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Introduction
In this article, I focus on Paul’s Old 

Testament “justifi cation” for the inclusion 
of Gentiles in the new covenant people 
of God within the Epistle to the Romans. 
While not, in my view, the central pur-
pose of Romans, the inclusion of Gentiles 
and the related question about the unity 
of salvation history is a critical issue in 
Paul’s explanation and defense of the 
gospel. Analyzing Paul’s OT-based argu-
ment for this critical move in salvation 
history provides us with a large though 
not always clear window through which 
we can observe Paul’s hermeneutics of OT 
appropriation. 

How large is the window? Precise 
identifi cation of quotations is a diffi cult 
matter, but, counting each place where 
Paul breaks the fl ow of his own words 
with several or more words verbatim 
from the OT, we arrive at about 100 quo-
tations in all the letters of Paul.2 More 
than half of these—fi fty-fi ve—are found 
in Romans. And thirty-fi ve of these fi fty-
fi ve quotations—over sixty percent—are 
related in some fashion to the issue of the 
inclusion of the Gentiles. 

How clear is the window? Not very, 
apparently, as the volume and diversity of 
proposals explaining this facet of Romans 
demonstrate. We may take the monograph 
of Terrence Donaldson, Paul and the Gen-

tiles, as an example.3 Arguing that the 
epochal shifts in Pauline scholarship over 
the last thirty years have rendered unten-
able traditional answers to the question, 

Donaldson sets out to discover just why it 
was that Paul came to believe that Gentiles 
should be included in the new people of 
God. Donaldson concludes that Paul’s 
universalism was simply the extension of 
the view of Gentiles that he had held as 
a Jew. Paul the Jewish covenantal nomist 
believed that Gentiles could become 
members of God’s people by identifying 
with Israel via circumcision and law-
keeping. Paul the Christian continued 
to believe that Gentiles could be saved 
by identifying with Israel, God’s people, 
although this identifi cation now came via 
faith in Christ and not by circumcision 
and torah. 

Donaldson’s argument is careful, wide-
ranging, and often illuminating. But what 
is especially relevant for our purposes is 
Donaldson’s contention that Paul could 
not have derived his belief about Gentile 
inclusion from the OT. For Paul’s appeal to 
the OT on this topic is often contrived and, 
viewed on its own merits, unconvincing. 
Passages are wrested from their contexts, 
misapplied, and elements within the texts 
that are uncongenial to Paul’s interpreta-
tion are suppressed. Clearly, Donaldson 
concludes, Paul turns to the OT to justify, 
by whatever means necessary, a view of 
the Gentiles that he has already derived 
from elsewhere.

In this article, then, I bring together 
three issues that have stimulated my 
interest for a long time: the use of the OT 
in the New, the relationship of the church 
to Israel, and Romans. Mixing three top-
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ics of such complexity is audacious and 
probably foolhardy. Perhaps I will end up 
saying little that is signifi cant about any 
one of them. But I hope that I will at least 
stimulate some general thinking about 
these matters.

Paul’s Use of OT Quotations
In a vast, overarching inclusio, Paul 

intertwines concern for the Gentiles, his 
gospel, and the OT at both the beginning 
and the end of Romans. The fi rst thing Paul 
says about the gospel in Romans is that it 
was “promised beforehand through his 
prophets in the Holy Scriptures” (1:2), and 
he links to this gospel to his own apostolic 
calling to inculcate “the obedience of faith 
among all the Gentiles” (v. 5; my trans.).4 
Then, in the concluding doxology—which 
I take to be original to the letter5—Paul 
again speaks of his “gospel,” relating it to 
the “mystery” that is “now revealed and 
made known through the prophetic writ-
ings by the command of the eternal God, 
so that all the Gentiles might come to faith 
and obedience” (16:25-26).6 This triad of 
gospel, Gentile inclusion, and the OT then 
surfaces in various ways throughout the 
letter.7 Paul makes other general assertions 
about the OT and his gospel (e.g., 3:21). He 
appeals directly to Scriptural stories, most 
notably that of Abraham. He alludes to 
the Scriptures, weaving its language into 
his own words in order to suggest more 
subtle relationships between his teaching 
and the OT revelation. But I will confi ne 
myself to the quotations. 

As we said, we fi nd thirty-fi ve quota-
tions in Romans that seem to be part of 
Paul’s universalizing hermeneutic. These 
thirty-fi ve quotations may be subdivided 
by topic into three categories.

Members of the New Covenant
First are quotations that directly or 

indirectly support the inclusion of Gen-
tiles within the new covenant people of 
God. A good example here would be Rom 
4:18: “[Abraham] in hope believed and so 
became the father of many nations, just 
as it had been said to him, ‘So shall your 
offspring be’ [Gen 15:5].” Fifteen quota-
tions belong in this category.

4:17 = Gen 17:5
4:18 = Gen 15:5
8:36 = Ps 44:22
9:25-26 = Hos 2:23 (MT and LXX 2:25);    
 1:10 (MT and LXX 2:1)
10:11 = Isa 28:16
10:13 = Joel 2:32 (LXX 3:5)
10:18 = Ps 19:4
10:19 = Deut 32:21
10:20 = Isa 65:1
14:11 = Isa 45:23
15:9 = Ps 18:49
15:10 = Deut 32:43
15:11 = Ps 117:1
15:12 = Isa 11:10
15:21 = Isa 52:15

Condemnation of Israel
A second category of quotations are 

those that “level the playing field” 
between Jew and Gentile by denounc-
ing Israel’s sin and announcing Israel’s 
condemnation. The series of quotations 
in Rom 3:10-18, all directed to “those who 
are under the law” (v. 19) provides a good 
example. We fi nd twelve such quotations 
in Romans.

2:6 = Prov 24:12 (Ps. 62:12?)
2:24 = Isa 52:5
3:10-12 = Ps 14:1-3
3:13a = Ps 5:9
3:13b = Ps 140:3b
3:14 = Ps 10:7
3:15-17 = Isa 59:7
3:18 = Ps 36:1
10:16 = Isa 53:1
10:21 = Isa 65:2
11:8 = Deut 29:4/Isa 29:10
11:9-10 = Ps 69:22-23
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True Israel
Third, we fi nd quotations that Paul 

uses to support his interpretation of the 
extent and nature of true, “spiritual,” 
Israel. These quotations come, as we 
might expect, in Romans 9, where we fi nd 
eight such quotations.

9:7 = Gen 21:12
9:9 = Gen 18:10, 14
9:12 = Gen 25:23
9:13 = Mal 1:2-3
9: 15 = Exod 33:19
9:17 = Exod 9:16
9:27-28 = Isa 10:22-23
9:29 = Isa 1:9

These thirty-five OT quotations are 
drawn from a relatively small number of 
OT books. Paul depends especially on the 
Psalms (ten quotations) and Isaiah (eleven 
and one-half quotations). The Genesis 
story of Abraham, while not refl ected in 
many OT quotations, is, of course, very 
important. And also playing a signifi cant 
role (though with only two quotations) is 
the ”Song of Moses” in Deuteronomy 32.8 
Also represented are: Genesis (3), Exodus 
(2), Deuteronomy (1/2 outside the Song 
of Moses), Proverbs (1), Joel (1), Hosea (1) 
and Malachi (1). 

How does Paul use these texts in the ser-
vice of his theology of Gentile inclusion? 
In order to answer this question, I will 
follow a method that I have found helpful 
elsewhere in analyzing the appropriation 
of biblical texts.9 Basic to this method is a 
distinction between “appropriation tech-
niques” and “hermeneutical axioms.” The 
former refers to the various methods used 
by authors to appropriate the meaning of 
biblical texts for their own purposes and 
applications. These techniques are found 
widely in the fi rst-century Jewish world, 
utilized by various Jewish groups as well 
as by the early Christians. Hermeneuti-
cal axioms, on the other hand, are those 

theological convictions that direct and 
guide the way in which the appropria-
tion techniques are applied. And it is at 
this level that the real differences among 
fi rst-century interpreters of the biblical 
text emerge. The different applications 
given to Isaiah’s call to “prepare in the 
desert the way for the Lord” (40:3) by the 
Qumran community and by the evange-
lists has nothing to do with their exegetical 
techniques and everything to do with their 
convictions about where and how God 
was revealing himself. 

Appropriating OT Texts 
Simplifying matters considerably, we 

can detect three basic appropriation tech-
niques in the thirty-fi ve quotations we are 
examining. The most common technique, 
displayed in seventeen of the thirty-fi ve 
quotations, involves a direct application 
of the text. In these instances, Paul makes 
no evident changes in the text that he cites; 
nor does he apply the passage in a way 
that is inconsistent with its original mean-
ing. In these cases, the legitimacy of Paul’s 
application of the OT text will depend 
on the legitimacy of the basic theological 
convictions that drive his reading of the 
OT—what we have called hermeneutical 
axioms. A good example of the kind of 
direct appropriation is Paul’s use of Isa 
52:15 in Rom 15:21. Isaiah is prophesying 
about how the mission of the “servant of 
the Lord” will have an impact on nations 
and kings, who “will see” “what they were 
not told” and “understand” “what they 
have not heard.” Paul uses this language 
to justify his missionary practice of bring-
ing the gospel to places where Christ had 
not yet been proclaimed. What legitimizes 
this use of the Isaiah text for Paul is a cer-
tain interpretation of the enigmatic fi gure 
of the “servant of the Lord.” Probably Paul 
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sees the “servant” as Christ, although 
some have suggested that he may also see 
himself in the role of the “servant.” But, 
in either case, Paul’s appropriation of the 
passage is quite “direct” once this broad 
hermeneutical assumption about the text 
is recognized.

