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 swgh,setai
The history of the interpretation of this verse revealssaerable divergence of
interpretation. The debate is not simply the purview of New Testament scholars but is
of concern to theologians engaged in Jev@s$histian dialogue. Are there distinctive
paths leading to salvation for Jews and gentiles? tWbenost principal issues of
exegetical contention are, on the one hand, the refergatjofisrah.and, on the
ot her hand, whet her or not St . Paul envi sa
ethnic Israel independent of faith in Christ. Thesatewotious 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 Je@hsistian

reality, informed by sound exegesis, is vitally important farg Christian.

A Sonderweg?
Uppermost in the discussion, brought to prominence by the seorderwegis
the issue of the special path, initially associated as a special path fof |Butefloes
thesonderweglenote a special pathforlsrd or a speci al path for

Paul , | srael 6s salvation was never in doub:

! Franz MussnefTractate on the Jews: the Significance of Judaism for the Christian Faith
(London and Philadelphia: SPCK & Fortress Press, 1984), 34.



a special path, sonderwegf o r g é Ddes St. @aul adtually countenance the
idea of a special path? The subjectteradf this thesis is relevant to JewsGhristian
dialogue not least of all because Romah26 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 dagry similar affirmation to that of

Romans 11.26:
Xbh Mivil gIH Mhl wy IxrWy Ik

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
betwee 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 wh 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 withRomans 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. GageReinventing PaulOxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 146.



A. All Isra€lites have a share in the world to come,
B. As itis 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 | may
be glorified.(Is. 60:21).
C. And these are the ones who haveppdion 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, fAAl so: He who reads 1in
F. i a n dvhawdispers over a wound and sdysijll put none of the
diseases upon you which | have put on the Egyptians, for | am the Lord
who heals yo§ E x . 15:26) .0
G.Ab%:)a Saul says, AAlso: he who pronounc
out . o

After perimpe 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
universalismof 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? Whe the function of the exceptions in Sanhedrin 10.1? What
significance do the exceptions have in a comparison with RohiaR6? Are New
Testament scholars justified in buttressing their-noiversalistic interpretation of

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

fact that Romans 11.26 does not include exception clauses?

3 Jacob Neusnefhe Mishnah: A New Translatiqivale and New Haven: Yale University Press,
1988), 604.



The referent opa/j Visrah.In Romans 11.26 is variously understood as:

1. The elect

2. The nation of Israel

3. The vast company of etlinisraelites 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 ettsnézl 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 interpretatibage 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 categasyuniversalistic in the sense that/j
Visrah.lis 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®L, exhibit # the features of a literary unit comprising
Exordium(9.1-5), Propositio(9.6a),Probatio (9.6b11.32) andPeroration(11.33
36)* The literary unit of Romans, chapterd 9, evinces tensions and disparities thus
creating a fissure between chaptets03with that of chapter 11. It is this apparent
dissonance in the literary unit that gives rise to the plurality of interpretations

adumbrated above.

* Johann D. KimGod, Israel and the Gentiles: Rhetoric and Situation in Romalts Society
of Biblical Literature Dissertation Sexs 176 (Atlanta, Georgia: Society of Biblical Literature, 2000),
97-142.



pa/j Visrah.lThe Elect?

The first category of interpretation seeks to deljaif Visrah.In conformity
with the programmatic statememiv ga.r pa,ntej oi’ evx Visratol ¥israh,l (Rom
9.6). St. Paul supposedly in Romans chapter 9 explicates his programmatic statement
first in terms of a nomthnic concept of election and then in terrhthe remnant.
Accordingly, St. Paul, in thExordium(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 prol@enc: odon de. ofti
evkpe,ptwken o' lo,goj tou/.ydauvhat 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?dst@stworthy and
reliabl e? St. Paul 6s response, according
Al srael 06 has two referents. God in his co
chosen one son and not the other, even one twin and not theaoitier 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.
Paul 6s thought is unifor ml y®fcTohni ssi sdtoeurbtl et hr
meaning of 6lsrael o will be -2 p&ji ally i mpol
Visrah.fefers therefore, according Wright, to the elect from amongst ethnic Israel and

the Gentiles.

® Romans 9.6a.

®N. T. Wright, fThe Letter to the RonmM&kas: Introdt
New | nt er p wvoé 10eed.beand& iE.lKeand others (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2002),
626-699.

" Ibid., 636.



pa/j Visrah.l 7The Nation of Israel?

ConnectingRromans 11.226 with the double entendre of Romans 9:6 is not
unprobl emati c. There is surely some merit
that throughout Romans 11:B12 t here I s a fAsustained contr
Ge nt P Thersfae,palj Visrahtannot include gentiles becavdisrah.lin 11:26
would have a different meaning from the meaning it obviously has in 11:25. With
equal merit and plausibility, Cranfield rejects the suggestiornptoat/Israh.tefers to
theelectrora mongst et hnic I srael only. AFor on

pa/j Visrah.l swgh,setarould be so obvious a truth as to be, at this point, an

anticibDonex.tOohi s vitiate Wrightodds thesis? \
impermissible toargueéht 61 srael 6 cannot <change its re
verses, so that o6élsrael 6 in v.25 must mean

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

61 s raHeweser,inCraf i el dos defense, the double en
obvious and explicit. A change in referent in 1128bis not at all obvious.

Cranfield, an exponent of the second category, espouses the viga/jhésrah.|

refers to ft hewhoeahutnotnecesdarilylingludmmgeverya s a
individudiHememipponsdes the fAconsiderable |is

10.1 supports his qualification thad/j Visrahdloes not include every individual

8 C. E. B. CranfieldA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on The Epistle to the Romah<,
Romans 916 (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1979), 576.

® Ibid., 576f.

10N, T. Wright, The Climax of the Covenant: Christ and the Law in Pauline Theology
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1991), 250.

M Cranfield,Epistle to the Roman§76.



Israelite. It refers, Cranfield insists, to tfestoration of the nation in the last days.
Cranfield says:
Various commentators also refer to the Mishnah traGat#edrirlO, in
which the statement, AAIlI |l sraelites |
have a share i n t hedbweaconsiderabledistofo me o, i s
exceptions?
The restoration, Cranfield opines, is prob.
of | sr ael® James Bunmiikewikeaudderstands the appellgtigiVisrah.|
as designating corporate Israel, tisao say, the nation state. James Dunn abandons
Cranfielddbs benign reticence. Whil e Cranf
include every Israelite alive at the time, James Dunn asserts that the restoration may
exclude not only some but many indivals’* Cr anf i el dé6s fisomed is o
extended to Amanyo. The restoration in qu:¢

ingathering of the Diaspora at the eimdes, and he, likewise, enlists tractate

Sanhedrin 10.1 (and 1QSa. -B)lin 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 chaptetrs®. Hitherto, St. Pau
fundane nt al premi se has distolnowad kwsandi mpar ti al i
gentiles™ Herman Ridderbos offers what amounts to a diplomatic solution when he

says that tHerdd eids umifity@engioomrraul 6-51. ar gumen

12 pid., 577.
Bibid., 577.

14 James D. G, DuniWord Biblical Commentaryol. 38h Romans 9.6 (Dallas: Word Books,
1998), 681.

1 Romans 10.12.



Althoughthechu ch, fAtakes the place of Israel as |
does not entail that | srael has been per ma
purposes® Does St. Paul gridduwrde utnh itsy 0fi tag n gihen e x

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

is not the end of the problem. Interpretpayj Visrah.hs the nation of Israel that

serendipitously subsists at the ldstys is problematic when we consider the

rhetorical shapef Romans chapters®L. St. Paul is willing to forfeit Christ if this

would help his Israelite compatriots. It is not obvious howBkerdium expressing

Agreat sorrowo0 and Aunceasing anguisho for
can logically trasmute into unmitigated doxology, in tReroration,if only Israelites

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

doxology. God has consignéal.j pa,ntajto disobedience so that he might have

mercy uportou.j pajtaj.

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 interpretationiwdpters 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 trst ategory is that they must
contend with the prima facie reading of chapter 11. At face vdlseah.In chapter

11 seems to be about the people of 1srael a

8 Herman Ridderbo$?aul: An Outline of His Theologysrand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1975), 333334.



p e o p'l Raal answers his own rhetorical question witesoundingmh. ge,noito

This conviction he repeats in the foll owin
his people whom he foreknew. 0 Anticipatin
guestion, again with a resoundimdn. ge,noito  fi Sky have thaysstumbled so as to

f a 1" TRetcaducity of Israel leads St. Paul to acknowledge in no uncertain terms

t hat , flas regards the Gospel 6, the majorit:
Afenemi es o n *®yTbisshe immediatelyucountérbalaxwith an assertion

that, fias regards election the( Thesee bel ove
positive statements appear at face value to affirm an ethnic concept of election that is
avmetame,lfitavi t hout r e gr e’ N T.dwightisinsistertvhoneeh | e o .
that the saying, fAbeloved for the sake of
Ailt means, rather, that Goddés own desire, |
the full and final way it has now been achieved anveiled. God has not written

them off; that i s t HeThisiadrpnetafoo, howeéverPaul i s m
seems to underplay the note of divine sovereignty throughout chagtérsiSrael,

even her hardness of heatrt, is living out the divina.pM/right insists that the

saying, fAthe gifts and call of God are irr.
understanding of the double sense that St. Paul advocates for the meaning of Israel.

According to Wright, St. Paul is saying nothing more or lbas this: there will

" Romans 11.1.

8 Romans 11.11.

9 Romans 11.28 (NIV).
?*Romans 11.28.

? Romans 11.29.

22\Wright, Letter to the Roman§93.
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always be ethnic Jews in the elect company inheriting salvatibvright 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 flvaian?* 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.

paj Visrah./ 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 thea#led positive statements of
Romans 11. Stdey Stowers adopts the relatively new hermeneutical tool of
rhetorical criticism to arrive at the conclusion thatplayj Visrah.5t. Paul means the
vast company of ethnic Israelites of all time. According to Stowers, the structure of
St . P a udalagumentia Rosmans®1 i s as foll ows: fiYes, C
acting is X and Israel is Y, while the Gentiles areot do not conclude ZThe
admonitionin11:18 2 i s n o t* Tde rhetorical faci that staids out in-9.6
23isthat St. Pauldese not draw any explicit consequendc
inscrutable behaviour toward his people and neither does he make any explicit
correlations® St . Paul |l eaves it to tHhl@2lbatsder t o

the trap by raising questions abpuéesend a y | %5 $t.&Paul introduces the motif

2 bid., 693.
24 1bid., 689f.

%5 Stanley K StowersA Rereading of Romans: Justice, Jews and Gerfiless Haven &
London: Yale University Press, 1994), 298.

26 |hid., 299.

27 bid.
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of the remnant in 9.27. However, this too is ambigd8usoes invocation of the

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

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

(10.221). Stowers suggestion is that St. Paul unmasks the prejudices of his Gentile

readers by tempting them into drawing an erroneous concltisiobd. ask, t hen, h:
God rejected his peoplSe?l Bgknohmeenshey 6
to fall? By no means! o (11:11) . St. Pau
conclusions of his Gentile readers (1232 ) . ADo not boast éo (1]
become proud é(11: 20429 ifsA tcheantt rGold épso ipnots iot
negative choosing should not be judged as unjust because the agents and groups

chosen serve Gododés | arger purposes of merc
w h o P°eérhedGentile readers are too quick to assume ligathosen part entails the
rejection of Gododés historic people. Why j

assume that the chosen part serves the goo

on a course diametrical |l yedd pauldrestaandwer Go d 6 s
this question from th?é ThreghsupRomansle of God?©o:
11.25 the question is not: dAwho wil!/ be sa:

before Romans 11.26 that t hotthatlshenaePamdi| 6 s ¢ o
Esau were damnedlsadbegndedacaobtwére chose

purpose of election might continueo (9:11)

28 |bid.
29 |bid.
% Ibid., 300.
1 bid., 299.

32 bid., 301.
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choice of a particular lineage. God chooses a particular lineaget $ethrght bring
salvation to all Israel and to the Gentiles. Stowers says:

God chose one particular I ineage for a
guickly branch into i mmense trees €eThu
drawing a straight line throughe 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 thesr. fathus,

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 promigs™

S

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
concluson. 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®* 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 gener al el ecti
The concern is not with a saved group of Israelites as opposed to a
permanently noselect group of Isaelites, 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 purposesellaras chosen or
created not primarily for its own benefit, but to be a light for the nations. Paul

% bid.

%4 Ben Witherington Ill with DarleneHyatBaul 6 s Lett er t &Rhetoticel Romans: A
Commentary{Grand Rapids, Michigan & Cambridge, UK: Eerdmans, 2004), 253.



I's describing that process of e
or anyone elseds salvation i%® n

Ben Witherington and Darl ene Hyattdés i mp
to underline for us the eschatol ogical c ha
thought throughout Romans chaptet$19 Everything that St. Paul writes before
Romans 11.26 is preparatory and conditional. Amadompassing salvation will
transcend everything St. Paul intimates before 11.26. Even in the case of Pharaoh
(9.17): ANothing is said about Pharaohoés e
usedby®d dur i ng *°tBanewiterngtahprevidés a generous quotation
from Sanhedrin 10.1 (four lines), although he omits the scriptural quotation and no
citation of the translation is givei. Significantly, though, after the quotation,

Witheringtonadd : A The i dea then is that the great
number a¥Al shoedb.the translation he uses |
Witherington correctly surmises that | srae|
does not simply denogesociep o | i t i c al entity: At he great n
the recipients of the salvation. He does, it is true, feel the necessity to add a
gualification, that if not the great mass
number 0, a®ndhe one haad)Withadington gives the impression that this

very large number refers only to those Jews living at thetiemeks. St. Paul is

thinking, he says, ab@hdstian Jews anhtlkeesdofc onver si ol

sal vat i ohThihinteptetatioryis similar to that proffered by Cranfield and

% Ibid., 254.
% Ibid., 256.
" Ibid., 275.
Bibid.

*ibid.
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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
t he Gospel makesanmoakery of thie Ddidi pgonunciation that all Israel

will be saved, because in fact Paul would be talking about only a small minority of the
many gener aflilnconsonande with gastate Sanhedrin, Witherington
implies that Paul has in ndrgenerations of Jews throughout history. This

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

chapter®-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 RonEh&6 is conducted without significant
reference to historical background other than the documents of the New Testament

itself.

4% ibid.
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CHAPTER 2

TWO PARADIGMS

The choices that scholars make with respect to the three mutually
incommensurable interpretationspa/j Visrah.hre not serendipitous. Prior
commitments of a more foundational nature are fundamental to the exegeticakchoi
a commentator will make. In contemporary Pauline studies, scholars conduct their
exegesis within two incommensurable paradihma. relatively new paradigm
(sometimes referred to as, fAthe radical pa:

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 vielihe Christian kerygma is that God

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

devout Jew#? Commenting on Romans 1642, Kasemann insists that
adversary is the devdwtyvolud wa ebwve-id msa g ehge &dani g
of St. Paul 6s “bMone topthe pdint, Kasemdnn alsa inssts that the

devout Jew, as St. Paul dés adve“SBhary, is thi

religious man quintessentially projects an illusioraid and confuses this illusion

! Clark M. Williamson,A Guest in the House of Israel: A Pé#plocaust Church Theology
(Westminster John Knox Press, 1993),965

“ErmestKasma nn, fiPaul NewmrTdstamenrQaestionsdf Todakiladelphia:
Fortress Press, 1969), 1&887.

“bid., 184.

4 bid.
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with God himsel f. The devout Jew, Kaseman:
a summons to human achievement and therefore as a means to a righteousness of

on e 6s* Gammeénting on Romans 11.26, Kasemann sm/$Mrah.lidoes no't
designate the sum of individualso but rath
e | e’t In hatmony with most other exegetes, Kasemann cites Sanhedrin 10.1 and
intones: it enume r“ Hednsistsihato. plia,ruhasv/n evgnv@pt i on s
(Romansl1.25) anghal/j Visrah.[Romansl1.26) do not together imply an

apokatastasi® Kasemann prevailing thesis is that @
Chr i s t™ Imthis veily ke notes that, while apocalyptic speaks of the full numbe

of the elect, St. Paul speakstof plh,rwma tw/n evgnv§h Paul paves the way toward

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

of the elect iIis transferred t otraGhioni sti ani t

from Jewish Christianity to an &xpanded un

The Radical Paradigm
Scholars of the radical paradigm are in agreement with each other that the
traditional paradigm misconstrues both the theology obs&d emple Judaism and
St. Paul 6s understanding of that theology.

homogeneous. Within the radical paradigm, distinct swaths, associated with

** Ibid.

“8 Ernest KasemaniGommentary on Romafisondon: SCM Press, 1980), 313.
*"Ibid., 313.

*® Ibid.

“Ernest Kasemann, ion t he SNdwjTestament®bestiBnsofmi t i ve C|
Today(London: SCM Press, 1969), 1:39.

%0 KasemannRomans313.
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particular scholars, are discernable. Three swaths in particulao@wr@rominent 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 ok Wwe

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

eschatology (Christianity).

2. Paul 6s polemic is not with Judaism as s

within the Christian communi tegativé LI oyd G

sentiments with respect to the law have a particitaim leberand have to
do with his contending with the judaizers.
3. Paul 6s polemic is not simply with

with a tendency toward presumption that he eliss amongst his compatriots

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

sin of presuming upon oneds status

he | |

as t

accepts the description of Judaism as t |

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 menwaothen 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

i ncommensurable patterns of religion.

By,
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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 membershig 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

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

calls, fAcovenantal nomi smo. By covenant al
éthe view that onedés place in Goddés pl al
covenant and that the covenant regsiias the proper response of man his
obedience to its commandments, while providing means of atonement for
transgression?

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

he discovers that in these texts, obedétacthe 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

sal vati on. The Ju dadosnnandomMeighSnerits adamat | 6 s day

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

covenant community by obedience to the sti]

the means of at one me n’ Sapdersquited SBathhedrig 10tlh e c o v

as fAthe clearest afax proes s iepogr cfi dsseie vset lalti eemedn |

Second Temple Judaisth. The exception clauses indicate that the gift of salvation

is for every Israelite throughout history unless a Javeits the gift by renouncing

*LE. P. Sander$aul ard Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Religiomdon:
SCM Press, 1977), 17.

52 bid., 75.
53 bid., 236.
54 bid., 149.

5 \bid., 147.
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the covenant® i Al | sins, no matter of what gravity
covenant, may be forgiven as long as a man indicates his basic intention to keep the

covenant by atoning, especially by repenting of trarssgré 8 Tihe odltimate

premise for the assurance of salvation is
IS no question that St. Paul misunderstands his Jewish theological heritage or that his

theology is a polemic only against aspects of JewisHdggdo 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 eschatblSgylers
appeals to sayings such as, Corg.toyand bodi es a
Aparticipation i n t h€orblOde)as evidedce bfthe od of Ch |
centrality of participationist concepts 1in
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 conceptaloe
itself require proof i*nPhrRsasuthatpesupposke timi ¢ wi t
concept are: Athe body of Christo, Aone Sp
Salvation is only through par obdeenpati on i n
doing the law is good, but salvation is only by Christ; therefore, the entire system

represented by the | % whatRaulfindgwrondiress for sa

*% Ibid., 147150.
*"Ibid., 147.
%8 |bid., 453472.
%9 |bid., 456.

%0 bid., 550.
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Judaism is that fitistimporsntto entphagize that Sarlisa ni t y. o
not ostensibly engaging in making a value judgment in favor of one religion over the
other. AWi th regard to the main |Iines of ¢
eschatology, however, there seems to be no reason for thinking one is superior to

and h &r . o

While Sanders discusses Sanhedrin 10.1 at some lengtulrand Palestinian
Judaismhe chooses not to mention the text in connection with Romans 11.26.
Sanders, perhaps studiously, avoids a citation of Romans 11P2@iliand
Palestinian Judaism.lt is a matter of surety for Sanders that in the thinking of St.
Paul the Jewish covenant is not in any way
explicitly denies that the Jewish covenant can be effective for salvation, thus
conscios | y denyi ng t h% When Sanders dokes, elsawherd, engaged
in the exegesis of Romans 11.26, he omits to mention Sanhedrin 1@4ul)nhe
Law and the Jewish Peopl®anders will not concede that St. Paul accords a favored
status to Isral. He insists that Paul does not prophesy eschatological salvation for
Jews apart from faith in Chri&t. Sanders, does acknowledge that it is possible St.
Paul does consider Israel to have a special status. If there is a special status, it
consistsinl s r a e-tinte salvatiandas a unique act of God apart from the
missionary proclamation of the Gosp3&IDuring the period of evangelization, access

to salvation is only through faith in Christ. Within history only some Israelites are

®1\bid., 552.
%2 1bid.
% bid., 551.

%4 E. P. Sander®aul, the Law and the Jewish peoffRhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1983),
192-195.

