, and even the role of Pharaoh.ò
259

  Hays slips into his 

argument the fashionable notion of deconstruction to explain the apparent 

inconsistency of Paulôs train of thought in Romans chapters 9-11.  St. Paulôs 

conversation with scripture turns into a subversion of scripture.  ñThus, if in Romans 
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9 and 10 Paul deconstructs Scriptureôs witness to Israelôs favoured status, Romans 11 

dialectically deconstructs the deconstructive reading, subverting any Gentile Christian 

pretension to a position of hermeneutical privilege.ò
260

  The postulation of a rhetorical 

double deconstruction in St. Paulôs argument looks like a subterfuge for failure to 

adequately account for the hiatus in Romans chapters 9-11.  It is inconceivable that 

the Pharisaic and Christian Paul would deconstruct scriptures witness to Israelôs 

favoured status.  Yet, this is a corollary of the prima facie exegesis.   

 

          Reading St. Paul in the light of the reception of scripture in the Jewish sources 

is proving a more fruitful approach to account for the hiatus.  These Jewish texts 

evidently reflect the oral transmission of the Old Testament stories.  St. Paul really is 

engaging with scripture.  He engages with scripture as it is mediated through 

traditions of exegesis from within his own religious and theological heritage.  It is 

inherently likely that St. Paulôs reading of scripture will take place through the lenses 

of Jewish traditions of interpretation.  To suppose that St. Paulôs conversation with 

scripture is unmediated, and that, acting within this interpretative vacuum, St. Paul is 

totally free to subvert scriptureôs witness, is at best extreme speculation and at worst 

simply crass.       

 

Conversation with Isaiah 

 The Potter Oracles 

          The foregoing interpretation suggest that readers should consider interpreting 

St. Paulôs rhetorical question in Romans 9.19-20 as a typically Gentile question 
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eliciting a typically Jewish response.
261

  Reading the rhetorical question as 

symptomatic of a Gentile response to the preferential election of Israel will continue 

to prove fruitful in explaining the consistency of Paulôs argument.  St. Paul says:   

You will say to me then, "Why does he still find fault? For who can resist his 

will?"  But who are you, a man, to answer back to God? Will what is molded 

say to its molder, "Why have you made me thus?" 

 

 

Richard Hays falsely assumes that Paul is alluding to Jeremiahôs potter parable.
262

  He 

assumes that, as with Jeremiah, St. Paul is addressing Israelôs obduracy and 

summoning her to repentance.  In conversation with Jeremiah, St. Paul is apparently 

anticipating a resolution he his about to unfurl in chapter 11.  However, contrary to 

Hays, there is no indication that Paul has Jeremiahôs potter parable in mind or the 

potter metaphor in general.  It is much more likely that St. Paul is quoting a 

combination of Isaiah 29.16 and Isaiah 45.9 in the Septuagint.  The rendering of these 

two verses in the LXX and the Targum demonstrates that other ancient readers noted 

a relationship between these two potter oracles.
263

  However, contrary to the 

assumption of Wagner, it is not clear that St. Paul is in direct conversation with Isaiah 

unmediated by traditions of exegesis.  The recent study by Wagner of Paulôs use of 

the Isaiah texts in Romans assumes an unmediated conversation.  ñPaulôs contention 

in Romans 9-11 is that contemporary Israel is similarly engaged in a struggle with 

Godôs redemptive plan éò
264

 St. Paul does not say this.  The presupposition is that 

the rhetorical question is typically a Jewish one and assumes that Esau and Ishmael 
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are analogues of Israel.  Assumptions are mounting up.  However, it is not clear at all 

that St. Paul is addressing the obduracy of Israel.   

 

          The reception of the potter oracles in the Jewish tradition prior to the New 

Testament understands the rhetorical question as typically a Gentile response to 

Israelôs privileges.  The Wisdom of Solomon
265

 says: 

For who will say, "What hast thou done?" Or will resist thy judgment? Who 

will accuse thee for the destruction of nations which thou didst make? Or who 

will come before thee to plead as an advocate for unrighteous men?
266

 

 

The theme of Chapters 11 and 12 of the Wisdom of Solomon is that of Godôs 

judgement upon the Egyptians and the Canaanites.  Chapter 11 adumbrates a series of 

antitheses.  Egypt suffers judgement commensurate to her crimes whereas Israel 

receives blessing from the very same things that God uses to punish Egypt.  Chapter 

12 adumbrates the vile practices of the Canaanites and Godôs corresponding 

sufferance in giving them ample time to repent.  The diatribe against the Egyptians 

and the Canaanites form the indicatives culminating in an imperative for Israel.  Israel 

response should be kindness and hopefulness.   

Through such works thou has taught thy people that the righteous man must be 

kind, and thou hast filled thy sons with good hope, because thou givest 

repentance for sins.
267

 

 

Israel can expect leniency and mercy from God.   

So while chastening us thou scourgest our enemies ten thousand times more, 

so that we may meditate upon thy goodness when we judge, and when we are 

judged we may expect mercy.
268
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The context is Godôs preferential treatment of the Jews.  The rhetorical question is 

thus typically Gentile.  The diatribe against the Egyptians and the Canaanites may 

even be a veiled reference to the Alexandrians and Romans contemporaneous with the 

author.
269

  Godôs longsuffering toward the Canaanites in Wisdom chapter 12 is 

apposite when considering St. Paulôs train of argument.   

But, judging them little by little you gave them an opportunity to repent, 

though you were not unaware that their origin was evil and their wickedness 

inborn, and that their way of thinking would never change.
270

 

  

The theme of Godôs longsuffering toward the Canaanites, notwithstanding their vile 

practices, thereby giving them time to repent, is comparable with St. Paulôs 

development of his argument: 

What if God, desiring to show his wrath and to make known his power, has 

endured with much patience the vessels of wrath made for destruction, in 

order to make known the riches of his glory for the vessels of mercy, which he 

has prepared beforehand for glory, é
271

     

 

The hermeneutics of interpreting Romans chapters 9-11 by means of St. Paulôs 

conversation with scripture strongly suggests that the ñvessels of mercyò in the above 

quotation refer to the Jewish people.  The reference to ñgloryò is likely an echo of 

Romans 9.4 in which St. Paul outlines the prerogatives of Israel.  Godôs sovereign 

decision to show patient endurance toward the heathen and to have mercy upon the 

elect from amongst the Gentiles goes hand in glove with his commitment to show 

mercy to Israel: ñeven us whom he has called, not from the Jews only but also from 

the Gentiles.ò
272
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          There is a significant allusion to Isaiahôs potter oracle in the finale of the 

concluding poem of the Community Rule.
273

  The translation of Vermes is used below 

because it is less wooden than that of Martinez and Tigchelaar and does justice to the 

poetic nature and strophic structure of the hymn.  The forensic vocabulary of the 

poem is more apparent in Vermes and this serves to highlight the similarities with St. 

Paulôs theology of justification by faith.  The poem is a celebration of JP'v.mi and 

hqAdAc; 

As for me, 

   my justification is with God. 

In His hand are the perfection of my way 

   and the uprightness of my heart. 

He will wipe out my transgression 

   through His righteousness.
274

    

 

From the spring or source, rAqm', of Godôs righteousness, hq'd'c., and only from that 

source, is justification, jP'v.mi: 

From the source of His righteousness 

   is my justification, 

and from His marvelous mysteries 

   is the light of my heart.
275   

 

Justification is a gift from God as an eternal possession to His elect: 

~lw[ tzOxwal ~ntn la rxb =r=ÔÔÙÖÖXal 
 
God has given (justification) to His chosen ones 

   As an everlasting possession.
276
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The verbs rx;B' and !t;n" are in the perfect tense.  To the ones God has chosen, he has 

given justification as an everlasting inheritance.  This gift is not something that human 

beings can merit.  The poet repeats the concept of Godôs sovereign election with the 

addition of two phrases: 

Blessed art Thou, my God, 

   who openest the heart of Thy servant to knowledge! 

Establish all his deeds in righteousness, 

   and as it pleases Thee to do for the elect of mankind, 

   grant that the son of Thy handmaid 

   may stand before Thee for ever.
277

 

  

The phrase, ñson of Thy handmaidò, poetically echoes the phrase, ñelect of mankindò.  

The phrase hm'äa'h'-!B,, ñson of a handmaidò, occurs just six times in the Old Testament 

with parallels in Ugaritic.
278

  hmAxA is used as the female counterpart of db,f, and in 

biblical Hebrew refers to a married slave-girl or second wife.  The reference above is 

either a reflection of the usage of Psalms 86.16 and 116.16, or, more likely, because 

of the similitude, is an allusion.  The phrase in both 1QS and the Psalms is an 

expression of humility from one who is ethnically a member of the elect community 

of Israel:  ñéthe expression denotes a person who, belongs to the household by birth, 

not an outsider or slave purchased by the master of the household éò
279

 The poet is 

all too aware that he is part of wicked humanity, hfAw;ri MdAxAl;, and the council of 

unjust flesh, lVAfa rWABA dOs: 

As for me, 

   I belong to wicked mankind, 

   to the company of unjust flesh. 

My iniquities, rebellions, and sins,  
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   together with the perversity of my heart, 

belong to the company of worms 

   and to those who walk in darkness. 

For mankind has no way, 

   and man is unable to establish his steps 

since justification is with God 

   and perfection of way is out of His hand. 

All things come to pass by His design 

   and without Him nothing is done.
280

   

 

This awareness of the perversity of the human heart will prompt the poet, in the final 

stanza, by way of an allusion to Isaiahôs potter oracle, to acknowledge the inscrutable 

wonder of Godôs sovereign decision to save his elect people Israel from amongst the 

mass unjust flesh.  The final stanza will echo the phrase above referring to wicked 

humanityôs habitat with the ñwormsò:  

Who can endure Thy glory, 

   and what is the son of man 

   in the midst of Thy wonderful deeds? 

What shall one born of woman  

   be accounted before Thee? 

Kneaded from the dust, 

   his abode is the nourishment of worms. 

He is but a shape, but moulded clay, 

   and inclines toward dust. 

What shall hand-moulded clay reply? 

   What counsel shall it understand?
281

 

 

The poet utilizes the potter metaphor to emphasize the obtuseness of humanity before 

the inscrutability of Godôs sovereign choice.  This is comparable with St. Paulôs 

quotation of Isaiah in Romans 9.19-20.  By reading St. Paulôs quotation of Isaiah in 

the light of The Community Ruleôs adoption of the same text, readers may see the 

plausibility of interpreting St. Paulôs rhetorical question as typically a Gentile 

question.  It is a question that arises from human obtuseness in the face of Godôs 

inscrutable and unswerving election of Israel from amongst the mass of unjust flesh.  

The concluding stanza reflects images and allusions from the stanza 1QS. XI. 9f 
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quoted above.  Thus the obtuseness of ñthe son of manò in the final stanza is the 

obtuseness that one expects from ñwicked humanityò: the abode of both is the 

ñcompany of wormsò.  The obtuseness is typical of wicked humanity in its inability to 

fathom Godôs choice to save the ñson of Thy handmaidò. 

 

Vessels of Wrath and Vessels of Mercy 

          To whom is Paul referring to in the phrases: ñthe vessels of wrathò (Romans 

9.22) and ñvessels of mercyò (9.23)?  The reader is already familiar with the texts St. 