A second appropriation technique 
evident in these quotations is “modifi ca-
tion of the text.” Under this heading I 
include places where Paul has evidently 
consciously created or chosen a form of 
the text that conforms the quotation to its 
intended application. Paul does not use 
this technique very much in the quota-
tions we are studying; we fi nd only three 
possible examples. Much more signifi cant 
for our study is the third appropriation 
technique evident in these quotations: 
shift of meaning. In these cases, Paul has 
evidently applied the OT text to a situ-
ation or in a way that does not seem to 
be in keeping with its original meaning. 
This appropriation technique in evident 
to varying degrees in fourteen of the texts 
that Paul cites. 

I now want to look more closely at 
the texts where we fi nd Paul using these 
appropriation techniques with a view 
toward illuminating the universalizing 
hermeneutic that informs this interpre-
tation of the OT. Since twenty-six of the 
thirty-fi ve passages we are considering 
occur in four blocks of text, it will be most 
convenient to begin with the quotations 
found in these four passages. 

Romans 3:10-18
The fi rst of the blocks we consider is 

3:10-18, which is a catena of quotations 
from the OT used to support Paul’s 
contention that “all people, whether 
Jews or Gentiles” are “under sin” (v. 9). 
Nowhere else does Paul use a quotation 

so long or one drawn from so many dif-
ferent (at least six) OT passages. There are 
resemblances between this collection of 
thematically-linked verses and what the 
rabbis called “pearl-stringing,” and some 
have suggested that Paul is quoting an 
early Christian psalm or “fl orilegium.”10 
This is not clear, however; and, in any 
case, Paul’s purpose in citing these verses 
is clearly to substantiate the accusation of 
v. 9, and, in particular, his claim that sin is 
universal. Thus, the “all” of v. 9 is taken up 
in the repeated “there is no” of the quota-
tions; and the way is prepared, in turn, for 
the universal application Paul gives the 
sequence of quotations in vv. 19-20.

The quotations begin with a series of 
phrases taken from Ps 14:1-3 (LXX 13:1-3) 
(Ps 53:1-3 is almost identical). As is the 
case with most of the quotations in this 
series, Paul’s wording agrees closely with 
the LXX. But there is one important differ-
ence: where the Psalm text has “there is 
no one who does good,” Paul has “there 
is no one who is righteous.”11 Granted 
the important of the language of “righ-
teousness” in this part of Romans (cf. 3:4, 
5, 8, 19, 20), the word is almost certainly 
Paul’s own editorial change.12 We have 
here, then, a “modifi cation of the text,” 
although the modifi cation is so slight at to 
create almost no change from the meaning 
of the original. 

The rest of the quotations also contain 
some minor modifi cations of the text, but 
the diffi culty of determining the textual 
source in each case combined with the 
fact that the changes do not materially 
affect the sense renders them innocuous 
for our purposes. What is more serious is 
the apparent shift of application that we 
fi nd in several of the quotations. Psalm 5:9 
(MT, LXX 5:10), quoted in v. 13b, Ps 140:3b 
(MT 140:4b; LXX 139:4b), quoted in v. 13c, 
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and Ps 10:7 (LXX 9:28), quoted in v. 14, 
all refer to wicked enemies of the psalm-
ist. Here we have an example of shift of 
application. Many commentators put the 
quotation of Isa 59:7-8a in vv. 15-17 in the 
same category, arguing that the Isaiah text 
is directed against the unrighteous within 
Israel. This is not so clear, however, as 
the prophet here seems to include all the 
people of Israel in a general confession of 
sin. But the fi nal quotation, in v. 18, drawn 
from Ps 36:1b (MT 36:2b; LXX 35:2b), again 
manifests a shift of application, since it 
is applied, in its original context, to “the 
sinfulness of the wicked.”13 

By citing several texts that denounce 
the unrighteous, and applying them to 
all people, including all Jews, he under-
scores the argument of 2:1-3:8 that, in 
fact, not even faithful Jews can claim to 
be “righteous.”14 

Romans 9:30-10:21
A second passage containing many 

quotations relevant to our investigation 
comes in Romans 10. In 9:6-29, Paul has 
sketched what to many seemed like a very 
surprising turn in salvation history: Israel, 
blessed and given so many privileges, is 
failing to act on her privileges and experi-
ence the messianic salvation. In 9:30-10:21, 
Paul pauses to consider more deeply the 
reasons for this surprising turn of affairs. 
He criticizes Israel for not responding to 
God’s eschatological righteousness in 
Christ. But a contrasting, though subor-
dinate, theme in this section, sounded 
already in 9:24-26, is the positive response 
of Gentiles to God’s righteousness. Two 
quotations of interest to us in 10:5-13 sup-
port this particular aspect of Paul’s argu-
ment. Each provides scriptural support 
for the inclusion of the Gentiles, and each 
does so with a word that becomes loaded 

with theological importance in Romans: 
pa/j, “everyone, all.” The word occurs in 
the theme statement of the letter, where 
Paul emphasizes that the power of God 
unleashed in the gospel leads to salvation 
for “everyone who believes.” But Paul 
immediately qualifi es this “everyone” as 
“the Jew fi rst and then the Greek” (1:16). 
This theme of “no distinction” recurs fre-
quently in the letter, Paul often uses pa/j 
to signal the inclusion of Gentiles beside 
Israel as equal recipients of God’s grace 
and judgment (see also 2:9-10; 3:9, 19, 
22-23; 4:11, 16; 10:4; 11:32). 

In the context we are considering, the 
theme appears in the programmatic and 
debated 10:4, which I translate, “For Christ 
is the culmination of the law, so that there 
might be righteousness for everyone who 
believes.” Verses 5-13 expand on the fi nal 
words in this assertion, with the “every-
one” taken up particularly in vv. 11-13. 
And here is where we fi nd our two OT 
quotations. The fi rst is from Isa 28:16, a 
text that Paul has already quoted (mixed 
with Isaiah 8:14) in 9:33. He now, how-
ever, adds the word pa/j to the quotation: 
“no one who believes in him will be put 
to shame.” This addition has no textual 
basis and is clearly a modifi cation of the 
text designed to bring out the point of 
universality that Paul is focusing on at this 
point in Romans. Verse 12 unpacks this 
universality inherent in the “no one” of 
the quotation, as Paul appeals to the uni-
versal lordship of Christ to show that there 
can be “no distinction” between Jews and 
Gentiles in God’s bestowment of his riches 
of salvation. An implicit quotation of Joel 
2:32 (LXX 3:5) in v. 13 furnishes further 
scriptural proof: “Everyone who calls on 
the name of the Lord will be saved.” Here 
we have no modifi cation of the text, since 
the word pa/j is in the Septuagint, which 
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Paul quotes verbatim. But we are prob-
ably dealing with a shift in application, 
since the “everyone” in Joel appears to 
refer to the people of Israel. Paul, on the 
other hand, clearly extends the scope of 
the “everyone” to include both Jews and 
Gentiles in the new covenant people of 
God. Just as interesting, but outside the 
scope of our present inquiry, is the exten-
sion of the title Yahweh (Gk. ku,rioj) to 
include Christ.15 

The paragraph that follows, 10:14-21, 
is of particular signifi cance for our study, 
with five quotations that bear on the 
inclusion of the Gentiles. Identifying 
the people that Paul is speaking about 
in this paragraph is especially vital for 
our study. Since Paul explicitly identifi es 
“Israel” as the object of his criticism in v. 
19, the whole paragraph may be directed 
to Israel. But the reference to Israel may 
also suggest a shift in address, with the 
earlier verses being directed to people 
generally.16 Perhaps it is best to conclude 
that Paul addresses all people, but with 
particular relevance to Israel.17 His point, 
then, is that Israel cannot plead ignorance: 
God has made his purposes clear in both 
the OT (note the six OT quotations in vv. 
14-21) and the worldwide proclamation of 
the gospel. So the fault rests with Israel: 
she has been “disobedient and obstinate” 
(v. 21; cf. v. 16).

The fi rst quotation for us to consider 
comes in v. 16b, where Paul quotes 
Isa 53:1, “Lord, who has believed our 
report?”18 The question is clearly rhetori-
cal, Paul using it to show that the good 
news preached by the messengers whom 
God has sent (vv. 14-15) has been met with 
widespread disobedience (v. 16a). Paul’s 
application of the text is quite straight-
forward, once his hermeneutical axiom 
about the relevance of these “servant of 

the Lord” texts to the Christian era is 
recognized.

Verse 17 focuses attention on the critical 
step of “hearing” in the sequence of steps 
leading to salvation that Paul outlined in 
vv. 14-15. Paul now goes back to this step 
and asks “have they not heard?” Paul’s 
answer employs words that are taken 
from Ps 19:4: “their voice has gone out 
into all the earth, their words to the ends 
of the world.”19 No modifi cation of the 
text is present here,20 but we are faced with 
a striking shift in application.21 For the 
Psalm verse, of course, extols God’s rev-
elation in nature. Yet the implied object of 
the verb “heard” in Paul’s question must 
be “the word of Christ”; “their voice” 
and “their words” in the Psalm verse 
must then refer to the voices and words 
of Christian preachers (see vv. 14-16). The 
simplest explanation for this application 
is that Paul is not really “quoting” Ps 19:4. 
After all, we have here no introductory 
formula or quotation. Paul may simply 
use the language of the psalm, with 
the “echoes” of God’s revelation that it 
awakes, to assert the universal preaching 
of the gospel.22 

Paul now takes his demonstration of 
Jewish disobedience one step further. In v. 
19, he raises and rejects the possibility that 
Israel’s hearing was a merely superfi cial 
hearing, not accompanied by genuine 
understanding. No, Paul affi rms, Israel 
has “known.” Paul quotes Deut 32:21b as 
the fi rst step in his demonstration from 
Scripture of what Israel knew.23 The words 
Paul quotes state God’s “equivalent” 
response to Israel’s idolatry: because 
Israel has made God jealous with “what 
is no god” (v. 21a), God will make Israel 
“jealous”24 with what is “no people.” The 
phrase “no people” was probably the 
catch phrase that drew Paul’s attention to 
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this text, since he quotes the Hosea proph-
ecy about those who are “not my people” 
becoming the people of God in 9:25-26.25 
But the chapter, which rehearses the his-
tory of God’s gracious acts on Israel’s 
behalf and Israel’s stubborn and sinful 
response to those acts, is one that Paul also 
seems to have valued in its own right as an 
important confi rmation of his own view 
of salvation history. Paul accordingly sees 
in the words a prophecy of the mission 
to the Gentiles: the inclusion of Gentiles 
in the new people of God stimulates 
the Jews to jealousy and causes Israel to 
respond in wrath against this movement 
in salvation history. OT scholars debate 
about whether the “no people” in Deut 
32:21 refers to an “uncivilized” nation 
unworthy of the name “people”26 or 
whether it has the more theological sense 
of a people whom God has not chosen.27 
If it is the latter, Paul’s use of the text is 
not far from its original meaning, and we 
would have here a rather direct appropria-
tion of scripture. 