% bid., 195.
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truly descendentsf 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 ofthought 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 contragia/j Visrah.Wwith to. plh,rwma tw/n evgnwifithat were the case,
thent he phrase, dall |l srael 6, would mean, fAe"
amongst the Gentil eso. I f that were the c:
favored status. In conformity with Romans 11.12, Sanders contengathdtsrah.|

isin fact synonymous wit f Thefforh 8andetsl | number
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 paradignmtieigretation
of the literary unit of Romans chapterd 9 is ostensibly traditional. Sanders, at the
close of his discussion faul, the Law, and the Jewish Peoplecides that St.
Paul 6s solution to |Israel 6s expedienti ef i s fia
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?
St. Paul, according to Sanders, is simply holding onto twin convictiondahaat

|l ogically cohere. St . Paul desperately se

irrevocable promise to Israel and the indispensability of faith in J&sTisis is the

%8 hid., 196.
7 bid., 198.

%8 bid., 199.
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view that Heikki Raisanen vociferously promulgates. He accuses St. Paul of getting
hi msel f i nt o-cfoarnt riarffsRakandmkags:. s e | f
It was not possible to invest Jesus Christ with exclusive soteriological
significance without at the same time in effect breaking with classical
covenantal nomisrff,
Sanders in his most rexat thinking on this matter draws back from the precipice of
accusing St. Paul of a sebntradiction. In his booRaul, Sanders discovers seven
assertions in Romansid.”* (1) Despite appearances, God is just; (2) Israel was elect
and remains so; (3)HE election was always selective and never covered every
descendent of Abraham; (4) Israel, at | eas"
save only those who have faith in Christ; (6) All Israel will be saved; (7) Everyone
and everything will be savedBetween (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 timeammscends human history. It is a time of universal
salvation not only for Israel but for gentiles tGdi Al | |l srael 0, in Roman
inexorably onto, fAal/l peopleo, in 11.32, a
Israel is not singled out for salvation bgeparate route, and distinguished
from Gentiles, only some of whom are sa:

final victory, which will embrace the entire creatith.

E. P. Sanders, therefore, invokes the doctrine of the apokatastasis.

“*Hei kki Raisanen, fAPaul]l iGodRea@edThe8eisear c Romans
World of Formative Christianity and Judaism: Essays in Tributedw#td Clark Keeed. Jacob
Neusner, Ernst S. Frericks, Peder Borgen and Richard Horsley (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1988),
196.

0 bid.

"L E. P. Sander$aul (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 118f.

2 bid., 125.

3 bid.
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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 breal
cultural and theological heritage becomes effectively redundant as an interpretative
context br 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 opusRaul ard Palestinian Judaisngnd his encyclopedidudaism: Practice
and Beliefs 63BCE 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 \itut some reservations especially by evangelical schélars.
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 nomisnSome texts do support the description in terms of
covenantal nomistT. Other texts, however, seem to come close to the description of
Judaism characteristic of the traditional paradi§riviany texts appear to display an
amalgam of both tendencié®on theone hand, an emphasis on the grace of God in
establishing the covenant; and on the other hand, an emphasis onRuptitar
theology, in any case, does not always conform to the theology of the literary classes.

AHow many fir st c emghtwelyhavd felwrore comfortalllee st r e e

“D. A. Carson, Peter T. QQétBcatioreand VarieghteMar k A. Sei f |
Nomismyol. 1, The Complexities of Second Temple JuddBmbingen: Mohr Siebeck & Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2001).

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

of Second Tehple Judai sm?5o

The Judaizing Tendency

An important issue of contention concerns the recipiengtof. Paul 6s pol enmn
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 SsuchbuPvathuthebs pol e
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 leberand have to do with Paul contending with the judaiz&tsPaul, in the
Exordumdoes not state the reason for®his, #fAgr
Readers are left to presume. What readers choose to presume is significant. What is
the rhetorical purpose of Romans-82 To whom is Paul addressimgRomans
chapters 91?7 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 readetegf the
must either consciously or tacitly make an inference. The prima facie interpretation
of Romans chapté&r may only have that status because of exegetical presuppositions
inherited from a predominantly antudaic ecclesiastical tradition. The stagtpoint
for Gaston is that:

Paul 6s | ettt Ie

up of Gent.
Jewish ceworkers’®

S wer e written t o congrega:
S

.
es, mostf edr evihdn, wwirteh f @mIme

T Carson Justification 548.
® Romans 9.2.

" Lloyd GastonpPaul and the ToralfVancouver: British Columbia University Press, 1987), 22.
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It is reasonable therefore to assume that Paul in gesexddiressing their concerns

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

to become Jews. Gastonb6és exasperation i s
i mpression on schol ar | yarettly,althaughswotons about
consistently, ud e wi sh attitude toward the Torah. C
in the endless discussion of Paul s under s

first century Jew would have thought of the law as itrelates geft i | es . o

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

an able and vociferous exponent the view ga} Visrah.tefers to the vast company
of ethnic Israelites through all time. Gaston vents higrtien 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 exgtg®xcluded 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%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)7?

How has Romans 9 been turned into an-aeiish polemic®?
Gast onds as vessome apprabation. Itigastreism that St. Paul does not
stipulate the reason for his, fAgreat sorr o
that his feelings have to do with Israel obduracy since all the stress in the proceeding
discoursefallsm t he el ecting sovereignty of God.

unreasonable to take the protasis of Roman<@¢ @n de. o[ti evkpe,ptwken o 10,goj

tou/ gqeguas addressing Gentile members of the Roman church. This is all the more

80 pid., 23.

8 |bid., 94.
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pertinen since St. Paul is probably, in Romans 11.1, echoing a question from the
Gentile contingent of the Roman churtle;,gw ou=n( mh. avpw,sato 0" gqeo.j to.n lao.n

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

before ®d over against that of the Jews (Romans 12.83) . Therefore, St .
statement : AGodbébs word has not failedo (Rol
of privileges enunciated in the previous verses otkerdium(9.1-5 ) . Gastonods

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

the sovereign electing mercy of G&dThe apodosis of 9.6 opens wigh.rrather

thanwithalla and t his fact suppdrGast@ansdtsonods i nte
interpretation of the aygosis of 9.6 is the linchpin of his entire argument. St. Paul

saysouv ga.r pa,ntej oi" evx Vlisratol Wisrah,l and Gaston takes this to mean that,

AfGodb6bs grace toward |Israel, Abrahambés seed

those notchose®ibr ahamods ot hexl sal#idlod réeexrp,l itchad see Gas't
thesis, we may say that St. Paul 6s oxymor o
arrogance of the Gentile contingent in the Roman church. God chose a particular

| i neage f r esesd. Ahatrsavéreigmcheice stands firm. Other lineages

from Abrahamdés seed (the Gentile nations)
t hat Goddés electing grace extends to genti |
foundational election of Israeln point of fact, the elect from amongst the Gentiles

are grafted onto the privileges of 1srael

sovereign act and God is not about to abandon his commitment to Israel.

82 bid., 93.
83 |bid., 94.

84 |bid.
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Unlike the position advocated &y . P. Sanders, Gastonds pr
preferable to exegete St. Paulds text in c
preferable to explain Paul s teaching al on
unless there are overriding reastms$he contrary. Gaston draws our attention to a
number of Jewish texts that converge toward a common viewpoint as evidence that St.

Paul 6s compatriots and near contemporaries
representing Gentile natioffs.This fact fliesin 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 seppie nt Gastonds | ist with
by Krugel and Stegnéf. Gaston takes it that the remnant refers to the salvation of all

| srael who survived the Assyrian crisis ani
announcement in Romans 11.26 of the saweof all Israel in the last day. The

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

company from amongst ethnic Israel.

Gastonds creditabl e desi rioeJewiseChristma d Paul
dialogue, and in some way to mitigate the -detivish 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 trstalMedt is

8 Mekilta on Deuteronomy 33:2, Targum Psetldmathan on Deuteronomy 33:2, Jubilees
15:2832, Targum Pseuddonathan on Genesis 22:1 and Genesis Rabbah 55:4 on Genesis 22:1. Texts
cited by GastorPaul and the Toralg80-100.

8 philo, Cain & Abel 4; Genesis Rabbah 63:6; Mekilta on Genesis 27:40; Genesis Rabbah 65:19
on Genesis 27:22; 4 Ezra €18 and the Midrash k@adol on Genesis 25:26. Texts cited by James L.
Kugel, The Bible As it WaCambridge, Massachusetts & London, England: THerBg Press of
Harvard University Press, 1997), 1294. Also, Babylonian Talmud Tractate Sanhedrin 59b and
Mi drash Rabbah Genesis 53.12-208it AdMgimalsidstheR0 St egner
Study of the New Testam@2t (1984).

87 GastonPaul and the Torahl40.
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noteworthy that Gaston adroitly omits a candid discussion of Romans 13 drd

11.17. He says simply that these verses al
argument. Paul is attempting, Gaston says, to give too many answersvm his o
guestions. However, branches are broken o
compatriots in their standing before God. Nevertheless, Rofriah€ demonstrates

that the weakest | ink in the chain of Gast:
Romanst 0 especially St. Paul ds insistence tha

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 thirdthvef the radical paradigm,
promotes and augments the work of SantfeBunn 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 characterizédcas ve nant al nomi S mo
However, according to Dunn, St. Paul s cri:
Christianity. Paul does have a polemic against his theological heritage and
specifically against covenantal nomism itself. St. Paul takes igsusgainst the
covenant itself or against the law itself but against the system of covenantal nomism.
Dunndés analysis obviates the accusation, o
supersession from Judaism is arbitrary. Gaston, for exangolepts 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 opposesrayemitiein

covenantal nomism toward salfifficiency and pride. James Dunn says:

8 James DunrThe Theology of Paul the Aposttedinburgh: T & T Clark, 1998), 338f.
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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 nomismhich insisted on treating the law as a boundary round
| srael, marking off Jew from Gentil e, wi
promises to Abrahamin short, it was the law abused to which Paul objected,
not the law itself®
Therefore, the disputian 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
fromitsrootsinthe@ Test ament . Il s not Dunnds criti
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 Rohia?8. He

does however compare the tate 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

presumpti on. i T h e roe thenparsof sameraildast, toaeardt e nd e nc
descent from the Patr i AccdidingtaBunng$t.®auhnt ee 0
is emphasising that divine election (its mode and character) is such that it has no

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

Paul is making when he insists tloalv ga.r pa,ntej oi’ evx Vlisratol Wisrah,l

Why does Dunn regard assurance of salvation as being tantamount to the sin of
presumption? There is no indicatidrat presumption is the basis for the theological

assertion in Sanhedrin 10.1. It may be useful to recall the words of the tractate:

89 James D. G. Dunifhe Partings of the Ways: Between Christianity and Judaism and Their
Significance for the Charaer of Christianity(London: SCM Press & Philadelphia: Trinity Press,
1991), 138.

% James D. G. DunfiRomans 9.1, Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 38 (Dallas Texas: Word
Books, 1988), 539.
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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 irttee land

forever; the branch of my planting, the work of my hands, that | 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. tBettractate and
Romansl1.26 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: fAln Paul 6s caseotexthe issue
Israhl are to be identified witli ek nomowr with oi ek pistewj (4:14,16), an
alternative most of his contemporaries would not recognise (see als® 8:37. ©
Dunn is quick to extricate himself from a possible misunderstanding. Some might
falsely asume 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 aigt electiori a sovereign decision and act of God
not about faith or presumption. Dunn interjects a pejorative concept of Judaism as a

premise for interpreting chaptersl@. St. Paul nowhere refers to the sin of

1 bid.
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presumption or any other endemic sintlae 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
Godos el ecti ng nmprfaaiereading ofRomass 11.28. Rhysieal p r i
descent defines Israel and constitutes eth
Sanhedrin 10.1 exemplifies the sin of presumption, as Dunn says that it does, (a sin

endemic within covenantal nomism), then whesl&t. 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 |ikely to undercut St. Paul ds int.
see) when we consider the Pharisaic provemafthe 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 therpgrammatic statement in Romah$§a as an aspect of the
socal l ed, fAeschatological tensiono, not wunl

identity of Israel, we might say, is itself part of the already t %% St. Pauldoes

not announce hisresl ut i on of the eschatol ogical tens
oal | |l srael 6 i s saved, then the split i1in t
eschatological tension resol®Remdans and the |

chapter 9 pertains to historicaldel and Romans chapter 11 to eschatological Israel.

°2Dpunn, The Theology of Patthe Apostle509.

% |bid., 527.
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The imposition of the alreadyot yet schema upon the literary unit of Romans

chapters 9.1 appears artificial and convoluted. Dunn says that St. Paul in Romans

11.26 definesgyl dryacSlodidpr ibradrec t™iThen 6 and o6c a
Aal readyo of historic -yetrtaedf ies csh artud It ;agrieoa
the fAalreadyo of historic Israel, God el ec
Dunn alleges, electiofunctions, according to chapter 9, without regard to ethnicity or

mor al merit. The fAalrepelyd bscauseupei 8Hh:
chosen from amongst ethnic Israel although their choice is a sovereign decision of

God withoutregardtet hni ci ty or mor al mer i t. Dunn s
definition and covenant fidelity é is not
Romans 11.28 says:

As regards the Gospel, they are enemies of God, for your sake; but as regards
election, theyare 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 ®8omanshapter 9 too. Dunn sees this verse as

another instance of the alrga@ind noty et schema: fATo the extent
factor it is a factor on both sides of the contrast: being seed of Abraham sets them
within the sphere of Gododés | ove; the false

oppositi 9 Dunhimsisttoatacodrding Romans9.7-13, St. Paul defines

| srael 6sotelbgctviiogn,uefi of physical descent 0.
% Ibid.
% bid., 511.

% Dunn,Romans 916, 685.

bid., 510.
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Paradoxically, one the one hand, Dunn criticises Sanhedrin 10.1 because it is an

instance of the perennial sin of presumptiohiley on the other hand, insisting that

Romanst1. 26 teaches just such an ethnically d
come, 0 according to Sanhedrin 10.1, is no |
Romansl1.26.

The criticismleve | ed against Sanders i s just as &

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

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

description of covenantabmism by Dunn has very different consequences from the
nonjudgemental 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 legitmatehe of aut hentic Judai sm. S
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 Testamamblarship to emphasize the

Jewi sh background, and even the Jewish ingl
hidden agenda to establish Christianity as the only legitimate heir to the Old

Testament®

According to Dunnpa/j VisrahqRomansl 1 . 26 ) : fAmust mean | sr a
as a people whose corporate identity and wholeness would not be lost even if in the

event there were some (or % @ndtésdasisbuamy) i nd

98KristerStendahIﬁ Qumran and Supersessioni fnimcetomdnd The Roa
Seminary Blletin, 19.2 (1998): 134142,

% Dunn,Romans 9.6, 681.
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rejects the sugges the remnant drspirituafilsdell Hd sr ael 6 mi
exegetical comments are ex cathedra statements. With a citation of Sanhedrin 10.1
(and other texts), Dunn says: At he 1 di om i
c o nf u'®iHethea explains the salvationofhlis r ael as: fAthe restor
scattered throughout % ButhiDsnetshe meaminyofi n t he |
the idiom in Sanhedrin 10. 1. I n that text
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 thorougtsisxaiy
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 thigh
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 perspectivetivthin
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 hermeneuticahgitcle
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.have advocates among scholars of the radical paradigm. E. P.rsSande

1001pid., 681.

101 | pid.
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supports, except in his most recent exposition, the viewptipVIsrahdefers 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 thaa@thRs in

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

scholars investigates the relationship between Romka26 and Sanhedrin 10.1.
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CHAPTER 3
THE JEWISH BACKGROUND
PART 1

THE MISHNAH

Does Tratate 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 theterpretation 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. Thesean 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 dantain early tradition.

Studies by Jacob Neusner and subsequently by David IrBremesr bring to
light the issues and criteria relevant for considering whether or not a particular
tradition originates from or before the New Testament®rZhe development of a
historicalcritical attitude to rabbinic sources is evident in two works by Jacob

Neusner. He totally revrote hisLife of Yohanan ben Zakkal he revised study is

192 3acob Neusnefhe Rabbinic Traditions About the Pharisees Before8&@|s. (Leiden: Brill,
1971);Eliezer ben Hyrcanus. The Traidih and the Marf{Leiden: Brill, 1973);i The Use of t he
Mi shnah for the History of JuddurmalfortRerStudyrof t o t he
Judaisml1 (1980): 177185; Rabbinic Literature and the New Testament: What We Can Not Show, We
Do NotKnow (Valley Forge: Trinity Press International, 1994). Inst@mewer, David.Techniques
and Assumptions in Jewish Exegesis Before 7?6E .30, Texte und Studien zum Aniken Judentum.
Tubingen: Mohr & Siebeck, 199Zraditions of the Rabbis from the Eohthe New Testamentol. 1,

Prayer and AgricultureGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004.

Ti
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entitled:Development of a Legendhe change represents the diffiece between
synchronic approaches to sources to that of a diachronic appgfddavid 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 IABtemeer is distinctly

less liberal than the approach of oth@fsUnfortunately, only one volume is

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

develope by InstoneBrewer, to the text of Sanhedrl®.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 ensconceithin 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. sk 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 Hiillhammai divide. The Mishnah is
the first Jewish document to contain digsuand 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.

103 Jacob NeusneA Life of Yohanan ben Zakkéieiden: Brill, 1962),Development of a
Legend. Studies in the Traditions Concerning Yohanan ben Zgldiden:Brill, 1970).

YEFor other approaches, see: Anthony Saldarini, #
Journal of Biblical Literature96/2 (June 1977): 252 7 4 . Morton Smith, AOn the P
in the Study of JdraabobBibficaldtiteraturé92/T (drch 19&3): @1113.

Mi keal, C. Par sons, AiThe Critical Us Perspectivdda b bi ni ¢ L
in Religious Studie$2 (Sum 1985): 83 0 2 . Robert, A. W Id, AThe Encount
Christian Judai sm: S oNovam Eatamentug¥3apsilisss): 1@B24.dence, 0
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There is therefore good reason to belie\a the editors to some extent faithfully

preserve traditions they inherit.

The Date and Provenance of Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1
Sanhedrirl0.1 says:
A. All Israelites have a share in the world to come.
B. As itis said,Your people also shall be all tigeous, they shall inherit
the land to forever; the branch of my planting, the work of my hands,
that | may be glorified(ls. 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 aitegtat does not
derive from the Torah, (2) and the Torah does not come from Heaven;
and (3) an Epicurean.
E.R. Aqiba says, fAAl so: He who reads i |
F.Aiand he who whi s perlwillpurmne ofahe wound an
diseases upon you whiclpuit on the Egyptians, for | am the Lord who
healsyo Ex. 18:26) . 0
The proposition of universal salvation for Israelites, that Sanhedrin 10.1 espouses,
encapsul ates, accordpeagvasi Eeo Pvi Swanaferishe:
Tannaiticcorpus® Gi ven #plirvaBalvled theol ogical backg
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 tadition itself, ensconced in 10.1, is hermeneutically relevant for the
exegesis of Romarisl.26. This alone would suffice as warrant for comparing the
two texts. While this would suffice, there are also further good reasons why

Sanhedrirl0.1 is so sigficant for the interpretation of Roman4.26.

195 Jacob Neusnefhe Mishnah: A New Translatiqivale and New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1988), 604.

108 p. Sander$aul and Palestiniadudaism: A Comparison of Patterns of Relig{tnndon
& Philadelphia: SCM Press & Fortress Press, 1977), 147.
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In what follows, although not exactly corresponding to ancient convention, but

in the interests of clarity, the thesis ad
anonymous teachers priortotredt ructi on of the temple, n0Ta
together with their disciples, Arabbinico
The phrase, fAMishnaic editorso, is used f o

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 wvahdeny 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 Mishndbes 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 Phariseéihis purge, he says, began with the gathering at
Yavneh and reached a successful conclusion before the final redaction of the
Mishnah®® Schol ars that choose to adopt G. F. M
theory, might legitimately suppose that Sadhn 10:1 reflects this rabbinic purge and
that consequently the exclusions are tantamount to excommunicatiortse

evidence, however, does not support the theory of a purge. There is no indication in

197 George Foot Mooreludaism in the First Centuries of the Christian E3a/ol. (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1927), vol. B-86.

Martin Goodman, fSadduc e emssagtile B&iadares BssaysAft er 70
in Biblical Interpretation in Honour of Michael D. Gouldexd. Stanley E. Porter and otheBglical
Interpretation 8(Leiden: Brill, 1994), 347356.
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the Mishnah (or any ancient text) of such a puiavid InstoneBrewer considers it
more likely that, with the destruction of the temple, the Sadducees simply lost their
il ocus of acti vit y% Inthisstenario,Sanhedrin @0alsmast t 0 e x

reflect an early controversy before the destacof 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 thosehs 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. Itis more likely than not, that the disappea®iof 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 eesp
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 $adduin the Second Temple

199 David InstoneBrewer, Traditions of the Rabbis in the Era of the New Testarvenht],
Prayer and AgriculturdGrand Rapids:Eerdmans, 2004), Introduction.
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period™® Hengel thinks the exclusions reflect the background of the Hellenistic
reform attempt that began with the Tobiads and the Offdds.Pos si bl 'y i n s ome
aristocratic families in Jerusalem there was still a dim awarendss itepresent

form the |l aw was not as old as ad%1 that, a

The Mishnah is not alone in witnessing to this particular controvétsghilo

(c.20BCEE4 0 CE) mentions with scatthe, At hose wh
constitution under which their fathers hav
to blame and t'9Thesesefdimepi basssmenod, as Phi
scorn believers for their high regard of the scriptures saying:

Are ye even na 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 thétn.