Paul is alluding to in Romans 9:22-24.  He has previously cited Exodus 33.19 in 

Romans 9.15 and Exodus 9.16 in Romans 9.17.  The subject matter in the Exodus 

narrative is obviously Godôs forbearance with Pharaohôs obduracy and duplicity and 

Godôs design to save his chosen people.  Those who adhere to the prima facie reading 

of Romans chapter 9, in the traditional interpretation, take it that the ñvessels of 

wrathò are none other than ñunbelieving Jewsò.
282

  If this is indeed the case then it 

constitutes at best a strange reading of scripture by St. Paul and at worst a blatant 

reversal of scriptural intention.  While St. Paul has no hesitation of applying the 

ñvessels of mercyò to ñusò(from both Jews and Gentiles), he is decidedly circumspect 

about identifying the ñvessels of wrathò.  Romans 9.22 begins with the particle eiv and 

omits the apodosis.  The RSV and NIV translate the verse as a hypothetical question 

with the implication that God has every right to behave in this way.  On this reading, 

St. Paul is making a timeless theological statement concerning the inscrutability of the 

divine will in the matter of double predestination.  However, if we take it that St. Paul 

is seriously engaging with scripture, then it is reasonable to assume that the protasis is 

referring to Godôs forbearance with Pharaohôs obduracy and duplicity.  In this 
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exegetical scenario, St. Paul is making a comparison between then and now.  Wagner 

suggests that Romans 9:22-23 is an incomplete qal-vahomer argument and that St. 

Paul expects the reader to assume the apodosis.
283

  In other words, St. Paul is saying 

something like:  

If in those days God acted with such forbearance toward the reprobate 

Pharaoh, despite his obduracy and duplicity, how much more in these days 

will God forbear Israel? 

  

On this reading, St. Paul is looking ahead to the conclusion of his argument in 

Romans 11.26.     

 

 Conversation with Hosea 

  ñNot my peopleò 

          In Romans 9.25 St. Paul says: 

As indeed he says in Hosea, "Those who were not my people I will call 

`my people,' and her who was not beloved I will call `my beloved.'" 

 

The reference to Gentile Christians, in Romans 9.24, may suggest that in his quotation 

from Hosea, in Romans 9.25, St. Paul also has Gentile Christians in mind as the 

referent of, ñthose who were not my people.ò  However, once again, ambiguity is the 

order of the day.  St. Paul does not say whom he has in mind.  The reader is left to 

postulate.  Wagner is so bold as to assert that St. Paul does have Gentile converts in 

mind and that this is tantamount to a ñstrong ómisreadingôò of scripture.
284

  Such an 

accusation should be a last resort.  There is no indication in the text itself that this is 

an instance of a ñstrong misreading of scriptureò.  The assumption that St. Paul is 

misreading scripture is a corollary of the prima facie (traditional) reading.  It is 

immediately apparent that Hosea has Israel in mind.  What if St. Paul is neither 

                                                 
          

283
 Wagner, Heralds of Good News, 76f. 

 

          
284

 Ibid., 83. 



 103 

deconstructing the scriptural witness nor nonchalantly using the ancient text as a peg 

for his own ideas? 

 

          Hosea 2.1-2 recapitulates the divine retribution (of Hosea 1.6-8) with 

consolation.  This reversal was a matter of thoughtful discussion amongst the rabbis.  

The Babylonian Talmud witnesses a rabbinic tradition that interjects an imaginary 

conversation between Hosea and God.  The tradition takes it that God, after 

confronting Hosea about his refusal to divorce his wife even while wanting God to 

abandon Israel, prevails upon Hosea to intercede on behalf of Israel.  Thereupon, God 

does not hesitate to grant clemency toward Israel.  God cannot forsake one of His four 

primal possessions: 

Then if thou, whose wife is a harlot and thy children are the children of 

harlotry, and thou knowest not whether they are thine or they belong to others, 

yet [thou] art so; then Israel who are My children, the children of My tried 

ones, the children of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob; one of the four possessions 

which I have acquired in this world é Yet thou sayest, óExchange them for a 

different people!ô
285

   

 

Rashi draws our attention to a tradition preserved in Sifre of Numbers that compares 

this to a king who becomes angry with his wife and thereupon summons a scribe to 

issue a bill of divorce.
286

  Before the scribe arrives, the king is reconciled with his 

wife.  From this parable, Rashi concludes that it is as if God had said:  

I will show Myself as though I am not yours, and you shall be exiled among 

the nations, and even there you shall multiply and grow, and there you shall 

lay it to your heart to return to me.
287
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A scholar as circumspect as Macintosh endorses the interpretation of the Talmud and 

Sifre Numbers as capturing the true import of Hosea 2.1-2.
288

  Macintosh says that in 

these verses we have Hoseaôs insight that Godôs mercy toward Israel prevails over his 

judgement.
289

  

 

          The emotional ambiguity of the prophetic oracle, subtly explored by the 

Talmud and Rashi, (ñas though I am not yoursò and Hoseaôs refusal to abandon his 

wife), helps to explain St. Paulôs refusal to state that God has abandoned or rejected 

Israel.  St. Paulôs conversation with Hosea, in rabbinic style, anticipates the 

resolution, toward which we are heading, in Romans 11.26.  Lloyd Gaston will not 

acknowledge any polemic between Paul and Israel.  Gaston therefore insists that the, 

ñnot my peopleò, of Romans 9.25f refers to the Gentiles.  However, if St. Paul is 

really in conversation with Hosea, we may conclude that this is an indication that he 

has Israel paradigmatically in focus.  If Israel is in focus, then Paul is not unmindful 

of her recalcitrance.  Paradoxically, Richard Hays, previously, in connection with the 

referents of Esau and Ishmael, says that Paul scandalously inverts the referents and 

deconstructs the scriptural witness; now insists that Paul faithfully adheres to the 

original referent!
290

   

 

          If St. Paul has Israel principally in mind as the referent in the Hosea quotations, 

then what are we to make of Romans 9.24?  ñéeven us whom he has called, not from 

the Jews only but also from the Gentiles?ò  The ñusò in v.24 is obviously not Israel.  
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They plural ñusò refers to those called out of both Israel and the Gentiles.  James 

Dunn is surely on solid ground when he says that ou]j kai. evka,lesen h`ma/j deliberately 

slows the pace of reading thereby creating emphasis.  ñWe should envisage therefore 

that the careful reader (to the congregation) was intended to leave the incomplete 

vv22-23 hanging, pause, catch fresh attention with the unexpected ou]j (following a]), 

and reinforce the impact with the identifying h`ma/j.ò291
   Dunnôs surmise is that the 

emphasis on h`ma/j encourages the ñdouble-takeò corollary identifying the vessels of 

wrath with Israel.  This surmise has little warrant and semantically is not the only 

option.
292

  After the pause that ou]j engenders, the next word the reader utters with 

ñfresh attentionò is: kai.  ñWhom also he called, us.ò  Given the dynamics of reading 

this clause, it seems preferable to regard kai as giving stress to h`ma/j rather laying the 

stress on evka,lesen by looking back to prohtoi,masen in v.23.  The relative particle ou]j 

does seem to attract kai to h`ma/j.  The logical deduction from this is surely that ñusò is 

a distinct and different referent from the ñvessels of mercyò of v.23.  The vessels of 

mercy refer paradigmatically to Israel.  It is not surprising then that St. Paul resumes 

his train of thought in v25ff with Israel in mind as the referent of the Hosea 

quotations.  The sense, therefore, is this: ñwhom also (in addition to the Jews ï the 

vessels of mercy) he called us, (namely, the Church) composed of both messianic 

Jews and Christians.ò             
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The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Remnant Motif  

          In chapter 1 we saw that New Testament scholars are at odds with each other 

concerning the interpretation of pa/j VIsrah.l in Romans 11.26.  The referent of pa/j 

VIsrah.l in Romans 11.26 is variously understood as: 

1.  The elect 

2.  The nation of Israel 

3. The vast company of ethnic Israelites of all time 

Scholars in the first two categories try to delimit pa/j VIsrah.l in Romans 11.26 in 

conformity with the programmatic statement  ouv ga.r pa,ntej oi` evx VIsrah.l ou-toi 

VIsrah,l in Romans 9.6.  They suppose that St. Paul in Romans chapter 9 explicates 

his programmatic statement in terms of a non-ethnic concept of election and in terms 

of the remnant.  In the traditional reading, the remnant is virtually synonymous with a 

non-ethnic concept of election.  Scholars in the third category must interpret the 

remnant motif against the grain of the prima facie reading.  The stratagem of scholars 

in the third category is to interpret the election and remnant passages of Romans 

chapter 9 in conformity with the so-called positive statements of Romans chapter 11.  

Gaston takes it that the remnant refers to the salvation of all Israel who survived the 

Assyrian crisis and that the remnant thus presages St. Paulôs announcement in 

Romans 11.26.
293

  This insightful reading goes against the grain of traditional 

exegesis and thus requires examination in the light of Jewish sources.  Gaston 

surprisingly does not defend his hypothesis by reference to Jewish sources.  The usage 

of the remnant motif in the Dead Sea Scrolls is however particularly apposite.   
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          The traditional reading is to think of ñthe remnantò motif as implying that only 

an elect community from within Israel will be saved.  The RSV is dependent on this 

assumption in its translation of to u`po,,leimma swqh,setai in Romans 9.27 as, ñonly a 

remnant of them will be savedò.  This pejorative translation has no basis in the Greek.  

The New International Version also interpolates the word ñonlyò.  The phrase literally 

translated is simply: ñthe remnant will be savedò.  Neither is there any justification 

from the Masoretic Text or the Septuagint of Isaiah 10:22 for inserting the word 

ñonlyò.  The MT says: OB bUwyA rxAw; and the LXX translates it as: kata,,leimma 

auvtw/n swqh,setai.  The context in Isaiah is transparently clear.  The remnant is the 

entirety of Israel that remains after the judgement.  The remnant consists of the 

survivors of Jacob after the Exile.  Readers of Isaiah should therefore avoid conflating 

the remnant concept with the idea of election of some from amongst the people of 

Israel.  The remnant does not presuppose a reprobate.  The concept of the remnant is 

not synonymous with the concept of the elect.  The section of Isaiah (10:20-27) is an 

eschatological vision.  It addresses the issue: what is the future of Israel after the 

destruction?  Commentators either interpret the word rxAw; as meaning, ñthe pitiful 

remainder of a decimated people or army which survives a battle; or as, ñthe authentic 

and integral core of the people who were the genuinely elect, the genuine Israelò.
294

  

The context suggests that Isaiah has the former sense in mind.  The remnant is not 

simply those who happen to remain after judgement.  They are the people who no 

longer lean upon the Assyrians but who lean upon the Lord for support.
295

  

Nevertheless, Brevard Childs rightly adds: ñYet the remnant of Israel is also 
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characterized as the ósurvivors of Jacobô who are not exempt from the destruction of 

Israel, but share fully in the nationôs judgementò.
296

  Concerning the verses that St. 

Paul particularly quotes, it is evident that Godôs decree for the destruction of the 

nation of Israel is irrevocable.
297

  A pitiful fragment of Godôs people will survive.  

This fragment will constitute the entirety of the people for the foreseeable future.  