But it is not only the “law” that antici-
pates the gospel and Israel’s negative reac-
tion to it; the “prophets” bear witness to 
the same truth. In fact, Paul suggests, the 
prophetic text testifi es even more clearly 
to these points: “Isaiah boldly says, ‘I was 
found by those who did not seek me; I 
revealed myself to those who did not ask 
for me.’”28 The quotation is from Isa 65:1. 
A few scholars think that this verse refers 
to Gentiles,29 but the majority are surely 
correct in thinking that the context of 
Isaiah 64-65 requires that it be speaking 
about Israel.30 We have here again, then, a 
shift of application, as Paul applies to the 
Gentiles a text that originally referred to 
Israel. Paul may, of course, have simply 
misunderstood the verse, assuming that 
the description of the people in the second 

part of the verse as “a nation that did not 
call on my name” made a reference to 
Gentiles obvious. But since the shift of 
application we fi nd here is evident else-
where in Romans, as we will see, we will 
want to ask eventually whether Paul’s 
interpretation is guided by an underlying 
hermeneutical axiom.

Having applied Isa 65:1 in v. 20 to the 
Gentiles, Paul now applies Isa 65:2 to 
Israel, an application that matches the 
original meaning of the text.31 The passage 
stresses both God’s constant offer of grace 
to his people and their stubborn resistance 
to that grace. But which is uppermost? 
God’s continuing gracious concern for 
Israel?32 Or Israel’s disobedience?33 The 
question that this verse sparks in 11:1 
might suggest that the latter is closer to 
the truth. But we should probably not 
choose between the two. Both the grace 
of God in revealing himself and in reach-
ing out to Israel and Israel’s refusal to 
respond to that grace are important for 
Paul’s argument.

Romans 15:7-13
The third block of text signifi cant for 

our study features another catena of OT 
quotations. The important summary 
paragraph 15:7-13 is the conclusion to 
Paul’s exhortation to the “weak” and the 
“strong.” But many think that the para-
graph has an even wider significance, 
arguing that the breadth of themes in 
15:7-13 suggests that it should be seen as 
the conclusion to the entire letter.34 And 
it is true that this paragraph alludes to 
many of the themes that have dominated 
Romans. Nevertheless, I think it is prefer-
able to see Paul’s allusion to some of the 
larger themes of the letter as a means of 
buttressing his fi nal appeal to the “strong” 
and the “weak.” He sets the local confl ict 
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in Rome against the panorama of salva-
tion history in order to stimulate them to 
obedience.35 

Paul’s emphasis on the inclusion within 
the people of God of both Jews and Gen-
tiles is an appropriate last appeal to the 
“weak” and “strong.” For I understand 
the difference between these two groups 
to be basically the issue of the continuing 
applicability of the Jewish law. The fi ssure 
between the two parties ran, then, largely 
along ethnic lines. Paul’s “broadening” of 
perspective, as he reminds his readers of 
the new covenant inclusion of Jews and 
Gentiles, provides the basic theological 
undergirding for his plea that the “strong” 
and the “weak” at Rome “receive one 
another.”

Verses 8-9a summarizes one of the 
central motifs of the letter: that God has 
fulfi lled the promise of the Abrahamic 
covenant by bringing Gentiles into the 
people of God through the gospel. For the 
barrier between “strong” and “weak” is at 
root the barrier between Jew and Gentile, a 
barrier that Christ’s ministry dismantled. 
Paul makes this clear by showing that 
Christ provided both for the fulfi ll ment of 
God’s promises to the Jews (v. 8) and for 
the inclusion of Gentiles in glorifying God 
(v. 9a). The precise syntactical relationship 
between these two assertions is not clear. 
But I think it is easiest to posit two parallel 
purpose expres sions dependent on v. 8a:

I say that Christ has become a ser-
vant of the circumcision for the sake 
of the truth of God,
(a) in order to confi rm the promises 
made to the fathers;
(b) and in order that the Gentiles 
might glorify God for the sake of 
his mercy.36

Paul maintains a critical theolog ical 
balance basic to his argument in Romans: 
the equality of Jew and Gentile and the sal-

vation-historical priority of the Jew (e.g., 
1:16b: the gospel is “for all who believe,” 
but “for the Jew fi rst”). Paul accomplishes 
this here by using parallel statements to 
describe the benefi t that both Jews and 
Gentiles derive from Christ’s mission—
promises made to the Jewish patriarchs 
are confi rmed and Gentiles are enabled 
to glorify God for his mercy to them— 
while at the same time subordinating the 
blessing of the Gentiles to Christ’s mission 
to the Jews in confi rmation of God’s faith-
fulness. Thus Paul implicitly reminds the 
“weak,” mainly Jewish Christians, that the 
“strong,” mainly Gentile Christians, are 
full members of the people of God: to use 
the illustration of chap. 11, the Gentiles, 
“wild olive shoots,” have been “grafted 
in” (11:17). At the same time, however, he 
reminds the “strong” that the status they 
enjoy rests on a Jewish foundation: “the 
root supports you” (11:18).37

Paul’s customary kaqw.j ge,graptai (“as 
it is written”) introduces the catena of 
four OT quotations. Common to all the 
quotations is the link-word “Gentiles,” 
and the fi rst three also feature the praise 
of God. These elements suggest that Paul 
may intend the quotations to provide OT 
support for his assertion in v. 9a about the 
Gentiles glorifying God. But the second 
quotation, from Deut 32:43 LXX (v. 10), 
links Gentiles and Jews together in the 
praise of God, while the fourth, from Isa 
11:10, bases the Gentiles’ hope in God on 
the Jewish Messiah. Probably, then, the 
quotations support vv. 8-9a as a whole. 
Paul cites every part of the OT—the 
“writings” (vv. 9b and 11), the “law” (v. 
10), and the “prophets” (v. 12)—to show 
that the inclusion of Gentiles with Jews in 
the praise of God has always been part of 
God’s purposes.

The fi rst quotation is from Ps 18:49.38 
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Paul may cite this text simply because it 
speaks of God being “praised” among the 
Gentiles. But the speaker is David, and it 
is possible that Paul read the psalm typo-
logically (as in his use of Psalm 69 in v. 3). 
Thus Paul may cite the verse as a claim of 
the risen Christ. And this possibility gains 
credence when we note the context of the 
verse that Paul quotes. For David’s praise 
of God “among the Gentiles” is stimulated 
by the fact that God has given him vic-
tory over Gentile nations. God has made 
him “the head of the nations,” so that a 
“people I did not know now serve me” (v. 
43). It would fi t Paul’s purposes perfectly 
if he were attributing to Christ this praise 
of God for the subduing of the Gentiles 
under his messianic rule. Through his 
death and resurrection, Gentiles who had 
not known the righteous rule of the Lord 
can now be brought into submission to 
him, glorifying him for his mercy to them. 
This opening quotation would then match 
the last in the series, both focusing on the 
way in which the Jewish king/Messiah 
has brought Gentiles into submission.

The next quotation, in v. 10, comes from 
an important source for Paul’s theology of 
salvation history, the Song of Moses. In the 
majority of MT manuscripts, Deut 32:43 
reads AM[; ~yIAg WnynIr>h;, “Praise his people, 
Gentiles.” But the LXX, with support in at 
least one medieval Hebrew MS and possi-
bly in a Qumran MS, reads euvfra,nqhte e;qnh 
meta. tou/ laou/ auvtou/, “Praise, Gentiles, with 
his people.”39 This version, which invites 
the Gentiles to praise God along with 
Israel, obviously suits Paul’s purposes 
better, and we may have here, then, a 
modifi cation of the text. But we need to be 
cautious about this conclusion, since the 
Hebrew text tradition is, as we have seen, 
by no means clear. Signifi cantly, most Eng-
lish versions adopt the Septuagint textual 

tradition at this point, and this may have 
been the standard text in Paul’s day. 

