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A Dynamic Study of the Letter to the Romans 
The Election of the Church and the Election of Israel
Romans 9-11 – Part 1
We will not meet next week on Thanksgiving eve, so our next class meeting will be Wednesday, Dec. 3.  That will be the final meeting of this calendar year as the church closes Wednesday night programming through the busy Christmas season. 
Section One – Kinsmen and Covenants, 9:1-5

Romans 9:1 I speak the truth in Christ I do not lie; my conscience bearing me witness in the Holy Spirit, 2 that my grief is great and the anguish of my heart unceasing.  3 I could pray that I myself be anathema from the Christ for the sake of my brothers, my kinsmen according to the flesh, 4 inasmuch as they are Israelites: theirs is the adoption, the glory and the covenants, the law, the service and the promises; 5 theirs are the fathers and from them came the Christ insofar as the flesh is concerned.  God who is over all, may he be blessed for ever. Amen.

Verse 9:1a: I speak the truth in Christ, I do not lie;

Paul intended these words to be heard, with solemn emphasis. This is borne out by the double form of the protestation: “I am speaking honestly, I am not lying” (cf. particularly John 1:20; 1 Tim 2:7).  This may be a deliberate echo of these same solemn Pauline words from 2 Corinthians 12:6: in Christ “as a Christian” (New English Bible), or as a “member of the body of Christ”, as one who is conscious of his dependence on the living Christ and on his authorization and approval.
Verse 9:1b: my conscience bearing me witness in the Holy Spirit.
The phrase is in effect a combination of Romans 2:15 and 8:16.  Conscience was perceived or rather experienced as a semi-autonomous faculty (not wholly autonomous); even “my conscience” is still dependant on testimony of the Holy Spirit and thus can be trusted.  This confidence is underlined by the reference “in the Holy Spirit” who essentially gave this  witness before in Paul (cf. Rom 2:29; 7:6; 8:9; 14:17; 15:16; 1 Cor 6:11; 12:3,9, 13; 14:16; 2 Cor 6:6; Gal 6:1; Eph 2:18, 22; 3:5; 5:18; 6:18; Phil 1:27; 1 Thess 1:5) and outside the Pauline writings (Mark 12:36 ; Luke 2:27; 4:1; John 4:23-24; Acts 15:29; 19:21; Jude 20; Rev 1:10; 4:2; 17:3; 21:10).  This means “inspired by.”   “Christ” and “Spirit” are distinct even in this verse, for Paul, “being in Christ,” is sustained by the Spirit (Rom 8:9 and 10).

Verse 9:2a: that my grief is great and the anguish of my heart unceasing.
The doubling of “grief, sorrow, pain of mind or spirit” and “mental pain” intensifies the already strong emotive force of the confirmation.  It will be no accident that the only places in biblical Greek where the two words are associated are Isaiah 35:10 and 51:11:

The ransomed of the Lord shall return, 
and come to Zion with singing;

they shall obtain joy and gladness, 
and sorrow and sighing shall flee away.

In both verses the LXX renders “sorrow” by the double expression, “grief and pain.”  Paul probably has these passages in mind, with the implication intended that this is the “sorrow” which will be banished when the ransomed of the Lord return to the Lord and experience God’s saving righteousness (Isa 51:1-11). 
 “Constantly” or “unceasingly” increases the emotional intensity.  These two words express the depth of sincerity Paul seeks to convey (Rom 10:1).  Such lament over Israel is a well-known motif in the OT and in non-Biblical books, particularly in reference to the destruction of Jerusalem (Jer 4:19; 14:17; Lam; Dan 9:3; 4 Ezra 8:16; 10; 24, 39; 2 Apocalypse of Baruch (LXX) 10:5; 35:1-3; 81:2).

Verse 9:3a: For I could pray that I myself be anathema from the Christ

This could mean, “I would pray, if it permissible for me, so to pray and if the fulfilment of such a prayer could benefit them.”  It is a hard case.
“Anathema” can mean something dedicated to God, literally “set up” in the temple as in Judges 16:19; 2 Maccabes (LXX) 2:13; Luke 21:5 (v.1 in LXX) it is used to translate the Hebrew Khrm, devoted to God to be destroyed, so that the sense “accursed” becomes dominant (Lev 27:28; Deut 7:26; 13:17 [18]; Zech 14:11).  Paul clearly has in mind each time he uses the word (1 Cor 12:3; 16:22; Gal 1:8-9) that something more is in view than an ecclesiastical act of excommunication, or sacramental exclusion, and he may be saying “to be banished from eternal life.”  This is fairly self-evident, though Khrm did come to be used for excommunication in later Rabbinic Judaism.  It may be possible Paul intended his readers to understand that Israel was cut off from Christ, therefore Paul wishes it was he who is anathematized also if that leads Israel to accept Christ.  Paul’s anguish is that God’s people have failed to recognize their Messiah.