This fact alone is perhaps sufficient to cast doubt on the exegesis of those who would 

seek to equate the remnant motif with an elect from amongst ethnic Israel.  The 

Christian doctrine of election should not infiltrate the rendering of Rxw.  The 

eschatological overtones are important and support Gastonôs linking the remnant 

motif with the salvation of all Israel.  Brevard Childs, always cognizant of the final 

form and canonical shape of Isaiah, notices the eschatological overtones of 10:20-27.  

ñMoreover, this remnant will return to the prophesied messianic ruler of 9:5.  Chapter 

9 had spoken of the coming judgement and also of the coming eschatological reversal, 

but without specific reference to the remnant.ò
298

  Even without quibbling over the 

merit or demerit of interpolating the word ñonlyò, the meaning of Romans 9.27 is 

surely influenced by the fact that in the book of Isaiah the vocabulary of ñremnantò 

and ñseedò resonates with ñpromises of a future and a hope for Israelò.
299

       

 

          The issue under consideration now is not so much the original meaning of 

Isaiahôs oracle but rather the reception of the remnant motif by the Dead Sea 

Community.  New Testament scholars appeal to the Dead Sea Scrolls as support for 
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their interpretation of St. Paulôs appropriation of the motif.  The LXX translates the 

Hebrew bUwy as swqh,setai and St. Paul possibly regarded this as serendipitous.  In 

any case, swqh,setai in Romans 9:27 anticipates Romans 11:26.  The remnant in 9:27 

is the same as ñall Israelò in 11:26.
300

  There is therefore exegetical warrant for 

scepticism with regard to the widespread assumption amongst commentators that the 

remnant motif in Romans 9:27 applies to messianic Jews.  Even Fitzmyer falls prey to 

this assumption.  Referring to the word, ñremnantò, in 9:27, Fitzmyer says: ñPaul 

applies the word to Jews called to accept Christ, and the remnant becomes those who 

actually did accept him, viz., Paul and his fellow Jewish Christians.ò
301

  Fitzmyer and 

Dunn both appeal to the Qumran texts as evidence for their supposition.  Their 

argument is that, just as the sectarians considered themselves the remnant of the 

covenant people, so too, St. Paul considered Christian Jews to be the remnant.   

 

1QHodayot 

          Fitzmyer quotes 1QHodayot and asserts: ñThe Essenes of Qumran also spoke of 

themselves as a remnant.ò
302

  The assumption is questionable.  The opinion of E. P. 

Sanders is that the passages in question, including the text from 1QHodayot, are 

referring to the eschatological community of the saved and not to the Essene 

community as such.  Sanders states: ñThe sect did not entitle itself óremnantô during 

its historical existence.ò
303

  The Hymn 1QHodayot says: 

And I know that there is hope for whoever turn from offence and relinquish 

sin [é] to walk on the path of your heart, without injustice.  I will take 
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comfort above the noise of the nation and the uproar of the ki[ng]doms, when 

they join together. [For] I [kn]ow that shortly you will raise a survivor among 

your people, a remnant in your inheritance.  You will purify them and cleanse 

them from guilt.
304

 

  

The Hebrew rfcm  has the sense of pertaining to something ñlittleò or ñsmallò and is 

translated above as, ñshortlyò.  This probably denotes the immanently expected 

eschatological salvation.
305

  If we assume, for the sake of argument, that the reference 

pertains to something immanent but not eschatological, this would still indicate that 

the sect did not apply the title ñremnantò to her historical existence.  It would only 

imply that the sect could consider adopting the designation in the near future.  We 

have seen above, in the discussion of The Messianic Rule, that the community of the 

Dead Sea believed that, at the time of the eschatological war, ñall Israelò and the 

sectarians are to become one entity.  It is circumstantially likely therefore that the 

synonymous mention of ña survivorò and ña remnantò in 1QHodayot is referring to 

the salvation of ñall Israelò at the time of the eschatological war.  Both words, hyAh;mi 

(ña survivorò) and tyrixew; (ña remnantò), are singular and hyAh;mi has the connotation 

of ña preservation of lifeò.  The translation above is preferred to that of Vermes who 

translates the verse as: ñThou wilt raise up survivors among Thy people and a remnant 

within Thine inheritance.ò
306

  The two words are synonymous for the entirety of the 

people.  The preposition b  (ñamongò) in both MfaB; and hlAhEnaB; may indicate an 

acknowledgement, in agreement with The Messianic Rule, that Israelites at the time 

of the eschatological war will join the sect although some may not.
307
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          In addition to 1QHodayot, James Dunn cites three other texts from the Dead 

Sea Scrolls to bolster his assumption that St. Paul, as with the Qumran community, is 

wrestling ñwith the problem of relating the reality of the faithful few to the Israel of 

promise.ò
308

  This interpretation runs contrary to the context in Isaiah and with the 

repetition of swqh,setai in Romans 9:27 and 11:26.  Besides, the texts cited by Dunn 

do not support his assumption.
309

  Although Dunn cites four Qumran passages, he 

does not quote or exegete the passages.
310

  He adopts an exegetical assumption that 

the sect designated their community as the faithful remnant.  The adoption of this 

assumption is conditional upon his reading of St. Paul.   

 

The Damascus Document 

          The first of the three texts cited by Dunn is the opening section of the 

Damascus Document:   

And now, listen, all those who know justice, and understand the actions of 

God; for he has a dispute with all flesh and will carry out judgement on all 

those who spurn him.  For when they were unfaithful in forsaking him, he hid 

his face from Israel and from his sanctuary and delivered them up to the 

sword.  But when he remembered the covenant with the forefathers, he saved a 

remnant for Israel and did not deliver them up to destruction.  And at the 

period of wrath, three hundred and ninety years after having delivered them up 

into the hand of Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, he visited them and caused 

to sprout from Israel and from Aaron a shoot of the planting, in order to 

possess his land and to become fat with the good things of his soil.
311
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This text is important for this thesis not least because of the appearance of the phrase, 

ñshoot of the plantingò, also occurring Sanhedrin 10.1 in its quotation from Isaiah 

60.21.  The metaphor, ñshoot of plantingò expresses the yearning of the Dead Sea 

Sect for a complete restoration of Israel.
312

  The noun fFm in the feminine singular 

form (ñplaceò or ñplantingò) and the verb wry in the hiphil (ñto take possession ofò or 

ñto inheritò) both echo Isaiah 60.21.  There are good reasons for accepting the opinion 

of E. P. Sanders that the ñremnant is not coextensive with the sect.ò
313

   

 

          There are three things of importance for our purposes that are worth 

underlining.  The first thing to notice about this text is that the remnant refers to 

historical Israel and not to the Qumran community as such.  The second thing to 

notice is that God saves Israel from complete destruction at the hands of 

Nebuchadnezzar and that all the Jews who survive the judgement are designated the 

remnant.  The third thing to notice is that the remnant exists because God remembers 

His covenant with their ancestors.  The proceeding context demonstrates that the 

Dead Sea sect regard some of the remnant, in their refusal to accept the Teacher of 

Righteousness, as ñthe congregation of traitorsò.
314

 The theology of this passage is 

similar to St. Paulôs reasoning in Romans chapters 9-11.  This should lead to the 

conclusion that the remnant motif in Romans chapters 9-10 refers to the entirety of 

Israel.  We may recall St. Paulôs words in the concluding section of Romans chapters 

9-11: ñAs regards the gospel they are enemies of God, for your sake; but as regards 
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election they are beloved for the sake of their forefathers.  For the gifts and call of 

God are irrevocable.ò
315

  The remnant exists because God remembers his covenant.   

 

          We may reasonably conclude that it is more likely than not that just as the 

reference to the remnant in the Damascus Document refers to historical Israel; so too, 

at the other end of the spectrum, the reference in 1QHodayot relates to eschatological 

Israel.  In neither instance is it likely that the term applies to the sectarian community.  

Historical Israel providentially survives judgement for the purpose of eschatological 

salvation.  Reading St. Paul in the light of Jewish texts leads to the conclusion that the 

remnant in Romans 9:27 is the same as ñall Israelò in Romans 11:26. 

 

The War Scroll 

          The remaining two texts are from the War Scroll in the manuscripts from cave 

1.  The weapons and military tactics of the War Rule have affinities with the Roman 

legion.  For this reason, and based on some historical references, Vermes suggests a 

date of composition as somewhere in the region of ñthe last decades of the first 

century BCE or at the beginning of the first century CEò.
316

  Column 1 is an 

introduction.  Columns 2-14 are general rules concerning military and religious 

preparation for battle and conduct during battle.  Columns 15-19 describe the 

eschatological battle.   

The first reference to the remnant is as follows: 

Accursed be Belial for his inimical plan, may he be damned for his 

blameworthy rule.  Accursed be all the spirits of his lot for their wicked blank 

plan, may they be damned for their deeds of filthy uncleanness.  For they are 

the lot of darkness but the lot of God is for [everlast]ing light.  Blank Y[o]u, 
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God of our fathers, we bless your name forever.  We are the nation of [yo]ur 

[inhe]rit[ance].  You [est]ablished a covenant with our fathers and ratified it 

with their offspring for tim[e]s eternal.  In all the edicts of your glory there has 

been a remembrance of your [clemencies] in our midst in order to aid the 

remnant, the survivors of your covenant and to re[count] the deeds of your 

truth, and the judgements of your wonderful mighty deeds  You, [God, have 

re]deemed us to be for you an eternal nation, and you have made us to fall into 

the lot of light
317

 

 

Sanders in his assessment of this text, points out that, although the sect is here 

identified with the remnant, the passage, as with 1QHodayot, has to do with the 

eschatological era after the decisive battle.
318

  The War Scroll is describing a decisive 

battle to take place in the end-time.  This decisive battle symbolizes an eternal battle 

between the spiritual forces of Light and Darkness.
319

  The first lines of the War 

Scroll are programmatic.  They announce a three-stage conflict between ñthe sons of 

lightò and ñthe sons of darknessò.
320

  Columns 9.17-15.3 comprise priestly prayers for 

the various stages of the conflict.  Column 13 has a distinct provenance from the so-

called ñframework sectionsò of the War Scroll and is perhaps of a latter origin.
321

  

Significantly, column 13 is the blessing that the High Priest shall say after the 

decisive (eschatological) victory.  The first words are missing but it is obvious that the 

missing words announce the arrival of the High Priest and we should insert the words: 

ñThe High Priest shall comeò.
322

  The column begins: 

(é) and his brothers, the [pr]iests and the levites and all the elders of the array 

with him.  And in their positions they shall bless the God of Israel and all the 

deeds of his truth and they shall damn there Belial and all the spirits of his lot.  
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They shall begin speaking and say: Blessed be the God of Israel for all his 

holy plan and for all the deeds of his truth, and all who serve him in justice.
323

 

  

The column proceeds to celebrate Godôs victory.  ñWe, instead, in the lot of your 

truth, rejoice in your mighty hand, we exalt in your salvation, we revel in [your] aid 

[and in] your peaceò.
324

  The column concludes that there is a predetermined time 

when the great battle will commence:  ñSince ancient time you determined the day of 

the great battle éto humiliate darkness and strengthen light éfor an everlasting stay 

to exterminate all the sons of darkness éò
325

 It is not, as Sanders alleges, that in 

column 13 the sect identifies itself as the remnant.  Even though the column has to do 

with the eschatological community, after the decisive victory, and for this reason may 

be aligned with the eschatological context of 1QHodayot; nevertheless, the word, 

ñremnantò, fits in with the usage of the Damascus Document.  The text identifies the 

remnant with the covenant community.  A covenant ratified with the ancestors and 

their offspring.  The passage expressly states that the covenant ratified with the fathers 

is for ñtim[e]s eternalò ~ymlw[ yÎdÐ[wml.  The phrase hkdwbk twdw[t lwkbw surely 

indicates the entirety of Godôs providential edits in which the covenant people, in 

every era of history (not least the stages of the war prior to the decisive battle), 

remember Godôs mercy and recall his mighty deeds.  In biblical Hebrew the feminine 

noun hdAUft; has the sense of a testimony or prophetic attestation.
326

  But in the 

Scrolls, the word, in both the singular and the plural, is a technical term for the 

appointed and predetermined times of festivals, the holy war, the institution of the 

law, providential decrees, the order of nature and the predestination of Godôs acts of 
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salvation in history.
327

  The remnant in this passage is equivalent to the entirety of 

Godôs covenant people who survive the vicissitudes of history.   

