(This document contains two excerpts from Brian gdi@no, “Paul’'s Use of the Old Testament
in Romans 9.1-9: An Intertextual and Theologicaégesis” [Ph.D. thesis; University of
Aberdeen, 2004], the full version of which is aabie at the Society of Evangelical Arminians
website at http://evangelicalarminians.org/AbasgiBauls-Use-of-the-Old-Testament-in-
Romans-9.1-9-An-Intertextual-and-Theological-Exég€eBhis doctoral dissertation has also
been revised and published under the same titke fifdt excerpt provided here addresses the
corporate orientation of Paul and his culture, \wtserves as significant context for Paul's
concept of corporate election. The second excelghtegses the translation of Romans 9:6b,
countering John Piper’s view of the verse advamedils well known studyThe Justification of
God: An Exegetical and Theological Study of Ron®ah23 used to support Piper’s position of
unconditional individualistic election. The secamderpt further argues for corporate election
unto salvation in Romans 9 over against individiialielection.)

Excerpt # 1. Individual and Corporate Perspectindsomans 9-11

(pp. 108-12 in Abasciano’s dissertation)

The nature of Paul’s social orientation towarditga a hermeneutical issue in Pauline
studies generally. It is the type of issue that cemgies convictions about based on a scholarly
impression of first century culture, the New Testamwritings, and other socio-historical data,
and consequently brings this conviction in the fainpresupposition to the task of exegesis.
This presupposition then affects one’s readingaafl Pa presupposition which has often simply
been carried over automatically from individuatistiestern culture. An individualistic reading
of Paul has long been the overwhelmingly dominaptraach, until only recently with the

appearance of the work of E. P. Sanders and thergnew perspective on Padi3anders’

! See especially, E. P. Sanddtaul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Ratef Religionand J. D. G.
Dunn'’s influential commentary on Romans (especiallyiii-Ixxii). While the new perspective has eggd a
precarious consensus over the last decade, itnsunder increasing attack for ironically misrepresgy first
century Judaism. See e.g., D. A. Carson, P. T.i@&Brand M. Seifrid, edslustification and Variegated Nomism.
Vol. 1: The Complexities of Second Temple Juda®@marles Talbert, “Paul, Judaism, and the Revisieh

Andrew A. DasPaul, the Law, and the Covenaeyoon KimPaul and the New Perspective: Second Thoughts on
the Origin of Paul's GospePeter Stuhimacher and Donald A. HagfeyisitingPaul's Doctrine of

Justification A Challengeto the NewPerspectiveSimon J. Gathercol&yhere Is Boasting? Early Jewish
Soteriology and Paul's Response in RomansHré&ncis Watson, “Not the New Perspective”; cf.rkMadam

Elliott, The Survivors of Israel: A Reconsideration of thedlogy of Pre-Christian Judaisrarl P. Donfried has
indicated to me in personal correspondence thatderds the major development in scholarship ondenat this
time to be the increasing distance between mamylachand the work of the “new perspective.” Foeeent,



work helped to usher in a far greater appreciadiotme concept of covenant in Paul’s thought
resulting in a far greater emphasis on corporaé against individual concerns, particularly
concerning the relationship of Jews and GentilehénChurch of ChristNow, the corporate
perspective is widely accepted, and may even becctie firm consensus among NT schofars.
This corporate perspective is probably nowhere nmoewidence than in Romans 9-11.
Yet a few voices have risen up in protest agalmsttide of corporate appreciation in the
interpretation of these chaptér$here is some justification for these protestthat many
advocates of a corporate perspective seem to ag\eanague conception of Paul’'s corporate

concerns which does justice to the importance ofijgidentity and the relationship between

concise, and helpful survey of scholarship on Radlthe Law, see Veronica Koperdhihat Are They Saying
about Paul and the Law(hote the valuable select, annotated bibliographpp. 130-38, as well as the sensible
discussion of the center of Paul's thought on (3103 [ch. 6]).