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 consedqfeéhe destruction of

10 Martin Hengel Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their EncountePatestine During the
Early Hellenistic PeriodLondon: SCM Press, 1974), 301.

1libid., 267300.
12ihid., 301.
13ibid.

14 philo, On the Confusion of Tongyex ii. trans. Charles Duke Yonghe Works bPhilo
Judaeus, the contemporary of Josephus, Volurfileadon: H. G. Bohn, 1854), 1.

15 pid., 1f.
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the temple, and not the result of an ideological purge by the rdftalemic
bet ween Jewish sects had much to do with t|
which produced Jewish sectarianism, nurtured it, and gave it meaisagpéared in

700

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 fotasiamism itself. Cohen
comments:
No previous Jewish work looks like the Mishnah because no previous Jewish
work, neither biblical nor positiblical, neither Hebrew or Greek, neither

Palestinian nor diasporan, attributes conflicting legal and exegeficabns

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

fraternity®

The Mishnah stands aloof from any inclination to impose dogmas or establish creeds.
Sanhedrin 10:1 is unique in circumscribing the essential doctrinkglafsni 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 afisedanflict.
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 belefges no social

penalty:°

*sShaye J. D. Cohen, @AThe Significance of Yavneh:
Sect ar Hebrew Ynion @ollege Anmili55.1 (1984): 2755.

17ibid., 45.
18ihid., 29.

119 35haye J. D. Coheffrom the Maccabees to the Mishn@hiladelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1987), 220.
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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 Seadrin 10:1 is early. This does not mean that
the tradition is simply vestigial. There is substantial literary and dustorical data
in support of the view that the tradition belongs at the epicentre of Second Temple

Pharisaic polemic with the Saddses.

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 Abdt? Finkelstein argas that Nezikirwas originally the
|l ast order of the Mishnah with Abot as a c
that Sanhedrin 10:1 was originally a prefa
observations on structure are pertinghtThe second H&of tractate Sanhedrin has
to do with the following categories of punishment:

1. Stoning (chapters 7-8:7)

2. Burning (chapter 9:1a)

3. Beheading (chapter 9:14)

4. Strangling (chapter 11)
Tractate Makkot continues with the following punishments:

5. Talio (chapter 1)

6. Exile (chapter 2)

7. Stripes (chapter 3)

120 puis FinkelsteinMabo leMassektot Abotv& b o t  dNafargNew York: The Jewish
Theological Seminary of America, 1950).

21ibid., xxi.
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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 1681 in the very midst of the discussion of those
subject to the punishmeof 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; aad #n historical one, which
traced the authority of the Pharisaic schools back to MéSes.
The argument is that Sanhedrin 18.5 misplaced and was originally a preface to
tractate Abot. Abot is of Pharisaic provenance. The original intention, acgdadi
Finkelstein, of Sanhedrin 163 was to i1 denti fy nal|l | srael o
Pharisaic terms. The beginning of tractate Abot traces the Pharisaic lineage back to
the oral revelation bequeathed to Moses at Mount Sinai. In the Phdtedaliinc
continuum, the oral Torah, according to tradition, has canonical status alongside that
of the written Torah. Finkel steinbs recon:

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

to legitimise their theological credentials.

The SociePolitical Context
Finkel stei no6s -polticalratex ik that ®anhedzin 168bs@ai o

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 traditieroral 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

122ipid., xxii.
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to the men of the Great Synagof&777 NO15 via Joshua, the Judges and the

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

the JustP> X7 W@ descri bed in Abot 1.2 as, fAthe | a

SynagdYAtwwogh traditionally translated as, |
Great Assemblyo, (and still tran¥lated as
Finkel stein is surely correct in translati

indicating the supreme Pharis@@ourt'* Abot 1.2 say&¥®

TPY7AT NDID VWA TN PUTNT WA 2,8

ASi meon the Just was one of the | ast great
the Just hands on the tradition to Antigonus of Socho and thereafter to Jose ben Joezer
of Zeredah and Jose ben Hana of JerusaleM! 1 Maccabees mentions the Great
Tri bunal (transl at ed dwumgwghl mags)lpjidt he gr eat a.
eulogizes Simeoff®
So they made a record on bronze tablets and put it upon pillars on Mount Zion.
Thisis a copy of whattheyr ot e: A On the eighteenth da
hundred and sevensecond 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 otthantry, the following was
proclaimed to us®

123 Ejther Simeon ben Onias'High Priest, 31291 BCE or his grandson, Simedl{, 219199
BCE.

124 Blackman,Mishnayoth,489 and Neusnefhe Mishnah672.

%  ouis Finkelstein, @The ThteCambodfe Historg of Bidaésm,t Synago
Volume2: The Hellenistic Aged. W. D. Davies & Louis Finkelstein (Cambridge: Cambridge
University press, 199, 230f.

126 5oncino Talmud: Hebrewinglish[CD ROM] (Gateshead: Judaica Press, in association with
Davka, 2000),l§) x hnwm qgrp tvbx tksm

127 Apot 1:3f.
1281 Mac. 14.27f, RSV.

129 hid.
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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 traditammtained in the Babylonian Talmud that
the Men of the Great Tribunal were regarded as the arbiters of the judgements
adumbrated in Sanhedrin 13°. Another veritable witness to the existence and
status of the Great Tribunal is a remark in the amplifechltel to tractate Abot,
attributed to Rabbi Nathan of th&"Zent, and referred to a&yot de Rabbi
Nathan'® This tradition asserts that the fAGreat
heaven wi Finkslatem isisuwet dorrect to surmise that
Clearly only a contemporary of the Great Tribunal could have suggested that it
woul d Aendured, meaning, doubtless, end
turned out to be erroneous, the text was altered by transmitters and copyists,
and has come down to asly in corrupted forms®®
The following is a reliable translation of the tradition witnesse@viat de Rabbi
Nathanand based on a critical edition of the text:
An assemblyKenesiyahfor the sake of the Deity will endure; but one not for
the sake oftte 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 GenerationQifision [that is, of the Tower of Babe'f

This saying is thus further evidence of the squmititical context. The need to assert

that the Great Tribunal will/l Afendured sure
opposition is from an alternatvee gi sl ati ve, pejoratively nam
Generation of Divisiono, and comprising th

1308 sanh 104b. CFinkelsteinThe Men of the Great Synagog@d.
131 FinkelsteinMaba, xfq  (171).

%2 Ipid.

133 Finkelstein,The Men of the Great Synagog@83.

13%1bid. 232f.
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the Great Tribunal are socially obscure scholars dependent upon a trade for their
livelihood. The landed legislae (by comparison with the building of the tower of

Babel) takes pride only in their reputatiti.

We may conclude that Sanhedrin 10.1 is not onlyRaeline but that the
saying is an authoritative pronouncement of the Great Tribunal itSbé 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 copéeexasi aed ¢ eenbddtnflOlftihe t heol «
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 Romas MWhy does
St. Paul choose to conclude Romans chaptdsWith 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 doPau8tnot

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 socihistorical context in which to interpret the wording/hat do the
Sages mean when they assert, #fAIll |l srael it
How does this statement compare with St. P
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

135 Gen 11:4.
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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 nall | srael 06 encapsul ates the pervasive
There is a need to build upon the research of Sanders by focusing spgahdhlé

literary and socidnistorical 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 provenanedtadition

subscribed in the tractate is an authoritative pronouncement of Second Temple

Pharisaic theology. This i3®precisely St.

The question now under discussion is this: does Tractate Sanhedrin 10.1
providetextual criteria for assessing the exegetical options that scholars of the radical
paradigm adopt in their interpretation of Romaas26? 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 soelustorical setting. Unfortunately, there is no
academic commentary in the historicaitical tradition available on the tractate. The
exegesis below is indebted to, but differs from, the database of Alexander Samely
Samel yébs database is |imited to an anal ysi
guotati ons. Furthermore, Samelyds her mene
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 significa

chapter will however also consider the meaning of the final form of the tegt. Th

136 philippians 3.46; Galatians 1.14; Acts 22.3. Cf. A. F. Sed#dul the Convert: The
Apostolate and Apostasy of Saul the Phar{dwv Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1990).
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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
consenss 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 cosensus. 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
diachronicexegesis, specifically the phastory 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) witls¢cend
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 réstat some point in the
traditon 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

137 Richard H. BellProvoked to Jealousy: The Origin and Purpose of the Jealdiasij in
Romans 9.1 (Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1994), 137, footnote 174. The manuscripts cited are: Georg
Beer,FaksimileAusgabe des Mischnacodex Kaufmann AT$@ Hague, 1929 & Jerusalem, 1969),
W. H. Lowe (ed),The Mishnah on which the Palestiniaaliiud Rest¢§London: Cambridge, 1883),
128a.
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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. Sanhé&6 is about
extrajudicial punishment at the hands of men, while 1®Has to do with extra

judicial punishment at the hands of hea¥&nSanhedrin 10-B looks like a

homiletical expnsion of 9.5. Pericope E and pericope F are of later origin and

attributed to Agiba (c. 5035 C. E*9).

Sanhedrirl0.1 opens with a rabbinic statement immediately preceding a
guotation from Isaiah 60.21. This parallels Romans 11.26inevin St . Paul 6s
statement immediately precedes a quotation from Isaiah-29.20n both texts, the
theological statement is an exegetical echo of scripture. New Testament scholars are
prone to quote Sanhedrin 10.1 without the corresponding scriptufitaton. The
meaning of Sanhedrih0.1 is not discernable without careful attention to the
scriptural quotation. I n Jacob Neusneros
A. All Israelites have a share in the world to come.
B. As itis said,Your people als shall be all righteous, they shall inherit the
land to forever; the branch of my planting, the work of my hands, that |
may be glorified(ls. 60.21).
C. And these are the ones who have no portion in the world to come,
D. (1) He who says, the resurrection loétdead is a teaching that does not

derive from the Torah, (2) and the Torah does not come from Heaven; and
(3) an Epicureaft®®

138 Jacob NeusneA History of the Mishnaic Law of Damages: Part Three, Baba Batra,
Sanhedrin, Makkafl_eiden: E.J. Brill, 1984), 135.

139 Geoffrey Wigoder (ed)The New Standard Jewish Engymédia(New York & Oxford: Facts
on File, 1992, ¥ Edition), 29.

140 Jacob Neusnefhe Mishnah: A New Translatidiyale and New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1988), 604.
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kriwylk as fAAIl | | srael i teso
Jacob Neusner translatesvylk as f Al | | srael i teso. Thi

translation of érbert Danby** 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
renderingl,ofdAddoptsead B HoRéveérlitispvidént fam k ma n .
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, linh 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 ancientaditions 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 iRomans 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
sagesmayhpl t o expl ain St. Paul 6s unqualified s
in 11.26 to tackle the problem of heretical Jews. The indications are that his polemic

in Romans chapters®L is not with Jews that deny the fundamental doctrines of their

faith. St. Paulo6s polemic is™with Gentile Chr

141 Herbert DanbyThe Mishnah: Translated From the Hebrew wititrdduction and Brief
Explanatory Note¢Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1933), 379.

142 philip Blackman tvynwm:Mishnayoth, Seder Nezik{Gateshead: Judaica Press, 2000), 285.

3 Romans 11.126.
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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 inclusofandividuals. The Pharisees of the Great
Tribunal also thought thaétrwy Ik includes every Israelite sinbeWy Ik is set
in appositiontgmf ( A Your peopl v WMygdciMevk wii il b e
ri ght e o u¥* Theoefore the Tadinaim resporsilior combining the two
ancient traditions are faithful to the original intention of the Sages. It is too simplistic

Wt o criti

for Richard Bell, amongst ot hers,
The original traditions (and the final form of ttext) do not permit us to conflate

individuals within some kind of undifferentiated sogiolitical solidarity. Some New
Testament scholars try to restrict St. Pau

considered in terms of some kind of eschatologicalstrabt sociepolitical entity.

Ixr'Wy Ik 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 emphasaetth allinclusiveness
pertains to individual Jews. The saying does not restrict thechlisive inheritance
to those Jews fortuitously alive at the dimde. The vast company of Israelites from
every era, except those who cease to be Jews by laflyedienying 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 ewiti@ English translationsThe first

144 See below the warrantifthis translation ofivil Myqydc Mivk

145 gell, 137, footnote 174.
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sentence of the tractate comprises a theological statement in combination with a

guotation from Isaiah 60:21xwy ( Al sr ael 0), i n the theol ogi
appositiontgmf ( A Thy peopl elagjotation.lk (thtad I DiI)K | iima t he
theological statement, is set in apposition wiygydc Mivk ( i a | | ri ghteouso),
biblical quotation.XbhMIvfl (At he worl d to comedo), in the
is set in apposition witMmivil ( A f or e veblical juotationnXbhtMivfe

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 rsaealid,t urref.erisvetga e ood ées, p
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 i mportance in ™™he structure of P
In the Hebrew text of the biblical quotatioviivfi ( Af or ever 0) i s the
word afterMyqydc ( Air i ght eouso), and this makes for

the translations. More than one translation is possible. The Sages magtassoc

Mivii ( Af or e Mygydoratherthantwith the notion of inheritance. 1t is

therefore possible (even, likely) that the Sages understood the quotation as saying:

AYour people also shall be all r*™ghteous f
The emphasis, in this translation scenario, is that all the people shall be righteous
forever rather than the inheritance of the

translations are perhaps unduly dependent on that of Danby.

146 Roman9.30-10.4.

147 Alexander SamelyDatabase of Midrashic Units in the Mishnéflanchester: University of
Manchester Website), mSanh 10:1; available fratp://www.art.man.ac.uk/MES/samely/author.htm.
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The Future Eternit

The traditional translation of the rabbinic phraseMivfi ( ii n t he wor |l d

comeo), followed by Danby, Blackman, and N

ambiguity lies with the Hebrew preposition It is grammatically strange to translate

thepr eposi tion as @i noxbhMafh hatherthamxbhn @At oo . Wh
MIvfl ? Since we have established the antiquity of the tradition, it is reasonable to

take the wordMlivf in its ancient and biblical meaning as pertaining to time rather

than pertaimg to space as in later rabbinic usage. The biblical meaning carries the

sense of, fia |l ong timeod, pertaining to eit
implication of eternity (although not in a Greek philosophical sef8egiven the

antiquity d 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,thenagid ( ishar ed or fAportiond) wol

Adest i ny @ translaliam preffereddy Finkelstein:

This early document is carefimthe not to s
futur e whichwduldliehe6 ol a-ba. Ihta st ates rather AAlI
ahelek leolam hab a dContrary to the interpretatiagenerally placed on this

passage) o lhaemr e does not mean Aworle-do, but i
6ol a-bma,chaan properly be rendered only #fAfor
wordhelekt her ef ore, does not mean a Aporti ol
means at her fexistence, o fAbeing,® or fAport

148 Koehler, Baumgartner & Strammhe Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament
(Leiden: K.Brill, 19942000),MIvf

149 Finkelstein,Mabo, XXXV-XXXVi.
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In some instance§H,i n bi bl i cal Hebr ew, has the sense¢
mode of |ifeo; or, fAdestinydfdAbhb I Braéh pa
destry for the future eternityo is a preferahb
recognise that the preposition in biblical
too:; or, AWl RrepositioassmpMishniaic Hebréw.are all of Hebrew

origin andinclude Biblical Hebrew prepositions preserved in their old significatice.

Therefore, the Pharisaic Sages might have understadld as meani ng, Awith
respect to the f utwbhm ertagjustifiably gecshorthaidhe phr a:
for, fAwttho rtelse efcor e &this tabeathereiisgustification n g o .
fortranslatingQHa s @Ai nheri tanceo. It seems | ikely

sense and that we Sshould therefore amend Fi

aninheriknce with respect to the future eterni:t

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:

X277 22WH P anh v RIS 9

All Israel has an inheritance with respect to the future eternity.
The issue as to the extent of Godds mercy
between the schools of Shammai and Hillel. Inheritance with respectftaube

eternity, either immediately subsequent to death or at the resurrection, for the vast

150 Brown, Driver & Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testangéntord:
Clarendon Press, 1979), 324.

! |bid., 510518.
152M. H. Segal A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebre(#ugene: Wipf & Stock Publishers, 2001), 141.

153 samely, m. Sanh 10:1
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majority of Israelites, comprising those who were neither exceptionally righteous or
exceptionally wicked, was a matter of debate between the academy of Shardmai a
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 distinettaay from

that of the Mishnah. Nevertheless, the final form of the Tosefta is evidently
dependent upon the Mishn&i. Tosefta Sanhedrin 13.3, says:

A.The house of Shammai says, AThere are
onefor shame and everlasty contemp{Dan 12:2)i these are those who
are completely evil.
B.AAn intermediate group go down to Gehe
again and are healed,
C.nas i tlwilibsingshathid part through fire and will refine them as
silver is refined anaill test them as gold is tested, and they shall call on
my name and | will be their Gadech. 13:9).
D.AAnd concerning {Theéard kidsiaad the Bordibrangls s a 'y,
to life, brings down to sheol and bringsglkt Sam 2: 6) . 0
E. And the house of Hille s @rgat in mercyEx. 34:6)i He inclines the
decision toward mercy,
F.Aiand concer ni nbamhadpm that e hoid Has lseard tte,
sound of my praydiPs. 116:1),
G.iand concerning thenm®it said the entir

This tradition is anmportant parallel to Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1. Itis clear that the
subject matter in both the Mishnah and the Toseftéaim habafit he f ut ur e

e t e r N°iAtcyrding to the Tosefta, the house of Shammai says, Israel consists of

three categories of person®ne whose destiny ishh Mivfh yyhl thx , Aone for

Jjudith Hauptman, @ Mi shn aTheSgrpoti@ProRlensipRabbmie t o Tose
Literature, Brown Judaic Studies, 326, ed. Shayne J. D. Cohen (Chico: Scholars Press, 23d@0), 13

155 NeusnerTosefta Translated From the Hebrewith a New Introductionyol. 2 (Peabody,
Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 2002), volume 2, 1188f.

extpsvt , The Judaic Classics Deluxe Editif®D ROM]; available from: Gateshead:

Judaica Press, in association with Davka, 1995.
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eternal | i f egydc A Mih g s B eAbtiemppasite @nd of the
spectrum, we have those congealed in &glvmg Myfwr, t he fHAcompl et el y e

Then there is, according to the hous&bammai, thédylvgw'@dn fAi nt er medi at e

groupo. This intermediate group suffer th
indeterminate period: they fAgo down to Geh:
house of Hillel emphasi zesreWeodndliscerpa opensi t:

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 mi dd® Bhehpuseaofplilel God i s #i
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 traditiomm Al | |l srael o, IS
not referring to an undifferentiated sogolitical 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 pest@inhe 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 wickéte 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 statisaxlite.

“"Mygydci s not translated in Neusnerdés translation.
8lugw9i n post biblical Hebrew and modern Hebrew me
valueodo and thus the plural in the Tosefta refers to

righteous or extremely wicked. See Klelittymological Dictionary678.

159 Finkelstein,Mabo, Hyr
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The Pharisees

St . Paul 6s heritage in Judaism is that

pupil of Gamaliet®® Gamaliel was either the grandson or son of Hillel. The exact
relationship between the Sages, the Pharisees andliiesRs 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 probablyniost influential group within

Judaism between 150 BCE and 70 CE. Most of what E. P. Sanders regards as
ACommon Judaismo is actwually Pharisaic
by the Pharisaic movemeHit. The Pharisees were, according to Rsira movement:

fiwithin the natiorfor the nation, whose legitimacy was indeexteptedy large parts

o

of the people, even though its requirements werebsgérved o an e q'al exten

A theology that denies the status of Isr&eld a heretic is also to be found in an
ancient Midrash on Leviticu'$® 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, fAany méareo,exe@mlersasd eoan,t Me
youo, excludes the apostate. Why do yol
that the expression, fAany mano, embrace
Aof youd, excludes the proselytes. ( Th
inct usi ve (in reading fiany mano), it w

iI's to be interpreted, AJust as the c (I

160 Acts 22.3.

161 R

and Variegated Nomismpl. 1, The Complexities of Second Temple Judagsia, D. A. Carson, P. T.
O'Brien and M. A. Seifrid (TUbingen: Mohr Siebeck & Grand Rapids: Baker Acadfid),

505548,

162 1hid., 501.

163 Finkelstein,ibid., xxxviii.

Dei nes, AfThe Phari sees Bet weladtficadighudai s ms 6

al
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so also the proselytes who have accepted the covenant (may bring an
of fering)o: apostates, whaxdo hotadceps thet covefdnt.
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 Iaelite. 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 o
people. They shall be righteoizsever. Having a share in the eternity to come is

synonymous with being righteous forever.