 

          The final text that supposedly identifies the remnant with the sect is another 

passage in the War Scroll.   

None of their heroes will remain standing. But we are the rem[nant of your 

people.  Bles]sed be your name, God of mercies, who guards the covenant 

with our fathers, and during all our generations you have wondrously 

bestowed your mercies to the rem[nant of your inheritance] during the empire 

of Belial.  With all the mysteries of his enmity, they have not separated us 

from your covenant.
328

    

 

Three observations are in order.  The first observation is that the definition of 

covenant as, ñthe covenant with our fathersò, wnytwbal tyrb, is not a sectarian 

definition.  This definition contrasts with the definition in the Messianic Rule.  In the 

Messianic Rule, the covenant is the covenant of the ñsons of Zadok the Priestsò.
329

  

The locus of the covenant in the Messianic Rule is that of the sectarian community 

and Israel is required to join the community.  A second observation is that in the War 

Rule the division is between the Gentiles and Israel.  This is not a sectarian definition.  

This definition contrasts with, for example, the Messianic Rule in which the division 

is between non-sectarian Israelites and the sectarians.  A third observation is that the 

remnant motif is also non-sectarian in character: hkm[ tyrÐaX, ñremnant of your 

peopleò or l[ylb tlXmmb ähkm[ tyær³aXl ñremnant of your people during the rule 
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of Belialò.
330

  The remnant is the people of God who throughout the generations hold 

firm in the faith and persevere during the rule and reign of Beliar.  Once again, it is 

evident that the remnant motif has nothing to do with a selection of Jews from 

amongst ethnic Israel.   

 

          Some scholars are of the opinion that this section of the War Scroll (columns 2-

14) originates at a time prior to the formation of the Dead Sea Sect; that is to say, 

before the sect had split from the Hasidic movement.
331

  It is possible that the 

language is simply reflecting an earlier period and that consequently scholars should 

not read too much into this.  Perhaps the sectarians are simply baptising the covenant 

concept of a previous generation for themselves.  A synchronic reading of the final 

form of the text leads to a different assessment.  Columns 15 to 19 are a prophetic 

description of the final battle and columns 2-15 delineate the stratagem and the 

weapons that the community will deploy.
332

  A synchronic reading of the final form of 

the texts strongly suggests that the remnant (and thus the members of the covenant) 

are the same as the members of the Qumran community in their end-time destiny as 

the people of God who will fight in the final battle.
333

     

 

          The remnant motif is thus an eschatological notion.  It does not designate an 

elect few from amongst ethnic Israel.  In the Isaiah text that St. Paul is reflecting 

upon, the remnant refers to the eschatological people of God who survive the 
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judgement of exile.  In the Scrolls, the remnant refers to the eschatological people of 

God who remain faithful to the covenant during the long years of the rule of Belial.  

They will survive to fight in the last battle in the messianic era.  St. Paulôs usage, read 

in the light of Old Testament and Jewish sources, leads to the conclusion that 

swqh,setai in Romans 9:27 anticipates swqh,setai in Romans 11:26.  The remnant in 

9:27 is the same as ñall Israelò in 11:26.   

 

          To recap, it does appear that a consistent reading of Romans chapters 9 and 10 

(that goes against the grain of the inherited prima facie interpretation) is possible and 

that this reading is congruent with the prima facie reading of Romans 11.   

 

The Stumbling Stone 

          There is a great deal of controversy amongst scholars concerning St. Paulôs 

reasoning in Romans 9.30-10.4.  Some observations on the passage will suffice 

without requiring diversion into the minutiae of scholarly discussion.  St. Paul writes: 

What shall we say, then?  That Gentiles who did not pursue righteousness 

have attained it, that is, righteousness through faith; but that Israel who 

pursued the righteousness which is based on law did not succeed in fulfilling 

that law.
334

 

 

Gentiles by definition do not pursue righteousness.  They do not pursue it because, as 

covenant righteousness, dikaiosu,nh is something pertaining to Judaism.  Covenant 

righteousness is distinctly Jewish.  And yet, paradoxically, without pursuing it, 

gentiles, through faith, evk pi,stewj( nevertheless do attain it.  Verse 31 takes a 

surprising turn.  The parallelism we expect does not accrue.  Whereas gentiles do in 

fact attain what they do not pursue; paradoxically, Israel does not reach what she does 

pursue.  The parallelism breaks down at this point.  What the Gentiles attain is not the 
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same as what Israel fails to reach!  St. Paul interjects the word ñlawò.  The Gentiles 

attain ñrighteousnessò even though they do not pursue it.  What the Gentiles attain is 

not however what Israel pursues!  This breakdown in the parallelism undermines the 

traditional exegesis of this passage.  Israel pursues the ñlaw of righteousnessò.  The 

translations, as one might expect, follow traditional assumptions.  The RSV translates 

no,mon dikaiosu,nhj as ñrighteousness which is based on lawò.  But the text does not 

say that.  The RSV is assuming that St. Paul is here accusing his kin of self-

righteousness.  It is very unlikely that he has this accusation is mind.  If we consider 

the monumental description by E. P. Sanders of Second Temple Judaism (as a system 

of ñcovenantal nomismò); then, most probably, ñthe law of righteousnessò, is referring 

to covenant obligations.  The phrase depicts the way of life that Jewish people must 

pursue in response to their election.  Living by the standard of the Torah is only 

something that Jews can do.  It is what it means to be a Jew.  There is nothing 

culpable with that!  Furthermore, the RSV takes it that Israel fails to ñsucceed in 

fulfilling the lawò.  But the text does not say that.  The NIV takes it that Israel has not 

attained ñitò, i.e., the law of righteousness.  But the text does not say that either.  The 

translations are loaded with assumptions.  The phrase eivj no,mon ouvk e;fqasen is 

indeed ambiguous.  But eivj no,mon more likely implies: ñthe goal of the lawò.  The 

phrase probably means that Israel has not yet reached the goal of the law.  The aorist 

verb e;fqasen, according BDAG, may have one of three senses: a) ñto be beforehand 

in moving to a positionò,  b) ñto get to or reach a positionò and c) ñto come to or 

arrive at a positionò.
335

  We cannot rule out the first sense of the word especially since 
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that is the sense the word has in the Septuagint.
336

  This is the meaning the word has 

in 1 Thessalonians 4.13:  

For this we declare to you by the word of the Lord, that we who are alive, who 

are left until the coming of the Lord, shall not precede those who have fallen 

asleep. 

 

Is Paul saying that Israel, although pursuing covenant faithfulness, has not preceded 

the Gentiles in reaching the goal of the law?  While they have not preceded the 

Gentiles in reaching the goal of the law, they will nevertheless reach that goal when 

the messiah comes from Zion (Romans 11.26).  Neither can we rule out the classical 

sense, ñto be beforehand withò, ñto overtakeò, ñto outstripò or ñto anticipateò.
337

  The 

meaning might then be that Israel has not outstripped the Gentiles (or outstripped the 

law itself) by arriving at that to which the law ultimately points.  The surprising turn 

that v. 31 takes is vitally important.  Although the Gentiles do not pursue 

righteousness, they do in fact attain it.  What they attain is righteousness apart from 

the law.  Gentiles, through faith in Christ, attain covenant righteousness without the 

corresponding need for covenant faithfulness through Torah obedience.  What the 

Gentiles do attain is not what Israel is pursuing.  Israel already has covenant 

righteousness!  They do not need to pursue that.  By virtue of election Israel has 

covenant righteousness.  Covenant righteousness is what gentile Christians now have 

through faith.   Jews and gentile believers are at one in this.  They both have covenant 

righteousness.  Israel pursues the law of righteousness.  The law of righteousness is 

the obligation to live the way the law requires in obedience to the covenant.  What the 

Gentiles attain is therefore not the same as what Israel fails to attain.   
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          St. Paul is still addressing gentile Christian arrogance while defending the 

elective privileges of Israel.  But he is also simultaneously dealing with what 

fundamentally separates the Jew from the Christian.  And here he may be dealing with 

what he sees as an unwarranted pressure from the judaizers toward their gentile and 

God-fearing brothers and sisters in Christ.  The theology of the judaizers is that 

gentile believers must effectively become Jews by adopting the ñlaw of 

righteousnessò.   St. Paul forthrightly states that Israel fails to reach (ahead of the 

gentiles?) the goal of the law.  The literary link between eivj no,mon ouvk e;fqasen 

(Romans 9.31) and te,loj ga.r no,mou Cristo.j (Romans 10.4) is unmistakable.  The 

goal of the law is Christ.  There is a failure of faith on Israelôs part and a stumbling.  

Israel in her zeal for the Torah (and there is of course nothing culpable in that) 

became distracted by Torah observance and failed to exercise faith and so stumbled 

on the stone.
338

  But Israel has not stumbled so as to fall (Romans 11.11).  Israelôs 

stumbling has a divine purpose.    

 

          St. Paul remains allusive with his scriptural quotations.  He does not identify 

the ñstumbling stoneò.  He quotes a combination of Isaiah 28.16 & 8.14.   The MT of 

Isaiah 28.16 simply concludes with wyHy xl Nymxmh but the LXX adds evpV auvtw: ñthe 

one believing in it/him.ò  The abrupt shift from the first to the third person 

ambiguously suggests that someone else other than God is in mind.  This ambiguous 

addition anticipates the Targum of Isaiah that likewise identifies the stone as another 

(possibly the Roman Emperor).
339
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Therefore, thus says the LORD God, ñBehold I am appointing in Zion a king, 

a strong, mighty and terrible king.  I will strengthen him and harden him,ò 

says the prophet, ñand the righteous who believe in these things will not be 

shaken when distress comes.
340

   

 

James Dunn assumes this other is ñan explicit reference to the royal Messiahò.
 341

   

The text is not however anything like an explicit reference to the Messiah.  The 

righteous are not encouraged to believe ñin himò but !yleaibi ñin these thingsò.  Bruce 

Chilton interprets the ñstrong, mighty and terrible kingò as the Roman Emperor, 

ñperhaps Vespasianò, through whom the exile comes.
342

  In the Dead Sea Scrolls, the 

ñstoneò is identified as dxyh tc[ ñthe council of the communityò.343
  This text is 

also significant, as a parallel with Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1, because it says the 

community is to be an  ~lw[ t[=j=ml ña plantation for the eternity to comeò: 

When these things exist in Israel the community council shall be founded on 

truth, blank to be an everlasting plantation, a holy house for Israel and the 

foundation of the holy of holies for Aaron, true witness for the judgment and 

chosen by the will (of God) to atone for the land and to render the wicked their 

retribution. Blank This (the community) is the tested rampart, the precious 

cornerstone that does not Blank / whose foundations / shake or tremble from 

their place.
344

 

 

According to 1 Peter 2.6, the stone is Christ:   

For in Scripture it says: "See, I lay a stone in Zion, a chosen and precious 

cornerstone, and the one who trusts in him will never be put to shame." 