2 Gary W. Burnett has documented the increasing asigton the group in NT studiesRiaul and the Salvation of
the Individual 1-6. This important study seeks to redress whah&t regards as an overemphasis on the collective
nature of Paul’s thought to the exclusion of indial concerns in recent NT research. While it magtirst appear
that Burnett is seeking to vindicate the olderjvimhilialistic approach to Paul, this is not the ca$e acknowledges
the corrective to an individualistic approach asdjieial and offers a more balanced account of Baubught
which gives an important place to the individuathivi the community. As important and welcome asrigtits
corrective is, it tends to suffer from what manypigaches to this issue do—a failure to identifyria&ure of the
relationship between the group and the individnal ivay that integrates them properly. Burnett laagpuoperates
on the all too typical “individual vs. the group’emtality, although he strikes a much better balamdkis regard
than most (for a concise statement of the righdited, see E. Earle Ellis, “How the New TestamemtsUke Old,”
212f.). For a convenient discussion of the prestte of the question of the relationship betweeividual and
community in biblical studies, see Shannon Burlds], Self, and Death: The Shape of Religious Teamsftion in
the Second Temple Periat7-29 (pp. 244-49 for conclusions from the stu@grnett identifies the other major
contributing force in the prevalence of collectoager individual concerns as the use of the sociahges in NT
studies beginning around the same time as Sarstady appeared.

% See BurnettPaul, 1-2. Interestingly, a related monograph publisineitie same year as Burnett’s study decries the
extreme overemphasis in Pauline scholarship owithatl concerns in Paul’s thought: Sang-Won (Aargai,
Corporate Elements in Pauline Anthropology: A Stati§elected Terms, Idioms, and Concepts in thiet lofy

Paul's Usage and Backgroun8on seems unaware of the recent trend in schgbais which Burnett responds.
Nevertheless, Son’s study is important for its esiee treatment of the topic and its attempt taldte the
relationship between the individual and the graupaul’s thought, an articulation sorely lackingrinch Pauline
scholarship as mentioned below. Moreover, deshéedsearch situation correctly observed by Burttette still
seems to be a significant amount of naively indialistic interpretation afoot in Pauline studies.

* See the excursus on “The Translation of Romarts &l the Corporate Nature of Election” in ch. fbbet is
significant that even Burne®aul, 18, regards Rom 9-12 as solidly collectivist éinds it necessary to argue that
Paul's concern for collective matters in these tdiad‘does not make up the sum total of Paul’skihimin
Romans.”



Jews and Gentiles, but ignores the implicationgrfdividuals that Paul’'s argument so obviously
has.

What is needed is an appreciation of the collesttsharacter of Paul and his first century
socio-historical milieu that integrates and recagaithe role of the individual. Given the scope
of this topic, which would require a monographtefawn, we cannot pursue the question in
detail here. We must be content to limit our comments to whatdgem important for our
purposes here. First, we must recognize that Pthdisght was thoroughly covenantal, focused
on the fulfillment of the covenant purposes of Go&hrist and their consequences for Jews and
Gentiles. Second, for Paul and virtually all Jearsd( non-Jews in Mediterranean and Hellenistic
culture) of his time, the group was primary andititdvidual secondary. This is an essential
point to grasp for interpretation of Paul and the Nlodern westerners tend to view social
reality in the opposite way: the individual is pamg and the group secondary. So the individual
is viewed as standing on his own, and corporatearms are subordinated to individual
concerns. One’s view of the group is conditioneabg’s view of the individual so that the
group both draws its identity from the individuaighe group and is seen as merely a collection
of individuals. But | would contend that Paul's gams culture’s) perspective was essentially
corporate. The individual was not viewed as stagdim her own, but was seen as embedded in
the group to which she belonged. Corporate conaggnerally took precedence over individual
concerns, and when it did not, this was judgedrasmge Such corporate interest can be seen in
Paul’s primary concern for love and unity dominenall his letters. The Pauline corporate

perspective found individual identity based in ¢gneup rather than vice versa.