Verse 9:3b: On behalf of my brothers, 
Paul is not just using words but appeals to the theme of the martyr’s aspiration that by sacrifice of oneself, others – or indeed, as here, the nation as a whole – might be saved from God’s judgment as in the Song of Servant of God in Isaiah 53:5-6, 11).  Paul could certainly see his own ministry in terms of sharing in Christ’s sufferings (Rom 8:17)  
Elsewhere Paul always uses “brothers” for his fellow Christians (Rom 1:13).  So the reference here to his fellow Jews, though in accord with traditional Jewish usage (Rom 1:13), is distinctive.  We may assume that Paul would not regard the two uses as antithetical; his becoming a member of the family of Christ (Rom 8:29) did not make him any the less than a Jew, for the unbelieving Israel is within the elect community, not outside of it.  In view of the double reference to “the Christ” using the definite article, “the,” Paul was hinting at Jewish expectation in the context (verses 3, 5) and it is possible that Deuteronomy 18:15, 18 was in the back of Paul’s mind.

Verse 9:3c: my kinsmen according to the flesh
This can also be “fellow countryman.”  Modern translations as usual go out of their way to avoid the straightforward translation, as in the NIV, “those of my own race,” or the weakest yet, “of the same human race as me,” and thus lose the overtones in Paul’s use of the word “flesh.”  For “according to the flesh” here means Jews.
Verse 9:4a: Inasmuch as they are Israelites:

Paul’s anguish arises precisely from the fact that his people are Israelites.  If any name characterized Jewish self-understanding, it was “Israel.”  This name has behind it the covenant, and it is the name given to the one from whom the twelve tribes sprang (Gen 32:28; 35:10-12).  It was their favourite self-designation, particularly the fuller phrase “children of Israel,” as the regular recurrence throughout the OT indicates (e.g., Ps 25:22; 53:6; 130:7-8; Isa 49:3; 56:8; 66:20; Joel 2:27; 4:16; Obadiah 20).
In the post biblical books called the Inter-Testamental  books, we read that “Israel” is the people’s preferred name for itself (The Wisdom of Sirach 17:17, the book of Jubilee 33.20; Solomon.14:5), while the name “Jew” was the name which was used by other nations and was borne out by the almost exclusive use of the Greek word “ΙΟΥΔΑΙΟΣ,” or Ioudaios (loosely, Judaios – ed.).  Paul observes this distinction.  He used “Jews” in Romans exclusively in the opening chapters where “the Jews” has the sense of distinctiveness over the nations, and its distinctiveness was in question.  But now Paul turns to speak of his people’s own view of themselves; with himself as an insider rather than as one looking in from outside (Rom 9:6, 27, 31; 10:19, 21; 11:1, 2, 7, 25, 26).  Twelve of the 19 occurrences of the word “Israelites” in the Pauline corpus (body of literature – ed.) are found in Romans chaps. 9-11, whereas “Jews,” 9 times in Romans chaps 1-3, occurs here only twice (Rom 9:24 and 10:12).  Israelites as a name is therefore deliberately chosen by Paul to evoke his people’s sense of being God’s elect; the covenant people of the one God.
Verse 9:4b: theirs is the adoption,

The use of “adoption” occurs nowhere in the LXX or in other Jewish writings of the period of Paul.  The choice, however, may have been determined to remind the hearer that “Israel” was God’s “first-born” (Exodus 4: 22-23). 
Verse 9:4c: the glory,

The reference is clearly to “the glory of the Lord,” particularly, no doubt, to the theophanies which had been Israel’s special privilege as God’s people (Exodus 16:10; 24:15-17; 40:34-35; Lev 9:23; Num 14:10).  Paul would no doubt be mindful of the fulfilment of the promise that the divine glory would be more fully and more widely revealed through Israel to the nations (particularly Isa 35:2, 40:5, 59:19, 60:1-3, 66:18-19).  The use of “the glory” as an absolute form rather than “the glory of the Lord” may again have been motivated as a reminder of how God was dealing with Israel before Christ.

Verse 9:4d: and the covenants,
Why did Paul use “covenants”?  The plural is usually taken to denote the various covenants made at different points in Israel’s history, an analogy with the use of the plural (Sir 44:12, 18; Wisdom Solomon 18:22; 2 Macc 8:15 (all LXX); and 4 Ezra 3.22, 5.29).  There were more than one covenant:
a) The covenants with Abraham (Gen 15, 17)

b) With Israel at Mount Sinai (Exodus 19:5-6), in the plains of Moab (Deut 29—31)

c) And at Mounts Ebal and Gerizim (Josh 8:30-35)

d) The covenant with David (2 Sam 23:5) 

e) Also with Noah (Gen 9:8-17) 
The covenant with Noah was not given to Israel alone, so is hardly likely to be in view here, or in Ephesians 2:12 which is also plural.  These different covenants are the covenant given to Abraham and renewed to Isaac and Jacob (cf. particularly Lev 26:42-45), that is, the covenant(s) with the fathers (Deut 4:31; 7:12; and LXX Wisdom Solomon 18:22; 2 Macc 8:15; Psalm Solomon 9:10)
The Cosmic Covenant: The Most Forgotten One

Paul speaks in terms only of two covenants, old and new (1 Cor 11:25; 2 Cor 3:6, 14; Gal 4:24), and he would regard the promise of the new covenant as given to Israel, as well as the old (Jer 31:31-34; note also Rom 11:26-27).