 

It is therefore not unreasonable to assume St. Paul also identifies the stone as someone 

or something other than God.  If ñsomeoneò then surely that someone is Christ.  If 

ñsomethingò then surely that something is the Gospel.     
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          Traditional exegesis, assuming that St. Paulôs polemic is with Judaism and that 

there is an incommensurable divide between the two dispensations, seizes upon 

Romans 10.3 as another example of Jewish self-righteousness: 

For, being ignorant of the righteousness that comes from God, and seeking to 

establish their own, they did not submit to God's righteousness.
345

 

 

The phrase in question is kai. th.n ivdi,an Îdikaiosu,nhnÐ zhtou/ntej sth/sai where th.n 

ivdi,an is often taken to mean ñtheir ownò ï i.e., something that is of their own 

achieving.  But th.n ivdi,an usually means no more than ñwhat is oneôs own as opposed 

to belonging to anotherò.
346

   Israel, in her zeal in legitimately pursuing her covenant 

relationship with God, fails to appreciate Godôs expansive righteousness for all (Jews 

and Gentiles) who believe.  Israel in pursuing righteousness, as something that is 

inherently and distinctively theirs by virtue of election, fails to appreciate Godôs 

expansive righteousness, ñapart from the lawò.  Israel thereby fails to subordinate 

herself (u`pota,ssw) to the wider purpose of Godôs righteousness.347
  The wider 

purpose of Godôs righteous is the salvation of gentiles in Christ.  

 

          Romans 10.4 is a key text in St. Paulôs argument although the translation is 

problematical:  

 

For Christ is the end of the law, that every one who has faith may be 

justified.
348

 

 

                                                 
          

345
 RSV. 

 

          
346

 Thayer, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament.  Bible Works 6: Software for Biblical 

Exegesis [CD-ROM] (Norfolk,VA: Bible Works LLC, 1992-2003).  

 

          
347

 Gaston, Paul and Torah, 129. 

 

          
348

 RSV. 

 



 124 

The Greek text is notoriously ambiguous: te,loj ga.r no,mou Cristo.j eivj dikaiosu,nhn 

panti. tw/| pisteu,ontiÅ  The verb is missing and so the reader must supply a verb and 

decide where to place it.  te,loj has a range of senses.  BDAG lists three: a) a point of 

time marking the end of a duration, end, termination, cessation, b) the last part of a 

process, close, conclusion, c) the goal toward which a movement is being directed, 

end, goal, outcome
349

.  In the metaphor of the foot race, if that is what it is, Israel is 

pursuing no,mon dikaiosu,nhj and as such, the presence of  eivj dikaiosu,nhn comes as 

no surprise.    Grammatically, Cristo.j , does not sit easily as the subject of the 

sentence and even less as directly governing eivj dikaiosu,nhn .  Grammatically we 

might have expected te,loj eivj dikaiosu,nhn.  What force do we attribute to the 

particle eivj in eivj dikaiosu,nhn?  Gaston argues that panti. tw/| pisteu,onti is a way of 

saying ñgentilesò.  Dogmatic assertions built on this verse must be taken with caution.      

    

          Another important text is Romans 10.6-9.  St. Paulôs quotation from 

Deuteronomy is another case of his appropriation of scripture through the exegetical 

traditions of Judaism.  St. Paulôs quotation in 10.6-9 from Deuteronomy 30.12-14 

seems inappropriate.  The quotation appears to support the judaizers.  Why does St. 

Paul quote a passage from the Torah that is evidently so conciliatory to the Judaizers?   

But the righteousness based on faith says, Do not say in your heart, "Who will 

ascend into heaven?" (that is, to bring Christ down) 
7
 or "Who will descend 

into the abyss?" (that is, to bring Christ up from the dead). 
8
 But what does it 

say? The word is near you, on your lips and in your heart (that is, the word of 

faith which we preach); 
9
 because, if you confess with your lips that Jesus is 

Lord and believe in your heart that God raised him from the dead, you will be 

saved.
350
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In the original context the saying is about the law.  James Dunnôs comment is 

appropriate. 

In citing just this text to expound ñthe righteousness from faithò, it is unlikely 

that Paul intended a completely antithetical juxtaposition of law and faith.  

Such an arbitrary exposition would have been too vulnerable to the rejoinder 

that Moses wrote these words with reference to the law.
351

   

 

Part of the ambiguity of Paulôs thought in Romans chapters 9-11 is that he is walking 

a tightrope.  He is contending with both the Judaizers, on the one hand, and with 

Gentile Christian arrogance, on the other hand.  But he does not wish to concede too 

much to either side.  The most interesting factor in the quotation is that Paulôs citation 

diverges from both the MT and the LXX.  St. Paulôs citation mentions going down 

into the abyss instead of crossing the sea.  This divergence gives the clue that his 

conversation with scripture is mediated via the exegetical traditions of Judaism.  

Jewish texts frequently speak of heaven and the abyss as symbols for the 

inaccessibility of personified Wisdom.
352

  An example is: 

Alone I have made the circuit of the vault of heaven and have walked in the 

depths of the abyss.
353

 

 

Baruch transfers the language of Deuteronomy regarding the law to that of personified 

Wisdom: 

Who has gone up into heaven, and taken her, and brought her down from the 

clouds?  Who has gone over the sea, and found her, and will buy her for pure 

gold?
354

 

 

It is reasonable to assume that St. Paulôs addressees would be familiar with the oral 

transmission that identifies the Torah with Wisdom.  St. Paul, by allusively 
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identifying Christ with Wisdom-Torah, demonstrates that covenant righteousness by 

faith (apart from Torah observance) does not annul the law because Christ (as 

Wisdom-Torah) is the goal of the law. 

 

          In conclusion, both Jews and gentile Christians have covenant righteousness.  

The Gentiles are not required to follow the law of righteousness.  They are not 

required to have covenant faithfulness by Torah observance.  That is peculiar to Jews.  

What distinguishes the Gentile Christian from the Jew is Christ.  The parting of the 

ways has to do with Christology.  The Gentile Christian has a foretaste of 

eschatological salvation through faith in the Messiah.  The Messiah (= Christ) is the 

goal of the Torah.  
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 

          St. Paulôs theological proposition in Romans 11.26 is thoroughly consistent 

with his Jewish heritage.  He affirms unequivocally the universal and eschatological 

salvation of Israel: kai. ou[twj pa/j VIsrah.l swqh,setai\.  In concert with Pharisaic 

orthodoxy, ñall Israelò (pa/j VIsrah.l), refers to the vast company of ethnic Israelites 

throughout history.  This vast company includes those contemporary with the Apostle 

(many of whom he regards as enemies of the Gospel) and those yet to be born.  St. 

Paulôs response to the arrogance of the Gentile contingent within the Church of Rome 

is uncompromisingly Jewish.  His theological conclusion to the literary unit of 

Romans chapters 9-11 echoes the defining formula of Pharisaic orthodoxy.  This is 

clear from the remarkable parallel from the Mishnah in Sanhedrin 10.1: 

XBAha MlAOflA ql@He Mh@lA wye lxerAWyi lKA 

Exegesis of Sanhedrin10.1 demonstrates that lxrWy lk  refers to the vast company 

of ethnic Israelites throughout history.  The saying in Sanhedrin10.1 encapsulates the 

ñall-pervasiveò view of the entire Tannaitic corpus.
355

  It is the leitmotif of Second 

Temple Judaism and the defining statement of Pharisaic orthodoxy.  The saying has 

an impressive history and prominence in Pharisaic theology.  If St. Paulôs intention is 

to say something very different from what Sanhedrin10.1 clearly does say, then it is 

hard to imagine why he chooses a form of words so closely aligned with it.   
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          The programmatic theological statement in Sanhedrin10.1 is immediately 

followed by a biblical quotation and then a list of foundational exclusions.  The 

Sadducees, Epicureans and heretics will not inherit eternity.  The tractate proceeds to 

extend the list of exclusions.  The perilous net is cast back into sacred history and a 

multitude of persons and groups will not inherit the eternity to come.  The list of 

exclusions demonstrate that lxrWy lk  has a diachronic sense embracing every 

generation.   

 

          The programmatic theological statement, ñAll Israel has a share in the future 

eternityò, is an echo of Isaiah 60.21, ñYour people also shall be all righteous foreverò.  

ñIsraelò, in the theological statement, is set in apposition to, ñYour peopleò, in the 

biblical quotation.  ñAllò, in the theological statement, is set in apposition to, ñall 

righteousò, in the biblical quotation.  The Sages understood this to mean: ñGodôs 

people, all of them, shall be righteous foreverò.  The saying encapsulates a doctrine of 

the universal salvation of Israel with a proviso that heresy excludes an ethnic Jew 

from the status of Israelite.  The saying includes a definition of what it means to be an 

Israelite.  Denying the foundational doctrines of the Faith removes a person from the 

covenant community of Israel.   

 

          The school of Hillel became the custodians of the venerable tradition ensconced 

in Sanhedrin 10.1.  The extent of Godôs mercy towards the vast majority of Israelites 

was a matter of debate between the schools of Shammai and Hillel.  This vast 

majority were neither, on the one hand, exceptionally righteous; or, on the other hand, 

exceptionally wicked.  The destiny, either immediately subsequent to death or at the 

resurrection, of this vast middle swathe was theologically ambiguous.  A parallel 
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passage to Sanhedrin 10.1 in the Tosefta is a witness to this dispute and demonstrates 

that, as custodians of the tradition, the school of Hillel applied the saying to the vast 

company of Israelites comprising the intermediate group.  St. Paul, trained in the 

school of Hillel, thus concludes the literary unit of Romans chapters 9-11 with a 

saying in Greek virtually equivalent to the Hebrew saying in Sanhedrin 10.1.  He 

therefore has the assurance that, by virtue of election, the vast company of Jews from 

every historical epoch (past, present and future) will inherit salvation.  In the Old 

Testament, lxrWy lk , designates ethnic Israel in its historic dimension.  While it is 

true that, in the vast majority of occurrences, as Fitzmyer notes, the phrase applies to 

Israel in the synchronic sense; however, in Malachi 3.22 (RSV. 4.4), it has a 

diachronic sense pertaining to ñevery generationò.
356

  Malachi says: 

Remember the law of my servant Moses, the statutes and ordinances that I 

commanded him at Horeb for all Israel. 