Resurrection

What does fAthe inheritance with respect
the light of the exclusions in pericope C and pericomm®the polemical context of
the saying, it is |Iikely that the Sages uni
the resurrection of the dead. Pericope D of Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1 specifically
excludes those who deny the resurrection from inngristernity. St. Paul also
regards the salvation of all Israel as pertaining to the resurrection of th&®t &4
Christian reader should not assume that the Sages, in the Second Temple period, fully
articulated the conception of the next life, or tet 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 haratetls the idea that the souls of the

184 |saacHirsch Weiss, edSifra d'vei rav: hu' sefer torat kohanim with commentary of Abraham
b. David of Posquieres, d. 1198ienna: 1865). Reprint (New York: OM Publishing Company, 1946),
46. Cited by Finckelsteirbid., xxxviii.

165 Romansl1.15.Cf. C. E. B. CranfieldRomans 9.6, 562f.
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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 phrasebh Mivfl  whenever they wish to

refer to the future life without resolving the dispute between the two feas.

Finkelstein is saying that it is possible to construe the gdmMIvf  in two ways:
either as referring to themwnh Mivf ( it hrei tey eaf SMMagnmhltygHd ) or as

(fthe resurr e®tThepdid notee thdneed tbersted intd disputation

with colleagues of thesnk in their time.

The rabbis responsible for compiling the Mishnah perceived little difficalty i
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 phrageghMivf ( wi t h t he meanime®, At he

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:

The Generation of the flabhas no share in the world to come,

and they shall not stand in the judgement,

since it is saidMy spirit shall not judge with man forev@gen. 6:3)
neither judgement nor spirit.

The generation of the dispersion has no share in the world to come,
Sinceit is said,So the Lord scattered them abroad from there upon the
face of the whole eart{Gen. 11:8).

So the Lord scattered them abrdath this world,

and the Lord scattered them from thér the world to come.

The men of Sodom have no portion in ¥herld to come,

since it is saidNow the men of Sodom were wicked and sinners against
the Lord exceedingl§Gen. 13:13)

nmoow>

CmI@

166 Finkelstein,Mabo, HIr - byr

187 Finkelstein,Mabo, Hyr
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Wickedi in this world,

And sinnerg in the world to come.

. But they will stand in judgement.

R. Nehemi ah says, wilinBtetandin judyemner, and t hos
for it is said,Therefore the wicked shall not stand in judgement, nor

sinners in the congregation of the rightedBs.1:5)

ATherefore the wicketithsshefetstothaot st and
generation of the flood.

OZZr X

0

Q. i Nrasinners in the congregation of the righteduthis refers to the men

of Sodom. 0o

R.They said to him, AThey will not stand
righteous, but they will st®and in the

It is clear from the above that tkditors of the Mishnah interpreted the ancient phrase

xbh MIvfl as signifying the immortality of the soul immediately subsequent to

deat h. This they distinguished from the r
judgement 0. T h @eneratigqn ofithg Eldod doas nob rfecessarily
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 inconsistencydadisagreement 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 Migh 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 ¢ym&8an.
10:3a]
nor will they live in the world to @ame,
as it is saidAnd he destroyed every living thing that was upon the face of
the earth(Gen. 7:23) in this world;
and they perished from the eaithin the world to come.
R. Judah b .AndBhe toedrsad, Myaspirig shall fiot contend

with man foreve Gen. 6:3)i
F.Ait will not contend, no%® will my spir

0w

mo

188 NeusnerMishnah 604f.
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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
ambiguty.'’® 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 Sodarft. They will not live in the world to come whether

or not hey 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 ttveo doctrines of the immortality of the soul and
the resurrection of the dead as being within the purview of orthodoxy. The term,
Afuture eternityo, is deliberately ambiguol
and pericope D, in the interests of pule, 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 theafnaim. 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. $b&opolitical situation that gave rise to the
pronouncement of pericope C and pericope D is a matter for historical

reconstructiort/? The saying appears to reflect a fierce dispute immediately before or

169 Jacob Neusnefhe Tosefta: Translated From the Hebrew with a New Introductioin?
(Peabody, Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 2002), 1190.

170 Finkelstein,Mabo, Hyr

11 Tosefta 13:7 and 13:8.

172 Einkelstein,Ha-Perushim veAnshe Keneset H@edolah,p
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during the uprising of the Maccabees between seithén the Great Tribunal. The
Sadducees denouncing the loyal Hasideapeasshim 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 eigr 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 gréilne 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 Sedenaple period thus
defines the sectarian divide. AThose who
excluded from synagogues or cursed, but are excluded from the world to come. God

will administer this punishment. Denial of these beliefs caries no sp@ah a'l*t y . ©

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 identifyf aisd-1saiah is by no means simply an
echoof Secontl sai ahés expectations for terrestria
dimension transforms corporeal reality. Divine light replaces the light of sun and
moon. Third Isaiah enlarges the eschatoldg@gaectations of Second Isaiah with

apocalyptic reinterpretatiol? Brevard Childs comments:

13 Shaye J. D. Coheffrom the Maccabees to the Mistim@hiladelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1987), 220.

17 The terms Second and Third Isaiah are used here only conventionally to identify sections of
the Isaiah corpus. There is no commitment to particular dates for the oracles.
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Third Isaiah no longer identifies the deliverance of the exiles from Babylon as
coterminous with the entrance of Godods |
receded intahe 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, theation 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 GGd.

The Rabbinic Editors
The inclusiveness and universality of the theological statement in @amh6.1 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 mirmgteni a state of
Auncl eannesso; and finally, of someone, ei
the role of a priest, while ministering in the temple. In both cases the crimes are
capital of fences and t he purosphthisskullt admi ni
open with |1 ogso, a'ffdvhaistheirhplicatpn whenwa ngul at i o |
come to Sanhedrin 10:1? Surely, the implication is that such persons will be
Ari ght eouso. They will share in the bl ess]|
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
Godbés people: AThe branch of my plantingo

of inclusion is the inscrutable electing mercy of God.

> Brevard S. Childs|saiah, The Old Testament Library (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster
John Knox Press, 20010, 500.

176 Tractate Sanhedrin 9:6.
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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
Anoo! T h e rsavidéntlyrdid oot imtendltheaniversal 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 fromhe 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 slvation 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 regtéably quite considerable. However, the references to past
generations make it obvious that the redac:
as embracing past generations of (faithful
Mishnaic redactors doot intend a blanket avowal of universal post mortem salvation
for every ethnic Israelite. The list of exclusions establishes that Jewish people
t hroughout history, and thus those yet to |
| sr ael 0. ion offthe &addugkeed isuparadigmatic. The Mishnah is defining

Israel as those destined for resurrection. Jacob Neusner, commenting on Sanhedrin

10.1 says:
At the most profound | evel, therefore,
destined to rise from theedd and enjoy the world to come. Specifically, the
definition of 1srael is contained in th

who maintain that the resurrection of the dead is a teaching of the Torah, and
that the Torah comes from heavéh.

7 Jacob Neusnefhe Theology of the Oral Torah: Revealing the Justice of (Bohtreal &
Kingston, London, Ithaca: McGilQueendés Uni versity Press, 1999) , 129.
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Denying the foundational doctrines of the faith removes a person from the status of

A | s r*’4 ®herefore, simply having the privilege of being a Jew ethnically is not a
sufficient condition of having a share in
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 oessary to exclude some Gentile groups and individuals.
The entire Generation of the Flood and the Sodofitaee excluded, and
specifically four individual gentiles: Doeg, Balaam, Ahitophel and Get{az\
reliable tradition contained in the Babyloniaalifiud 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 thely One, blessed be He,

6Sovereign of the Universel! | f David col
possession of Gath to thy children. [and complains at Thy giving a share in the
world to come to Doeg and Ahitophel]l, wl

181

red i ed, o6lt is My duty to"make them frie

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:

178ibid., 566.
9M. Sanh 10:3.
180\, Sanh 10.1 with reference to Numbers 22:5, 1 Samuel 21:8 & 2 Samuel 15:12.

181 B Sanh 105a. Babylonian Talmu@ncino Talmud: Hebresgnglish[CD ROM] available
from Gateshead: Judaica Press, in association with Davka, 2000.
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FOUR COMMONERS, VIZ., BALAAM, DOEG, AHTOPHEL, AND
GEHAZ I .-anHdehoteHwithout the people]. Another explanation:
Balaam denotes that he corrupted a people. The son of Beor [denotes] that he
commi tted bestiality. é.

€ é . Now only Balaam will not enter [the future world], but other
[heathens] will enter. On whose authority is the Mishnah [taught?n 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 8 this refers¢ transgressors among Israel; and all the nations that forget
Godd 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 watt! But [interpret thus:] The wicked shall
be turned into hell, and who are théy?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 efrighteou$ 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 | die a violent death], then behold | go unto my peéple.

The tractate emphasizes that only Balaam inherits permarndgusiex. There are

some subtle word plays in the Hebrew temtlo  (Balaam) is broken up intaf
xb (Awithout witho) suggesting that Bal aam

The Talmud explains the reason in another word play. The Talmud seplaeates

wordMflb  (Balaam) into an alternative paittthlb ( Aiconsumed or corrup

witho) implying that Balaam corrupted the |
inherit the world to come. On the authority of R. Joshua, and rejecting the teaching of
R.Eliezr, the Babyl onian Talmud asserts that
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 cane 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

1828 sanh 105a.
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three kings coupted 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, becaukey 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 td%in.

In the case of Ahab, we read:

Ahab said to Elijah, "Have you found me, O my enetriy@ answered, "

have found you, because you have sold yourself to do what is evil in the sight
of the LORD.** 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 Isfaelnd |

will 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 t&sin.

In the case of Manasseh we read:

But they did not lisgn, and Manasseh seduced them to do more evil than the
nations had done whom the LORD destroyed before the people of'fsrael.

Talmudic wordplay on the name Balaam is a profound reflection on scripture:

Behold, these caused the people of Israel, by thessbwf Balaam, to act
treacherously against the LORD in the matter of Peor, and so the plague came
among the congregation of the LORT.

While it is true that Doeg, Ahitophel and Gehazi commit grievous sins, there is no

scriptural warrant linking them witthe 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 wispect to Manasseh even though the Mishnaic

compliers do not concur. The final form of the text therefore contemplates the

1831 Kings 14:15f. See also 1 Kings 16:26 and 2 Kings 17:21.

1841 Kings 21: 2622.

1852 Kings 21:9. See also 21:16.

186 Numbers 31:16.
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inclusion of gentiles in the inheritance of the eternity to come notwithstanding the
damnation of reprobates. This is importamtJewishChristian 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 amongsgtdiles 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.In Romansl11.26 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
Pharisat-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 theCongregationhdfh 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 19587 One manuscript of the Rule of the Community

(otherwise known as thdanual of Discipline) has an appendix copied onto the

scroll!®® This appendi x is the only extant text

dated from the Hasmonean period (106 B GPE A critizal edition of the text has

187D, Barthelemy and J. T. Milik, edDjscoveries in the Judean Des&gumran Cave 1Regle
de la Congregation: 1Qsahy D. Barthelemy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995107118 ancplates
XX11-XX1V.

% awrence H. Schiffman, f TEmagclopedia af theodeadiSére Congr eg
Scrolls,eds. Lawrence H. Schiffman and James C. VanderKam, 2 volumes (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), 79799.

189 hid., 797.
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recently been publishéd® Vermes suggests a mifirst:c e nt ury ( BCE) dat e
safely bé" Fhe MessmsiceRile Begins with these wotds

Mymyh tyrhxb IxrWy tdf IvkI $ish hzv

Martinez and Tigchelaar, in their Hebrdéamglish edition of the scrolls, translate the

above iass:i siTthhe rul e of all the congregatio
words parallel Sanhedrin 10.1 and Romans 11.26. The subject matter in all three texts
concerns the eschatological vindication of
clearly ddined teaching concerning the circumstances that will usher in théread

salvation.

A little farther on, the text repeats again the opening statement thereby forming
literary brackets within which the first section of the scrotiastained:

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 [theeh[rs] [a]ll the precepts of the covenant, and

shall instruct them in all their regulations, so that they do not stray in [thel]ir
e[rrors]. And this is the rule for all the armies of the congregation, for all
native Israelite$?®

1903, H. Charlesworth, edThe Dead Sea Scroliepl. 1, The Rule of the Community and
Related Document§ he Rule of the Congregatidoy J. H. Charlesworth and L. Stuckenbruck
(Tubingen & Louisville: Mohr Siebeck & Westminster, 199408117.

191 vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Eng(istndon: Allan Lane The Penguin Press,
1997; Penguin Books, 1998), 157.

1921QSa 1:16. Martin Abegg JrThe Qumran Sectarian Manuscripteproduced iBible Works
6: Softwarefor Biblical Exegesi$CD-ROM] (Norfolk,VA: Bible Works LLC, 19922003).

193 Florentino Garcia Martinez and Eibert J. C. Tigchelaar, &te Dead Sea Scrolls Study
Edition: Volume 1 Leiden: Brill, 1997), 100f.
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Martinez and Tigchelaaranslate~ymyh tyrxalbs , fin tH%e final days:
Vermes®and Wi se, Abegg and Cook trafislate the
TherootJsx,i s transl|l ated as, Ato gathero, by Ma
j oi no, by Ver mes, laenndc ewiatsh, diymoabmilci zeegdu itvoa |
Abegg & Cook Wise, Abegg & Cook simply transliteradiély (referring to the Dead

Sea Sect itselfd s Amobil iyazhedd. t o j oin the

~

In the phraséxrWy tdf Ivkl ,(Aall t he fc olnsgitkaeegladt)i,on o

signifies the entirety of the congregation of Isra€his is evident from the addition

of tdf beforelxrwy . The phrase has a pedigree in the Old Testament where it

almost has a technical sense referring to the entire congregation gbthese
community assembled together by divine appoint&nThe secondary heading (the
last line in the quotation above) does not simply reproduce verbatim the introductory

words twabgeplacedarXyand this Vermes translates as

&Tigchel aar as fiar mi eso. ALIi ke | srael i n
of as being or §arhecenelwlingphrasa is pedimemy . 0

emphasising universalifarXyb xrzah lwklr ansi ated as fAfor all

| srael it e sandTigohelaakkdiZatin the ©ld Testament, sometimes

**Ipid., 101.
19° Geza VermesThe Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Engli5i7.

19 Wise, Abegg and CooRhe Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translat{bondon: Harper Collins,
1996), 144.

197 References from the book of Exodus will suffice: Ex 12:3; 12:647:216:1; 16:2; 16:10;
17:1; 35:1; 35:4; 35:20. Cf. Brown, Driver & Biggsebrew and English Lexicon of the Old
Testamen(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), 417.

1% Michael A. Knibb, The Qumran CommunitCambridge: Cambridge University Pres88I),
148f.
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occurs contiguous witBrx, havi ng t he meaning, fAnative of
the word occurs in contradistinctionwitlh ( isoj our ner 0) , i .e., som

land!®® The terminology strongl suggests that the Qumran se
|l srael o (in the | ast days) as constituting
people of ethnic Israel. This great assembly will join the Dead Sea Community now

mobilised for war in divisions ohbusands, hundreds, fifties and tens. At the age of

thirty, a man is eligible to take his pl ac:
the commanders of a hundred, conmMfhanders of
Every native Israelite would becomeree mber of the community in

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 t@mmunity; second, to legislate; and climatically, to
declare the messianic wafhe 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, stragy |l v suggest that fAthe | ast
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 ofr@geannounced in the War Scroll

and would preside over t#fe sectds role |

After victory in the decisive war between the Sons of Light and the Sons of Darkness,

the new community, comprising all Israel alongside the originahsaas, will

19Ey 12:19, 48, 49; Lev 16:29; 17:15; 18:26; 19:34; 24:16, 22; Num 9:14; 15:29 and 15:30.
2001 QSa 1:14, Martinez & TigchelaaFhe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition: Volum&QDf.
2011, H. Schiffman,Reclaiming thddead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, the Background

of Christianity, the Lost Library of QumrgRhiladelphia & Jerusalem: The Jewish Publication
Society, 1994), 330.
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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 Prigddessiah, he shall cometithem [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
Mesdiah 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 marché¥%

Therefore, the restoration of all Israel is both eschatologicafresssianic. 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 v sts

with the rabbinic tradition.

The Messianic Apocalypse

There are a number of references to the messiah in the Dead Sea®Scidiks.
messianic expectation, in which the restoration of all Israel takes place, is a prominent
feature of he belief of the sectarians. This belief is significant for our purposes
because some New Testament scholars, in the interestsSdriderwegheory, try
to excise the messianic in their explanation of Romans 11.26. The Dead Sea
sectarians had no suoéservations! There are indications that the messianic
expectations of the Dead Sea Community included the doctrine of the resurrection of

the dead. The Messianic Apocaly[{4€521)witnesses to the symbiotic unity of

2921 Qsa 2.16end. Quotation from Verme$he Complete Dead Sea ScrollsEinglish 159.

203 Cf., Joseph Fitzmyefhe Dead Sea Scrolls and Christian Orig{@¥and Rapid &
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 2000),-I31 1 and James Vander Kam, TleMessi ani sm
Community of the Renewed Covenauls. James Ulrich &aines VanderKam (Notre Dame, Indiana:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 2235.
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three theological ideas tenacioubild 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 quartertbg first century BCE. The contents indicate that

the original probably dates from the second half of the second century’B8Ciae

one of the second column of the second fragment bzeog?ns
wxyXml w[mXty #rahw ~ymzaXh yk
[ for the heav]ens anithe earth will listen to his anointed off8.

X;yvims rightly trans]! atdrdthissbeautifuleeticstextatied by Ve

second line is an interpretative echo of the first line, and expands upon the
universalistic sentiment:

208y xdg twemm gwsy awl ~b rXia kwb

[and all th]at is in them will not turn away from the precepts of the holy
ones?®

The text proceeds to prophesy messianic healing, resurrection, and deliverance of the
poor . Line 8 reads: ttothe bdng,istraightepingiosthen er s , g

. L 11
t wi s ['tAndllined12 reads:

Y“Emi l e Puech, #fMes &ncyglopeda ofAle Oead $eq Pcaadids. © i n
Lawrence H. Schiffman and James C. VanderKam, 2 volumes (Oxford: Oxfovdrbity Press,
2000), 543544,

205 4Q521f2ii.1. Abegg, JThe Qumran Sectarian Manuscrip&ible Works 6.

0% Martinez & TigchelaarThe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition: Volum&Q4f.

207\/ermes,The Complete Dead Sea Stsdn English 391.

208 1Q521f2ii.2. Abegg, JThe Qumran Sectarian Manuscrip&ible Works 6.

0% Martinez & TigchelaarThe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition: Volum&Qi4f.
2104Q521f2ii.8. Ibid., 1044f.

211 4Q521Rii.12. Abegg, JrThe Qumran Sectarian ManuscripRible Works 6.
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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 newéd to the poor and é.

Schiffman endeavours to distanthis 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 Mak$™® The distance between this text and the New
Testament is not as pronounced as Schiffman allelges. one, as we have seen,
states that the inhabitants of heaven and earth will respond to the Messiah, and so,
presumably, the Lord will accomplishrttugh 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 anticipafitimee end time
general resurrection. It is significant theith Jesus and the Messianic Apocalypse
quote Isaiah 61:1** The similarity between Luke 4:180, Luke 7:2223 and 4Q521
is noticeable. Both the Sectarians and Jesus share a mutual heritage of messianic
expectation. Emile Puech, the first to publish tragment, 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 promi s
satisfiedo in the beatitude of Matt 5: 6.

insofar as the desctipn of the signs tells of the inbreaking of the divine
power on earth to usher in the kingdom of God. In 4Q521, God himself

12 4Q521f2ii.12. Martinez & Tigchelaal,he Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition: Volum&Qi4f.
213 gchiffman,Reclaiming p348f.

214 4Q52112ii.12 and Luke 4:18.



77

accomplishes these signs (probably in the days of the Messiah and through his
messenger) by the pouring out of the spirit of l®lm s*° é

Fitzmyer is unduly sceptical with regard to the view that line 12 witnesses to belief in

the resurrection. He pronounces ex cathed
understanding of |line 120 aeanalirestrfeciad™t hi s i s
The phrase, Ahe wil/l make the dead I|iveo,

proclamation of good news to the poor. This may explain why Fitzmyer considers
this has to do with mundane vivification rather than eschatologiaairezsion.
Vermes, however, is not in the least hesitant in referring to resurrection:

AAs in the Gospel s, healing and resurre
kingdom of God. Line 12 furnishes the most explicit evidence concerning the

by

raising of the d a . o

It is true that the Hebrew phrad@yXy ~Yytm\wmbiguous and could be translated
as fAresuscitation of the deado or fAresurre:
should not be considered in isolation. There is another reference in %(5521

\nf ytm tx hyhmh M [ € ]

he who gives life to the dead of his peoffe.
The first wordfragment is evidently the hiphil imperfectoW(@ it o r ai seo0) . T
word in combination with the piel participle BlyX( Ato | iveodo) suggests

rather than resudaition

“Emile Puech, fMessianism, TReCommunityafthé on, and Esc
Renewed Covenareds. Eugene Ulrich & James VanderKam (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1994), 245f.