Paul next quotes another OT verse—Ps 
117:1—that calls on Gentiles to praise “the 
Lord.” As Richard Hays points out, Paul’s 
use of this verse may again suggest that he 
chooses OT texts to quote partly because 
of contextual factors: the second (and 
only other) verse of this psalm cites God’s 
“mercy” (evleo,j) and “truth” (avlhqei,a) as 
reasons for this praise, the exact blessings 
that Paul has cited in vv. 8-9a as reason to 
praise God.40

Paul’s fi nal quotation comes from Isa 
11:10. The wording is again very close to 
the LXX, although in this case the LXX dif-
fers from the MT. For the Hebrew speaks 
of the root of Jesse standing “as a signal to 
the peoples” and of the Gentiles “inquir-
ing” of him. With its reference to the shoot 
of Jesse “arising”—a possible allusion to 
Jesus’ resurrection41—to “rule” the Gen-
tiles and to the Gentiles’ “hoping”—a key 
word in this section (cf. vv. 4, 12)—the LXX 
rendering obviously suits Paul’s purposes 
better than the MT. So we might have here 
a modifi cation of the text. Nevertheless, 
the basic meaning of the text is the same 
in both versions; either would allow Paul 
to make the point he wants to make: that 
the Gentiles’ participation in the praise 
of God (vv. 9b-11) comes as a result of the 
work of “the shoot of Jesse,” a messianic 
designation.42 Once more, Paul may cite 
this text partly because of its context: Isa-
iah 11 goes on to refer to  God’s gathering 
of the “remnant” of Israel from among 
the nations.43

Romans 9:6-29
The fi nal block of texts comes in Paul’s 

discussion of Israel in Rom 9:6-29. Nine 
quotations are found here, and they can 
be divided into two categories. Eight of 
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the quotations support Paul’s argument 
about the true extent of what we might call 
“spiritual” Israel. The basic point of the 
section is made in v. 6b: “Not all of Israel 
are Israel.” Israel in both these instances 
is national Israel, and so Paul is arguing 
for the existence of a spiritual Israel within 
physical Israel. His quotations support 
this argument by pointing to the deci-
sive role played by God and his calling 
in making up the spiritual Israel. Verses 
7-13 illustrate this point from the history 
of the patriarchs. The fi rst three citations, 
from Gen 21:12, 18:10 (14), and 25:23 all 
quote the OT text accurately and apply it 
rather straightforwardly. But the fourth, 
from Mal 1:2-3 in v. 13, calls for brief 
scrutiny. Malachi uses the names Jacob 
and Esau to denote peoples: Israel and 
Edom, respectively. Most contemporary 
interpreters think that Paul also intends 
such a reference, the issue in this chapter 
being the roles of different nations in 
salvation history. Others, however, think 
that Paul is speaking about the salvation 
of individuals, and that Paul uses Mal 
1:2-3 to refer to God’s determination of the 
eternal destiny of individuals.44 The issue 
is large and would take us too far afi eld. 
Following the careful arguments of John 
Piper, I think that Romans 9 does, indeed, 
refer to the salvation of individuals, but 
indirectly. Paul is not quoting Mal 1:2-3 to 
refer to individuals; but he uses this text, 
and others, to establish a pattern of God’s 
sovereign election that he then applies 
to individuals.45 Paul then uses these 
OT texts as part of a larger argument for 
which they were not originally designed, 
but the principles Paul draws from them 
seem to be legitimate.

Verses 14-23 is an excursus in Paul’s 
argument, stimulated by the very empha-
sis on God’s sovereignty in election. Paul 

here quotes from God’s words to Moses in 
Exod 33:19 and to Pharaoh in Exod 9:16. 
Both are straightforward.

In v. 24, Paul returns, after the excursus 
in vv. 14-23, to the theme of vv. 6-13: God’s 
call is the sole basis for inclusion in the 
true people of God. Thus we encounter 
here again the characteristic vocabulary 
of that earlier paragraph: “sons of God” 
(v. 26; cf. v. 8); “seed” (v. 29; cf. vv. 7 and 
8); and, especially “call” (vv. 24 and 26; cf. 
vv. 7 and 12). But these verses also move 
beyond what Paul has said in vv. 6b-13. 
For Paul now explicitly includes Gentiles 
among those whom God is sovereignly 
calling to be part of his people. The main 
point comes in v. 24: God is calling his 
people from among both Jews and Gen-
tiles. The OT quotations in vv. 25-29 pick 
up this thesis chiastically, proof of God’s 
calling of the Gentiles coming in vv. 25-26 
and reference to Israel coming in vv. 27-29. 
Paul quotes from Isa 10:22-23, a famous 
“remnant” text, in vv. 27-28. There are 
textual diffi culties in both the OT and 
in Paul, but no startling modifi cation of 
the text seems to occur. His application is 
straightforward: Isaiah himself, by insist-
ing that it would be the “remnant,” out of 
the vast host of Jews, who would be saved, 
justifi es Paul’s insistence that God would 
save only some Jews. Verse 29, quoting 
literally from Isaiah 1:9, on the other hand, 
contains a note of hope: the Lord Almighty 
has left Israel with a “seed,” foreboding 
hope for the future. Paul thus prepares the 
way for the promises of Romans 11. 

We now return to the only quotation in 
the passage that relates to the inclusion of 
the Gentiles: the use of Hos 2:23 and 1:10 
in 9:25-26. We fi nd here perhaps the most 
striking of the shifts of application that we 
encounter in the OT quotations that Paul 
uses to validate the inclusion of the Gen-
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tiles in the messianic people of God. Ross 
Wagner calls it “a radical rereading.”46

 He quotes freely from Hos 2:23 (MT 
and LXX 2:25) in v. 25 and then verbatim 
from the LXX version of Hos 1:10a (MT 
and LXX 2:1b) in v. 26. Paul changes the 
sequence of the verses, reverses the order 
of the two clauses he cites from 2:23, and 
uses wording different from both the LXX 
and MT. Thus Paul: “’I will call them “my 
people” who are not my people [2:23c]; 
and I will call here “my loved one” who is 
not my loved one’ [2:23b], and ‘In the very 
place where it was said to them “You are 
not my people,” they will be called “chil-
dren of the living God [1:10].”’” These dif-
ferences have given rise to the suggestion 
that Paul has taken these quotations, with 
perhaps the others in vv. 25-29, from a cat-
ena already in existence.47 This is certainly 
possible, since 1 Pet 2:10 attests the popu-
larity of this language from Hosea in the 
early church.48 Paul does modify the text 
in several ways, the most notable being 
his use of the verb kale,w, “I will call,” in 
place of the more generic verb, “I will say,” 
of both the Hebrew and Greek. This is 
almost certainly Paul’s own change, since 
it matches exactly the point for which he 
adduces the quotations (cf. “call” in v. 
24).49 By reversing the order of the clauses 
in his quotation of Hos 2:23, Paul is able 
to put this verb at the beginning of his 
composite quotation from Hosea. This 
same verb also comes at the end of the 
quotation—”they shall be called sons of 
the living God”—indicating clearly where 
Paul’s stress lies.

But a potentially more serious instance 
of what seems to be arbitrary herme-
neutics on Paul’s part is his application 
of these Hosea texts to the calling of 
Gentiles. For the prophet Hosea is pre-
dicting a renewal of God’s mercy toward 

the rebellious northern tribes of Israel, 
or perhaps, toward Israel as a whole:50 
those whom God rejected and named 
lo-ruhamah, “not pitied,” and lo-ami, “not 
my people” (the symbolic names given to 
Hosea’s children [1:6-9]) are again shown 
mercy and adopted again as God’s people. 
Interpreters have sought to get around 
this diffi culty by arguing that Hosea’s 
prophecy includes the Gentiles.51 But, 
however much one might want to justify 
this conclusion theologically, there is no 
exegetical evidence for it. Others avoid 
the diffi culty by arguing that Paul applies 
these passages to the calling of the Jews 
rather than the Gentiles.52 But the chiastic 
structure of the passage that we noted 
above is against it, and the explicit men-
tion of Israel in the introduction to the Isa-
iah quotations in v. 27 implies a change of 
subject. Other apologists for the apostle’s 
hermeneutics think that Paul may imply 
an analogy: God’s calling of Gentiles oper-
ates on the same principle as God’s prom-
ised renewal of the ten northern tribes.53 
But Paul requires more than an analogy 
to establish from Scripture justifi cation for 
God’s calling of Gentiles to be his people. 
I will consider below the hermeneutics 
involved in the appropriation of the text 
in a wider context. 

Remaining Quotations in Romans
We are now left with seven other quo-

tations to consider. Four of these need 
only brief mention, since they exhibit a 
direct appropriation of the OT: Rom 2:6, 
which cites the principle that “God ‘will 
repay everyone according to what they 
have done’” from Prov 24:12 (or Ps 62:12); 
Rom 11:8 and Rom 11:9-10, which apply 
imprecations from Deut 29:4, Isa 29:10, 
and Ps 69:22-23 to the “hardened” major-
ity of Israel; and 14:11, which quotes the 
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well-known language from Isa 45:23 about 
“every knee bowing” and “every tongue 
confessing” to demonstrate the equality 
of Jew and Gentile in the judgment of 
the Lord.

Three other quotations are not so 
straightforward and require more inves-
tigation. At the end of Paul’s criticism of 
Jews for failing to live up to the privileges 
they boast about in 2:17-24, Paul cites the 
OT for confirmation: “’God’s name is 
blasphemed among the Gentiles because 
of you,’ just as it is written” (v. 24). Two 
different prophetic passages contain lan-
guage like this, Isa 52:5 and Ezek 36:20. 
The latter verse comes from the famous 
“new heart” and “new spirit” prophecy, 
which Paul uses elsewhere, including a 
possible allusion later in Romans.54 But 
the text of Paul’s quotation is closer to 
the Isaiah passage. Since the sense of the 
two OT passages is the same, the issue is 
not of major importance, but I think the 
allusion to Isaiah is a bit more likely. Not 
only is Isaiah Paul’s favorite OT book, but 
he also quotes from this very section (v. 7) 
in 10:15 to sketch the course of evangelistic 
preaching.55 

But the interesting aspect of this quota-
tion is that Isaiah (and Ezekiel also, if we 
choose that text) ascribes the blasphemy 
of God’s name not to Israel’s sin but to 
her condition of exile, which has led the 
nations to question God’s existence and 
faithfulness. We have here, then, another 
shift of application in the use of the OT 
that has as its ultimate purpose “leveling 
the playing fi eld” between Israel and the 
Gentiles.