The Covenant theme appears and continues from Noah, the Patriarchs and up to Moses. A new strand also appears with the coming of David to the throne.  This appears as a kind of new mutation of the promises to Abraham.  A message of spiritual renewal comes through Ezekiel, and Isaiah promises the reaffirmation of the covenant with David.  The marriage between God and Zion, which had been broken, would be established once more according to Hosea and the eternal cosmic covenant, which was given to Noah, would be reinstated.   All in all, the idea of the covenant runs through the entire OT up to the Dead Sea Scrolls and continues in the NT.  At the Last Supper, Jesus established the new covenant which later became the name for the entire collection of the NT documents.  Jesus, as the New Covenant, seems to be hidden in many of the NT texts and becomes visible only to the eyes of those who accept seeing the Son of God as both Creator and Savior.

The call of Abraham must not be seen as an exclusive call to create or establish one people but, in the words of Genesis, “a blessing to all nations.”  This must not be confused with the superficial impression which many have developed that Israel was one people when they entered the land under the leadership of Joshua.  We do not have a complete record of this as a historical fact in the modern sense of history, but only as a religious account that was written for worship, festivals and other celebrations.  Modern studies have revealed that Semitic customs, law and rituals common to the whole of Palestine, Syria and Mesopotamia, appear in the OT.  R. De Vaux, in his Ancient Israel, has proved that there was a common Semitic Heritage.  Scholars have also been able to prove that amalgamations took place between various human groups in ancient times, including Canaanites and Israelites.  The ancient world did not know the rigid contemporary concepts of “nationality,” borders and passports.  Modern studies do not undermine the essential religious message of the OT.  Rather they enrich it for us because:
1.  
Salvation history developed from more widespread roots in the human race, rather than from the traditions of one single family or one group of human beings.

2.
A message which has roots in the religious life of more than one group or clan can claim more universality and appeal more to human reason than a message that was developed by one group of clans and is somehow unknown to the rest of humanity.

These two important points are also true when applied to the covenant.  The ancient world was familiar with the covenant in social, religious and political life. Albright, From Stone Age to Christianity, J. Finegan, Light from the Ancient Past, T. Jacobsen, The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man and other books prove that some words, rituals and prayers related to the covenant were regular in the ancient world.  Even the sacredness of kings and their place in the religious, political and military life of the ancient world was not unique to ancient Israel.  The goal is different, but this difference became more obvious when Jesus inaugurated the eternal covenant and became the true King.

The covenant established by God with Noah in Genesis 9:8-1 7 is declared with mankind and all creatures.  The universal nature of this covenant is obvious, and it has one particular aim – to restore harmony and to provide stability in the cosmos.  The later stories in Genesis 1:7 have the covenant with Abraham and circumcision as its sign up to the Sinai covenant and its sign in the cult (Exodus 2 5-31) do not negate or even alter the older Covenants, which points to the cosmic aspect of the covenants.  It is true that the Sinai covenant appears to be dominant in the Pentateuch but this is only so if we read Deuteronomy alone.  The older stories of the cosmic covenant surface from time to time like a flash of light.  In (Hosea 2:1 8) promises a covenant of the earlier cosmic character at the end of his great attack on the Baalist nature cults.  Hosea identifies this error as an error of ascribing the gift of fertility to the wrong god; it is Yahweh who is the source of all blessings.  Israel must understand that her “sacred marriage” is with her Lord alone. This covenant is not said to have any “Torah” quality or terms; it involves mankind and other creatures.  The same idea occurs in Job 5:23.  Later Jewish commentaries link Job 5:23 & Hosea 2:18 with the vision of the “Paradisal Harmony” restored in Isaiah 11:6-9.