 

Given that swqh,setai in Romans11.26 is in the future tense, pertaining to an 

eschatological future, it is reasonable, as Fitzmyer says, to take pa/j VIsrah.l ñin the 

ethnic sense and diachronicallyò.
357

             

 

Jewish Identity   

          This exegetical foundation leads us to the heart of the problem of what 

constitutes the Jewish identity.  More theological work from a Jewish-Christian 

perspective is required on this important matter.  David Novak sets the parameters for 

a Jewish-Christian debate concerning the issue of Jewish identity.  His theological 

suggestions are in accord with the exegesis of this thesis.  He rejects, on the one hand, 

a definition of the Jewish identity along ñracistò lines; and, on the other hand, along 
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the lines of a social contract.
358

  The racist definition, he says, reduces Jewish identity 

to that of blind fate and an accident of birth.
359

  Rejection of the racist definition 

should not lead inexorably into voluntarism.  A definition of Jewish identity in terms 

of voluntarism entails succumbing to the illusion of the autonomous individual who 

supposedly can create his own status before almighty God.  Novak is on solid 

theological grounds when he asserts that the important factor is election into the 

covenant: 

Christians who truly appreciate the covenantal character of Christianity are in 

the best position to understand who Jews essentially are because they 

understand who they themselves are.
360

 

 

Novak is on solid theological grounds because both the Mishnah and St. Paul think 

along covenantal lines.  Novak insists that, for both Jews and Christians, while free 

consent to the covenant is necessary, it is not sufficient.  For most Jews, he says, 

election begins at birth.  This is not so very different for the Christian.  Reflecting on 

the phrase, ñborn againò, Novak correctly sees that it presupposes the electing 

sovereignty of God.  ñBirth is, after all, the most involuntary event possible.ò
361

  St. 

Paul does link the ñfull number of the Gentilesò (to. plh,rwma tw/n evqnw/n ) with ñall 

Israelò.  Both have in common ñcovenantal righteousnessò.  In Romans 9.30-31, St. 

Paul says: 

What shall we say, then?  That Gentiles, who did not pursue righteousness, 

have attained it, that is, righteousness through faith; but that Israel, who 

pursued the law of righteousness, did not overtake (the Gentile?) in reaching 

the goal of the law. 
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Following the research of E. P. Sanders, specifically his definition of Second Temple 

Judaism as a system of covenantal nomism, results in a reading of Romans 9.30-31 

very much along the lines suggested by Novak.  Although the Gentiles do not pursue 

righteousness, they do in fact attain it.  What they attain is righteousness apart from 

the law.  Gentiles, through faith in Christ, attain covenant righteousness without the 

corresponding need for covenant faithfulness through Torah obedience.  What the 

Gentiles do attain is not what Israel is pursuing.  Israel already has covenant 

righteousness!  They do not need to pursue that.  By virtue of her election, Israel has 

covenant righteousness.  Jews and gentile believers are at one in this.  They both have 

covenant righteousness.  Israel is obligated to pursue the law of righteousness.  The 

law of righteousness is the obligation to live the way the law requires in obedience to 

the covenant.  What the Gentiles attain is therefore not the same as what Israel fails to 

attain.  Israel fails to attain (ahead of gentile believers) the goal of the law.     

   

A Caveat 

The Pharisees 

          Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1 endorses the all-pervasive view of the entire Tannaitic 

corpus and the defining statement of Pharisaic orthodoxy.  The extent and prominence 

of the Pharisaic movement is a matter of scholarly debate.  A decision about this 

debate does not substantially affect the argument of this thesis.  The reader may 

substitute the word ñSagesò wherever the thesis has ñPhariseeò.  There are, it is true, 

very few persons identified as Pharisees in sources before the 4
th
 Century CE.

362
  

Even Hillel and Shammai are not so identified before the 5
th
 Century CE.  The 

Tannaitic Sages may not have been Pharisees or even successors of the Pharisees.  
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Scholars who adopt this sceptical attitude regarding the historicity of the Pharisees 

also adopt a corresponding critical stance toward the prominence of the Pharisees in 

the Gospels and toward the witness of Josephus and rabbinic sources.
363

  Most 

scholars do agree that the Pharisees did influence the rabbinic movement but question 

the assumption that there is a continuum of tradition.  This sceptical approach to the 

witness of rabbinic sources, the New Testament and Josephus is not unanimous.  The 

research of Ronald Deines is rehabilitating the historic Pharisee.  The position that 

Roland Deines advocates is most in accord with the witness of the New Testament 

especially that of the Gospels.  His view is that the Pharisees were probably the most 

influential group within Judaism between 150 BCE and 70 CE.  Most of what E. P. 

Sanders regards as ñCommon Judaismò is actually Pharisaic or, at least, Judaism 

significantly influenced by the Pharisaic movement.
364

  The Pharisees were, according 

to Deines, a movement: ñwithin the nation for the nation, whose legitimacy was 

indeed accepted by large parts of the people, even though its requirements were not 

observed to an equal extentò.
365
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Two Incommensurable Paradigms 

          In contemporary Pauline studies, scholars conduct their exegesis within two 

incommensurable paradigms.  The traditional paradigm asserts that Paul essentially 

rejects his theological heritage on the basis that it is a system of legalistic works 

righteousness.  Scholars of the radical paradigm are in agreement with each other that 

the traditional paradigm misconstrues both the theology of Second Temple Judaism 

and St. Paulôs understanding of that theology.  The radical paradigm is, however, far 

from homogeneous.   

 

The Radical Paradigm 

          Within the radical paradigm, distinct swaths, associated with particular 

scholars, are discernable.  Three swaths in particular are both prominent and 

illustrative.     

1. E. P. Sanders argues that St. Paul does reject Judaism but not because it is a 

legalistic system of works righteousness but simply because it is not Christian.  

What we have are two incommensurable patterns of religion.  On the one 

hand, we have, covenantal nomism (Judaism), and on the other hand, 

participationist eschatology (Christianity). 

2. James D. G. Dunn argues that Paul is not contending with Judaism per se but 

with the sin of presuming upon oneôs status as the elect of God.  This 

perspective accepts the description of Judaism as that designated by 

ñcovenantal nomismò but draws very different conclusions from those of E. P. 

Sanders.    



 134 

3. Lloyd Gaston argues that St. Paulôs polemic is not with Judaism as such but 

with the judaizing tendency within the Christian community.  Paulôs apparent 

negative sentiments with respect to the law have a particular sitz im leben and 

have to do with his contending with the judaizers.   

Does Sanhedrin 10.1 provide a textual criterion for assessing the exegetical options 

that scholars of the radical paradigm adopt in their interpretation of Romans 11.26?  

The thesis seeks a textual basis, outside of Romans 11.26, for making a judgment 

regarding the interpretation of Romans 11.26 by scholars of the radical paradigm.  

Hitherto, a vicious hermeneutical circle besets conclusions on this matter.  On the one 

hand, Romans 11.26 is a foundational text determining a particular perspective within 

the radical paradigm; and, on the other hand, exegesis of 11.26 is dependent upon a 

particular perspective!   

 

E. P. Sanders 

          Although E. P. Sanders is the founding father of the radical paradigm, his 

interpretation of the literary unit of Romans 9-11 is ostensibly traditional.  According 

to Sanders, St. Paul essentially rejects the Judaism that Tractate Sanhedrin defines.  

St. Paul replaces Judaism with Christianity.  Sandersô decides that St. Paulôs solution 

to Israelôs unbelief (in Romans 11.26) is a desperate and unconvincing attempt to 

square a theological circle.  St. Paul, he insists, is simply holding onto twin 

convictions that do not logically cohere.  St. Paul is desperately seeking a formula that 

combines Godôs irrevocable promise to Israel and, at the same time, the 

indispensability of faith in Jesus.  Sanders most recent thinking on this matter is that 

St. Paulôs solution is to postpone Israelôs salvation to the Messianic era.  This 

transcendental era will usher in universal salvation for Jews and Gentiles.  Sandersô, 
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in effect, takes a Barthian turn and invokes the doctrine of the apokatastasis.  

According to Sanders, the universal salvation of Israel is part of the apokatastasis that 

is the fruit of St. Paulôs Adam-Christ Christology.   

 

          If this is the case, then it is hard to imagine why St. Paul chooses a form of 

words in Romans 11.26 so closely aligned with Sanhedrin 10.1.  Sanders attempt is to 

make Romans11.26 say something very different from that of Sanhedrin 10.1.  

However, this fails to explain why St. Paul uses the form of words that he does if he 

intends to say something very different from the Mishnaic saying.  The saying in 

Sanhedrin 10.1 is not peripheral to Second Temple Jewish theology.  It is fundamental 

in the theology that St. Paul is, according to Sanders, rejecting.  The saying is the 

defining statement of the very heritage that St. Paul is supposedly rejecting.  It is 

noticeable that Sanders ignores Sanhedrin 10.1 in his interpretation of Romans 11.26.   

 

          The interpretation that Sanders proffers makes it hard to imagine how it is that 

St. Paul could achieve such a radical break with his theological heritage.  St. Paulôs 

cultural and theological heritage becomes effectively redundant as an interpretative 

context for his foundational ideas.  The Jewish context simply serves by way of 

contrast to explicate an incommensurable divide.  The conclusion of this thesis is the 

reverse of the approach of Sanders.  Interpreting St. Paul in the light of Jewish 

traditions of exegesis, and in concert with his theological heritage in Judaism, results 

in a consistent and coherent exegesis of Romans chapters 9-11.  The eschatological 

salvation of all Israel is throughout Romans 9-11 the fruit of Godôs sovereign election 

of his ancient people.       
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James D. G. Dunn 

          James Dunn regards Sanhedrin 10.1 as quintessentially expressing the sin of 

presumption endemic within the covenantal nomism of Second Temple Judaism.  St. 

Paul is in polemic against his theological heritage.  He is apparently taking issue not 

against the covenant itself but against covenantal nomism.  According to Dunn, 

Sanhedrin 10.1 quintessentially expresses the sin of presumption that is so evidently 

manifest in the covenantal nomism characteristic of Second Temple Judaism.  Why 

does Dunn regard assurance of salvation as tantamount to the sin of presumption?  

There is no indication that presumption is the basis for the theological assertion in 

Sanhedrin 10.1.  The statement in the tractate is a confident hope that God will be true 

to his promise.  It is debateable whether there is sufficient warrant for prising 

covenantal nomism away from its roots in the Old Testament.   

 

          Dunn virtually ignores Sanhedrin 10.1 in his interpretation of Romans 11.26.  

He assumes the text supports his identification of ñall Israelò as the diaspora.  It does 

not.  If Dunnôs interpretation is valid, then it is inexplicable why St. Paul chooses a 

form of words virtually identical with Sanhedrin.10.1.  Dunn attempt is to make 

Romans11.26 say something very different from that of the tractate.  However, this 

fails to explain why St. Paul uses the form of words that he does if he intends to say 

something very different.  Dunn is no less subject to the criticism that scholars often 

level against Sanders.  St. Paulôs cultural and theological heritage in Judaism becomes 

effectively redundant (except by way of contrast) as an interpretative context for his 

foundational ideas.  Dunnôs pejorative description of covenantal nomism serves to 

portray St. Paul (and Christianity) as the only legitimate continuity of Old Testament 

Judaism.   
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Lloyd Gaston 

          The thesis vindicates some key exegetical stances that Lloyd Gaston advocates.  