The quotation of Ps 44:22 is one of the 
only two quotations in Romans 5-8. Its 
purpose is, as Calvin puts it to show that 
“it is no new thing for the Lord to permit 
his saints to be undeservedly exposed to 

the cruelty of the ungodly.”56 But in com-
paring Christians who suffer tribulation to 
sheep being led to the slaughter of Psalm 
44, Paul is also implicitly making another 
point.57 For the “sheep to be slaughtered” 
of Psalm 44 are, of course, the people of 
Israel, suffering in exile. Paul’s shift of 
application—from Israel to the church—
can easily go overlooked, just because it 
is so common. But at some time, it cries 
out for hermeneutical and theological 
justifi cation. 

The two fi nal quotations are part of 
Paul’s exposition of the Abraham story 
in chapter 4. Romans 4 elaborates with 
respect to Abraham two important points 
that Paul has made in 3:27-30: that justi-
fi cation is by faith, not works; and that 
justifi cation is equally available to both the 
circumcised and the uncircumcised. The 
two quotations are similar, each coming 
from a promise made by God to Abra-
ham that he would be blessed with many 
descendants. Paul fi rst quotes from Gen 
17:5 in v. 17, “I have made you a father of 
many nations,” to confi rm his assertion 
in v. 16 that Abraham is the “father of 
us all”—including both Jewish believers 
and Gentile believers.58 He then repeats 
the OT description of Abraham as the 
“father of many nations” in v. 18, citing 
an earlier promise of God to Abraham 
in confi rmation: “So shall your offspring 
be,” from 15:5. Clearly, in Paul’s view, the 
“many nations” of which Abraham is the 
father are equivalent to the “offspring,” 
or “seed” of Abraham. We fi nd here no 
modifi cation of the text: Paul quotes the 
LXX exactly, and the LXX accurately ren-
ders the MT. Whether we have a shift of 
application depends on the scope of the 
word “offspring” in 15:5 and “nations” 
in 17:4. But other OT texts followed, of 
course, by Jewish interpreters, tend to 
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restrict Abraham’s “seed” to Israel and 
the “nations” to physical descendants 
of Abraham.59 To be sure, the covenant 
with Abraham always included ultimate 
blessing, in some form, for the nations 
(e.g., 12:3; 18:18; 22:18; 26:4). But a distinc-
tion between Abraham’s “offspring” or 
“descendants,” who become participants 
in the covenant, and the “nations,” which 
receive benefi ts through Abraham in some 
unspecifi ed way, seems strictly to be main-
tained.60 Paul’s claim that the “offspring” 
of Abraham includes Gentiles as well as 
Jews (v. 16) is a considerable advance on 
this idea, and his use of Gen 15:5 and 17:4 
to buttress the case does require a shift in 
application to work. 

We have reached the end of our brief 
and all-too-superfi cial survey of the OT 
quotations that Paul uses in Romans to 
redefi ne the people of God. We have found 
abundant evidence of a “universalizing” 
hermeneutic, leading Paul to fi nd in the 
OT abundant testimony to the turn of sal-
vation history that the gospel has initiated. 
I want next to take a quick glance at what 
these quotations may reveal about Paul’s 
hermeneutical axioms. 

Salvation History, 
Gentile Inclusion, and 
Paul’s Hermeneutical Axioms

What theological assumptions about 
salvation history might explain Paul’s use 
of the OT to justify the inclusion of the 
Gentiles in the people of God? Let’s look at 
the following points. (1) Paul’s conscious-
ness of being “a light to the Gentiles,” a 
conviction that probably stemmed from 
his conversion experience, made it clear 
that he was an important instrument in the 
eschatological plan revealed in the latter 
chapters of Isaiah. The key elements in 
Paul’s understanding of salvation history 

are all present here, and often juxtaposed 
together: the mission of a servant who dies 
an atoning death for the people, the resto-
ration of Israel to new and unprecedented 
blessing after the experience of sin and 
exile, the participation of the Gentiles 
in that restoration. Paul’s “Copernican 
revolution,” his replacement of torah 
with Christ at the center of his theological 
convictions, led him to read the OT, and 
especially the prophecies of Isaiah, with 
a new perspective. 

(2) One theological pattern that many 
scholars think informed Paul’s use of 
the OT to argue for the inclusion of the 
Gentiles is the eschatological pilgrimage 
tradition. According to this tradition, 
Israel’s restoration to glory in the end-
times would stimulate Gentiles to offer 
themselves and their gifts in the service 
of Yahweh. See, perhaps most clearly, Pss. 

Sol. 17:26-46: 

He will gather a holy people [v. 26]. 
. . . He will have Gentile nations 
serving him under his yoke, and 
he will glorify the Lord in (a place) 
prominent (above) the whole earth. 
And he will purge Jerusalem (and 
make it) holy as it was even from 
the beginning, (for) nations to come 
from the ends of the earth to see his 
glory, to bring as gifts her children 
who had been driven out, and to 
see the glory of the Lord with which 
God has glorifi ed her [vv. 30-31]. 
(See also Isa 2:2-3a; 56:6-7; 60:1-7; 
Tob. 13:11-13; 14:6-7; T. Zeb. 9:8; Benj. 
9:2; SibOr. 3.767-95.) 

Paul, in light of his new understanding 
of events from the gospel, reverses the 
order of events and “spiritualizes” the 
process: instead of Gentiles coming to 
worship Yahweh in Jerusalem as a result 
of Israel’s restoration, Israel is saved in 
response to the extension of salvation to 
the Gentiles. Donaldson questions the 
signifi cance of the tradition for Paul, not-
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ing that Paul does not quote any of the 
standard OT pilgrimage texts.61 In my 
commentary, I dismissed Donaldson’s 
skepticism,62 but I now think it is more 
warranted than I did then. Three con-
siderations are especially telling. (i) Paul 
does not quote from the OT texts that most 
clearly predict this eschatological pattern. 
(ii) Many of the texts that prophesy a pil-
grimage of Gentiles in the last days picture 
the Gentiles in a decidedly subordinate 
role to Israel (see, e.g., Isa 49:23; 61:4-6). 
Paul, on the other hand, clearly affi rms 
the Gentiles’ co-equality with Jews in the 
people of God. (iii) Paul’s reversal of the 
sequence of Israel and the Gentiles strikes 
at the very essence of the tradition. I do 
not want to dismiss the possibility that 
the pilgrimage motif has infl uenced Paul 
at some points. But I doubt that it was a 
major hermeneutical axiom in his inter-
pretation of the OT.

(3) We are on much more solid ground 
when we turn to the Abrahamic story. 
Abraham provides Paul with the most 
important OT antecedents for his insis-
tence on justification by faith and the 
centrality of grace. But Abraham’s story, 
and especially the divine promises that are 
basic to that story, also provide Paul with 
the key to salvation history and therefore 
to his hermeneutics of OT interpretation. 
Indeed, at the risk of exaggeration, we 
might almost say that continuity with 
Abraham is the key to Paul’s argument 
about the Gentiles in Romans. The argu-
ment of Romans 4 is well-known, and 
we need not repeat its details here. But 
Abraham is also central to the argument 
about the nature and extent of the people 
of God in Romans 9-11. The chapters begin 
with a reminder that Israel possesses the 
promises and the patriarchs (9:4-5), and 
all the rest of the discussion is, in a sense, 

an elaboration of what these promises, 
connected with the patriarchs really 
mean. The way in which Abraham’s seed 
is “reckoned” is central in Romans 9, and 
in Romans 11 the “root” from which the 
olive tree, the people of God, spring, is 
Abraham and the other patriarchs (v. 16). 
The climax of Paul’s argument, the salva-
tion of all Israel, is grounded in the fact 
that the people are “loved on account of 
the patriarchs” (v. 28). And the climactic 
text we looked at earlier, 15:7-13, makes 
God’s confirmation of his promises to 
the patriarchs basic to the inclusion of 
the Gentiles (vv. 8-9). The Abrahamic and 
patriarchal promises would be brought 
into even greater prominence if the thesis 
of Sam Williams and others—that “the 
righteousness of God” refers to God’s 
faithfulness to the Abrahamic promise—
could be confi rmed. But I doubt whether 
that is what the “righteousness of God” 
means. 

One of the remarkable aspects of 
Paul’s appeal to Abraham is his appar-
ent assumption that he does not have to 
explain why Abraham is so important. 
In Galatians, Paul seems to accept his 
opponents’ contention that belonging to 
Abraham’s seed is essential if the Gentiles 
are to be included in the people of God. 
No such clear polemical context exists in 
Romans, but here, also, Paul never seeks to 
justify this assumption. We are justifi ed in 
thinking, then, that the equation between 
God’s people and the seed of Abraham 
is Pauline theological bedrock. And, of 
course, this equation is one that the OT 
itself attests. 

Paul’s task, then, was to explain how 
the gospel he proclaimed, which brought 
Gentiles into the people of God on equal 
footing with believing Jews, could be 
squared with these Abrahamic promises. 
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Thus he affirms in Romans 4 that the 
promises about Abraham’s “offspring” 
and the “nations” that he would produce 
include uncircumcised Gentiles. While 
these texts in themselves do not clearly 
bear this meaning, Paul is undoubtedly 
infl uenced by the broader context of the 
promise in Genesis, which includes bless-
ing of the nations through Abraham. And 
Paul, of course, quotes from this aspect of 
the promise in Galatians. 