Isaiah (54:9-10) promises a renewal of the “covenant of peace” as in the days of Noah. Ezekiel (34:25-31) moves from the renewed promise to the house of David to a full restatement of the “cosmic covenant.”
When we deal with the covenant, we must make a distinction between Judaism and the OT.  This distinction is neither artificial nor arbitrary.  It helps us not to see the OT through the Jewish development, especially after the second Exile.  It is only in the post-exilic period that the Mosaic Covenant, described as given on Mount Sinai, became central and dominated everything else.  This is not the place to discuss the various reasons that led to this development, but what seems to be the case is that the centrality of the Mosaic Covenant was the norm before, during and after the NT.
The choice between the wide vision of life outside Deuteronomy and obedience to the law which is demanded by Deuteronomy, becomes more and more a choice between a universal theology of a cosmic covenant and the Jewish Deuteronmist picture of a Jewish covenant.  But if we take into consideration all the covenant theology in the OT, we can understand that the NT is faithful to the early wide vision that existed before the narrower Deuteronomist vision.  Even the covenant with the house of David, which we cannot here study in detail, has received its wider meaning in the NT with the birth of Jesus as “the King of the Jews” (This title “King” is more common in the Gospel of Matthew than in any other NT document).  The Gospel of Matthew provides us with a Jewish/Christian understanding of Jesus' Sonship and seems to use the name of King David to preach the fulfilment of the promises and the covenant.  God becomes the Father of David in a special way (2 Sam 2).  It may be that the earliest form of this tradition is in Psalm 89 and 132.  The prose tradition appears in 1 Chronicles 17.  The early form of the God-people covenant, “You shall be my people and 1 will be your God” seems to formulate the covenant with David: “I will be a Father to him and he shall be my son.”
Time and space do not allow us to study the role of the prophets in the development of covenantal thinking.  The study by W. Eichrodt, Theology of the OT has been welcomed and praised.  Eichrodt is not able to show us why Amos, for example, did not speak directly of a covenant relationship with God.  God in this little book wanted a simple social and world-wide justice.

We may now conclude by saying that our major concern has been to discern in the OT, under the various layers of history, cult, etc, more than one manifestation of various models of covenant.  What is more important is to remember that the OT does not stand on its own for any of the models, nor for any of the groups who appear here and there with the Deuteronomist or the prophetic.  The OT does not say which covenant is more important than the others, nor does it tell us which is central.  For the sake of a better understanding of God's relationship with creation and creation's place in God's providence, we must not fall into a trap and use the cosmic covenant as an absolute hermeneutical principle which can explain the whole biblical message.

Section Two – God’s Free Choice, 9:6-13
Romans 9:6 But it is not as though the word of God has failed.  For not all those descended from Israel are “Israel.”  7 Nor is it as though all his children are Abraham’s “seed,” but “in Isaac shall your seed be called.”  8 That is, it is not the children of the flesh who are the children of God, but the children of the promise are reckoned as “seed.” 9 For this word is one of promise: “at this time I will come and Sarah shall have a son.” 10 Not only so, but also in the case of Rebecca who conceived by the one act of sexual intercourse with Isaac our father.  11 For when they were not yet born nor had done anything good or evil, in order that the purpose of God should stand in terms of election., 12 Not from works but from him who calls, it was said to her, “The elder will serve the younger.”  13 As it is written: “Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated.”

Verse 9:6 But it is not as though the word of God has failed.  For not all those descended from Israel are “Israel.”  
More precisely, “For all those from Israel, these are not Israel.”  There was a natural tendency, on the part of some at least, to regard descent from the patriarchs as a guarantee of salvation which appears in Matthew 3:9 and Luke 3:8.  This appears later on around the year 150 AD in the dialogue of the Christian Martyr Justin with Rabbi Trypho (chapter 140).  But there is more evidence in contemporary literature of a wrestling with the problem of those who saw themselves as “the righteous,” “the devout,” “the chosen of Israel,” and “the elect of righteousness” (as in 1 Enoch 1; Wisdom Solomon 2-5; Psalm of Solomon 3; see also Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism,  pages 245, 361, 378, 408). 
Verse 9:7a:  Nor is it as though all his children are Abraham’s “seed,” 
What Did Paul Say?

1. Paul did not say that Israel is rejected.

2. Believers are the children of Abraham and this is repeated in rather harsh words in   Galations 4:21-31 (RSV):
21 Tell me, you who desire to be subject to the law, will you not listen to the law? 22 For it is written that Abraham had two sons, one by a slave woman and the other by a free woman.  23 One, the child of the slave, was born according to the flesh; the other, the child of the free woman, was born through the promise.  24 Now this is an allegory: these women are two covenants.  One woman, in fact, is Hagar, from Mount Sinai, bearing children for slavery.  25 Now Hagar is Mount Sinai in Arabia and corresponds to the present Jerusalem, for she is in slavery with her children.  26 But the other woman corresponds to the Jerusalem above; she is free, and she is our mother.  27 For it is written, “Rejoice, you childless one, you who bear no children, burst into song and shout, you who endure no birth pangs; for the children of the desolate woman are more numerous  than the children of the one who is married.”  28 Now you, my brothers, are children of the promise, like Isaac.
3.  There are no grounds for anti-Semitism here or in Paul’s “anti-Judaism” since  Paul did not deny that the Jewish people were ever elected for salvation

4.   Paul’s argument here concerns the character and mode of the divine election.  For Paul, the Torah was not the path to righteousness that it is for Israel, but because Christ has become the way of righteousness for Gentiles, the Torah can’t take Christ’s place or do his work.
The heart of the argument