Gaston is a vociferous exponent of the thesis that ñall Israelò in Romans 11.26 refers 

to every Jew throughout history.  However, Gaston also attempts to convince readers 

that there is no polemic against Judaism as such in Romans chapters 9-11.  Gaston 

supports the thesis of the sonderweg.  The Gentiles now have a special path to 

salvation through Jesus.  St. Paul essentially leaves Judaism untouched.  The Jews 

have the ancient path to salvation and that remains theological secure.  The evidence 

presented by this thesis, however, does not support the theory of the sonderweg.  A 

close comparison of Romans11.26 with Sanhedrin 10.1 (and with other Jewish 

sources) leads to a very different conclusion.  St. Paulôs insistence that, ñthere is no 

distinction (diastolh.) between Jew and Greekò, is surely saying something more than 

just that the Jew no longer has the advantages of historic Israelôs exclusive access to 

covenant righteousness.  St. Paul is also saying that both have the same Lord.
366

  The 

means of salvation is the same for Jew and Gentile.  It is the confession of Jesus as 

Lord and belief that God raised Jesus from death.
367

  Calling on the name of the Lord 

is the means whereby a person receives salvation.
368

  St. Paulôs motto is: 

For I am not ashamed of the gospel: it is the power of God for salvation to 

every one who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Greek.
369

 

 

St. Paul does regard the Gospel as essential for the Jew as well as for the Gentile.
370

  

The disobedience of his compatriots is the occasion for the proclamation of the 
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Gospel to the Gentiles.  This demonstrates that St. Paul did preach the Gospel to Jews 

and that he regarded the preaching of the Gospel to his compatriots as essential.  The 

Gospel is to the Jew first and only thereafter for the Gentile.  Paul is adamant that 

Jewish branches are broken off because of unbelief.
371

  They are disobedient.
372

  Why 

is St. Paul so distressed in the exordium if not because of Jewish recalcitrance with 

regard to the Gospel?
373

  The evidence suggests that Gentile believers in Christ do 

have an advantage over the Jew.  They have participation in Christ and a foretaste of 

eschatological salvation.  Gentile believers have the ñalreadyò of salvation.  Both 

Jews and gentile believers must await the ñnot-yetò of salvation.  St. Paul clearly 

regards Jesus as the Messiah for Israel.   

             

Salvation as Resurrection 

          The Sages in Sanhedrin 10.1 speak of xbh Mlvfl  whereas St. Paul speaks of 

swqh,setai. A comparison leads to the conclusion that there is substantial 

commonality between the two texts.  Both texts envisage a future consisting of 

resurrection and righteousness.  The phrase xbh Mlvfl  in its earliest stage is 

deliberately ambiguous and does not decide between the two competing doctrines ï 

the immortality of the soul and the resurrection of the dead.  However, at an early 

stage in the transmission of the saying, those who deny the resurrection become the 

exemplars of those who will not inherit the age to come.  The sages, in the interests of 
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polemic, understand the age that is coming as the resurrection aeon.  This is consistent 

with St. Paulôs comments in Romans11.15: 

For if their rejection means the reconciliation of the world, what will their 

acceptance mean but life from the dead? 

 

It is conceivable that zwh. evk nekrw/n has a figurative sense.  But Dunnôs comments 

are apposite.  zwh ñhas an eschatological characterò and evk nekrw/n ñelsewhere always 

denotes resurrectionò.
374

  Cranfieldôs rightly observes that the phrase, ñlife from the 

deadò, must denote something far surpassing the salvation of the Gentiles in the 

present age (Romans11.11).  And since, ñthe fullness of the Gentilesò, 

(Romans11.25f) will take place before the salvation of Israel, then it is hard to see 

what, ñlife from the deadò, can mean if it is taken in some spiritual sense.
375

  

Therefore, the salvation of ñall Israelò, according to Paul and the Sages, is a post-

mortem event.  There is salvation after death for every Jew.  It is resurrection.      

 

Salvation as the Eternal Preservation of Righteousness 

          The important factor in the Mishnah is the preservation forever of 

righteousness.  Resurrection is the mode by which righteousness is preserved forever.  

The people of God will be righteous forever.  Righteousness is paramount for St. Paul 

too as his discourse in Romans 9.30-10.4 demonstrates.  It is likely that he, like the 

Sages, regards salvation as the eternal preservation of righteousness.  Romans 9.30-

10.4 is a crucial passage and a bone of contention amongst scholars.  The passage 

concerns what it is about Israel that causes St. Paul such ñgreat sorrowò and 

ñunceasing anguishò.  Romans 9.30-10.4 forms a vital bridge between Romans 

chapters 9 and 10.  The subject matter is ñrighteousnessò.  Irrespective of how readers 
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construe this passage, it is irrefutably clear from 11.1 that St. Paul does not conclude 

from it that God has rejected his people.  There is something seriously amiss with 

Israel.  That is true.  Whatever is amiss with Israel, in her corporate relationship with 

God, does not result in rejection.  The passage is incredibly complex.  However, a 

reading of 9.30-10.4 attune to the description of Second Temple Judaism in terms of 

ñcovenantal nomismò demonstrates that both Jews and Christian Gentiles share 

covenantal righteousness.  The parting of the ways between synagogue and church is 

not to do with the doctrine of salvation.  Eschatological salvation is a promise for the 

Jew and for the Gentile Christian.  What separates the synagogue from the church is 

the attitude toward Christ.  It is Christology.  Christ is the goal of Torah.   

 

Overtures to Contemporary Theology 

Karl Barth 

 

          The exegesis of this thesis does not support Karl Barthôs assumptions regarding 

Romans 11.26.  Barth strangely adopts John Calvinôs assumption and says that ñall 

Israelò is ñthe community of those elected by God in and with Jesus Christ both from 

Jews and also from Gentilesò.
376

  Barthôs doctrine of election continues to have 

immense influence.  Barth had virtually no serious theological engagement with 

Jewish thinkers or Jewish traditions of exegesis.  There is a desperate need for a 

Barthian inspired theology that is in tune with Jewish Theology and Jewish traditions 

of exegesis.  However, Barth bravely writes about the one people of God consisting of 

Synagogue and Church.  This is consistent with the exegesis above that both Israel 

and Gentile Christians have covenant righteousness by Godôs grace.  Barth says there 
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is a unity of the people of God and a unity of election corresponding to the unity of 

Christ: 

It exists according to Godôs eternal decree as the people of Israel (in the whole 

range of its history in past and future, ante and post Christum natum), and at 

the same time as the Church of Jews and Gentiles (from its revelation at 

Pentecost to its fulfilment by the second coming of Christ)é.The community, 

too, as the one is ineffaceably these two, Israel and the Church.
377

    

 

 

          There is one Messiah and there are, correspondingly, the one people of God.  

Christ is the goal of the Torah and thus the goal for Jews and Gentile Christians.  All 

Israel will be saved by the eschatological advent of the Messiah.  That Messiah is the 

Christ whom Christians now believe in.  It is not enough, in the interests of Jewish-

Christian dialogue, to simply establish areas of agreement between Judaism and 

Christianity.
378

  It is not enough simply to point out that both are still journeying 

toward their ultimate fulfilment or that both are proceeding toward the same 

Redeemer or that both have the same Old Testament Scriptures in common.
379

  The 

difference between Israel and the Church is the response of both to Christ.   

 

Hans Urs von Balthasar 

          Hans Urs von Balthasar, like Karl Barth, demonstrates very little awareness of 

Jewish traditions of exegesis and the thesis does not endorse Balthasarôs exegetical 

assumptions regarding Romans chapters 9-11.  Balthasar as a Barthian theologian and 

specifically from the Roman Catholic perspective does however demonstrate some 

acquaintance with the area of Jewish-Christian relations.  His statements get to the 
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important aspect with respect to what fundamentally separates Synagogue from 

Church.  Balthasar analogously compares Israel and the Church with the two 

malefactors crucified with Jesus.  The hands of Jesus are outstretched toward both of 

them expressing solidarity, ñboth with the one turned toward him and with the one 

turned away from him.ò
380

  Jesus shows solidarity with the one turned away from him, 

ñprecisely in that, in his person, he embodies the role allotted to all Israel in the poems 

of the óSuffering Servantô: he suffers on behalf of othersò.
381

  We might add: ñand so, 

all Israel will be saved.ò  Balthasar correctly perceives an ñinner self-contradictionò 

between the two concepts ï the Messianic and the ethnic: 

Even within Israel there is a ceaseless debate as to whether Israel (as a people) 

is ñmore than a peopleò.  On the basis of its origins, Israel possesses a 

universal promise; this promise could only be fulfilled, however, if it 

transcended itself to become a more-than-national ñPeople of Godò.  Now, in 

the wake of Christ, Israel lives alongside, and at the same time as, this 

supranational ñPeopleò.  This means that Israelôs existence cannot be simply 

an ñadventò existence as it was before Christ; now, as well as existing ñwith a 

view toò Christ, it exists simultaneously ñirrespective ofò him.
382

    

 

 

Jan Bonda 

          The Barthian or Calvinist theological traditions perhaps are best able to develop 

the conclusions of this thesis.  Jan Bonda from the Calvinist tradition simply asserts 

that every Jew will be saved by a Damascus Road encounter with the Messiah.  The 

election of ñall Israelò is a sovereign act of God.  Furthermore, the Church has a role 

in the salvation of ñall Israelò.  Jan Bonda writing about the eschatological salvation 

of every Jew says: 
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Their salvation will not be the fruit of the churches proclamation of the Gospel 

throughout the centuries.  Anyhow, that is impossible as long as God 

continues to lay the hardening on his people.  He alone can take this hardening 

away, and that will happen when he sends his Messiah.
383

 

 

The salvation of believers through the Gospel is the ñalreadyò and the salvation of ñall 

Israelò is the ñnot-yetò.  However, the Church does have a role in the salvation of ñall 

Israelò: 

We have no idea how, at the coming of the Messiah, the conversion of Israel 

and the resurrection of the dead will take place.  We know only our own role.  

The church has the task of bringing Israel to jealousy.  That is the role God has 

entrusted to the church for the salvation of Israel, and nothing in the world can 

relieve her of that task.
384

 

 

 

The Advent of the Messiah 

          The coming of the Messiah will inaugurate the aeon of salvation.  There is no 

direct evidence in Sanhedrin 10.1 of a messianic expectation.  There is a tendency in 

the Mishnah, as Neusner observes, ñto leave untouched the opportunities that might 

have invited exegesisò in messianic terms.
385

  Sanhedrin 10.1 is a case in point.  It is a 

matter of speculation as to why the editors of the Mishnah chose to omit mention of 

the Messiah when confronted with exegetical opportunities in the tradition.  The 

explanation that Neusner proffers is possible:  

Survivors of the messianic cataclysm and catastrophe begun in the war of 66-

73 and concluded in that of 132-35, they confronted in afresh way the issues 

of Israelite existence as worked out by others through Messianism.  With the 

temple site plowed over and Jerusalem closed to Jews, these sages created an 

imaginary city to replace the forbidden one; it was a detailed prescription for a 

cult to be taken in mind and studied in fantasy ï world contrived in the 

intellect.
386

                   

                                                 
          

383
 Jan Bonda, The One Purpose of God: An Answer to the Doctrine of Eternal Punnishment 

(Grand Rapids, USA & Cambridge, UK: Eerdmans, 1998), 186. 