® For recent monographs on this topic see BurReit), and SonCorporate Elements in Pauline Anthropolog:
the literature cited in the excursus mentionedéngrevious note.



None of this means that in first century Meditegan and Hellenistic perception the
individual was non-existent or that individuals heaself-consciousness or individuality or
selfishness. Quite the contrary, a balanced comp@erspective addresses these very individual
characteristics in subordinating them to collectteacerns. Nor does Paul’s corporate
perspective mean that he had no interest in indalidalvation. He had no interest in the
salvation of the individuas an individual aloneRather he was concerned with the individual
as embedded in the people of God. Individual careare seen as corporately embedded. Once
this is seen, then much of what Paul says can arsd e applied to the individual—the
individual who lives in community and whose idepntierives from the covenant people of God.
Much of what Paul says—his calls to unity, his ex&ions to loving attitudes and actions, and
even his description of salvation history—must gtlthe individual level. It is individuals
who are saved, individuals who love, and individuaho unite. However, for Paul and others of
his first century context, it would not have beedividuals considered in and of themselves who
so acted and were so treated, but individuals vebedaand were treated as members of a group.
As Howard Clark Kee has so aptly stated, “Althoaghact of decision could align the individual
with one or another of . . . [the] competing fanBawithin Judaism in this period, the outcome of
the decision was a mode of community identfty.”

| would argue that here, as with so much of Pahbsight, the Old Testament provides
the most suitable background for understandingpéispective. Drawing on the latest research,

Gary Burnett has recently described the Old Testawew of social reality well:

® Howard Clark KeeKnowing the Truth5.



Kaminsky . . . suggests that it is always the thaethe “individual’s very self-
understanding was derived from his or her relatign the community”. It is
the individual as a member of the community whaeedmphasis lies, not the
individual as an “autonomous entity before God.”

This is not to deny, however, that individual idexist within the Hebrew
Bible; they do so, however, not as a progressiom folder corporate ideas, but
alongside them as complementary. . . . Both [cblle@mphases and individual
responsibility] are important, but individualismlgim so far as it is closely

related to community lifé.

This is precisely Paul’'s view.

All of this has considerable import for interpréatof Romans 9-11. We must recognize
that Paul's primary concern involves the corporatationship between Jews and Gentiles and
the true identity of the people of God as welltasrtdefining characteristic(s). Moreover, he
calls for a loving community orientation which mitezes the concerns of the group above the
concerns of the individual. What Paul says abowsJ&entiles, and Christians, whether of their
place in God’s plan, or their election, or theilvation, or how they should think or behave, he
says from a corporate perspective which views thagas primary and those he speaks about as
embedded in the group. These individuals act asbeesrof the group to which they belong, and

what happens to them happens by virtue of their begship in the group.

" Burnett,Paul, 76; his citations here are of J. S. Kamingkgrporate Responsibility in the Hebrew Bibl&3.
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Excerpt # 2: Excursus: The Translation of Romab 8nd the Corporate Nature of Election

(pp. 310-17 in Abasciano’s dissertation)

John Piper seems to base his understanding settnd occurrence abpani in
Romans 9:6 as referring to the elect within ethisiiael upon the grammar of the vefdde
argues thatt yap mavteg ol €€ Topand ovtol Topani should be translated as “for all those from
Israel, these are not Israel.” Although this tratish might seem peculiar at first, it has been
followed by Dunn, Moo, Schreiner, and WilOne reason why some more recent commentators
might follow Piper or give this translation moredence than one might expect is that Piper
gives concrete reasons for his construal of theeser, whereas virtually no other commentators
justify their constructions, as Piper complainsspie Piper’'s complaint, the reason for this is
probably that the typical construction of the pgssia the most natural way to take the Greek.
00 would generally modify what immediately followsréther than a more distant phrase.
Therefore, there must be some good reasons tavféliper's awkward rendering. He gives two
reasons for takingd to modify the clauseitoL Topani rather than as typically understood,

mavteg: (1) obtol refers to a definite group whitd mavteg is indefinite; (2) he also points to

8 See especiallyustification 65-67. Piper does not say this directly, but dmmsthat 9:6b proves there to be an
election within Israel in the context of his dissias of his translation of the phrase. As Schrén@93) comment
implies, the translation does not demand the Je@isistian view. But it does favor it.