218 Fitzmyer, The Dead Sea Sdte and Christian Origins95.

?17\Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Engl3oi.

218 4Q521f7 + 5ii.6, Martin Abegg Jihe Qumran Sectarian Manuscrip&ible Works 6.

219 Martinez & TigchelaarThe Dead Sea Scrolls SyuHdition: Volume 21046f.
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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 al | 2fthb[omatthe dadtls andredl that ik in Blank

the seas [and alf [they contain,] and all the reservoirs of waters and torrents.

Blank4 €] t hose who do 9[oé]d Ibiekfe rteh & shee, Ltohr
accursed. And [t he@[]é]s hhadivesvibedothg f or de.
dead of his peopl@lank 7And we shall gi[ve] thanks and announce to you

[ €] of the &[oé]d,é wahndo9eepen¥oahd]llé]

he reveal sl2ahdmt Be[ Bt i dgel3thédacdulised] abys ][ s
have coagulatt [Xldnd t he heavelb[andaJlbtheangeset [ €]
[é16[ ¢] e°°[ ¢]

The subject iIs the ultimate judgment of de:
have ficoagul atedo and their situation i s c
own peop e . The text mention®Thkree wdoh di, dge®pef st

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 tladysses, 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 affgels.
Therefore, The Messianic Apocalypse does not understand tmeestigun 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 é&tffhat the sectarians

expected the resurrecti on osfluthéroviddicatedpeopl e

by other Dead Sea Scroffs.

220 |pid., 10441047.

221 |bid., 1046f.

%22 Emile PuechMessianism, Resurrection, and Eschato|dzf3.
23 Emily PuechMessianic Apocalypsé43.

224 |bid., 246256.
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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 banquethe Hebrew phraderwy tdf vkl is a veritable pre
Christian Jewish parallel to St. Paul 0s

does not directly associate the salvation of all Israel with the advent of the Messiah.

Traditions emanating from theead Sea Sect contribute to our appreciation of other

st

ideas that cluster around the expectation
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CHAPTER 5

INTERTEXTUAL ECHOES

Hermeneutics

St . Paul 6s quotations of scriptusre and a
are manifold, especially throughout Rom&nkl. An important study by Richard
Hays opens up new avenues of exploration.
scripture is far from perfunctory. St. Paul does not quote or allude to scriptural texts
simplyas 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
readasanintere xt ual conversation bet w®ehe Paul an
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 hermeneutigaresupposition of this thesis is not the same as that of
Richard Hays. There are many indications
scripture is a mediated conversation and that it is does not take place in a cultural or
theological vacuumThe 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. Paul 6s r
compareStPaul 6s use of particular scriptural t
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

theway those texts are received by his theological heritage. The objective is to see,

225 Richard H. HaysEchoes of Scripture in the Letters of Pé@New Haven & London: Yale
University Press, 1989), 35.
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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

Sanhedrinl0.1 and 1QSa?

A recent critique by Esler of the hermeneutical appraddtays is that it
falsely presupposes modern methodology in extracting meaning fronfesisis
allegation of anachronism by Esler draws upon research demonstrating that the vast
majority of St. Paul 6s addr-B%efthees were i1l 1|
population in fourth century (BCE) Greece was literate. And in Roman society the
preponderance of literacy pertains only to the urban upper cf&dess, therefore,
reasonable to assume that the literacy rate pertaining in the Roman housescbiurche
the first Century was also no more thar1B%2%® 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 ar€3sEsler asks us to imagine a setting
inwhichS't . Paul 6s addressees only had access t
those text$® 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

22phiipF.EslerConf |l i ct and ldentity in Romans: The Soci
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2003), 1174 .

227 \illiam V. Harris, Ancient LiteracyCambridge, Massachusetts and London: Harvard
University Press, 1989), 330.

228 Harry Y. GambleBooks and Readers in the Early Church: A History of Early Christian Texts
(New Haven and London: YalUniversity Press, 1995);10.

229 Catherine Hezsedewish Literacy in Roman Palestifubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 496.

°philip F. Esler, fAThe $S8&d BibicaitheotbgyBilleim i n Romans
(Spring 2004): 4.
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to interpreting Romans-21, 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 IsfAEIEsler, in failing to consider the reception

ofscrpt ure in Jewish texts, specifically with

Romans 911, seems to uncritically adopt traditional assumptions.

Esau and Ishmael in Jewish Exegesis

A foundational presupposition of the prim&iareading 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 ti@ts about Esau and Ishmael in
ancient Jewish texf§> 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 withteslogical 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 haA.

The meaning of the HebrelD'v&3 t r ans| at ed as Afl aming fire

Standard Version) is uncertd#f. Targum Onkelos understood the Hebrew as

231 Esler,Conflict and Identity in Roman&79-280.

32 Gaston is a notable exception to this rule. Gaston cites a number of references. Cf. Gaston,
Paul and the Torat80-100.

23 Deut 33.2. RSV.
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consisting of two words and translated it in the Aramiat'v'yia Afireo) and
atyr'Aan | awo) :

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, writtiéim His own right

hand, the law from the midst of the ffr&

The Aramai(2:3§<tAyrAQxa loan word from the Hebrelvt , can carry multiple

nuances such as fATorah scroll o, AThe Pent a:
generally, i rf’ fTheuadition ®presented by the Targuin.
understand®euteronomyd3.2 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 Pseuddonathan:

Andhesi d: At he Lor d wtgivethehaw @ hiepdoplé,r om Si n
the house of Israel. The splendor of the Glory of His Shekinah #ioome

Gablato give it to the sons of Esau but they did not accepiétshonen the

splendor of Glonfrom the Maintain of Paramo give it (the Law) to the sons

of Ishmael but they did not accept He was again revealad holiness to his

people, the house of Israel, and with hugre many myriads of holy angels.

The writing ofhis righthand, andhe Law from he midst of a flaming firehe

gave them the commandmefits.

234 Jeffrey H. Tigay, The JPS Torah Commentary: Deuterondfiladelphia & Jerusalem: The
Jewish Publication Society, 578896), 320.

235 Onkelos. Deut 33.2. John W. Etheridbe Targum of Onkelos and Jonathan Ben Uzziel
on the Pentateuch with the Fragmeatshe Jerusalem Targuthondon: Longman, Green, Longman
& Roberts, 1865; reprint, New York: Ktav Publishing House, 1968 [database online]; available from
Newsletter for Targumic & Cognate Studigfip://www.tulane.edu/~ntcs/tgtext.htm

23 Ongelos. Deut 33.2The Comprehensive Aramaic Lexig@incinnati: Hebrew Union
College Jewish Institute of Religion) [database online]; available hidpy/cdl.cn.huc.edu/

237 See Michael Sokoloff Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic of the Byzantine Period
2d ed. (RamaGan, Israel: Bar 1IN University Press and Baltimore & London: The John Hopkins
University Press, 2002), 42; and Marcugidag, A Dictionary of the Targumim, The Talmud Babli and
Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literatufdew York: The Judaica Press, 1966), 34; and Ernest Klein,
A Comprehensive Etymological Dictionary of the Hebrew Language for Readers of ENglish
York: Macmillan Publishing Company and London: Collier Macmillan Publishers, 1987), 15.

% pseudaJonathan. Deut. 33.2. Ernest G. Clafl@rgum Pseuddonathan: Deuteronomy,
Translated with NoteThe Aramaic Bibleeds. Kevin Cathcart, Michael Mah M.S.C and Martin
McNamara, Vol. 58Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1998), 97f.
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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 sonsB$au and the sons of Ishmael, unlike Israel, do not receive
the gracious gift. It is evident, therefore, that Targum Psdodathan understands

the Hebrew as being about the giving of the Torah not only to Israel but also to the

descendents of Esau alstimael. Once again the Aramaic wa@tlyr" Asgmployed.

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 (elgmon) 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 th&sau and Ishmael represent the nations. They
do not represent the natect of ethnic Israel. Esau and Ishmael are set in contrast to
Ix'Wytyphymf (fAhi s peopl e, %T°Hlis Thrgumisndraditidn | sr ael o)
receives elaboration in the (probabl{Gentury 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 thefollowing 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

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:

239 pseudaJonathan. Aramaic Text. Deut 33.Phe Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon
(Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College Jewish Institute of Religion) [database onlineJableaffom
http://call.cn.huc.edu/
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"Thou shalt not murder”. They then said to Hifhhe 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: "Thashalt 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 Ishmaé 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 lzewitd ass of a
man: his hand shall be upon everything" ( Gen 16:12). And it is
written: "For, indeed, | 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)ety all opened their mouths
and said: "All that the Lord hath spoken will we do and obey" ( Exod
24:7)2%

From the traditions quoted above we can justifiably conclude that St. Paul is
likely to have understood the lineages of Esau and Ishmael as illuswétiv
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 loations 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?*

The Midrash Sifre to Deuteronomy is another impdrtaitness 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 ddi"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 Ribebotodesh": this is the Aramaic langge.

240 Mek. Deut 33:2. Jacob Zallel Lauterbach, &tiekhilta de Rabbi IshmaéPhiladelphia:
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1961, paperback edition, 1976), 35234

241 GastonPaul and the Torha,, 86.
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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 aid: 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. 3:3Y

God reveals the Torah to Israel in the four languages corresponding to each

place along th@urney. 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 sai@he 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
acceptihe 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&u’' ( 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, "Whs 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 tdhe 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 thiefs it is said, "He shall be a wild ass of
aman' ( 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?®

The tradition identifying Bau 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 Sjfre. Deut 33.2. Translation by Steven, D. Fra&dem Tradition to Commentary: Torah

and Its Interpretation in the Midrash Sifre to Deuterondidgw York: State University of New York,
1991), 30.

243 pid., 32.
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met hod remarkably similar tetmR@tans Paul 6s qu
9.67. In the Talmud, the issue is that of circumcision whereas in Romans the
i ssue Iis Gododés promise. I n both texts, we
quotation from Genesis 21.12. The Talmud says:

Circumcision was from the very first comnaed 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 chiten of Ishmael [Abraham's sord? For in

Isaac shall thy seed be called. Then should not the children of Esau be

bound to practise itth Isaac, but not all Isa&¢?

The rabbis take the prepositibnin qHcyb as partitive and thus excluding all

those noof the lineage of Isaac. It is possible thi@nh VisaarkRomans9.7
has the same implicatidft> In any case, in botRomans 9.6 and the
Talmud, there is the divine choice of a specific lineage. Stegner assumes that
the parallel is virtually identida i n styl e (and that this iIs e
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 eadpiri
Jewish nation and gentiles from outside the empirical Jewish rfation.
Stegner here simply assumes the traditional understanding of Rom#&% 9.6
He assumes that St. Paul must be saying something v&igwish! The
reader of Romans need not eptthis presupposition. The reader may choose

instead to assume that St . Paul 6s conver sa

244B. Sanh 59b.The Soncino Talmu@rooklyn: New York: The Soncino Press, 1990)
[database CEROM]; The Judaic Classics Library/ersion 2.2 (Brooklyn: New York: Judaica Press,
2001).

®fln Isaacd not Athrough Isaacd (RSV).

°W.R.Steper , fRer@an sA 9idirmalds the Study of the New Testansht
(1984): 45,
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the vein of Jewish exegesis in both style and content. Why assume that
Ishmael and Esau in Romaaisepresent the elect from angst 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 ob 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
| SAAC is written here. R. 6Azariah said
beth (IN) denotes two, i.e. [thy seed shallcb#ed] 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

wor ks that He hath done, His signs [E.V
judgments of His mouth (Ps. CV, 5). [(says]: ' | have given a sign

[whereby the true descendants of Abraham can be known], viz. he who
expressly recognises [ God's judgments] 6
t wo worlds shal/l be call ed ﬁthy seedo
twoworldsshalhot be cal Ped fthy seedo. 6

Again the Hebrew preposition before Isaac is taken as a partitive but also

carries the numerical valwue of fAtwoo. The
Physical descent is not in itself sufficient. Belief in the eternityotaeis

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 Romans29.6r 11.26

247 Midrash Rabbah Genesis 53.1Rabbi Dr. H. Freedman and Simon Maurice, trans & eds.,
The Midrash RabbafBrooklyn, New York: The Soncino Press, 198@atiabase CBRom]; David
Kantrowitz, The Judaic Classics Librar¥ersion 2.2 (Brooklyn, New York: Judaica Press, 2001).
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that he is makingie point that lack of belief forfeits the status of Israelite.

All the emphasis is upon the sovereignty of G84d.

The book of Jubilees, drawing upon traditional Jewish folklore, is
additional evidence that Ishmael and Esau (contrasteds«aél 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 Documenttes the original Hebrew text and there exists fragments
of the text in the Dead Sea Scrdits.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 obsen&ghe
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 presenceéhar 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
250
people’
| shmael and Esau, and their desceaa@ant s, A
not chosen by God. The book of Jubilees is here contrasting thehnosing of

| shmael and Esau with Gododés choice of | sr a

the conclusion that only some are elect from ethnic Israel.

248 Contra StegneRomans 9.29: A Midrash 46.
294 F. D. Sparks, edThe Apocryphal Old Testamgi@xford: Claendon Press, 1984),dl

250 Jubilees 15.280. Ibid., 56.
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Genesis221 simply says: fAAfter these

him, "Abraham!" A 17°8 Thé Bargusmeof Rbeudisnatiean e

t

hi

am

interpolates a conversation between Isaac and Ishmael as a preamble to the opening

words of the Akedah. The erpolations are in italic:

After these eventsfter Isaac and Ishmael had quarrelled, Ishmael
sai d, Al ot i's right t hat I shoul d

heir, because &m the son of Sarah his wife, while you are the son of
Hagar, my motherds maidservant .
more worthy than you, because | was circumcised at the age of

thirteen. And if | had wished to refuse, | 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. 0
today | am thirty seven years old, and if the Holye(rlessed be He,

be
borrson. 0 But | saac said, fAlt is right

ngs

my

T
t

shmae

were to ask all of my members | woul

immediately heard before the Lord of the world, and at once the

MemraofthelLord est ed Abr aham and said t

he saido him,Ai Her e 3 am. o
The referace to circumcision is significant. Pseddlanathan is integrating
Genesis 17:25f with Genesis 22:1. Circumcision among the Arabs is well
attested>® Josephus utilises an etiological explanation, drawn from Genesis
17:25f, for the custom amongst the Asab 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 sanghin that number of
days. As for the Arabians, they circumcise after the thirteenth year,

BIRsy.

252 pseudedonathon Gen 22.1. Michael Mah&grgum Pseuddonathan: Genesis, Translated,
with Introduction and Note§,he Aramaic Bibleeds. Kevin Cathcariylichael Maher, M.S.C and
Martin McNamara, M.S.C., Vol. 1B (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1992), 77f.

3G.  Malym, ro, Theogical Dictionary of the Old Testameeds. G. Johannes

Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren and Heidasef Fabry, Vol. 8 (Grariapids, Michigan & Cambridge,
UK: Eerdmans, 1997), 160.

o
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because Ishmael, the founder of their nation, who was born to
Abraham of the concubine, was circumcised at that#dge.

This apparently gives Ishmael reason tspeme upon Godoés favour .
presumption is a Gentile presumption! The version in Genesis Rabbah 55:4

reads:

Isaac and Ishmael were engaged in a controversy: the latter argued, 'l
am more beloved than thou, because | was circumcised at the age of
13'; whie the other retorted, 'l am more beloved than thou, because |
was circumcised at 8 days.' Said Ishmael to him, 'l am more beloved,
because | could have protested and did not. At that moment Isaac
exclaimed: 'O that God would appear to me and bid me tonefof

my limbs! Then | would not refuse.' Said God: 'Even if | bid thee
sacrifice thyself, thou wilt not refuse>

Another saying in Genesis Rabbah contrasts the voice of Jacob with that of
Esau as metonymy for the continuing struggle betws®el 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 VOICE 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 withirtself, 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;
whenhis voice rings out clearly, the hands of Esau have no donfitfion.

254 Ant 1. 12.2. Flavius JosephuBhe Works of Flavius Josephiigns. William Whiston
[database otline]; available from Christian Classics Ethereal Library:
www.ccel.org/josephus/works/JOSEPHUS.HTML

2% Genesis Rabbab.20. Rabbi Dr. H. Freedman and Simon Maurice, trans & Ede.,
Midrash Rabbal{Brooklyn, New York: The Soncino Press, 1983) [databaseReD|; David
Kantrowitz, The Judaic Classics Librar¥ersion 2.2 (Brooklyn, New York: Judaica Press, 2001).

256 | pid.
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It is a reasonable assumption that both St. Paul and Jewish traditions of exegesis have
a common origin in traditional Jewi sh teac|

hundreds of year &’

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
ot herwi se suppose. Gastonds interpretati ol
considerabn of the Jewish texts and simply on the basis that it does not appear to
meet our prima facie assumptions about Rom
case in Romans chapter 9 is that the privilege accruing to Israel is indeed a matter of
ethnicity kut not simply so. The privileges that accrue to Israel ultimately depend
upon Godds inscrutable wildl i n electing a
recipient of the promise and bearer of election, is none other than Israel. Itis the
Israelcord mpor aneous with St. Paul. St. Paul 6s

9.6 is a rebuttal to the arrogance of the Gentile contingent in the Roman church. God

chose a particular |ineage from Abrahamds
Goddidnotchbose ot her | ineages from Abrahamds s
the Iight of Jewish traditions of exegesi s
this:
l't is now evident that Godds el ection e
therdby | eopardize Godods foundational el ec
from amongst the Gentiles onto the privi

particular lineage is a sovereign act and God is not about to abandon his
commitment to Israel.

»TW. R. St egner , Digidnarywof Paf and His ltetreedsoGerald F.
Hawthorne & Ralph P. Martin (Downe@rove, lllinois & Leicester, England, 1993), 506.
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Ifthis i s 1 ndeed St. P @hapted & then rbygreadiegrSt. Paulmm R o ma n
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 hroughout the literary unit of Romanbkapters 9.1 or to admit that St. Paul

argues himself into an intractable setintradiction. The strategy hitherto amongst

scholars has been either, on the one hand, to reduce the prima facie reading of

Romanschaper 11 to make it conform to the prima facie reading of Rorohapter

9. Or, on the other hand, to make the prima facie reading of Rarhapter 9

conform to the prima facie reading of Romahspter 11. However, contrary to the

above strategies, a demn to read Romariksl.26 in the light of Sanhedrit0.1

coheres with a reading of Romastgpter 9 in the light of Jewish traditions of

exegesis. The exegesis RomansZ @y Richard Hays, concentrating as it does

upon the intertextual conversation betm Paul and the Old Testament texts, does not

prove itself sufficient to explain the hiatus between Romans chapi€rafd

Romans chapter 11. The most that Hays can deduce from the intertextual

conversation in Romans 92 is the link betweefsaacard promise®®® Richard

Hays continues to assume that Esau and Ishmael are analogues for Israel even though
neither Paul nor the Torah makes that conn.
implied by the analogies of Romans 9, it is the Jewish people whibistéme role of

| shmael, the role of Es?@iays<ipsihtoleisren the r ol
argument the fashionable notion of deconstruction to explain the apparent
inconsistency of Paul dés t-Lfain 8f.tRaubbs i

converat i on with scripture turns into a subve

%8 Hays, Echoes of Scriptures5.

29bid., 67.
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9 and 10 Paul deconstructs Scriptureds wit:
dialectically deconstructs the deconstructive reading, subverting any Gentile Christian

pret ension to a positi &hThepbstulateon ahernewricali c al pr
doubl e deconstruction in St. Paulds ar gume
adequately account for the hiatus in Romans chapigts 9t is inconceivable that

the Pharisaic and Christian Paul would deco

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 ofexegesis from within his own religious and theological heritage. It is
inherently |ikely that St. Paul ds reading
of Jewish traditions of interpretation. T
scriptue is unmediated, and that, acting within this interpretative vacuum, St. Paul is
totally free to subvert scripturedés witnes:

simply crass.

Conversation with Isaiah
The Potter Oracles
The fore@ing interpretation suggest that readers should consider interpreting

St . Paul 6s r het or i c a2D asqgautyisadllyi Gentile guestioR o ma n s

260 |pid.
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elicitng a typically Jewish responé®. Reading the rhetorical question as
symptomatic of a Gentile respse to the preferential election of Israel will continue
to prove fruitful I n explaining the consi s
You will say to me then, "Why does he still find fault? For who can resist his
will?" But who are you, a mang answer back to God? Will what is molded
say to its molder, "Why have you made me thus?"
Richard Hays falsely assumes thaf®HPaul is
assumes that, as with Jeremiah, St. Paul i
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
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 relatiorship between these two potter oradf&sHowever, contrary to the
assumption of Wagner, it is not clear that St. Paul is in direct conversation with Isaiah
unmedi ated by traditions of exegesi s. The
the lsaiahtexts n Romans assumes an unmediated conv
in Romans 91 is that contemporary Israel is similarly engaged in a struggle with
Godds r ede mP'sSti Rad dopslinat say tig. The presupposition is that

the rhetorical questiorsitypically a Jewish one and assumes that Esau and Ishmael

261 GastonPaul and Torah95.
22 Jer 18.36. HaysEchoes of Scriptures5.

263 3. Re WagnerHeralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul in Concert in the Letter to the
RomangLeiden, Boston & Koln: Brill, 2002), 568.