Once we recognize the foundational 
nature of the Abrahamic promise for 
Paul, we can look more closely to see if it 
helps explain some of the other shifts of 
application in the quotations we have con-
sidered. And it is just at this point that we 
fi nd some warrant for Paul’s application 
of Hos 1:10 to the Gentiles, for Hosea’s 
prophecy echoes the Abrahamic promise 
of Genesis.63 The opening words of Hos 
1:10 (which Paul does not quote) predict, 
“Yet the Israelites will be like the sand on 
the seashore, which cannot be measured 
or counted.” This theme of innumerable 
descendants is a constant refrain in the 
Abrahamic promise texts of Genesis, and 
the analogy with the “dust of the earth” 
or “the sand on the sea shore” is used four 
times.64 Other OT texts use the language in 
the same way, and one of those texts, Isa 
10:22, is quoted by Paul in the very next 
verse (27).65 As D. Stuart reconstructs the 
logic, “Those who are in Christ constitute 
Abraham’s seed, of whom this prediction 
of great growth was made.”66 

At the risk of stretching the connecting 
thread beyond the breaking point, let me 
also suggest that two other quotations 
Paul uses might have been drawn into 
his universalizing hermeneutic through 
this Hosea text. For the Hosea text char-
acterizes those who are the recipients of 
God’s grace as “not my people.” Similar 

language occurs in Deut 32:21, which Paul 
quotes in 10:19, and in Isa 65:1, which he 
quotes in 10:20. I think it is at least possible 
that the wording of the Abrahamic prom-
ise, which Paul applies to Gentiles, led 
him to Hos 1:10, which, in turn brought 
Deut 32:21 and Isa 65:1 into the orbit of 
inclusivist proof-texts. Whether these 
further connections can be demonstrated 
or not, it is certainly safe to conclude that 
Paul uses a universalistic interpretation 
of the Abrahamic promises as a key lens 
through which he reads the OT.

(4) A theological axiom deeply rooted 
in many streams of Christian tradition 
is that the church is the new covenant 
counterpart of Israel. OT predictions of a 
renewed Israel therefore fi nd their fulfi ll-
ment in the church.67 If Paul held such a 
theological assumption, it would explain 
several of the most striking shifts of appli-
cation we have discovered, each involving 
the application to Gentile Christians of 
texts that speak of Israel. Nevertheless, 
the long and honored pedigree of this 
theological assumption does not make 
it immune to criticism. Dispensational-
ists have always been unhappy with the 
equation, and they have been joined by 
many post-Holocaust interpreters, who 
fear that the “replacement” model so long 
popular in Christian theology has contrib-
uted to anti-Semitism. I cannot enter this 
argument in any depth here, and so I will 
simply state and develop two of my own 
conclusions on this issue.

First, the Christian community has 
taken over many of the spiritual privi-
leges and blessings granted to OT Israel. 
In calling the church “the elect,” “the 
beloved of God,” and attributing to her 
“adoption” and “glory” in Romans 1-8, 
Paul makes this point quite clear. And 
while, of course, it is debated, I think that 
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Gal 6:16 expresses this conviction in so 
many words, Paul calling the church the 
“Israel of God.”68 By speaking of an “Israel 
according to the fl esh” (1 Cor 10:18), Paul 
implies the existence of a different Israel, 
an “Israel according to the Spirit.” But 
one can, of course, also reverse this logic: 
the existence of an “Israel according to 
the Spirit,” defi ned now not by ethnic 
status but by faith, implies the existence 
of an “Israel according to the fl esh.” Here, 
perhaps, in what E. E. Ellis calls an “escha-
tological reversal,” we might have the 
hermeneutical basis for Paul’s application 
of OT texts about the wicked to Israel as a 
whole. God’s revelation in the gospel, by 
redefi ning the boundaries of the people of 
God, makes clear that Israel can make no 
claim, on the basis of ethnic identity, to be 
the people of God. From this standpoint, 
therefore, it is perfectly logical to apply 
to Israel OT language directed to those 
outside the covenant. 

Third, however, Paul stubbornly 
resists a straightforward “replacement” 
model of Israel and the church. On my 
view, the contested Rom 11:25-27 predicts 
salvation for Israel as a nation, and Paul 
quotes to support that prediction an OT 
prophecy about the restoration of Israel 
(Isa 59:20-21). Clearly, then, Paul does 
not countenance the idea that we can just 
substitute the church for the word Israel 
in OT prophecies. Is Paul’s appeal to OT 
prophecies about Israel then simply arbi-
trary? Why does Paul think that Hos 1:10, 
for instance, applies to Gentiles while Isa 
59:20-21 includes national Israel? 

Perhaps an answer to these questions 
lies in a re-evaluation of the Israel = 
church typology. As I will suggest, typol-
ogy in general is a helpful hermeneutical 
construct, rooted in Scripture itself. But 
typology can easily slide into a kind 

of a-historical allegorical approach, in 
which, for instance, OT Israel becomes 
a kind of symbol for the NT church. The 
relationship between Israel and the church 
in Paul’s perspective is much more his-
torically oriented and continuous than 
this model might suggest. As his olive 
tree analogy in Romans 11 makes clear, 
Paul views Gentiles who are experienc-
ing the messianic salvation as belonging 
not to a new body discontinuous with 
Israel but to Israel itself. True, this is not 
simply national Israel—for unbelieving 
Jews can be, and are, cut off from it. But 
it is the spiritual Israel within Israel that, 
according to Romans 9, has always been 
in existence and, according to 11:16, grows 
from the seed of God’s promises to the 
patriarchs. If we follow the logic of this 
analogy, then, the church is not so much 
a replacement for Israel or even a “new” 
Israel; it is the continuation of “Israel” in 
the era of fulfi llment. As has always been 
the case, believing Jews, the remnant, are 
a part of this spiritual Israel. And Paul’s 
“to the Jew fi rst” makes clear that the 
Jewish presence in the new Israel is both 
fi tting and necessary. Now, however, in 
fulfi llment of the promise to Abraham and 
in line with the prophetic expectation of 
the universal extent of God’s kingdom, 
Gentiles are becoming a part of Israel. And 
in the eschatological consummation, as I 
understand Romans 11, many more Jews 
will be added to spiritual Israel.

Recognizing this continuity in Israel 
from testament to testament provides 
a rationale for Paul’s application of OT 
texts about Israel to the Gentiles. Paul can 
see in Hos 1:10 and Isa 65:1 and Ps 44:22 
and Joel 2:32 reference to the Gentiles 
because Israel, the seed of Abraham, now 
includes Gentiles. In some sense, what I 
am proposing is not a lot different than the 
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usual church = Israel construct. But this 
construct too easily leads to a complete 
displacement model that would have 
Paul uprooting one olive tree and planting 
another in its place. Paradoxically, while 
such a view is usually seen to highlight the 
continuity of the testaments, at this point, 
at least, it introduces an unwarranted 
break in salvation history.

What I am suggesting is, of course, not 
new, and similar schemes have emerged 
in recent decades as both covenant and 
dispensational theologians have been 
compelled by hard biblical data to revise 
some of the older, perhaps overly sim-
plistic hermeneutical formulas. But let me 
add my voice to those who are seeking a 
via media. 

We could clearly say much more here, 
but I want to conclude with some general 
remarks on the universalizing hermeneu-
tic that we have uncovered in Romans. 
Paul’s daring and original reading of the 
OT raises insistently the question of the 
validity of what he is doing. What are we 
to make of Paul’s interpretations in light of 
our belief in the unity and truthfulness of 
Scripture? Many exegetes and theologians 
have grappled with this problem, and they 
have come to many different conclusions. 
It will be useful to glance quickly at seven 
of the major solutions to the “problem” 
that we have sketched. 

Various Attempts to Understand 
Paul’s Universalizing Hermeneutic

We fi rst briefl y note three approaches 
that downplay the problem or deny it 
entirely.

The Textual Approach 
Theologians in earlier centuries often 

explained discrepancies between OT text 
and NT quotations by recourse to alterna-

tive texts. When Paul’s wording did not 
match that of the existing Hebrew text of 
the passage that he cites, scholars would 
posit a harmonizing alternative reading 
in either Paul or the OT. This approach 
was generally discredited with the advent 
of historical criticism, since the alterna-
tive texts often hypothesized sometimes 
seemed to be no more than phantoms cre-
ated to get around a theological problem. 
But the approach had new life pumped 
into it as a result of the manuscript fi nds 
at Qumran. The Dead Sea documents 
provide evidence that some readings of 
the LXX that were once regarded as trans-
lational mistakes may, in fact, be accurate 
renderings of an existing Hebrew text. 
And this raises the possibility that textual 
forms of the OT existed in the fi rst century 
for which we have little evidence. 

These discoveries remind us that quick 
and dogmatic assertions of a NT author’s 
“misquotation” of an OT passage are inap-
propriate. And a few vexing textual issues 
in the NT quotations may fi nd resolution 
here. Paul’s quotation of Deut 32:43 in 
Rom 15:10 is a good example. His ver-
sion differs from the Masoretic text, but, 
fi nding support in both the LXX and in 
other Hebrew manuscripts, it has good 
claim to have been the original version of 
the Hebrew text here. Nevertheless, this 
textual approach is not a fi nal solution 
to the larger problem of validity. For one 
thing, it often simply creates a new level 
of problems. Let us say, for instance, that 
a NT author quotes a Greek text repre-
sented in a non-Masoretic text that has 
little claim to be the “original” text. The 
NT author may be following faithfully 
the text before him, but it still differs from 
the “original.” It would be as if a preacher 
proclaimed a false doctrine based on an 
erroneous translation of the Bible into 
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English. And, fi nally, the textual approach 
is quite inadequate as a final solution 
because it offers no help for the “shift in 
application” issue that we have detailed 
so clearly in Romans—a problem, judging 
from our survey, that is much bigger than 
the textual issue.