° Dunn, 539, not officially adopting it, but calliigmore precise; Moo, 573; Schreiner, 493; WBledeutung des
Jesajabuches313. Both LodgeRomans 9-11and CosgroveElusive Isragel 117, note the translation. None of these
scholars explicitly analyze Piper’s case.



Romans 7:15 §0 yap 0 6éiw tobdto Tpaoow, aAL’ O uLo® TodTo ToL®.) as a grammatical
parallel, in whichod must modify the verbpaoow at the end of the phrase rather than the closer
verb6érw due to the contrastive nature of the followinggs®. But the arguments do not stand
up under scrutiny.

First, while it may be true that the negatidnmavtec is indefinite, it is not necessary to
press for a definite referent fobzoL, for it functions as a virtual copdfdn this verbless clause,
highlighting the contrast between ¢£ "Topani and the second occurrencelopani. This
seems to be the assumption that lies behind themagsrity of translations. So there is no
compelling reason to take as modifying a phrase so distant on the groundiefifiteness.

As for Romans 7:15, | must question wheitiemodifies the second clause. Piper is
correct to say that) cannot modifpérw since the next clause would repeat rather tharrasint
what Paul has just said, @s\’ demands. But this does not mean thianust then modify the
next verb five words away in the next clause. Pgmyears to assume thatmust modify a
verb. But that is not the cas& can modify any word, verb or not, and even cladséesould
suggest that the most natural way to take the Greeid be to constru& as modifying the
relative claus® 6éiw: “for not that which | wish do | do, but that whi¢ hate, | do” (even more
literally, “for not that which | wish, this | do,ub that which I hate, this | do®f. Of course, this

literal rendering is quite awkward in English. Bug must be careful not to let English

10 Cf. Mark 6:2 and its parallel in Matt 13:56 wheoétw differs in number from the subject and is used aspula.
Cf. also the use @8177 in biblical Hebrew and Aramaic as a copula.

1 See BDAG, s.wi, where Rom 9:6 is also listed as an example ofégstion ofidvtec. Another option would
be to takevd to negate the whole sentence.

12.Cf. Dunn, 375, 389, who takes to modify an implied verb “to be,” tantamount t@difying d 6éiw: “for that |
commit is not what | want, but what | hate thabl"dAccordingly, we might also translate Rom 9:farit is not all
who are from Israel who are Israel.” This woulddfisupport from 9:7a wherds’ arguably (see below) negates the
whole subordinate clause introducedsby:



translation determine our understanding of the k5text. The accusative relative clause is thrust
forward to the beginning of the sentence for emighagile the demonstrative pronoun is also
used for emphasi$.Perhaps the best translation of Romans 9:6b wealognize the copulative
function ofottoL and yet capture its simultaneous emphasizing imctFor not all who are of
Israel are actually Israel.”

The larger concern of Piper’s construction of 96his estimation that it establishes
Paul’'s argument as concerned with individual etectinto salvation. Although many modern
scholars are convinced that Paul implies nothirguathe salvation of individuals in Romans
9, there remains a persistent strain who think teaddes. John Piper is probably the most
detailed and forceful modern proponent of this viésva-vis Romans 9, and is followed by the
recent commentaries of Moo and Schreifigklthough the general trend in recent years has
been to reject this view, there has been littlaificant interaction with Piper’'s arguments on
these points, despite the fact that his work isegaly regarded as a standard exegesis of

Romans 9:1-23° Often phrased as a single issue, there are actualmain issues here which

13 Rom 7:16 furnishes another clear example of ttative accusative placed at the beginning of aeser for
emphasistl 6 6 o0 Bérw TobTo ToL®. Here also, the demonstrative pronoun referseaehative clause. We
should not think that if a relative clause or wigrchegated that the demonstrative pronoun forréegon could not
be used, especially since its purpose is to givehasis.