1. In Verse 7 it is only Isaac, and not Ishmael (Gen 16:15; 17:15-21; 21:10, 12) who is the true son.  The other sons whom Abraham had fathered in later life (Gen 25:2) are those who Paul called: “nor because they are seed of Abraham are all his children.”  But the main point is that Abraham’s “children of the flesh” are not the same as “children of the promise” (v 8).  Better therefore to render: “nor as if all his children are Abraham’s seed” (cf. C. K Barrett, Commentary on Romans page 33).  Abraham’s “seed” is much more extensive than his physical or “legal” descendants although by the customs of the day, of course, Ishmael was a legitimate son of Abraham; (cf. Gen 30:3, 9). 
2. The true heirs of Abraham are to be reckoned in other than national physical birth or legal terms (Rom 4:13).  It is important to recognize that the antithesis here describes the way God acts.
Verse 9:7b: but “in Isaac shall your seed be called.”
The quotation is from the LXX of Genesis 21:12 but “it is not the children of the flesh who are the children of God,” or “the children of the flesh, these are not the children of God.”  Why?

1. The new covenant is established by the birth from above. 
2. This is the work of grace which comes from God directly.

3.  The category of “children” is not for a race but for humanity. 
4.  The qualifying factor for divine adoption is faith not birth. Paul has established that in Gal 4:21

Verse 9:8-11: That is, it is not the children of the flesh who are the children of God, but the children of the promise are reckoned as “seed.” 9 For this word is one of promise: “at this time I will come and Sarah shall have a son.” 10 Not only so, but also in the case of Rebecca who conceived by the one act of sexual intercourse with Isaac our father.  11 For when they were not yet born nor had done anything good or evil, in order that the purpose of God should stand in terms of election.
God has his free choice and his “selection,” denoting commissioning for service.  Paul has in mind the idea of divine election revealed by his purpose and that this election of Israel as a people now realized in Christ. 

Verse 12: Not from works but from him who calls, it was said to her, “The elder will serve the younger.” 
Here, Paul contests the contemporary dominant view among his fellow Jews that the election of Israel depends for its maintenance on Israel’s faithfulness to the law.  But for Paul certainly the works of the law do not provoke God’s faithfulness.  This is the crux of the whole argument with his fellow kinsfolk that the continuation God’s purpose as in the case of Jacob depends on nothing the elect can do, but only on God’s continual call (see Romans 10:3). 

God’s Foreknowledge and Election 
The Latin commentators since St. Augustine argued that election is based on God’s foreknowledge of good works this is completely against Paul’s main argument.  

1. 
Jacob’s divine election was first mentioned in Genesis, “it was said to her; ‘the elder will serve the younger.’”  Paul provides this quotation (Gen 25:23 LXX).   The fuller oracle speaks of the two children as two nations.

2.
But too many years pass till the prophet Malachi repeated the same words of Genesis (Mal 1:3 in v 13)
3.
Paul is content to have a text from the account of the birth of Esau and Jacob which shows that from the first precedence did not depend on the natural order of birth, even if the text reinforces the argument of vv 7-9 more than that of vv 11-12).  But strictly speaking this text is illustration more than proof; the proof text follows in v 13. 
Verse 13: As it is written: “Jacob have I loved, but Esau have I hated.” 
Apart from slight modification of word order the text is verbatim from Malachi 1:2-3 LXX).  Here, Paul may be combating a contemporary Jewish line of interpretation which (naturally) understood Malachi 1:2-3 in the sense, “God loved Jacob, but he hated Esau because of his deeds.”  This argument appears in Pseudo-Philo 32.5 (emphasis on deeds being added) (Note – Pseudo-Philo is a late first-century Jewish historian, contemporary of Josephus. Wrote “Biblical Antiguities.” - ed.)  This would be enough to explain why Paul quotes the full text, with its double note of selection and de-selection; in Malachi 1:2-5 the initiative is entirely God’s, without any reference to Esau’s (or Edom’s) deeds.
Please note that between the conception of both Jacob and Esau and the words of Malachi there are more than 1000 years if not more.  What was said by Malachi was about two nations and not two persons; when Malachi was prophesying, Jacob had been dead for more than 1000 years.  
Section Three – God’s Freedom, Romans 9:14-23
“God’s freedom must not be questioned because there is no answer.” – G Bebawi 

Romans 9:14 What then shall we say? There is no injustice with God, there is justice.
15 For to Moses he says, “I will have mercy on whom I have mercy, and I will show compassion to whom I show compassion.” 16 So then, it is not a matter of the one who wills or the one who runs, but of God who shows mercy.  17 For the scripture says to Pharaoh, “For this purpose I raised you up, in order that I might demonstrate in you my power and in order that my name might be proclaimed in all the earth.” 18 So then, to whom he wills he shows mercy, but whom he wills he hardens. 19 You will say to me then:  “Why does he still find fault? For who has resisted his will?”  20 On the contrary, who are you, man, who answers back to God? “Does the thing made say to its maker, Why have you made me thus?” 21 Or does the potter not have the right over the clay to make from the same lump one vessel for honorable use and another for dishonorable use?  22 But what if God, willing to demonstrate his wrath and to make known his power, bore with much patience vessels of wrath made ready for destruction, 23 and in order that he might make known the wealth of his glory on vessels of mercy which he prepared beforehand for glory?
Paul is providing us with an answer to the call of the Gentiles 