The Literary Approach
Interpreters rightly note that people use 

language found in other sources for more 
than one reason. Sometimes they will use 
the language because it is proverbial, or 
because it puts a certain point very well. 
They may have no intention of claiming 
the original text’s authority for what they 
say. When my third son Lukas, a six-foot 
six, 245 pound, superbly conditioned 
college basketball player, said to me 
on the driveway as I threatened to take 
the basketball to the hoop against him, 
“Go ahead, Dad, make my day,” he has 
no intention of capturing the “original” 
meaning these words had on the lips of 
Clint Eastwood. And so we must allow the 
NT authors occasionally to use the OT is 
a similar manner. We have suggested that 
Paul’s use of Ps 19:4 in Rom 10:18 might 
be explained in this way. Paul simply uses 
the wording of that psalm to express his 
point, and we misunderstand him if we 
think he is claiming that the psalmist was 
predicting the preaching of Christian 
evangelists. As Richard Hays argues, “The 
citation of Ps 19:4 does not prove that Jews 
have had the opportunity to hear the gos-
pel; rather, it gives Paul a ‘vocabulary of 
a second and higher power’ with which 
to assert that they have heard it.”69 What 
Hays suggests is that Paul intends his 
allusion to Psalm 19 to pick up some of 
the fl avor of that text, with its emphasis on 
God’s marvelous, universal display of his 
nature. Similarly, my son’s Lukas’s taunt 

to me, while not claiming the authority of 
the original, picks up some of the menace 
and threat of violence that adheres to the 
quotation because of shared remembrance 
of its original setting. He is suggesting 
that my foolish plan to drive to the basket 
against him may bring on a disaster akin 
to that suffered by those miscreants who 
dared challenge Dirty Harry. 

I think that Hays is right to suggest that 
we have often accorded NT quotations 
more evidential purpose than they actu-
ally had. And Ps 19:4 may well be a good 
example of the concept of “intertextual 
echo” that he talks about in his book and 
that we will look at in more detail later. 
But this “literary” approach offers no fi nal 
solution to the problem posed by the NT 
quotations (nor does Hays argue that it 
does). For many quotations, and some of 
the most problematic ones, clearly do have 
the purpose of providing OT support for 
the point the NT author is making. 

A related, though slightly distinct 
situation is the use of the OT to draw an 
analogy. As we noted, for instance, many 
interpreters think that Paul quotes Hosea 
in 9:25-26 because that OT text states 
a certain principle in the operation of 
God’s grace that Paul applies to a differ-
ent situation: as God graciously brought 
back erring Israel, so he graciously accepts 
Gentiles. But the situation Paul addresses 
requires more than an analogy. The inclu-
sion of Gentiles is, from the standpoint 
of Jewish theology, an unexpected and 
radical situation. Paul must show that 
the inclusion of Gentiles is warranted by 
Scripture. So, while argument by anal-
ogy may explain some NT quotations, it 
provides no comprehensive solution to 
the problem.
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The Theological Exegesis Approach 
I fi rst became acquainted with the issue 

of the OT in the New through the classes 
of Walter Kaiser over thirty years ago. His 
ideas have been a great stimulus to my 
own thinking, and I gladly acknowledge 
my considerable debt to him. Neverthe-
less, as this laudatory introduction will 
prepare you to expect, I do not fi nally 
agree with Kaiser’s views on the OT in 
the NT. Kaiser’s answer to the problem 
we are addressing is simple: there is no 
problem. Rightly exegeted, with due 
attention given to the informing theology, 
the OT texts that NT authors quote are in 
complete harmony with the meanings the 
NT authors give them. Kaiser will allow 
for elaborations of OT texts by applica-
tion, but this affects the signifi cance of the 
quote and not its meaning.70 

Kaiser is especially to be commended 
for his valiant attempts to descend from 
theory and to validate his view “in the 
trenches” of exegesis. Over the years, he 
has tackled many of the problem quota-
tions in the NT, suggesting ingenious and 
sometimes convincing interpretations that 
justify his larger theory. However, it is 
just here—at the level of exegesis—that 
I fi nd Kaiser’s approach to be wanting. I 
agree entirely with Kaiser that too many 
exegetes go about their business with a 
kind of tunnel vision, ignoring the larger 
theological themes that the texts are a 
part of and which they advance. But even 
when all possible allowance is made for 
the infl uence of theology on texts, a gap 
between the original meaning of the OT 
text and the meaning that text is given in 
the NT very often remains. We may cite 
Paul’s quotation of Isa 65:1 in Rom 10:20 as 
an example from our own survey. Isaiah, 
so the best exegetes of that text inform 
us, predicts that the Israel, will fi nd the 

Lord, though they are not seeking him. 
Paul applies the language to the inclusion 
of Gentiles. The “meaning”—and not just 
the “signifi cance”—that Paul gives this 
passage is different than its meaning in the 
context and historical situation of Isaiah. A 
quick review of the texts we have looked 
at together will reveal many other such 
examples. 

The Dual-Authorship Approach
One time-honored solution to the prob-

lem presented by such texts is to claim that 
the NT author perceives, via inspiration, a 
meaning in the text intended by the divine 
author but not perceived by, nor expressed 
by, the human author.71 This approach 
correctly emphasizes that the NT authors 
claim to fi nd the meaning that they give 
their texts in the texts themselves, and, of 
course, we can agree that God was active 
in production of Scripture. But the theory 
of inspiration that it rests upon, positing 
as it does different meanings intended 
by the two authors of Scripture, runs into 
severe difficulties with the traditional 
“concursive” view of the relationship 
of the divine and the human authors of 
Scripture. Moreover, the view has dif-
fi culty explaining why Paul, for instance, 
explicitly cites Isaiah (the human author) 
in introducing his quotation of Isa 65:1 
that we were just talking about.

The Jewish Exegesis Approach
Scholars trying to understand the way 

in which NT writers use the OT have natu-
rally spent a great deal of time searching 
ancient Jewish literature for illumination. 
And the search has certainly paid off. NT 
authors are clearly indebted to Jewish 
techniques of interpretation for proce-
dures and, less often, for conclusions. In 
the texts we have studied, for instance, we 
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have found evidence of what the Jews call 
“pearl-stringing,” the rapid-fi re citation of 
texts on a similar topic (3:10-18), the tech-
nique the rabbis termed gezerah shawah, 
which uses verbal links to associate texts 
(the “sand of the sea” phrase common 
to Hos 1:10 and Isa 10:22, the texts Paul 
quotes in 9:25-27; e;qnh in each of the quota-
tions in 15:9-12), and the appeal to all three 
parts of the OT canon, “law,” “prophets,” 
and “writings” (also in 15:9-12). 

Nevertheless, parallels between Jew-
ish and NT use of the OT occur almost 
entirely at the level of what I have called 
“appropriation techniques.” At the level 
of hermeneutical axioms, where the real 
driving force in interpretation is to be 
found, there are profound differences 
between the NT and the various ancient 
Jewish communities. Moreover, parallels 
with Jewish procedures, to the extent that 
those procedures go against the grain of 
what is today considered valid exegetical 
procedure, simply exacerbate the prob-
lem.72 Hays’s observation here is right 
on target: 

The more closely Paul’s methods can 
be identifi ed with recognized inter-
pretive conventions of fi rst-century 
Judaism, the less arbitrary and 
more historically understandable 
they appear; however, at the same 
time, such historical explanations of 
Paul’s exegesis render it increasingly 
diffi cult to see how interpretations 
that employ such methods can bear 
any persuasive power or normative 
value for that mythical creature of 
whom Bultmann spoke with such 
conviction: modern man.73

The Typological Approach
Typology promises help at just this 

level. To be sure, typology is easier to 
talk about than to describe. And those 
who have attempted defi nitions do not 
always agree. To put matters as simply 

and with as little controversy as possible, 
typology is the hermeneutical implication 
of a salvation-historical understanding 
of the relationship of the testaments. 
Christ’s ministry and the new messianic 
community are the fulfi llment of the OT. 
These new covenant realities “fill up” 
(cf. plhro,w) the meaning of the OT. With 
such a conviction in place, the NT authors 
naturally seek to discover specifi c ways in 
which OT events, people, or institutions 
might prefi gure the new revelation that 
they are both seeking to understand and 
to relate to the revelation God had already 
given his people. Further, as Paul implies 
in 1 Cor 10:11, the NT authors think 
that these prefi gurements are divinely 
ordained.74 

Typology is probably the most common 
approach among conservative interpret-
ers seeking to explain the phenomena of 
the quotations that we have examined. 
Both Old and New Testament scholars, 
commenting on the OT text or its Pauline 
application, will suggest that the relation-
ship between the two is to be explained 
as an outworking of the basic NT convic-
tion that the people of Israel fi nd their 
NT counterpart in the church. As Goppelt 
puts it, “ [T]here is a typological relation-
ship between the people of God in the 
Old and New Testaments that reveals to 
the NT people of God the nature of their 
salvation.”75 Goppelt refers specifi cally in 
this context to Rom 9:25-26 and notes the 
way in which “the calling of Gentiles ful-
fi lls the prophecy that originally promised 
the readoption of Israel.”76 Now it is just 
at this point that some of you will begin 
to entertain doubts about the usefulness 
of typology to explain the issues we are 
examining. Certainly those readers who 
remain unreconstructed dispensational-
ists and probably also their progressive 
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brethren will blanch at a hermeneutical 
approach that validates the equation of 
Israel with the church. And the fact is, as 
you have probably recognized, typology 
does not “validate” this equation. Under-
stood in the manner we have described, 
typology is not an exegetical technique, 
nor even a hermeneutical axiom, but a 
broad theological construct with herme-
neutical implications.77 (A survey of just 
how much Goppelt can subsume under 
the category of “typology” in his famous 
book on the subject would quickly confi rm 
this hypothesis.) Therefore, while typol-
ogy is an important part of the solution 
to the problem we are addressing, it does 
not, in itself, provide the kind of specifi cs 
about Paul’s interpretation of the OT that 
we require. 