4 Moo, 571, calls this group “an increasingly largember.” Indeed, several recent treatments of Rdvav@ found
that Paul is not discussing the eternal fate afiddals: e.g. Byrne, 299; L. T. Johnson, 140; Wtjglimax, 238-
39; Fitzmyer, 563.

15 Schreiner has actually dedicated his commentaBjier. See also Schreiner’s article on this subjBoes
Romans 9 Teach Individual Election unto SalvatiBo®e Exegetical and Theological Reflections;” Moessay,
“The Theology of Romans 9-11,” 252; and Kuss, 928€f. Jack Cottrell (“Conditional Election”), whargues for
an individual election which is (in contrast to Siher et al.) conditional.

'8 piper is cited frequently. HayBchoes 206, for example, cites him for his thorough diion of Paul’s exegesis,
and Cosgroveklusive Israel 105, comments that “Piper makes a strong exejetése that while Paul’'s argument
focuses on the question of Israel and God’s inteEmaevith peoples in history, it establishes, as ohits premises,
that God unconditionally elects individuals to etdrglory or eternal destruction, the election rativ serving the
election to mercy.”



are separate but relatéd(1) whether Paul speaks of an individual or coap®election; (2)
whether he speaks of an election unto eternalrdestihistorical role.

Piper argues convincingly that Paul is speakingsechatological salvation based on his
grief-filled lament in 9:1-82 Our exegesis of 9:1-5 has confirmed this insilytdreover, 10:1
shows that Paul’'s concern is for the salvationiekinsmen: “Brothers, the desire of my heart
and my prayer to God for them is for their salvatidAs Paul moves to a new stage in the
argument of Romans 9-11 he restates his basic narigs fellow Jews’ need for salvation. This
arises directly out of the preceding promise ofa@bn for those who believe found in 9:33. We
may regard 10:1 as parallel to 9:12%oth talk about prayer to God for Israel, andathbPaul
speaks of “my heart®

Though not often considered, | would like to sigidgbat while Paul is speaking of eternal
destiny?* he does so with respect to groups/corporate esititiot individuals directly. 9:6 is one

of Piper’s main arguments for individual electiordaagainst the idea of corporate election. He

" The issues are probably stated together so oéteause scholars who opt for individual electiorallgwpt for
eternal destiny while those who opt for corporagéetion usually opt for historical role. Pipdustification 56,
though recognizing both issues elsewhere, stagegubstion as a singular dichotomy when he spediesins of
“an election which determines the eternal destinpdividuals, or an election which merely assigméndividuals
and nations the roles they are to play in history.”

18 |bid, 17-46, 64-65. Piper argues just as conviglgifrom the vocabulary and structure of 9:6b-8 andlogous
Pauline texts (67-71). For a recent, detailed tneat which argues that Paul does not speak of diivédion or
condemnation in Rom 9-11, see Sven Hilleitpited and Universal Salvation: A Text-Orientediafiermeneutical
Study of Two Perspectives in Pal6-151. While detailed, Hillert's argument isconvincing. His method of
identifying uniting or dividing perspectives in argentation and using them as the key heuristicceevi
interpretation is dubious, and fails to recogntze ¢complexity with which arguments can be consédice.g., that
an argument which has an overall purpose of asgautiity of some type might not at the same tintal#ish
various types of division among its premises (afs@rove’s description of Piper’'s work in note 1hbwe).

19 Cf. Raisanen, “Rémer 9-11,” 2907; Gordon P. WiRs,l's Intercessory Prayers: The Significance &f th
Intercessory Prayer Passages in the Letters dP&ul, 256.