Verse 9:14: 14. What then shall we say? There is no injustice with God, there is justice.
As Paul is expecting a negative answer, he forms his question which derives from faith, not from scepticism or hostile unbelief.  We have to understand it simply that it is in-house where discussions may arises from the Jewish conception of Israel’s election, and that it is a question posed by a Jew for Jews, all of whom would take it for granted that God is righteous (Deut 32:4; Rom 3:5).  The question of Rom 9:14 does not mean ‘Is election immoral?” But the question is, “is God righteous?”  In other words, “has God been true to his covenanted word?”  The question is not to be disparaged therefore as though it necessarily involved man measuring God by some humanly conceived measure; it is rather an invitation to explore how the election and rejection of God (v 13) fit into another key (covenant) category derived from God, namely, righteousness and unrighteousness. Thus it may also be noted that unrighteousness is used by Paul in antithesis to righteousness (1:18; 2:8; 1 Cor 13:6; 2 Thes 2:10, 12); it is God as he is known “the truth of God” (1:19, 25), the God of faithfulness (Rom 3:3-5 Deut 32:4), with which the talk of election / rejection must be coordinated.
Verse 9:15: For to Moses he says, “I will have mercy on whom I have mercy, and I will show compassion to whom I show compassion.”
a)
Moses is referred to here not as a way of identifying the citation, but as an example and representative of God’s mercy.
b)
In contrast to Pharaoh in v 17. 

That it is precisely Moses to whom God so speaks is important for Paul’s argument, and Paul intends to answer the question (v 14); that is, to show how election/rejection is to be understood in relation to the truth and righteousness of God: “I will have mercy on whom I have mercy, and I will show compassion to whom I show compassion.”  The quotation agrees with the LXX of Exodus 33:19.  The specific mention of Moses surely indicates that Paul had in mind the particular character of the utterance as an exceptional unveiling of God, of his glory and his name (Exodus 33:18-19).  That is, God in his fullest self-disclosure prior to Christ, God in the fullest extent of his glory to which he could be known by man.  
Verse 9:16a: So then, it is not a matter of the one who wills or the one who runs, 
To understand God as merciful and compassionate (Exodus 33:18-19), Paul would see the double emphasis on the mercy/compassion of God which Exodus 33:19 provides, “so then it is not a matter of the one who wills or the one who runs.” In the contrast between man’s willing (v 16) and God’s (vv 16, 18, 22), God’s will alone is decisive, and between “willing” and “running,” which is equivalent to the “willing” and “doing” of Romans 7:15-21.  Paul does not intend to play off “willing” as against “running,” as though the point was that willing might be possible but not doing, analogous to Romans 7:15-21.  In short, Paul does not disparage “willing” and “running;” willing and running are,of course, part of the human response to God.  But they are not factors in election, neither in the initial choice nor in its maintenance.  Paul’s concern is not to debate the issues of predestination and free will with the Pharisees, but to clarify what the covenant means for Israel. 

Verse 9:16b: but of God who shows mercy.
God as essentially merciful is a fixed point in Jewish theology (see Isa 49:10; Sir 50:19 LXX); also Paul (1 Cor 7:25; 2 Cor 4:1; Phil 2:27; 1 Tim 1:13, 16; and 1 Pet 2:10).

Verse 9:17a: For scripture says to Pharaoh
Or, “God speaks to the Gentile King of Egypt.”  So to look for reasons for God’s hardening in Pharaoh’s “evil disposition” or Pharaoh self-hardening is a rationalizing expediency that has no place in Paul’s exposition and in fact contradicts what Paul has been so careful to stress in vv 11 and 16.  It is to his credit that Paul himself does not resort to such expedients, or interpose a demonic intermediary working in Pharaoh’s heart (as in the book Jubilee. 48.17), but faces up to the clear indications of the Exodus narrative without flinching. 
Verse 9:17b-18: “For this purpose I raised you up, in order that I might demonstrate in you my power and in order that my name might be proclaimed in all the earth.” 18 So then, to whom he wills he shows mercy, but whom he wills he hardens.
Paul takes a monotheistic attitude that everything happens in the universe involves God.
At the same time it is again important to bear in mind the chief focus and thrust of Paul’s argument.  It is in a house where Jewish questions are raised and in responding to those questions, Israel’s covenant is an integral part of God’s electing purpose; Paul naturally puts all the emphasis on the divine initiative.  He is not at this point attempting a fuller and more rounded exposition.  If we now wish to develop such a fully rounded treatment of predestination we do it best not by reading in qualifications here but by referring to other parts of Paul’s writings where human responsibility is clearly drawn out, just as the unqualified statements at the beginnings of Rom chaps. 6-8 have to be taken together with the exhortations which follow later in each chapter; here human responsibility is drawn in from Romans 9:30 onwards.  The hardening of Pharaoh evidently prepares for the later talk of Israel’s hardening (Rom 11:7, 25) which Paul sees as a partial and temporary phase of God’s purpose (11:26-31).  Moreover we should not forget that Paul intends this discussion of hardening to be contained and understood within an argument bounded by Romans 9:15 and 11:32.
Verse 19a: You will say to me then:  

This is a specific objection  and since there is some indication that Jewish thinkers did wrestle with the theological problems posed by the scriptural talk of the divine hardening of Pharaoh, it is, if any thing, more probable that Paul sees this as an expression of Jewish theological sensitivity over the harsher-sounding corollaries to their own doctrine of election.
Verse 9:19b: “Why does he still find fault?