284 |pid., 68.
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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 tkeaish tradition prior to the New
Testament understands the rhetorical question as typically a Gentile response to
| srael 6s privilege&sayssThe Wi sdom of Sol omo]
For who will say, "What hast thou done?" Or will resist thy judgment? Who
will accuse thedor the destruction of nations which thou didst make? Or who
will come before thee to plead as an advocate for unrighteougthen?
The theme of Chapters 11 and 12 of the Wis
judgement upon the Egyptians and the Canaaniteapt€hll 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 praresponeiiegs of t he Cal
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 thohas taught thy people that the righteous man must be
kind, and thou hast filled thy sons with good hope, because thou givest
repentance for sirf§’
Israel can expect leniency and mercy from God.
So while chastening us thou scourgest our enemies tagahd times more,

so that we may meditate upon thy goodness when we judge, and when we are
judged we may expect merc$?

255 There is no unanimity regarding the date of the Wisdom of Solomon. Various saiitoiats
the work within the parameters of 220 BCE and 50 CE
in The Anchor Bible Dictionarwol. 6, SiZ (Doubleday, 1992), 12027.

256 \Wisdom of Solomon 12.12.

287 bid., 12.19.

268 | hid., 12.22.
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The context 1s Gododés preferential treat ment
thus typically Gentile. The diatribe against thgyptians and the Canaanites may
even be a veiled reference to the Alexandrians and Romans contemporaneous with the
author’®* Godods |l ongsuffering toward the Canaani
apposite when considering St. Paul 6s train

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 chafige.
The theme of Godods | o nitgssnotivithsanding theirvile war d t h
practices, thereby giving them time to rep
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 i@tivmade for destruction, in

order to make known the riches of his glory for the vessels of mercy, which he

has prepared befbrehand for glory, é
The hermeneutics of interpreting Romans chaptersl9 by means of St. Pa
conversation with scripturet r ongl y suggests that the fAves
guotation refer to the Jewish peopl e. The
Romans 9.4 in which St. Paul outlines the
decision to show patient emdhnce 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 | srael: Afeven us whom he has call

the Ge’fftiles. o

289 \\/inston,Solomon, Wisdom o1 26.
2%\isdom of Solomon 12.10.
21 Romans 9.22.

22 Romans 9.24.
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Thereisaisgni fi cant allusion to Isaiahodos pot
concluding poem of the Community Ruf€. 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 stphic structure of the hymn. The forensic vocabulary of the
poem is more apparent in Vermes and this serves to highlight the similarities with St.
Paul 6s theology of justificatPvmmdby faith.

hgAdAc;

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 righteousne$s:

From the spring or sourcBAQM' o f Go d 6 s hg'd @ridordydranthat e s s |
source, is justificationP'V.Mi
From the source of His righteousness
is my justification,

and from His marvelous mysteries
is the light of my heart’®

Justification is a gift from Godsaan eternal possessitmnHis elect:
~lw[ tzOxwal ~atnxb =r=00UOOXal

God has given (justification) to His chosen ones
As an everlasting possessioh.

23 \Wagner Heralds of the Good New§8.

21QS.XI.2. VermesThe Complete Dead Sear@its in English(London: Allan Lane The
Penguin Press, 1997; Penguin Books, 1998), 115.

2’51QS.XI.5. Ibid., 115.

27%1Qs. XI. 7. Ibid., 115.
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The verbd'X;Band!t;Nare in the perfect tense. To the ones God has chosen, he has

given justification as an everlasting inheritance. This giftat something that human
beings can merit. The poet repeats the co
addition of two phrases:
Blessed art Thou, my God,
who openest the heart of Thy servant to knowledge!
Establish all his deeds in righteoussies
and as it pleases Thee to do for the elect of mankind,
grant that the son of Thy handmaid
may stand before Thee for eéf.

The phrase, Ason of Thy handmai do, poetical

The phrashm'&aBn' fd s nhafdmai do, occurs just six t

with parallels in Ugaritié’® hmAxia used as the female counterpartiof, and in

biblical Hebrew refers to a married slagel or second wife. The reference above is

either a reflection of thasage 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 I srael: A é ts h mersan xvipor belengsitoathe hadisehmlol byebirth,

not an outsider or slave pur @Hfepeeds by t he |

all too aware that he is part of wicked humarifaw;ri MdAxA&nd the council of

unjust fleshJVAfa rwABA dOs

As for me,

| belong to wicked mankind,

to the company of unjust flesh.
My iniquities, rebellions, and sins,

2771Qs. XI. 16f. Ibid., 116.

2’8 Gen. 21.10, 13; Ex 23.12; Judges 9.18jiR$6.16 and Psalm 116.16. For the relationship
bet ween the biblical references and ugaritic texts
Nort hwe s tVet&sdesiamentah® @969): 324321.

2’9 Marvin E. TatePsalms 51100 (Dallas Texas: Word Books, 1990), 383.
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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 ma 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 dorf&°

This awareness of the perversity of the human heart will prorapgidét, in the final

stanza, by way of an allusion to |Isaiah©os

wonder of Goddés sovereign decision to save

mass unjust flesh. The final stanza will echo the phrase abtareing to wicked
humanityds habitat with the Awor mso:

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 theourishment of worms.
He is but a shape, but moulded clay,
and inclines toward dust.
What shall hangnoulded clay reply?
What counsel shall it understati?

The poet utilizes the potter metaphor to emphasize the obtuseness of humanity before

theincrutability of Goddébs sovereign choice.
guotation of Isaiah iRoman$.192 0 . By reading St. Paul 6s

the Iight of The Community Ruleds adopti on

plausibilityofi nt er pr et i ng St . Paul 6s rhetorical
guestion. I't is a question that arises
inscrutable and unswerving election of Israel from amongst the mass of unjust flesh.

The concluding stara reflects images and allusions from the stanza 1QS. XI. 9f

2801 Qs. XI. 9f. Ibid., 116.

281 1QS. XI. 20end. Ibid., 117.
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guoted above. Thus the obtuseness of fithe
obtuseness that one expects from Awicked h
Acompany of wor mistgpical of Witked homanityis ies mabifitysto

fathom Godoés choice to save the Ason of Th

Vessels of Wrath and Vessels of Mercy
To whom is Paul referring t®omans t he phr a
9.22) and fAwe s(sThes8ajietis almeady mmiliar with the texts St.
Paul is alluding to irRomans9:22-24. He has previously cited Exodus 33.19 in

Romang.15 and Exodus 9.16 Roman.17. The subject matter in the Exodus

narrative i s 0 bavnicoeu swiyt hGoRlhdasr af oohrébse aorb dur acy
Godbdés design to save his chosen peopl e. T
ofRomanc hapter 9, in the traditional iinterpre

wratho are none atehwdErdf thisls indeedihe odsesthenie vi n g
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
Avessel s of mer cy andtGentilésy lseds(décidenllyncirdumgpdct J e ws
about i denti fyi ngRomim®.2Xbegns vetle thesparticlivarndr at h o .
omits the apodosisThe RSV and NIV translate the vese a hypothetical question

with the implication that God has evarght 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 gpture, then it is reasonable to assume that the protasis is

referring to Godos forbearance with Pharao!

282 Erpest KasemaniGommentary on Romaiisondon: SCM Press, 1980), 270.
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exegetical scenario, St. Paul is making a comparison between then and/agwer
suggests thdRoman:22-23 is an incompletegal-vahomerargument and that St.
Paul expects the reader to assume the apodddis other words, St. Paul is saying
something like:
If in those days God acted with such forbearance toward the reprobate
Pharaoh, despite his obduracy andlitity, 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

Romansl1.26.

Conversation with Hosea
ANot my peopl eo
In Roman®.25 St. Paul says:

As indeed kb says in Hosea, "Those who were not my people | will call

‘my people," and her who was not beloved | will call "'my beloved.™
The reference to Gentile ChristiansRomans9.24, may suggest that in his quotation
from Hosea, irRoman.25, St. Paul alslbas Gentile Christians in mind as the
referent of, Athose who were not my peopl e
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 assert3haPaul does have Gentile converts in
mind and that this is tantamo#Bachano a fAstr
accusation should be a last resort. There is no indication in the text itself that this is
an instance of ariottruocre® .mi slrheea chisrsgu mpft | som
misreading scripture is a corollary of the prima facie (traditional) reading. Itis

immediately apparent that Hosea has Israel in mind. What if St. Paul is neither

283 \WagnerHeralds of Good Newg6f.

284 |pid., 83.
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deconstructing the scriptural witness nor naiahtly using the ancient text as a peg

for his own ideas?

Hosea 2.22 recapitulates the divine retribution (of Hosea8) 6vith
consolation. This reversal was a matter of thoughtful discussion amongst the rabbis.
The Babylonian Talmud witness 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 oede 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 ether 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 | have acquired iB&xchangetremiforaar | d
di fferefft peoplel!d
Rashi draws our attention to a tradition preserved in Sifre of Nurttegrsompares
this to a king who becomes angry with his wife and thereupon summons a scribe to
issue a bill of divorcé®® Before the scribe dwes, 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 | am not yours, and you shall be exiled among

the nations, and even there you shall multiply and grow, and tharshall
lay it to your heart to return to nf&’

285 B Pesachim 87bSoncino Talmud: Hebrewinglish[CD ROM] (Gateshead: Judaica Press, in
association with Davka, 2000). The four primal possessions are: The Torah (Proverbs 8.22), Heaven
and Earth (Genesis 14.19), The Temple (Psalm Y&ud Israel (Exodus 15.16).

286 Sifre Num251.

287 Rashi,Complete Tanach with Ragi@D ROM] (Gateshead: The Judaic Press, in association
with Davka, 1998), Commentary on Hosea 2.1.
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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 Hose&22*# Macintosh says that in
these verses wethaveGbdésamercygstgward | sr

judgement®®

The emotional ambiguity of the prophetic oracle, subtly explored by the

Tal mud and Rashi, (fAas though | am not youl
wife), helpstoexplainSt.kal 6 s refusal to state that God
| srael . St . Paul 6s conversation with Hose:

resolution, toward which we are heading, in Romans 11.26. Lloyd Gaston will not
acknowledge any polemic between Pand ¢gsrael. Gaston therefore insists that the,
Anot my pe o p9.25fdefersotthe Gemtitea. Hewever, if St. Paul is

really in conversation with Hosea, we may conclude that this is an indication that he
has Israel paradigmatically in focus.Idfael is in focus, then Paul is not unmindful

of her recalcitrance. Paradoxically, Richard Haysyusly, in connection with the
referents of Esau and Ishmael, says that Paul scandalously inverts the referents and
deconstructs the scriptural witheasw insists that Paul faithfully adheres to the

original referend®

If St. Paul has Israel principally in mind as the referent in the Hosea quotations,
then what are we to make @bmans®9 . 2 4 ?ven ud whem he has called, not from

thedJewonly but also Themitdve iGenvi2esi?7® obvio

288 A, Macintosh,A Critical and ExegeticaCommentary on Hosg&dinburgh: T & T Clark,
1997), 34.

289 |pid., 35.

299 Hays,Echoes of Scriptures?.
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They plural fAuso refers to those called ou
Dunn is surely on solid ground when he says dhditkai. evka,lesen haedifjerately

slowos t he pace of reading thereby creating el
that the careful reader (to the congregation) was intended to leave the incomplete

vv22-23 hanging, pause, catch fresh attention with the unexpeucigtbliowing aj,

and rénforce the impact with the identifyingma/f8* Dunnés surmi se i s th
emphasisommaincour age st a hed fdorudll leary i denti fyi
wrath with Israel. This surmise has little warrant and semantically is not the only

option®? After the pause thatu]jengenders, the next word the reader utters with

Afresh aka. eWhohalsahecaliedus 0 Given the dynamics
this clause, it seems preferable to redaidas giving stress tbh makther laying the

stress orevka,lesday looking back tgrohtoi,masem v.23. The relative particleu]j

does seem to attrakai to h'ma/j The |l ogical deduction from

a distinct and different refeevwssdlsof rom t he

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

guotati ons. The sense, ther eleod the i's this
vessels of mercy) he called us, (namely, the Church) composed of both messianic

Jews and Christians. 0

291 bynn,Romans 96, 570.

292 KasemannRomans 273 and DunnRomans570.
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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 oth

concerning the interpretation p&/j Visrah.in Romans 11.26. The referent jud/j
Visrah.lin 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 categes try to delimitpa/j Visrah.In Romansl1.26 in
conformity with the programmatic statemewoiv ga.r pa,ntej oi" evx Vlisratol ou
Visrah,lin Romans 9.6. They suppose that St. Paul in Romans chapter 9 explicates
his programmatic statement in tesof a norethnic concept of election and in terms
of the remnant. In the traditional reading, the remnant is virtually synonymous with a
nonethnic concept of election. Scholars in the third category must interpret the
remnant motif against the grainthie 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 stalled positive statements of Romans chapter 11.
Gaston takes it that the remnarfers to the salvation of all Israel who survived the
Assyrian crisis and that the remnant thus |
Romans 11.26%% This insightful reading goes against the grain of traditional
exegesis and thus requires examination initjte bf 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.

293 GastonPaul and the Torh, 140.
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The traditional reamdbBngoi motofthsenkmpfyhi
an elect community from within Israel will be saved. The RSV is dependent on this

assumption in its translation tf u'po,,leimma swgh,setain Romans 9. 27 as,

remnant of them wil | rafslatiorshasmne lthsis.in the Gieeks pej o
The New International Version also interpol
translated is simply: Athe remnant wil |l be

from the Masoretic Text or the Septuagihtsaiah 10:22 for inserting the word

Aonl yo. DR BUwyk ikAausd dhg XX translates it akata,,leimma

auvtw/n swgh,setailhe context in Isaiah is transparently clear. The remnant is the
entirety of Israel that remains after the judgemértte 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 reprobagconcept of the remnant is

not synonymous with the concept of the elect. The section of Isaiah {A0;20an
eschatological vision. It addresses the issue: what is the future of Israel after the

destruction? Commentators either interpretthe wokdila s meani ng, At he pi

remainder of a decimated people or army whi
and integral core of the people wWHo were t|
The context suggests that Isaiah has the former sensi@d. 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 suport.

Neverthel ess, Brevard Childs rlsoghtly adds:

294 John WattsyWord Biblical Commentary: Isaiah-33 (Dallas, Texas: Word Books, 1985),
153.

29515 10.20.
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characterized as the Oé6survivors of Jacobdé

| srael, but share f u®fIiCoynceiningthelversestrattSt. onds | u
Paul particularly quotes, it ishevident th
nation of Israel is irrevocabf@’ A pi ti ful fragment of Godds p

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 thoseuwtdo w
seek to equate the remnant motif with an elect from amongst ethnic Israel. The

Christian doctrine of election should not infiltrate the renderingx@f. The

eschatol ogical overtones are i mportant and
motif with the salvation of all Israel. Brevard Childs, always cognizant of the final

form and canonical shape of Isaiah, notices the eschatological overtones e?27.0:20
AMoreover, this remnant will return to the
9 hadspoken of the coming judgement and also of the coming eschatological reversal,

but without speci fi?®Eveeiteonteuibbliagoveothet he r e mn.
merit or demerit of interpolating the word
surelyinflueemed by the fact that in the book of |

and fiseedd resonates with fAprdmises of a f

The issue under consideration now is not so much the original meaning of
| sai ahds therthe ceteptionbofithe remaant motif by the Dead Sea

Community. New Testament scholars appeal to the Dead Sea Scrolls as support for

2% Brevard S. Childslsaiah (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), 94.
29715 10.2223.
2% |bid., 95.

299 \Wagner Heralds of the Good New84.
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their interpretation of St. Paul 0s appropr.

HebrewbUwyasswqgh,setai and St Paul possibly regarded this as serendipitous. In

any caseswgh,setaiin Romans 9:27 anticipates Romans 11:26. The remnantin 9:27

is the same as *®fThdrelis thereforaexdgetical warrarit for 2 6 .

scepticism with regard to the widespiesssumption amongst commentators that the

remnant motif in Romans 9:27 applies to messianic Jews. Even Fitzmyer falls prey to

this assumpti on. Referring to the word, i
applies the word to Jews called to accept €hand the remnant becomes those who
actually did accept him, viZ”Ftz?weradd and hi
Dunn both appeal to the Qumran texts as evidence for their supposition. Their

argument is that, just as the sectarians considasrdgelves the remnant of the

covenant people, so too, St. Paul considered Christian Jews to be the remnant.

1QHodayot
Fitzmyer quotes 1QHodayatn d asserts: AThe Essenes of
t hemsel ves 3% $he assumgtionisaymeonabie. The opinion of E. P.
Sanders is that the passages in question, including the text from 1QHa@dayot
referring to the eschatological community of the saved and not to the Essene
community as such. Sanderesl fs téarteensn:a niit Toh ed usr
its hist or®®deHyma xQHsdayesRys: e . 0O

And | know that there is hope for whoever turn from offence and relinquish
sin [é] to walk on the path of your heal

300 GastonPaul and the Torahl40.
30! Fitzmyer,Romans574.
302 pid., 547.

303 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisr250.
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comfort above the noise of tination and the uproar of the ki[ngldoms, when
they join together. [For] | [kn]Jow that shortly you will raise a survivor among
your people, a remnant in your inheritance. You will purify them and cleanse
them from guilt®*

The Hebrewfcm hasthesensepfer t ai ning to something Al it

transl ated above as, Ashortl yo. This prob;
eschatological salvatiofi® If we assume, for the sake of argument, that the reference

pertains to something immanent but eethatological, this would still indicate that

the sect did not apply the title firemnanto
imply that the sect could consider adopting the designation in the near future. We

have seen above, in the discussioiflod Messianic Rule, that the community of the

Dead Sea believed that, at the time of the
sectarians are to become one entity. Itis circumstantially likely therefore that the
synonymous menti ofma ofemmamstud viivol QHa@adalyot i

the salvation of dall | srael 06 athyAhihe ti me
(Aa sur vyrixew(r g raemmdn ant 0 ) hyAhidas ¢he comnatagionl ar and

of fAa pr eser v aanhsiatoomabavé is prefefresl €o that of Véarmes who
transl ates the verse as: AThou wilt raise

wi t hi n Thi n*® THe twb words dreasgnorgmoas for the entirety of the

people. The prepositian ( i a moimbgtbNfaB andhlAhEnaBay indicate an

acknowledgement, in agreement with The Messianic Rule, that Israelites at the time

of the eschatological war will join the sect although some mag’hot.

304 1QHa Col.xiv. 68. Martinez and EibertThe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition Vol175.
305 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisraso0.
30¢\/ermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Engl&Hhl.

307 sandersPaul and Palestimn Judaism?251.
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In addition to 1QHodaygtlames Dunn cites theether texts from the Dead
Sea Scrolls to bolster his assumption that St. Paul, as with the Qumran community, is
wrestling Awith the problem of relating
p r o mi®sThis irterpretation runs contrary to tbentext in Isaiah and with the
repetition ofswgh,setaiin Romans 9:27 and 11:26. Besides, the texts cited by Dunn
do not support his assumptidHi. Although Dunn cites four Qumran passages, he
does not quote or exegete the passayelde adopts an exegesil 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 openingaseof 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 hirhiche

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 hained 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 goadstof his soif**

308 Dunn,Romans 916, 574.

309CD 1.45; 1QM 13.8; 14.9 and 1QH 6.8 (considered above as 1Qha 14.8).

*0bid., 573.

311 CD-A Col. 1.1-8a. Martinez and Tigchelaafhe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Eafiti551. The

translation of Martinez and Tigchelaar is based on Manuscript A with the corresponding Qumran
fragments.

t

h



112

This text is important for this thesis not least because of the appearance of the phrase,
Ashoot of the plantingo, also occurring Sal
60. 21. The metaphor , f sammgofthedtadfdaant i ngo

Sect for a complete restoration of Isrdél The nourfFm in the feminine singular

form (Apl aced or inpilnantthien ghdi)p hainld (tfAhteo vtearkbe

Ato T nherito) both echo [faaccepting tite @pinibd . The

of E. P. Sanders that the A% mnant is not

There are three things of importance for our purposes that are worth
underlining. The first thing to notice about this text is that the remeéarisrto
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. e 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, @t he ¢ on gr e g F4Thedheologyfof thismpassagedsr s 0 .
similar to St. Paul 6s -1t dhlssioonld leadtothen Romans
conclusion that the remnant motif in Romans chaptei@ @fers to the entirety of
Israel. We may recalltS. Paul 6s words in the concluding

9-11: ARAs regards the gospel they are enemi e

312paul N. W. SwarupAn Eternal Planting. A House of Holiness: The -Belflerstanding of the
Dead Sea Scrolls commun{tgambridge: Clare College, PhD Thesis).

313 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisra50.