201f kapdie pov in 9:2, andefic éufic kapdioc in 10:1.
2Lt is important to remember that this is not theimrissue of Paul’s argument however. We have @yraentified

that as the faithfulness of God to his word. Moerowe do not mean that every example Paul usg#sigrnal
destiny, but that his main argument has to do itith



argues that 9:6 proves there to be an electiondiiduals within Israef? Paul is concerned that
some individual Israelites are accursed and cufroffi Christ. But | would counter that
according to Piper’'s own unusual translation, gfigase is termed in corporate language. How
else should we understand the corporate tenmec? Piper himself unwittingly shows its force
when he explains 9:6b as meaningvtec ol ¢£ "Topani are not thegroupto whom salvation
was assured by God’s wofdlOn the other hand, if we are right and Piper'sgfation of 9:6b
should be rejected, there is still no compellingsn to think that Paul’'s argument concerns
individual election. The negation edvtec gives no indication of whether its referents are
conceived of as individuals or as a group. Morepseen if conceived of as individuals, there is
no indication that election is individual; what Paays is that they are not among the elect
people. Indeed, Paul goes on to speak of clasgesople, viz., children of the flesh, children of
God, and children of the promise (9:8). Even tltBvidluals Paul speaks of in his unfolding
argument are representatives of peoples who atettas types.

What | am suggesting is that Paul here views libet erimarily as a corporate entity. This
does not mean that individuals are not in viewllaRather, it means that the group is the object
of election and that individuals are in view oniy\brtue of their connection to the group. Itis a
guestion of which is primary, the group or the indual. Is the group elect as a corporate entity,
and individuals elected by their inclusion in tiabup, or is the individual elect, and the group
elected as a group of elect individuals (i.e. dydgause it is an association of elect individuals)?

The answer to this question is found in the socstehical context of first century Judaism and

2 piper,Justification 65-67. Cf. Cranfield’s (474) famous phrase “I$sai¢hin Israel.”

% |bid, 66; emphasis mine; Piper's emphasis removed.



the New Testament. For the first century Jew, tirparate view was clearly domingftThis

was also the orientation of the Old Testament, frdmch Paul is developing his theology and
argument. Piper’s own question is telling: “Howeetould Paul have argued from the OT for the
principle of God’s freedom in election, since thereal salvation of the individual as Paul

teaches it is almost never the subject of discassithe OT?%°

This only shows how unlikely it
is that the concept of individual election untovaéibn would even occur to Paul. Of course, it is
possible that he departed from the Old Testameamnteqtion. But the burden of proof should lie
upon those who claim that he did.

Again, it is important to understand that suclogorate view of election takes sufficient

account of the individual. There need not be aruskee dichotomy holding that either the

group or the individual is elect. Schreiner’s assarthat “groups are always composed of