Or, “what fault can he still find?”  If God’s act is the effective cause of human hardness, what room is left for human responsibility?  The question is a legitimate one, and Paul’s response indicates that he does not dispute its logic: the objector has not misunderstood the thrust of vv 17-18).

Verse 9:19c: For who has resisted his will?”

The word “resist” is comparatively rare (three times in the LXX; elsewhere in the NT only Acts 27:43 and 1 Pet 4:3).  The “purpose” can’t be stopped.  Paul may well have had in mind the similarly formulated thought in Job 9:19 LXX.
Verse 9:20a: On the contrary, who are you, man, who answers back to God?
The address is not merely rhetorical for it emphasizes the ridiculousness of mere man so speaking to God: “who do you think you are in answering back to God?”  Paul has been misunderstood and unfairly criticized through failure to recognize that it is the God-defying rebel – and not the bewildered seeker after God – whose mouth he so peremptorily shuts.

Verse 9:20b: Does the thing made say to its maker, “Why have you made me thus?”
The first six words are drawn verbatim from the LXX of Isaiah 29:16.  It was quite often taken up in Jewish thought to consider God’s creative activity (e.g., Job 10:8-9; Ps 33:15; 2 Macc 7:23).  The thought of God as Creator having a continuing oversight and responsibility for his creation such that the possibility of the creature answering back is even conceivable contrasts the Greek idea of “fate.”  By stressing God’s sovereign rights as Creator does not have any thought of pushing him back to some remote mythological period in the past.
Verse 9:21a: Or does the potter not have the right over the clay to make …

The potter with his clay was a popular image for God as Creator in Jewish thought (Ps 2:9; Isa 29:16; 41:25; 45:9; Sir 33:13).  The allusion is plain and no one familiar with Jewish understanding of God as Creator would mistake it for the familiar phrase meaning “to have the right” (as also in 1 Cor 7:37; 9:4-6).  n itself it does not indicate the ground of the right asserted, but here of course it refers to the undisputed right of the one who makes something of his own volition over what he has made.
Verse 9:21b: … from the same lump … 
Paul no doubt intends a reminder that all humanity, Israel included, is made of the same common (lump of) clay.  In Romans 11:16 he uses the same word for a different image (lump of dough) to make a complementary point.

Verse 9:21c: … one vessel for honorable use and another for dishonorable use
Paul’s imagery is clear: one bowl may be highly decorated and grace a king’s palace; another, made from the same clay, may serve as a chamber pot in a lowly household.  Paul did not intend to use this specific reference with the imagery to individuals as a term of reference to the final judgment.  The imagery of creator and creation was used of Israel as well as of individuals, and it is Israel’s sense of national distinctiveness which Paul seeks to counter; and though the idea of final judgment is not far away, the more natural sense of the metaphor is of vessels put to differing uses within history (as v 17); so in the closest parallel (2 Tim 2:20; cf. 1 Thes 4:14 and 1 Pet 3:7; and in the OT cf. particularly Jer 22:28 and Hos 8:8). 

Verse 9:22a: But what if God, willing to demonstrate his wrath and to make known his power, 
The irony is that in his development of this idea it is unbelieving Israel which parallels the role of the unclean, dishonorable vessels.  So v 22a can mean “What if it were the case that … ” with the hearer left to complete the sense and draw his own conclusions.     Paul echoes the language of Exodus 9:16 here, and the thought seems to be of a historical process: how God deals with recalcitrant humanity.

Verse 9:22b: bore with much patience vessels of wrath
Here it must be recalled that God’s patience with his chosen people was one of Israel’s most common refrains (Exodus 34:6; Jonah 4:2 and Ps 145 :8-9)   God’s patience with regard to other nations simply as an allowing them to reach the full measure of their sins, in contrast to his purpose of mercy in disciplining his own people.     

 God endures the “vessels of wrath”   is therefore not necessarily a sign of his favour. Paul’s treatment would also provoke a more devastating “double take” when his readers came to realize that Paul saw the bulk of Israel as the “vessels of wrath” (as they now filled the role of Ishmael, Esau, and Pharaoh  

Vessels made in anger or made to experience eschatological wrath. But since the following phrase has more clearly in view final destruction and its cause,   here is probably intended in the sense “vessels which are objects of God’s wrath now”.