 

          
384

 Ibid., 187. 

 

          
385

 Jacob Neusner, Messiah in Context: Israelôs History and Destiny in Formative Judaism 

(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 56. 

 

          
386

 Ibid., 20. 



 144 

 

The Mishnaic editors, we may say, simply edited out mention of the Messiah from the 

tradition they inherit from the Sages.  This may explain the absence of Messianism in 

the tradition preserved in Sanhedrin 10.1.  In Sanhedrin 10.1 we simply have the bare 

bones of Pharisaic orthodoxy devoid of the messianic vista that would later prove so 

cataclysmic.  The rabbis replace the messianic fervour of the Sages and pre-70 

Tannaim with the intellectual world of formative Judaism.  This explanation is not 

completely convincing.  The rabbis did not edit out all reference to the Messiah.  It is 

more likely that they did not emphasize the messianic simply because Messianism did 

not fit their purpose in the writing the Mishnah.  Messianism does not easily lend it 

itself to the objective of the codification of the oral law.
 387

  The Mishnah does 

actually witness to the Messiah in two places: 

A. They refer to the exodus from Egypt [in the recitation of the Shema] at 

night [just as they do in the morning]. 

B. Said R. Eleazar b. Azariah, ñI am like a seventy-year-old but was not 

worthy [of understanding why] the [passage referring to] the exodus from 

Egypt is said at night, until Ben Zoma expounded it. 

C. ñAs it is said, So that you may remember the day on which you left Egypt 

all the days of your life (Dt.16.3). 

D. ñ[If scripture simply stated], The days of your life [this would mean only] 

the days.  [But it states], All the days of your life, [this includes] the nights 

[you must also remember at night].ò 

E. But the sages say, ñThe days of your life [would include only] this world.  

All the days of your life- to include the messianic age.
388

     

 

ñThis worldò ( hzh Mlvfh ), or rather ñthis ageò,  is contrasted with the ñmessianic 

ageò ( hywmh ), or rather ñThe Messiahò.  In the two-age schema, the age of the 

Messiah is thus the equivalent of the ñage to comeò ( hbh Mlvfl ).  The Mishnah also 

refers to the advent of Messiah as Hywm tvbqf   (the ñfootprints of the Messiahò): 
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With the footprints of the Messiah: presumption increases, and dearth 

increases.
389

   

 

The fifteenth benediction is an early reference to the Messiah from Sages: 

The offspring of your servant David may You speedily cause to flourish, and 

enhance his pride through Your salvation, for we hope for Your salvation all 

day long.  Blessed are You, Hashem, Who causes the pride of salvation to 

florish.
390

    

 

It is very unlikely that the Sages did not associate the hbh Mlvfl in Sanhedrin 10.1 

with the messianic era.   

 

          The evidence of the Dead Sea Scrolls places the salvation of ñall Israelò firmly 

within messianic expectations. The sectarians of Qumran preserve a theological 

ideology that is both apocalyptic and this worldly.  The Messianic Rule begins with 

these words
391

:  

 ~ymyh tyrxab larXy td[ lwkl $rsh hzw 

  
Martinez and Tigchelaar, in their Hebrew-English edition of the scrolls, translate the 

above as: ñThis is the rule of all the congregation of Israel in the final days.ò  The 

Qumran sectarians think of ñall Israelò in terms of a great end-time convocation of the 

people of ethnic Israel who will join the Dead Sea community mobilized for the 

messianic war.  The final days will incorporate the arrival of the Messiah.  Schiffman 

says: 
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After receiving some sign that the End of Days had dawned, this assembly 

would then decide to initiate the series of events announced in the War Scroll 

and would preside over the sectôs role in those final battles.
392

      

 
After victory in the decisive war between the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness, 

the new community, comprising all Israel alongside the original sectarians, will gather 

under the joint leadership of the priestly messiah and the royal messiah to celebrate 

the messianic banquet.   

 

          The Jewish background points to the conclusion that St. Paul is thinking of the 

advent of the Messiah in Romans11.26.  This is consistent with his quotation from 

Isaiah.  St. Paul quotes Isaiah from the Septuagint.  His quotation is a conflation of 

two texts from Isaiah: Isaiah 59.20-21 and Isaiah 27.9.  St. Paulôs familiarity with 

Isaiah is evident from his frequent quotations from the prophet throughout the literary 

unit of Romans chapters 9-11.  It is therefore a reasonable assumption that his 

conflation of Isaiah 59 and 27 is deliberate and that he is not using a pre-formed 

citation formula.
393

  St. Paul ends his quotation of Isaiah 59.20-21 with diaqh,kh and 

continues his sentence with a quotation virtually halfway through Isaiah 27.9 

beginning with o[tan.  St. Paulôs two citations from the Septuagint are virtually 

verbatim with the notable exception of evk Siw.n instead of the e[neken Siwn.  It is 

highly unlikely that Paul is following an alternative version of Isaiah chapter 59.  A 

few isolated textual variants do witness evk Siw.n but these are probably dependent 

upon St. Paul.
394

  The emendation is therefore theologically significant.  St. Paul 
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chooses not to focus on the Lordôs victorious arrival to Zion.  Either, he takes the 

theological stance of Isaiah 59.20-21 as his presupposition and decides to depict the 

Lordôs coming from an already saved Zion.  Alternatively, he may regard the Messiah 

as having already come to Zion.
395

  The Messiah is already present in Zion in a 

spiritual mode.  It is likely that St. Paul has in mind references to evk Siw.n in other 

texts from the Tanakh.  In these texts, salvation for Israel and the nations extends 

from Zion.
396

  Psalm 13.7 (LXX)
397

 is significant because the words ñfrom Zionò, 

ñsalvationò, ñIsraelò and ñJacobò all appear in one verse.  It is possible that Paul has 

this Psalm in mind in Romans 11.26f.  St. Paul, we know, is familiar with this 

Psalm.
398

  Later rabbinic tradition interprets the Zion texts as referring to the Messiah.  

Ibn Ezra, commenting on Isaiah 2.2, sates emphatically that: 

this can refer to no period in history that has already passed, since we know 

from the works of Josephus, as well as from the literature of the Persians and 

the Medes, that during the time of the second temple, there were constant 
wars, contrary to the prophetôs declaration, ñNeither shall they learn war 

anymoreò.
399

         

 

           St. Paul, throughout the literary unit of Romans chapters 9-11, is conducting a 

profound theological conversation with scripture.  A close reading of this inter-textual 

conversation demonstrates that he is dependent upon Jewish traditions of exegesis.  

St. Paulôs engagement with scripture does not take place in a cultural vacuum 

unmediated by the oral transmission of holy writ.  It is also the case that in quoting 

                                                                                                                                            
 

          
395

 Romans 9.33. 

 

          
396

 Isaiah 2.3-4 (// Micah 4.2-3); Joel 3.16 LXX and Psalm 109.2 LXX. 

   

          
397

 Psalm 14.7 MT. 

 

          
398

 Romans 3.10-18. 

 

          
399

 Rabbi A. J. Rosenberg, Isaiah, vol. 1, A New English Translation.  Translation of the text, 

Rashi, and other commentaries (New York: The Judaica Press, 1992), 18. 

 



 148 

scripture, St. Paul has the wider biblical context in mind.
400

  It is therefore inherently 

likely that in quoting Isaiah 59.20 he has the wider story in mind and especially the 

following words in Isaiah 59.21.   

And he will come to Zion as Redeemer, to those in Jacob who turn from 

transgression, says the LORD. 
21

 "And as for me, this is my covenant with 

them, says the LORD: my spirit which is upon you, and my words which I 

have put in your mouth, shall not depart out of your mouth, or out of the 

mouth of your children, or out of the mouth of your children's children, says 

the LORD, from this time forth and for evermore.
401

 

 

The quotation of Isaiah 59.20-21 also appears in the Mekilta.  The Mekilta quotes 

Isaiah 59.20-21 in full and concludes with an exegetical comment very much in the 

vein of Sanhedrin 10.1 and finishing with the words xbh Mlvfh : 

All the more is it to be expected that in this world your days will be prolonged 

and you will live to see children and grandchildren and that you will also merit 

the life of the world to come.
402

   

 

The Mekilta therefore interprets Isaiah 59.20-21 as Godôs commitment to preserve 

His people throughout future generations and for the eternity to come, and that, 

consequently, all members of the covenant community will inherit eternity.   

 

          Why does St. Paul in Romans 11.26 quote from Isaiah 59.20 whereas the Sages 

in Sanhedrin 10.1 quote from Isaiah 60.21?  It is not possible to answer that question 

with any degree of certainty.  There is, however, a clue in the Babylonian Talmud.  

The Talmud bears witness to a tradition that the Sages were in two minds as to 

whether the Messiah will come in a generation that is ñaltogether righteousò or in one 
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that is ñaltogether wickedò.  This tradition links both portions of the Isaiah texts 

(Isaiah 60.21 & 59.16).       

R. Johanan
403

 also said: The son of David will come only in a generation that 

is either altogether righteous or altogether wicked.  óIn a generation that is 

altogether righteous,ô ð as it is written, Thy people also shall be all righteous: 

they shall inherit the land forever. óOr altogether wicked,ô ð as it is written, 

And he saw that there was no man, and wondered that there was no 

intercessor; and it is [elsewhere] written, For mine own sake, even for mine 

own sake, will I do it.
404

          

 

The Talmud also witnesses to a tradition that specifically associates Isaiah 59.20 with 

hope for the advent of the Messiah: 

R. Johanan said: When you see a generation ever dwindling, hope for him [the 

Messiah], as it is written, And the afflicted people thou wilt save. R. Johanan 

said: When you see a generation overwhelmed by many troubles as by a river, 

await him, as it is written, when the enemy shall come in like a flood, the 

Spirit of the Lord shall lift up a standard against him; which is followed by, 

And the Redeemer shall come to Zion.
405

 

  

It is a reasonable assumption that St. Paul also identified the Redeemer as Christ.
406

  

Hope for the coming of Messiah is common to both Jews and Christians.  This 

eschatological hope should be a prominent part in any contemporary Jewish-Christian 

theology.  The significant book by Jurgen Moltmann is a step in the right direction for 

a contemporary Jewish-Christian Messianic theology.  Moltmann writes: 

Just as Saul the rabbi became Paul the apostle by seeing Christ, so all Israel 

will one day be redeemed through the seeing of the Christ of the parousia.  

That means that all Israel will not through faith become Christian but through 

sight it will be redeemed.
407
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The salvation of all Israel at the coming of the Messiah will usher in the millennial 

kingdom.  Moltmann insists that Israelôs ñlife from the deadò (Romans 11.26) is not 

identical with the ñresurrection of the deadò on the Last Day.  Israelôs ñlife from the 

deadò, at the advent of the Messiah, is of the same nature as the resurrection of the 

Messiah Jesus from the dead.   

Israelôs resurrection and redemption belong to the great process of giving life 

to this mortal world, and the new creation of all things, a process which has 

begun with Christôs resurrection from the dead.
408

   

 

The salvation of all Israel at the advent of the Messiah will usher in the Millennial 

kingdom of Jews and Christians.  

                                                 
          

408
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