24 Cf. the discussion of “Individual and Corporategpectives in Romans 9-11” in ch. 2 above. On tireept of
corporate election, see Robert Shdslkect in the Sonwilliam W. Klein, The New Chosen People: A Corporate
View of ElectionBen Witherington Il1Paul’'s Narrative Thought World: The Tapestry of edy and Triumph
230-33, 246-49; William G. MacDonald, “The Biblidabctrine of Election”; Herman Ridderbd2aul: An Outline
of His Theology341-54; B. J. OropezRaul and Apostasy: Eschatology, Perseverance, ailihg Away in the
Corinthian Congregation204-10. Cf. I. H. Marshall, “Universal Grace afwthnement in the Pastoral Epistles”; C.
Miiller, Gottes Gerechtigkei75-78. On the corporate perception of realitthim ancient world, see Bruce J. Malina,
The New Testament Woylsi1-70; Walter Bo Russell lIThe Flesh/Spirit Conflict in Galatianespecially pp. 87-
94, and sources he cites in his discussion, thoubts RBL review, Charles H. Cosgrove contends Ehassell
exaggerates the corporate to virtual exclusiomefitdividual. Cf. Gary W. BurnetRaul and the Salvation of the
Individual; Sang-Won (Aaron) SoiGorporate Elements in Pauline Anthropology: A Statigelected Terms,
Idioms, and Concepts in the Light of Paul's Usagd 8ackgroungand Howard Clark Kee’s introduction to his
Knowing the Truth: A Sociological Approach to Negsthment Interpretatigri-6, in which he traces some of the
history of an individualistic tendency in NT schalhip and criticizes this approach, pointing ugnitedequacy and
its distortion of the social nature of early Chastty and the Jewish milieu out of which it arobefact, it is the
thesis of his book that such an individualisticrgeption of Christianity in its origins is directtpntradicted by the
study of the New Testament—the New Covenant—whith gut the ways that Jesus and the movement thwhi
his words and works gave rise sought to definegjpation in the community of God’s people” (idefr), Kee
states our position well when he writes, “It is newdent that the major issue in Judaism from itne bf the return
of the Israelites from captivity in Babylon—espdlgian the two centuries before and after the bofllesus—was:
What are the criteria for participation in the coaet people? This question was fiercely debateddsst the Jewish
nationalists, the priests, and those Jews whorhadme degree assimilated to Hellenistic cultunethe one hand,
and dissident groups such as the Dead Sea comnaunitthe Pharisees, on the otidthough an act of decision
could align the individual with one or another bEse competing factions within Judaism in thisqukrthe
outcome of the decision was a mode of communityitge(idem, 5; emphasis mine).

% piper,Justification 64.



individuals, and one cannot have the former withoduding the latter® would be simplistic
and miss the point if applied to the present argurfa the primacy of corporate election. The
statement is a truism which ignores the fundamentattion of how the corporate and
individual aspects relate. The answer we have stgdeés that Paul continues the Old Testament
understanding of corporate election found in thrgoural texts he is interpreting and applying,
which regards the group as the object of electrahthe individual to be elect only by inclusion
in the elect people. In Romans 9 Paul speaks efation which involves salvation. So an
individual is elected unto salvation only by conn@t to the corporate people so elected. His
concern is not with who is elected to be in thetgi®ople—election as a concept simply does
not apply to entrance into the elect people—bulhthe elect people and who they are, as well
as “the character and mode” of their elecfibn.

The same can be said of Schreiner’s point thatgeh of a remnant out of Israel implies
the selection of individuaf€ While this is of course true in the sense thattila@pens to a
group affects the individuals of that group, itdels nothing about how they are viewed, whether
as individuals or as a group. The very use of tllective term “remnant” suggests the corporate
view. Therefore, the “individual decision” of chaptLlO does not demand a concept of individual

election as traditionally conceived. Chapter 1Gets how one joins the elect people and the

% Schreiner, 498. Would Schreiner then maintain tihete is no difference between the OT and NT cotimes of
election, since this point argues for individuaation of the individual as an individual as a resegy corollary of
corporate election? Schreiner and others who aaguadividual election unto salvation implicithydanit that
corporate election does not necessitate individlgtion as traditionally conceived when they asbeat the
election of ethnic Israel did not ensure salvafmrevery ethnic Israelite.

2" Dunn, 540, though Dunn wrongly separates the charand mode of election from the fact of elecfici
Heikki Raisénen, “Romans 9-11 and the ‘History afl§ Christian Religion’ ,” 750 n. 54). 9:6b cleadrounds
9:6a with the identity of the true Israel.

2 gchreiner, 498.



basis of the group’s election—faithSchreiner consistently confuses the distinctiamben
election unto salvation and election to be amoegetbct peopld” Paul speaks of the former
with respect to corporate entities, but does netaugh language of individuals. As we have
said, individuals are elect only by virtue of memdbep in the elect people, a membership which
is effected by faith. Indeed, as one progressesitiir Romans 9 it can be seen that the basic
distinction is between two classes of people, behe(i.e. the elect/called) and unbelievers. All
of Romans 9-11 concerns distinctions between ddaslspeople, whether believers/unbelievers,

Jews/Gentiles, or groups from within Israel and@amstiles.