 Insofar as the image of the potter is still in mind Paul presumably is thinking of the potter breaking the flawed pot to reconstruct it (by no means a speedy process when man or Israel is in view).    
Verse 9:22c: made ready for destruction, 
That is to say, the implication is of an action performed on something already at hand in order that it might be put in proper order.  This is certainly how Paul uses it elsewhere (1 Cor 1:10; 2 Cor 13:11; Gal 6:1; 1 Thess 3:10; cf. 2 Cor 13:9; Eph 4:12; 1 Pet 5:10).  
Verse 9:23a: and in order that he might make known the wealth of his glory on vessels of mercy
Paul went on to elaborate the further possibility that such divine patience might have a very definite and positive purpose in view (cf. NIV).   It is at this point that a clear parallel becomes evident with the strong sense of divine purpose in the reformulated Exodus 9:16, cited in v 17.   “The wealth of his glory” may be a liturgical formula (Phlp 4:19; Col 1:27; Eph 1:18, 3:16; 2:4, Eph 1:7 and 2:7).

Verse 9:23b: which he prepared beforehand for glory?
The note of divine predetermination is clear here but in the sense of Ephesians 2:10 which indicates the divine plan before the creation of time. 
Section Four - The call for both Jews and Gentiles, Romans 9:24-29

Romans 9:24: by which I mean us, whom also he called, not only from Jews but also from Gentiles, 25 As he says in Hosea;


“I will call the “not my people” my people

 and the “not loved” loved;”
26 and it shall be in the place where it was said to them, You are not my people, here they shall be called sons of the living God.  27 Isaiah proclaims concerning Israel,

Even if the number of the sons of Israel are as the sand of the sea,

(only) the remnant shall be saved.  

28 For the Lord will complete and cut short and will perform his word on the earth.  29 And as Isaiah said beforehand, “Except the Lord of Sabaoth had left us seed, we would have become like Sodom and we would have been the same as Gomorrah.”
Verse 9:24a: by which I mean us, whom also he called,
The awkwardness of the phrasing is deliberate and almost certainly meant that in being read aloud the words would have to be taken slowly and with emphasis, particularly on the awkward word “us.”  After the predominant emphasis on “mercy” in vv 14-23, the principal thematic word re-emerges in the importance of “called.”  
Verse 9:24b: not only from Jews but also from Gentiles,
The predetermined election is enacted in the reality of the present calling of all humans, “not only from Jews but also from Gentiles.”  The contrast resumes an even earlier thematic emphasis (Jew/Greek in Rom 1:16; 2:9, 10; 3:9), but this time as Jew/Gentile and recalling the “not only/but also” argument of Rom 4:16. The calling “out of,” with implication of separation, from a larger body and there these words will be taken in a sectarian overtone which is the smaller “us” over against the much larger bodies, but the sense of the “us” as new and distinct body is what we read in Ephesians 2:15 and this will be later on the “third race.”
Verse 9:25: As he says in Hosea; “I will call the “not my people” my people, and the “not loved” loved;”

The words “in Hosea” is unusual but occurs also in Mark 1:2.  The rest of the verse is a quotation from Hosea 2:25 LXX.  These words must have been known to the Jews of the Diaspora and it has the best part of the argument of Paul:  “And it shall be in the place where it was said to them, ‘You are not my people,’ there shall they be called sons of the living God.”

Verses 9:25-29
The Remnant
The “remnant” language is used here negatively and threateningly in the OT (2 Kgs 21:14; Isa 14:22, 30; Ezek 5:10), but Paul here obviously has the positive sense in mind found also (Gen 45:7; 2 Kgs 19:31; Mic 4:7; 5:7-8; Sir 44:17; 47:22; 1 Macc 3:35).   Paul’s use of these texts written in the face of the particular historical circumstances of the Assyrian threat would have been regarded as quite acceptable in Jewish circles.  Here again it needs to be recalled that Paul was not the only Jew who wrestled with the  problem of relating the reality of the faithful few to the Israel of promise “and as Isaiah said beforehand.” The second explicit mention of Isaiah may reflect the special significance of this prophet for Paul: “Except the Lord of Sabaoth had left us seed

we would have become like Sodom, and we would have been the same as Gomorrah.”

The quotation is in verbatim agreement with Isaiah 1:9 LXX.  The language also points forward to Romans 11:4-5.  Sodom and Gomorrah are used elsewhere as types of eschatological judgment (Deut 32:32-35; Matt 10:15 par.; 11:23- 24; Luke 17:28-30; 2 Pet 2:6; Jude 7; Rev 11:8; cf. Jer 23:14 and Ezek16:46-49).  The situation of Israel is such that Paul can mention Israel in the same breath as Sodom and Gomorrah, and that vv 27-29 speak not of the sovereign choice of God, but simply of the fact that at present there is only a remnant of Israel who believe.
Continued on Dec. 3, Romans 9:30 through Romans 11.

Have a Happy Thanksgiving!
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