314 bid., CD-A Col 1. 12.
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election they are beloved for the sake of their forefathers. For the gifts and call of
God ar e i?3° hevemoantkxists bedause 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 thepectrum, the reference in 1QHodasglates 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. Rading St. Paul in the light of Jewish texts leads to the conclusion that the

remnant in Romans 9:27 is the same as nall

The War Scroll
The remaining two texts are from the War Scroll in the manuscripts from cave

1. Theweapons 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 re
century BCEoat t he beginning * €olummhlesahi rst centur
introduction. Columns-24 are general rules concerning military and religious
preparation for battle and conduct during battle. ColumrnkSl&escribe the
eschatological battle.
The first réerence 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 widkadk

plan, may they be damned for their deeds of filthy uncleannesshdyoate
the lot of darkness but the lot of God is for [everlast]ing ligsiank Y[o]u,

315 Romans 11.28f.

316 \/ermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Englisb2f.
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God of our fathers, we bless your name forever. We are the nation of [yo]ur
[inhe]ritfance]. You [est]ablished a covenant with our fathers and ratified it
with theiroffspring 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 youonderful mighty deeds You, [God, have
reJdeemed us to be for you an eternal nation, and you have made us to fall into
the lot of light*’
Sanders in his assessment of this text, points out that, although the sect is here
identified with the remnant, theassage, as with 1QHodayot, has to do with the
eschatological era after the decisive batffeThe War Scroll is describing a decisive
battle to take place in the etiche. This decisive battle symbolizes an eternal battle
between the spiritual forces bight and Darknesd:® The first lines of the War
Scroll are programmatic. They announce atltl’deage conf |l i ct bet ween
lighto and @At K8 Cadumms®.1705f3 cainprisekpriestly srayers for
the various stages of the conflictolGmn 13 has a distinct provenance from the so
called fAframework sectionso of t3%e War Scr
Significantly, column 13 is the blessing that the High Priest shall say after the
decisive (eschatological) victory. The figgords are missing but it is obvious that the
missing words announce the arrival of the High Priest and we should insert the words:
AThe Hi gh Pr *%The colsnin dgihs: ¢ o me o .
(é) and his brothers, the [ pgthgarrayst s and

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.

3171QM 13.49. Marinez and Tigchelaafhe Dead Sea Scrolls Study EditidB5.
318 sanderPaul and Palestinian Judaisr50.

31%Vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in EnglisBa.

32010M 1. 17.
'3o0hn J. Col | i rolyWar i Manielam the Quynraw War $troll: a point of
transition i n \esdestamenaidb8 @udyl197H)t58642. 0

322\/ermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in EnglisP6.
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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 juiéfice.

The column proceeds to celebrate Godds vi c1
truth, rejoice in your mighty hand, we exalt in your salvation, we revel in [your] aid

[andin] y o u r* Thelonen aancludes that there is a predetermined time

when the great battle will commence: ASi ni
the great battle éto humiliate darkness ani
toextermina e al | t he s &t na, s Sdnaarskalfeges, that & o

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 alignedwith the eschatological context of 1QHodaya¢vertheless, the word,
Aremnant o, fits in with the usage of the D
remnant with the covenant community. A covenant ratified with the ancestors and

their offspring. Tle passage expressly states that the covenant ratified with the fathers
is for ft i~ymyldR[webmashkawbk twdwlt nddaay

indicates the entirety of Goddés provident.i
every era of historynot least the stages of the war prior to the decisive battle),

remember Godds mercy and recall his mighty
nounhdAUft; has the sense of a testimony or prophetic attest#fidBut in the

Scrolls, the word, in botthe singular and the plural, is a technical term for the

appointed and predetermined times of festivals, the holy war, the institution of the

| aw, providential decrees, the order of na-

3231QM 13.1-3. Martinez and Tigchelaafhe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Editia83-135.
3241 QM 13.13. Idid., 135.
3251QM 13.1416. Martines and TigchelaaFhe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Editid85.

326 Brown, Driver & Briggs,Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Tesémt,6859.
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salvation in history?’ Theremnant in this passage is equivalent to the entirety of

Godb6s covenant people who survive the

The final text that supposedly identifies the remnant with the sect is another
passage in the War Scroll.

None of theitheroes 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 inhecggduring the empire
of Belial. With all the mysteries of his enmity, they have not separated us
from your covenant?®

Three observations are in order. The first observation is that the definition of

\'

ci

covenant as, fAthe avwhahtyiisnovdasecmriaour fat her .

definition. This definition contrasts with the definition in the Messianic Rule. In the

Messianic Rule, the covenant is ft*he covena

The locus of the covenant in the Messianic Ruléas 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 examplaetMessianic Rule in which the division

is between nosectarian Israelites and the sectarians. A third observation is that the

remnant motif is also nesectarian in charactdtkm[ tyrDaXr e mnant o f

peopllefpydrb t I Xmnil e @ohgdértedple diring tee Fuié a X |

327 Koehler, Baumgartner & Stramrfihe Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament,
10241.

328 1QM 14.89. Martinez and TigchelaaFhe Dead Sea Scrolls Study EditidB7.

%291Qsa 1.
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of B &% Tharkninant 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 aitielection 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 splibfn the Hasidic movemeft® 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 generatifum 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 column4 2 delineate the stratagem and the
weapons that the community will depl&¥. 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 thdimendestiny as

the people of God who will fight in the finahttle>*

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 whweestire

30Thetranslatlf above by Martinez and Tigchelaar disting
Ainheritanced but the Hebrew reconstruction makes n

331 vermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Englisi-163 and Sander®aul and
Palestinian Judaisp252.

%32\/ermes,The Complete Dead Sea Scrolls in Englis.

333 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisrg52.
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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 messianiceraP%.ul 6 s usage, r
in the light of Old Testament and Jewish sources, leads to the conclusion that

swqgh,setaiin Romans 9:27 anticipategvgh,setain Romans 11:26. The remnant in

9:27 is the same as nall |l srael 0 in 11:26.

To recap, it does @ear 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 amo
reasoning in Romans 9.3M.4. Some observations on the passage will suffice
without requiring diversion into the minutiae of scholarly discussion. St. Paul writes:
What shall wesay, 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>3*

Gentiles by definition do nqiursue righteousness. They do not pursue it because, as
covenant righteousnessikaiosu,nhis something pertaining to Judaism. Covenant
righteousness is distinctly Jewish. Ayet, paradoxically, without pursuing it,

gentiles, through faitrevk pi,stg( 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 breaksadoat this point. What the Gentiles attain is not the

3% Roman®.30:31. RSV.
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same as what |Israel fails to reach! St. P,
attain Arighteousnesso even though they do
not however what Israel pguwes! This breakdown in the parallelism undermines the
traditional exegesis of this passage. | sr i
translations, as one might expect, follow traditional assumptions. The RSV translates

no,mon dikaiosu,rnjs gt e ousness which iIis based on | a
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 P. Sanders of Second Temple Judaism (as a system

of Acovenant al nomi smo); then, most probabl
to covenant obligations. The phrase depicts the way of life that Jewish people must

pursue in response to their glea. 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

cul pable with that! Furthermore, the RSV
ful filling the I|obsaythat. ThB NIV takesitehattiseael hasmbb e s n
attained Aito, i.e., the Il aw of righteousn:

translations are loaded with assumptions. The plaiggao,mon ouvk e;fqasen

indeed ambiguous. Beivingnomor e | i kel 'y i mplies: fithe go:
phrase probably means that Israel has not yet reached the goal of the law. The aorist
verbe;fgasen accor di ng BDAG, may have one of thr
in moving to geposbtoonodoeach) afipositiono a

arrive at® e canod rulé dutahe first sense of the word especially since

335 Bauer, Danker, Arndt & Gingrickh GreekEnglish Lexicon of the New Testament and Othe
Early Christian Literaturg(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2000) [database online];
available fronBible Works 6: Software for Biblical Exegesis.
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that is the sense the word has in the Septudgifkhis 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 rmeceddhose who have fallen

asleep.
Is Paul saying that Israel, although pursuing covenant faithfulness, has not preceded
the Geniles 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,efioomeband witho, Ato over tPakeo, fto ¢
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
correspondingneed 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.o¥enant 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 liveahe way the law requires in obedience to the covenant. What the

Gentiles attain is therefore not the same as what Israel fails to attain.

33¢ Abbott-Smith, Manuel Greek Lexicon of the New Testam@fed. (Edinburgh: T. & T
Clark, 1937)468.

337 fganw in George Henry Liddell & Roger Sco#in Intermediate Greeknglish Lexicon
[database otline] (The Perseus Digital Library, Tufts University): www.perseus.tufts.edu/
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St. Paul is still addressing gentile Christian arrogance while defending the
elective privileges of Isel. 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
Godfearing brothers and sistersChrist. The theology of the judaizers is that
gentile believers must effectively become
righteousnesso. St. Paul forthrightly st;
gentiles?) the goal of the law. The literamnkiibetweereivj no,mon ouvk e;fgasen
(Romans 9.31) anig,loj ga.r no,mou Cristo{Romans 10.4) is unmistakable. The
goal of the law is Christ. Theirea f ai |l ure of faith on | srael (
Israel in her zeal for the Torah (and therefisourse nothing culpable in that)
became distracted by Torah observance and failed to exercise faith and so stumbled
onthestond®* But | srael has not stumbled so as to

stumbling has a divine purpose.

St. Paul remains allusive with his scriptural quotations. He does not identify
the fistumbling stoneo. He qu.oTheMdToh combi n:
Isaiah 28.16 simply concludes wiilyHy xI Nymxmh but the LXX addsvpV auvtw i t h e
one believingn it/him. 0 The abrupt shift from the fir
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 Romanr&peror)*°

338 GastonPaul and the Torah128.

%39 Targ. Is 28.16. Bruce D. Chiltofihe Aramaic Bible Volume 2: The Isaiah Targum
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 187), 56.
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Therefore, thus says appoiatindin@iRakitgp d, @ Beh
a strong, mightyandt er r i bl e ki ng. I will strength
says the prophefi a n d t h e who beliekein these thingsvill not be
shaken when distss comed?

James Dunn assumes this other is**fAan expli

The text is not however anything like an explicit reference to the Messiah. The
righteous are not encdyleaidy ed t tyesdee It iBérvuec efi i |

Chilton interprets the Astrong, mi ghty and
iperhaps Vespasiano, t*¥ nthebehd SeehSoralls,thtde e xi |

Astoneo i Xyhdte[it héi edumsi | HiThistéxeis c ommuni t

also significant, as a parallel with Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1, because it says the

communityistobe am-IW[ t[=j]=mila pl ant ati on for the etern

When these things exist in Israel the community council shall be founded on
truth, blankto be an eerlasting 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) ishe tested rampart, the precious
cornerstone that does ridfank /whose foundationsshake or tremble from

their place®*

According to 1 Peter 2,@he stone is Christ:

For in Scripture it says: "See, | lay a stone in Zion, a chosen and precious
cornastone, 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. I f fisomeoneo

i's o met h isurgydhattsdmething is the Gospel.

340 bid.
341 bunn,Romans 9.6, 583.
342 Chilton, The Isaiah Targummotes, 5557.

3431QS 85. Martin Abegg JrThe Qumran Sectarian Manuscripteproduced iBible Works 6:
Software for Biblical Exegesjf€D-ROM)] (Norfolk,VA: Bible Works LLC, 19922003).

3441QS 8.4b8a. Martinez & Tigchelaaffhe Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition.
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Traditional exegesis, assuming that St.
there is an incommensurable divide between the two dispensations, seizes upon
Romansl0.3 as another example of Jewish-sigjfiteousness:

For, being ignorant of the righteousness that comes from God, and seeking to
establish their own, they did not submit to God's righteoustigss.

The phrase in questionksi. th.n ivdi,an Idikaiosu,nhnD zhtou/ntej stivisaieth.n

ivdbahs often t akeniiteosomethmqthafiig ohtleeir owno wn 0

achieving. Buth.nivdiams ual | y meanwhab ime raeaoppobed no Wn

to belonging to anothér**® Israel, in her zeal in legitimately pursuing her covenant

relators hi p wi t h God, fails to appreciate Godod
and Gentiles) who believe. lIsrael in pursuing righteousness, as something that is
inherently and distinctively theirs by vir:
expansive i ght eousness, fiapart from the | awo.
herself ('pota,ssw t o t he wi der pur p3hewidesf Godds rig

purpose of Godbés righteous is the salvati ol
RomanslO.4isakeytex i n St . Paul 6s argument altho
problematical:

For Christ is the end of the law, that every one who has faith may be
justified 348

345RSV.

34® Thayer,GreekEnglish Lexicon of the New TestameBtble Works 6: Software for Biblical
ExegesigCD-ROM] (Norfolk,VA: Bible Works LLC, 19922003).

347 GastonPaul and Torah129.

348 RSV.
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The Greek text is notoriously ambiguotesioj ga.r no,mou Cristo.j eivj dikaiosu,nhn
panti. tw/| piseu,ontiAThe verb is missing and so the reader must supply a verb and
decide where to place ite,loj has a range of senses. BDAG lists three: pdint of
time marking the end of a duraticend, termination, cessatioh) the last part of a
processglose, conclusiorg) the goal toward which a movement is being directed,
end, goal, outconi&’. In the metaphor of the foot race, if that is what it is, Israel is
pursuingno,mon dikaiosu,rdmd as such, the presenceeaij dikaiosu,nhoomes as
no suprise. GrammaticallyCristo.j, does not sit easily as the subject of the
sentence and even less as directly govereivglikaiosu,nhn Grammatically we
might have expectei,|oj eivj dikaiosu,nhnWhat force do we attribute to the
particleeivjin eivj dikaiosu,nft Gaston argues thaanti. tw/| pisteu,ontis a way of

saying fAigentil eso. Dogmatic assertions bui

Another important text iRomansl0.69 . St . Paul 6s quotation
Deutronomy is another case of his appropriation of scripture through the exegetical
traditions of Judai s MfromDeuteronomg30It®s quot at i
seems inappropriate. The quotation appears to support the judaizers. Why does St.

Paul quotea 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 do\or)"Who will descend

into the abyss?" (thas, to bring Christ up from the deadBut 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) because, if you confess with your lips that Jesus is
Lord and believe in your heart thabraised him from the dead, you will be
saved®™®

34° Bauer Danker, Arndt & Gingrichte,loj in A Greak English Lexicon of the New Testament.
Bible Works 6: Software for Biblical Exegef&D-ROM] (Norfolk,VA: Bible Works LLC, 1992
2003).

30RSV.
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I n the original context the saying is abouf
appropriate.
I n citing just this text to expound fth
that Paul intended a completelgtithetical 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 thé3aw.
Part of the ambi gRamang chapte&Plasdhbtde s walkmg ught i n
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 quotationisghatliP6 s ci t at i o
di verges from both the MT and the LXX. St
into the abyss instead of crossing the sea. This divergence gives the clue that his
conversation with scripture is mediated via the exegetical traditions aisiud
Jewish texts frequently speak of heaven and the abyss as symbols for the

inaccessibility of personified Wisdofi> An example is:

Alone | have made the circuit of the vault of heaven and have walked in the
depths of the abyss>

Baruch transfers thanguage 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
ClOUd,,o,Séz Who has gone over the sea, and found her, and will buy her for pure
gold-

Itisreasonabletoassite t hat St . Paul 6s addressees wou

transmission that identifies the Torah with Wisdom. St. Paul, by allusively

3! Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostidsf.

¥2M. Jack Suggs, AThe Wo#® WstNéartVeuPuRpmases of0
in Christian History and Interpretation: Studies Presented to John KedXW. R. Farmer, C.F.D.
Moule and R.R. NiebuhiCambridge: Cambridge UnivetgiPress, 1967), 28312. Cf. HaysEchoes,
80f.

%33 Sir 24.5. RSV.

3%4Bar 3.2930. RSV.
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identifying Christ with WisdorT orah, demonstrates that covenant righteousness by
faith (apart from Torah observanaes not annul the law because Christ (as

WisdomTorah) 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
eschatologicasalvation through faith in the Messiah. The Messiah (= Christ) is the

goal of the Torah.



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

St . Paul 6s t heol ogilk28isthgaughly cossistent on i n RoO
with his Jewish heritage. He affirms unequivocally tmiversal and eschatological
salvation of Israelkai. ou[twj pa/j Visrah.| swgh,sataln concert with Pharisaic
ort hodoxy, pafiistal) refeis to the Jasi copany of ethnic Israelites
throughout history. This vast company includesse contemporary with the Apostle
(many of whom he regards as enemies of the Gospel) and those yet to be born. St.
Paul 6s response to the arrogance of the Ge
is uncompromisingly Jewish. His theological concladio the literary unit of
Romans chapte&11 echoes the defining formula of Pharisaic orthodoxy. This is
clear from the remarkable parallel from the Mishnah in Sanhé&@ri

XBAha MIAOfIA gl@He Mh@IA wye IxerAWYyi IKA
Exegesis of Sanhedrin10.1 demoatds thatxrWy [k refers to the vast company

of ethnic Israelites throughout history. The saying in Sanhedrin10.1 encapsulates the
Aapeérvasived view of ¥HtéesthelsitmotifobSedomdnnai t i c ¢
Temple Judaism and the defining stagenof Pharisaic orthodoxy. The saying has

an i mpressive history and prominence in Ph
to say something very different from what Sanhedrin10.1 clearly does say, then it is

hard to imagine why he chooses a forhwords so closely aligned with it.

355 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisr47.
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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 inhenbigy. 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 tHatwy Ik has a diachmic sense embracing every

generation.

The programmatic theological statement,
eternityo, i60afB8lech¥oof peaphbkh al so shall
Al srael 0o, in thme, theosemgiical appasiemeon t o,
bi bl ical guotati on. AAll 0o, in the theol ogi
righteouso, in the biblical quotation. Th
people, all of them, shallberighb us f or ever 0. The saying en

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 fowlational 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 IscatlteSo0dds me
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 deatther at

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 sayihg t@st

company of Israelites comprising the intermediate group. St. Paul, trained in the
school of Hillel, thus concludes the literary unit of Romelngpters 9.1 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
Testamentixrwy [k, 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 Mal&ch2 (RSV. 4.4), it has a

di achronic sense per t®Makdhisays:t o fievery gene.

Remember the law of yrservant Moses, the statutes and ordinances that |
commanded him at Horeb for all Israel.

Given thatswgh,setain Romans11.26 is in the future tense, pertaining to an
eschatological future, it is reasonable, as Fitzmyer says, tptdkeélsrah.f i e t

ethnic sense &hd diachronicallyo.

Jewish Identity
This exegetical foundation leads us to the heart of the problem of what
constitutes the Jewish identity. More theological work from a Je@isistian
perspective is requirechdhis important matter. David Novak sets the parameters for
a JewiskChristian 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 ofthel e wi sh i dentity along fAracisto |ine

3¢ Joseph A. FitzmyeiRomangLondon: Geoffrey Chapman, 1993), 623.

357 bid., 623.
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the lines of a social contrat® The racist definition, he says, reduces Jewish identity
to that of blind fate and an accident of bifth.Rejection of the racist definition
should not lad 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 wén 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 %fe.
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, Aborn againo, Novak correctly
sovereignty of God. ABirth is,*®astter all,
Paul does | ink the qtb plhrdvmanwmebgdw/nwa ft ht hea | Ge n 1
| srael 0. Both have in common938lpSt.enant al

Paul says:

What shall we say, then? That Gentiles, who did not pursue rightegusness
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.

%8 David Novak,Talking with Christians: Musings of a Jewish Theologi@nand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, 2005), 212.

359 | pid.
360 |bid.

361 bid.
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Following the research of E. P. Sanders, specifically his definition of 8éliample
Judaism as a system of covenantal nomism, results in a reading of RbB8@Bs

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 righteousnessa@part

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. Th
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 Githe

A Caveat
The Pharisees

Mishnah Sanhedrin 10.1 endorses thepalvasive 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 saHpldebate. A decision about this
debate does not substantially affect the argument of this thesis. The reader may
substitute the word ASagesod wherever the
very few persons identified as Pharisees in saubeore the A Century CE**
Even Hillel and Shammai are not so identified before th€&ntury CE. The

Tannaitic Sages may not have been Pharisees or even successors of the Pharisees.

¥2jJoseph Siever s, @ WhHileMedJlesus¢dhlame®PH. Ehailesworth? 0 i
Loren L. Johns (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997): 165/

t
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Scholars who adopt this sceptical attitude regarding the hisyasiche Pharisees

also adopt a corresponding critical stance toward the prominence of the Pharisees in
the Gospels and toward the witness of Josephus and rabbinic sGtifest

scholars do agree that the Pharisees did influence the rabbinic movemgue$tion

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. Shiempohat

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 wikat E.
Sanders regards as ACommon Judai smo i s act
significantly influenced by the Pharisaic movem&htThe Pharisees were, according

t o Dei nes, wihinthenatomoetmetnationfiwhose legitimacy was

indeedacceptedby large parts of the people, even though its requirements were not

observed 0 an eq¥Pal extento.