29 One might ask whether the fact that both the meéiralividual entrance into the elect communitgahe basis
of the group’s election are the same indicatesttfeatoncept of election encompasses individuabaoe into the
community. But this does not necessarily follow.ristover, in Paul’s thought, faith permeates alltieteship with
God to eliminate boasting and glorify him. Faittaimeans of apprehending God’s blessings, not k wihich
merits it. Furthermore, the Christocentric chanaofeelection and of Paul's soteriology helps dlathe relationship
between the individual and corporate aspects afiele Jesus is the elect Son of God, in whom &espiritual
blessing, including election (Eph 1:3-4; even ieatoes not accept Pauline authorship of Ephesiastd] may be
regarded as faithful to Pauline teaching). Those aie in him possess those blessings. As the Mgskaus is
both an individual and corporate figure, for heresents and sums up his people in himself. Theithaal becomes
united to Christ through faith. But union with,iacorporation into, Christ, is inherently corporagcause of Jesus
identity as Christ, the head of the body (Rom 12:80r 12:12; cf. Col 1:18). All experience of $pial blessing,
whether individual or corporate, only takes plat€hrist, and relationship with Christ can onlyegkace through
faith. So faith can be both individual means of@nte and corporate basis of election. Theoreyicatt could say
that the individual is elect unto salvation (orily)Christ. But that is neither Paul’s language ther NT'’s. Election
unto salvation is invariably spoken of in corporiens.

% The same is true of Moo in his Romans commentarg,in his essay, “The Theology of Romans” in whieh
gives detailed attention to the distinction betweerporate and individual election with a view ted&resolving
the tension between Paul’'s assertion of the evesalation of all Israel and his teaching in Roi®-29 and 11:5-
10 (254-58). Moo concedes that Paul's ScripturesJamvish heritage taught him only of a corporagetédn, but
goes on to argue that the rejection of the gospéhd vast majority of the Jewish people combindtti the influx
of Gentiles “as individuals, not as a ‘people’ tarthe Church led Paul to individualize “electionibsisting that
membership in the true people of God was resemeddrtain people rather than for a nation” (25But Moo
gratuitously assumes that Paul shifts the locideaftion from a people to individuals based onidiea that
Gentiles entered the people of God as individuéds the mode of entrance into the elect people doés
necessarily impinge on the locus or fact of electiself. Moreover, Paul only speaks of electiotowsalvation in
corporate terms. Furthermore, while it is undoulytédie that many Gentiles entered the Church iddilly, this
again tells us nothing of how Paul viewed theiramte, whether as individuals or as a people. Mgy, he
would have had a corporate perspective akin to A5t$4, which speaks of God taking from the Gestilpeople
for his name. Cf. Paul’s corporate view of Gentfleguently in Romans, and note his language & @entiles” in
Rom 11:11-13, 25; 15:9, 16, 27; 16:4, 26.



Thus we can see how the corporate election ofg@aples in Romans 9:12, 13 fits with
9:6b, and we avoid the pitfall of taking Paul'srexte grief in 9:1-5 lightly* We can admit
what is obvious—Paul’s grief comes from “the preggproblem of eternally condemned
Israelites in Rom 9:3* Indeed, the corporate perspective we are espoirgimgifies our
perception of Paul’s grief, for it helps us to atveethat Paul seems to have considered Israel as
a whole to have rejected ChriétThis does not mean that every Jew had rejecteistCRaul
himself is proof of that (11:1). Yet the corporédéure of Israel to receive God’s Messiah is
evident from Paul’'s use of the teffopani throughout chapters 9-11. This explains why Paul’s

grief is so great. And it points up Paul’s corperpérspective once again.

3L Cf. Piper Justification 58.
% Ipid.

33 Cf. Raisanen, “Recent Research,” 199 n. 36; id®dmer 9-11,” 2900 (in note 54 he criticizes Piperthis
point).