The Intertextual Approach
Those of you who been paying close 

attention will recognize how much I am 
indebted to Richard Hays’s important 
monograph on Paul’s use of the OT, Echoes 

of Scripture in the Letters of Paul. And in case 
you have missed it, let me acknowledge 
clearly how much this book has infl u-
enced and, in some cases, redirected, my 
thinking on the use of the OT in the NT. 
Hays argues for an intertextual approach 
to Paul’s use of the OT, and his carefully 
worked out view is a good representative 
of this latest fad in interpretation. 

Intertextuality, in keeping with so many 
recent developments in biblical exegesis, 
is indebted to insights from literary analy-
sis. It focuses on the way in which texts 
written at different times and places can 
resonate with one another, shedding new 
insight on both the old text and the new 
one. Intertextuality emphasizes that texts 
relate to one another at more fundamen-
tal levels than the explicit quotations we 

have focused on. Authors infl uenced by 
another text will express their dependence 
in a variety of ways, some of them subtle 
and discerned only by very careful read-
ing. This process can be clearly observed 
within the OT itself, and Hays sees Paul 
as continuing that pattern of intertextual 
interpretation that the Scripture itself 
appears to validate. 

One element of intertextual relation-
ship that Hays focuses particular attention 
on is the literary convention of metalepsis, 
according to which allusions between 
texts must be seen in light of a broad 
interplay between those texts. Explicit 
quotations are the tip of an intertextual 
iceberg, representing only the surface 
level of a far-ranging intertextual nexus 
of relationships. Hays’s interpretation 
of Paul’s quotation of Isa 52:5 in 2:24 is a 
good example. At the surface level, Paul 
seems here to misquote the OT text. But 
when we view the quotation in the light 
of the larger context of Isaiah 52 and of 
the direction of the argument in Romans, 
a different picture emerges. Isaiah 52 goes 
on to speak of God’s eventual mercy to 
Israel; and Paul, of course, does the same 
thing as Romans progresses. Thus, Hays 
argues, once we have read to the end of 
Romans, we recognize that Paul’s nega-
tive reading of Isa 52:4 is only provisional, 
ultimately to be taken up and redirected 
by the larger argument of the letter. In 
insisting that Paul quotes OT texts with 
attention to the context from which they 
are taken, Hays’s intertextual proposal is 
similar to the famous C. H. Dodd argu-
ment that NT writers quote from blocks of 
OT texts. But Hays goes much further than 
Dodd in fi nding what he calls “echoes” 
that are awakened by the NT quotations 
and allusions, as the perceptive reader 
refl ects on the rich and sometimes confus-
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ing interplay between NT fulfi llment and 
OT context and narrative. 

Hays’s particular version of intertextu-
ality has many attractive features. Against 
those who persist in thinking that Paul 
quotes atomistically, in proof-text fashion, 
Hays rightly insists that Paul often shows 
regard for the context from which the 
quotation is taken. And Hays is also right, 
I think, to suggest that our approaches to 
the problem of the OT in the New have 
often been constricted by a rather linear 
and simplistic model of literary rela-
tionship. Texts with which we are very 
familiar shape our thinking and writing 
in many different ways—some obvious, 
some very subtle. Hays is right to argue 
that we must approach Paul’s interaction 
with the OT with the expectation that the 
OT will infl uence his writing in a variety 
of ways, some of them subtle and perhaps 
even unconscious to Paul himself. 

But I am not yet ready to jump on 
the intertextual bandwagon. My reac-
tion to many interpretations indebted 
to a broadly intertextual approach is 
that they are too clever by half. Subtle 
relationships—sometimes too subtle for 
me to discern—become the central inter-
pretive focus, often subordinating or even 
driving out what seem to be the explicit 
concerns of the text. I am not so sure, for 
instance, that a reader of Romans, how-
ever perceptive, would note the word of 
promise that Hays fi nds in Paul’s quota-
tion of Isa 52:5. 

But a more serious problem, particu-
larly relevant to our own agenda, is the 
problem of validity. Hays’s intertextual 
proposal offers little help at this point. 
He argues that Paul was not an exegete 
of the OT text, concerned about its “origi-
nal sense.” Rather, under the infl uence 
of the Spirit, Paul read the OT in light 

of its culmination in Christ and uncov-
ered latent meaning in the text that the 
original authors themselves would often 
have been unaware of.78 Paul was him-
self convinced that his interpretations 
brought out the true, eschatological sense 
of the Scriptures. But the gap that we 
perceive between the original sense and 
the NT application remains. Hays, I think, 
would argue that this gap, or at least the 
problem of the gap, is partly of our own 
making. It is only because we insist that 
the “historical-grammatical” method is 
the only way to uncover the “true” sense 
of the text that we have a problem at all. 
The gap we are talking about is created by 
our rather immodest insistence that the 
only true meaning is the meaning that we 
discover by our methods. I have myself 
some sympathy with this response to the 
problem, and Moisés Silva has expressed 
some similar reservations. But we need to 
look at this issue from a slightly broader 
perspective. I need to proceed very warily 
here, because I am moving onto ground 
that Hays himself does not cover. But I 
would at least tentatively suggest that 
Hays’s proposal, along with other similar 
intertextual methods, is infl uenced not a 
little by postmodern views of meaning 
and interpretation. Hays suggests, as I 
read him, that the validity of Paul’s OT 
interpretation can be assessed only within 
the parameters of his hermeneutical 
assumptions about the fulfi llment of the 
OT story in Christ. Further, he suggests 
that the OT may “echo” in Romans in ways 
that Paul is himself not conscience of. As 
Charles Cosgrove comments on Hays’s 
proposal, “Paul becomes Paul-with-his 
canon, an intertextual fi eld.”79 Lurking 
in the background here seems to be the 
assumption that we have no “objective” 
perspective from which we can assess ulti-
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mate or absolute validity of interpretation. 
We have no “meta-narrative” that would 
enable us to evaluate and pronounce right 
or wrong the narrative of God’s activity 
that Paul fi nds in the OT. 

Postmodernism, to the degree that I 
understand it, poses both opportunities 
and challenges to evangelical Christian-
ity. But surely its greatest challenge is the 
denial that absolute truth can be discov-
ered. And it is at this point that I am fi nally 
unsatisfi ed with Hays’s proposal about 
Paul’s interpretation of the OT. For all its 
strengths, it does not go quite far enough 
in dealing with the problem of validity. 

Summary Refl ections
The time has come for me to put up or 

shut up. I have canvassed and critiqued 
seven approaches to the validity question 
that Paul’s quotations relating to Gentile 
inclusion in Romans create. Most of them 
offer some help toward a solution, with 
both typology and the related intertextual 
approach of Richard Hays providing some 
very helpful undergirding perspectives. 
But none suffi ces fi nally to “explain” the 
problem. Nor, I confess, do I have an all-
encompassing theory that answers all our 
questions. But I would like to resurrect at 
this point the theory that I developed in a 
1986 essay on the subject. There I argued 
that “The meaning intended by the human 
author of a particular text can take on a 
‘fuller’ meaning, legitimately developed 
from his meaning, in the light of the text’s 
ultimate canonical context.”80 And on the 
issue of validity, I said, 

[W]e must forthrightly admit that 
we cannot prove that the New Tes-
tament interpretation of the Old 
Testament is correct at every point. 
We can show that that many are 
straightforward, legitimate inter-
pretations and that many others can 

be considered valid if we admit the 
principle of the canon as the ultimate 
context of meaning.81

I did not recognize it at the time, but the 
kind of validity that I argue for here has 
some resemblance to certain insights 
derived from postmodern thinking. 
Here, perhaps, is where postmodernism 
may offer positive opportunities to us as 
evangelicals. The traditional approach to 
the validity of the OT in the New rested 
on what philosophers, I think, would call 
“foundationalism”: the idea that we have a 
solid, unassailable foundation on which to 
construct and by which to assess our truth 
claims. Scholars would assume that mod-
ern historical-critical techniques would 
reveal the meaning of a particular OT text, 
and any deviation from that meaning in a 
NT quotation spelled trouble for its valid-
ity. Postmodernism, of course, rejects any 
such foundation, and has therefore the 
potential to throw us into a sea of relativ-
ism and chaos. Hays would not want to go 
this direction, but I think that his proposal 
can at least tend in this direction. And 
certainly many other interpreters are far 
more forthright, denying that we can even 
assess the issue of validity in the OT use 
of the New. But there is a middle position 
that both acknowledges the problems 
with foundationalism and yet rejects 
the relativity of postmodernism. Kevin 
Vanhoozer calls this “fallibilism,” and he 
insists that the key issue is testability.82 
We may not be able to construct a truth 
claim from the ground up, each proposi-
tion following inevitably and rationally 
from the previous one, and all resting on 
unshakable foundation of agreed-upon 
propositions. But any claim to truth must 
be able to survive the test of rationality 
and adequacy. Does it make sense? Does 
it explain the phenomena? If we apply 
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this fallibilism to the problem we are 
addressing, then the question we should 
be asking is, does the NT interpretation 
of the OT make sense? Does it make bet-
ter sense than the interpretation of the 
OT found at Qumran, or in the rabbis? 
We still may not be able to “prove” that 
the NT is the fulfi llment of the Old. But 
what we can do is ask whether the overall 
framework of biblical truth established by 
the NT interpretation of the OT validates 
the assumption of their unity. Such a task 
goes far beyond the bounds our present 
more modest study. But what we can do 
is to assess the validity of the OT quota-
tions we have surveyed earlier against the 
backdrop of the canonical assumption. 
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