%scholars who adopt a critical stance: Morton Sm
Centuryo; Shayne Co heneh:Pharisdes Rebhisgandithe Erad afdewwish of Yav
Sectarianismo; Anthony J. saldarini, APharisees, Sc

SandersJewish Law from Jesus to the Mishn@#,254; E. P. Sanderdudaism: Practice and belief
63 BCE66CE,380451; Jacob Neusner, iMr Sanders6 Pharisees
Mi shnah in Philosophical Cont e xJwisa Gahtentparariesof Bounds o
Jesus: Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes.

%R. Deines, siBeéewkRear bSedai smso JastfitaighCo mmon Jud :
and Variegated Nomismpl. 1, The Complexities of Second Temple Judagsia, D. A. Carson, P. T.
O'Brien and M. A. Seifrid (TUbingen: Mohr Siebeck & Grand Rapids: Baker Acadaid), 505
548. cf. Roland Deined)ie Pharisaer: Ihr Verstandnis in Spiegel der christlichen und judischen
Forschung seit Wellhausen und Gra@imbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1997).

365 pid., 501.
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Two Incommensurable Paradigms

In contemporary Pauline studies, scholars conduct their exegesis within two

incommensurable paradigms. Tihaditional paradigm asserts that Paul essentially

rejects his theological heritage on the basis that it is a system of legalistic works

righte

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

the traditional paradigm miscongés both the theology of Second Temple Judaism

and

St. Paul 6s understanding of that theol

from homogeneous.

The Radical Paradigm

Within the radical paradigm, distinct swaths, associated with paaticul

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 Ghristia
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).

James D. G. Dunn argues that Paul is not contending with Juparsabut

with the sin of presuming upon oneos

perspective accepts the description of Judaism as that designated by

Acovenant al nomi smo but draws very di

Sanders.

st

ff



134

3. Lloyd Gastonargueshat St . Paul 6s polemic 1is
with the judaizing tendency within
negative sentiments with respect to the law have a partsitdam leberand
have to do with his contending with the gizers.

Does Sanhedrith0.1 provide a textual criterion for assessing the exegetical options
that scholars of the radical paradigm adopt in their interpretation of Rdrhdits?

The thesis seeks a textual basis, outside of Rodh&8, for making a juginent

regarding the interpretation of Romakik26 by scholars of the radical paradigm.
Hitherto, a vicious hermeneutical circle besets conclusions on this matter. On the one
hand, Roman1.26 is a foundational text determining a particular perspeeitn

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 ®@omans9-11 is ostensibly traditional. According

to Sanders, St. Paul essentially rejects the Judaism that Tractate Sanhedrin defines.

t

not

he

St . Paul replaces Judaism with Christianit?

to I srael 6s ullB6&}ika dedperateianmd uitonumirecingsattempt 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 Godods tioldsrad and, atahb $ame time, theni s e

indispensability of faith in Jesus. Sanders most recent thinking on this matter is that

St . Paul 6s solution is to postpone I|Israel

transcendental era will usher in universal selvaon f or Jews and Gent i

0
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in effect, takes a Barthian turn and invokes the doctrine cdpbkatastasis.
According to Sanders, the universal salvation of Israel is part @fpthleatastasishat

i's the fruit -ChristClgisttogyPaul 6s Adam

If this is the case, then it is hard to imagine why St. Paul chooses a form of
words in Romand1.26 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 Sanhetlid in his interpretation of Romah$.26

The interpretation that Sanders proffers makes it hard to imagine how it is that
St. Paul could achieve such a radical breal
cultural and theological heritage becomes effectively redundant asegoratative
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 lightish Je
traditions of exegesis, and in concert with his theological heritage in Judaism, results
in a consistent and coherent exegesis of Romans chgtérsThe eschatological
salvation of all Israel is throughout Rom#&é 1 t he fr ui t ee€tionGodds s o

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 thlegical 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 cheteristic 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
Sanhedrinl0.1. The statement in the traeta 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 Sanhedrit0.1 in his interpretatn of Romand.1.26.
He assumes the text supports his identific:
not . I f Dunndés interpretation is valid, t
form of words virtually identical with Sanhedri®.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 thesisniti that scholars often
|l evel against Sanders. St . Paul 6s cul tura
effectively redundant (except by way of contrast) as an interpretative context for his
foundati onal i deas. D wenantalshonpsenjsesvesda i ve des
portray St. Paul (and Christianity) as the only legitimate continuity of Old Testament

Judaism.



Lloyd Gaston

The thesis vindicates some key exegetical stances that Lloyd Gaston advocates.
Gastonis a vociferousexppmt of t he t hesi s 1tl.hoadfersi al | I s
to every Jew throughout history. However, Gaston also attempts to convince readers
that there is no polemic against Judaism as such in Rorhapgers 91. Gaston
supports the thesis of tlsencrweg. 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, doessupport the theory of tlenderweg.A
close comparison of Romans11.26 with Sanhedrin 10.1 (and with other Jewish
sources) |l eads to a very different concl us
distinction @iastolhn)b et we e n J e ws sarelydsayi@g seneethiag more than
just that the Jew no |l onger has the advant .
covenant righteousness. St. Paul is also saying that both have the sarifé T
means of salvation is the same for Jew andti&e It is the confession of Jesus as
Lord and belief that God raised Jesus from dé&¥tiCalling on the name of the Lord
is the means whereby a person receives salvifioB.t . Paul 6s motto i s:

For I am not ashamed of the gospel: it is the power offGosalvation to
every one who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Gfeek.

St. Paul does regard the Gospel as essential for the Jew as well as for theé Gentile.

The disobedience of his compatriots is the occasion for the proclamation of the

366 Romans10.12.
367 bid., 10.9.
%68 bid., 10.13.

389 bid., 1.16.
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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 uniiéligthey are disobedierf? Why

is St. Paul so distressed in #eordiumif not because of Jewish recalcitrance with

regard to the Gospé? The evidence suggests that Gentile believers in Christ do

have & advantage over the Jew. They have participation in Christ and a foretaste of
eschatol ogical salvation. Gentile believe]
Jews and gentile beyéttdveor smalsvatwamt t&e.

regardslesus as the Messiah for Israel.

Salvation as Resurrection

The Sages in Sanhedrin 10.1 speakobfvivii  whereas St. Paul speaks of
swqgh,setalA comparison leads to the conclusion that there is substantial
commonality between thevo texts. Both texts envisage a future consisting of
resurrection and righteousness. The phxais&iivil  in its earliest stage is
deliberately ambiguous and does not decide between the two competing daéctrines
the immortality of the soul and the remection 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

370 pid., 11.14.
31 bid., 11.20.
372 bid., 11.31.

373 bid., 9.1f.



13¢

polemic, understand the age that is awgras the resurrection aeon. This is consistent
with St. Paul 6s 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 thaawh. evk nekrnilas & i gur ati ve sense. But Du
are appositezwhihas an eschat olekkgekrowiae | cdvahlm earced ealowa
denotes r¥<Curamddteildds. rightly observes tha
deado, must denot e the salvetidn bfithe Gentfleainthes ur passi n.
presentageRomang 1. 11) . And since, fithe fullness

(Romang1.25f) will take place before the salvation of Israel, then it is hard to see

what, fAlife from the deadriualseas€A mean i f it

Therefore, the salvation of dall -Israel o,

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 discase inRoman.30-10.4 demonstrates. It is likely that he, like the
Sages, regards salvation as the eternal preservation of righteousness. Rormans 9.30
10.4 is acrucial passage and a bone of contention amongst scholars. The passage
concernswhatitiambout | srael that causes St. Paul S
Aunceasi ng an9Balo.4 fortns a vitaRbddgeabetaeen Romans

chapters 9 and 10. The subject matter i s

374 Dunn,Romans 916, 658.

375 Cranfield,Romans 9.6, 562f.
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construe this passage, it is irrfhly 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 refgan. The passage is incredibly complex. However, a

reading of 9.36L0.4 attune to the description of Second Temple Judaism in terms of
Acovenantal nomi smo demonstrates that both
covenantal righteousness. The partinghefways 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 Chiadbgy. Christ is the goal of Torah.

Overtures to Contemporary Theology
Karl Barth

The exegesis of this thesis does not sup
Romansl 1. 2 6. Barth strangely adoptd John Cal
|l srael 06 i s Athe community of those el ected
Jews and al s Y°Bfarrotnh 6Ge ndtoicltersion.e of el ecti on
immense influence. Barth had virtually no serious theological engagement with
Jewish thnkers 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
Synagoguerad Church. This is consistent with the exegesis above that both Israel

and Gentile Christians have covenant right

378 Karl Barth, ChurchDogmaticsyol. 2/2, The Doctrine of Go@Edinburgh: T & T Clark,
1957), 300.
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is a unity of the people of God and a unity of election corresponding to the unity of

Christ:
texi st s according to Goddos eternal decr ec
range of its history in past and futuemteandpost Christum natujnmand at
the same time as the Church of Jews and Gentiles (from its revelation at

Pentecost to its fulfilmetiy t he second coming of Chris
too, as the one is ineffaceably these two, Israel and the CHdrch.

There is one Messiah and there are, correspondingly, the one people of God.
Christ is the goal of the Torah and thus thel fmaJews and Gentile Christianall
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 ezed agreement between Judaism and
Christianity>™® 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 Scripta@amon®’® 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 thethessgo not endor se Bal thasar
assumptions regarding Romartspters 1. Balthasar as a Barthian theologian and
specifically from the Roman Catholic perspective does however demonstrate some

acquaintance with the area of Jewhristian relatios. His statements get to the

377 |bid., 198.

3’8 Hans Urs Von BalthasafheeDrama, Vol.3: Dramatis Personae, Persons in Chiighatius
Press, 1992), 398.

379 bid., 398.
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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 both of

them expressing solidarity, fAboth with the
turned awa*P Jesus shows sdlidarityowith the one turned away from him,
Aprecisely in that, in his peristepgemhe embo:
of the 6Suffering ServaritWe mieghtufddd:s foand
all I srael will be saved. o -Banht hadiact icomad
between the two conceptghe Messianic and the ethnic:

Even withinlsrael there is a ceaseless debate as to whether Israel (as a people)

i smor@t han a peopl eo. On the basis of its
universal promise; this promise could only be fulfilled, however, if it

transcended itself to become amtrann at i on al APeople of Goc
the wake of Christ, Israel lives alongside, and at the same time as, this
supranational APeopl eod. This means t ha-
an Nnadvento existence as iIitngadwbehoae
view toodo Christ, it exist® simultaneous|

Jan Bonda

The Barthian or Calvinist theological traditions perhaps are best able to develop
the conclusions of this thesis. Jan Bonda from the Calvinist tradingply asserts
that every Jew will be saved by a Damascus Road encounter with the Messiah. The
el ection of dall | srael 06 i s a sovereign ac:
in the salvation of dalll | s r giallsalvaton Jan Bon:

of every Jew says:

380 pid., 398.
%81 |bid., 398.

382 |bid., 397f.
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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 takaitinimg
away, and that will happen when he sends his Med&anh.

The salvation of believers through the Gos|
| srael 0-yiegd ot. he Horwetver, the Church does hayv
| srael o:

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 churdbr the salvation of Israel, and nothing in the world can
relieve her of that task?

The Advent of the Messiah
The coming of the Messiah will inaugurate the aeon of salvaiitere is no

direct evidence in Sanhedr®.1 of a messianic expgation. There is a tendency in
t he Mishnah, as Neusner observes, Ato | eav
have invited exeg®&%sSamedrinon ismesesnipaint.iltisat er ms .
matter of speculation as to why the editors of thehdah 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 ithat of 13235, 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 oreyas a detailed prescription for a

cult to be taken in mind and studied in fantasyorld contrived in the
intellect®

383 Jan BondaThe One Purpose of God: An Answer to the Doctrine of Eternal Punnishment
(Grand Rapids, USA & Cambridge, UK: Eerdmans, 1998), 186.

384 bid., 187.

35 Jacob NeusneMe s si ah in Context: |sraelds History and
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984), 56.

388 pid., 20.
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The Mishnaic editors, we may say, simply edited out mention of the Messiah from the
tradition they inherit from th 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 reqge the messianic fervour of the Sages and'@re
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 emphize 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 I&%. The Mishnah does
actually witness to the Messiah in tptaces:
A. They refer to the exodus from Egypt [in the recitation ofShemaat
night [just as they do in the morning].
B.Sai d R. El eazar b. Aeaaoldibuawasnofil am | i ke
worthy [of understanding why] the [passage referring to] the exérdm
Egypt is said at night, until Ben Zoma expounded it.
C. A As i tSoithat ya enaydemember the day on which you left Egypt
all the days of your lif¢Dt.16.3).
D.a[ 1l f scri pt uThedays of yoorlliffthissvould imead ¢nly]
the days.[But it states] All the days of your lifdthis includes] the nights
[ you must al so remember at night]. o0
E. But t he Tha dagsof ysualijpyouldiinclude only] this world.
All the days of your lifeto include the messianic agf&.
AThi 6dwoMvih ), or rather Athis ageo, i s con
a g erywmif) or rather AT hageshhemastheaapedfithe I n t he t
Messiah is thus the eaqbhiviual).eThaMishnhatsth e fiage

refers to the dvent of Messiah agywmtvbgf (t he Af oot prints of the

¥'Ccf. Craig Evans, fAMishna and Messiah in Context
Prom s a Joarnabof Biblical Literature112 (Summer 1993): 26289.

388 SanhedrirBerakhot 1.5. Jacob Neusn&he Mishnah4.
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With the footprints of the Messiah: presumption increases, and dearth
increased®

The fifteenth benediction is an early reference to the Messiah from Sages:
The offspring of your servamavid 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 3%

It is very unlikely that the Sages did nosasiate theabh Mivil  in Sanhedrin 10.1

with the messianic era.

The evidence of the Dead Sea Scrolls pla
within messianic expectationshe sectarians of Qumran preserve a theological
ideology that is bth apocalyptic and this worldly. The Messianic Rule begins with
these word§™:

~ymyh tyrxab larXy td[ lwkl $rsh hzw

Martinez and Tigchelaar, in their Hebrdéamglish edition of the scrolls, translate the

above as: AThis i s drheofr ull er od!l aild tthe fcioms
Qumran sectarians think o-fimeftanvotatonsftheael 0 i n
people of ethnic Israel who will join the Dead Sea community mobilized for the

messianic war. The final days will incorporate #éngval of the Messiah. Schiffman

says

389 50tah9.15. Neusnemishnah,465.

399 Rabbi Nosson Schermafihe Complete ArtScroll Siddur: Mew Translation and
Anthologized Commenta(ilew York: Mesorah Publications, 2003), 109.

3911QSa 1.16. Martin Abegg JrThe Qumran Sectarian Manuscripteproduced iBible Works
6: Software for Biblical Exegesi€D-ROM] (Norfolk,VA: Bible Works LLC, 19922003).
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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 t¥e sectos role
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 messielebrate

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 Saginit. His quotation is a conflation of
two texts from Isaiah: Isaiah®.2021 and Isaiah 27.95t . Paul 6s famil i ar.
Isaiah is evident from his frequent quotations from the prophet throughout the literary
unit of Romanschapters 1. Itis therére a reasonable assumption that his
conflation oflsaiah59 and 27 is deliberate and that he is not using-fopneed
citation formula®®® St. Paul ends his quotationlshiah59.2021 withdiagh,krand
continues his sentence with a quotation virtubdjfway through Isaiah 27.9
beginning witho[tan St . Paul 6s two citations from t
verbatim with the notable exception®ik Siw.mstead of thee[neken Siwnit is
highly unlikely that Paul is following an alternative versmfrisaiahchapter 59. A
few isolated textual variants do withesg Siwlmut these are probably dependent

upon St. Paul®* The emendation is therefore theologically significant. St. Paul

392 | H. Schiffman,Reclaiming the Dead Sea Scrolls: The History of Judaism, the Background
of Christianity, the Lost Library of QumrgRhiladelphia & Jerusalem: The Jewish Publication
Society, 1994), 330

393 3. RosdWagner Heralds of the Good News: Isaiah and Paul in Concert in the Letter to the
RomangLeiden, Boston & Koln: Brill, 2002), 28281, footnote 196.

3% pid., 284, footnote 205.
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chooses not to focus on t Bteer,hedakesthe vi ct or i
theological stance déaiah59.2621 as his presupposition and decides to depict the
Lor d o s framamalready saved Zion. Alternatively, he may regard the Messiah
as having already come to Zid#. The Messiah is already presémfZion in a
spiritual mode. lItis likely that St. Paul has in mind referenceskdiw.im other
texts from the Tanakh. In these texts, salvation for Israel and the nations extends
from Zion3®® Psalm 13.7 (LXXy®i s si gni fi cant bZicamusks,e the w
Asal vationo, Alsrael o6 and AJacobo all appe:
this Psalm in mind ilRomansl1.26f. St. Paul, we know, is familiar with this
Psalm®® Later rabbinic tradition interprets the Zion texts as referring totbssiah.
Ibn Ezra, commenting disaiah2.2, 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 therte of the second temple, there were constant
wars, contrary to the prophetds decl ar a:
anymd® eo.
St. Paul, throughout the literary unit of Romahapter®-11, is conducting a
profound theological corersation with scripture. A close reading of this irttual
conversation demonstrates that he is dependent upon Jewish traditions of exegesis.

St . Paul 6s engagement with scripture does |

unmediated by the oral trangsion of holy writ. It is also the case that in quoting

39° Roman.33.

39 |sajah 2.34 (// Micah 4.23); Joel 3.16 LXX and Psalm 109.2 LXX.
397 psalm 14.7 MT.

398 Romans 3.148.

%99 Rabbi A. J. Rosenbertgaiah,vol. 1, A New English Translation. Translation of the text,
Rashi, and other commentari@dew York: The JudaicBress, 1992), 18.
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scripture, St. Paul has the wider biblical context in niffidt is therefore inherently
likely that in quotingsaiah59.20 he has the wider story in mind and especially the
following words inlsaiah59.21.
And he will come to Zion as Redeemer, to those in Jacob who turn from
transgression, says the LORD"And as for me, this is my covenant with
them, says the LORD: my spirit which is upon you, and my words which |
have put in your mouth, shalbt 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 evermdfé.
The quotation of Isaiah9.2021 also appears in the Mekiltdhe Mekilta quotes
Isaiah59.20621 in full and concludes with an exegetical comment very much in the
vein of Sanhedrin 10.1 and finishing with the woxbls Mivth
All the more is it to be expected that in this world your days will be prolonged
and you will live to see chilgn and grandchildren and that you will also merit
the life of the world to com&?
The Mekilta therefore interpretsaiah59.202 1 as Godos commit ment t

His people throughout future generations and for the eternity to come, and that,

consequetly, all members of the covenant community will inherit eternity.

Why does St. Paul iRomansl1.26 quote from Isaiab9.20 whereas the Sages
in Sanhedrirl0.1 quote from Isaia0.21? It is not possible to answer that question
with any degee 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

whet her the Messiah will come in a generat|

400 cf \WagnerHeralds of the Good News.
1 |saiah 59.2€21. RSV.

402 Jacob Z. Lauterbach (Trans)jekilta deRabbi Ishmae{Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication
Society of America, 1976, paperback editiolwne 3, 146147.
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t hat | s wialkteadget helrhi s tradition |inks both
(Isaiah60.21 & 59.16).

R. Johanaf?®also said: The son of David will come only in a generation that

i's either altogether righteous or altog
altoet her r @& gshttsevidttans Thypeople also shall be all righteous:

t hey shall inherit the I|daasdiswritenever . 00O
And he saw that there was no man, and wondered that there was no

intercessor; and it is [elsewledmritten, For mine own sake, even for mine

own sake, will | do it

The Talmud also witnesses to a tradition that specifically associates38az&hwith
hope for the advent of the Messiah:
R. Johanan said: When you see a generation evedlingnhope 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 Zf6n.
It is a reasonable assumption that St. Paul also identified the Redeemer a¥Thrist.
Hope for the coming of Messiah is common to b@&Wwsland Christians. This
eschatological hope should be a prominent part in any contemporary -I&wistian
theology. The significant book by Jurgen Moltmann is a step in the right direction for
a contemporary JewidBhristian Messianic theology. Molamn writes:
Just as Saul the rabbi became Paul the apostediggChrist, 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®’

403 Johanan Bar Nappahd{3Cent.).

404 Sanhedrir®8a. Judaic Classics Library Databaselie.
49 |bid.

%% Cranfield,Romans 916, 578.

%7 Jurgen MoltmannThe Coming of God: ChristiaeschatologyLondon: S C M Press, 1996),
198.
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The salvation of all Israel at the coming of the Messiah will usher in the millennial
ki ngdom. Mol t mann fromtshes tdse a chtd.2§) Rootnaared 6 s 1|
identical wi tdit Heheddaddupgn etchgréimathed s DAl i f e
deado, at the advent of the Messiah, is of
Messiah Jesusomthe dead.
| srael 6s resurrection and redemption be
to this mortal world, and theemw creation of all things, a process which has
begun with Chifronghedead®® esurrecti on

The salvation of all Israel at the advent of the Messiah will usher in the Millennial

kingdom of Jews and Christians.

408 | hid.
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