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Introduction 
 

 In the opening address of Romans, Paul described the purpose of his apostolic call 
to the gospel as “for the obedience of faith among all the Gentiles” (Rom 1:5).1 The 
significance of Paul’s programmatic statement concerning his apostolic call to the 
argument in Romans has been recognized widely within Pauline scholarship. Given the 
significance of Paul’s programmatic statement concerning the Gentiles to the letter of 
Romans, one is not surprised by the amount of scholarly attention concerning the 
meaning and rhetorical function of the phrase uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß “obedience of faith” 
in Rom 1:5. The scholarly discussion has led to a number of suggested meanings but with 
no significant consensus to date.  
 What makes this debate even more intriguing is the uniqueness of the phrase, 
which is found only in Rom 1:5 and 16:26 within the whole of ancient Graeco-Roman 
and Second Temple Judaism literature.2 The uniqueness of the phrase justifiably has led 
some scholars to describe it as coined by Paul.3 The question remains: What was the 
genesis for Paul’s coinage of the phrase in Romans?  
 Though scholars have investigated a variety of contextual avenues for the genesis 
of Paul’s use of the phrase, one specific context has remained largely unexplored, namely
                                                
 
 1Translations and italics of biblical texts are the writer’s own unless otherwise stated. All biblical 
Hebrew texts are from Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia on CD–ROM. Accordance Version 4.4.3 2006. Print 
ed.: Karl Elliger et al. eds. 4th corrected edition. Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, Stuttgart, 1983). All biblical 
Greek texts are from Novum Testamentum Graece on CD-ROM. Accordance Version 4.4.3 2006. Print ed.: 
Nestle-Aland 27th (Barbara and Kurt Aland, et al. eds.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1993). All 
Septuagint (LXX) texts are from Septuagint on CD-ROM. Bible Works, 2001. Print ed.: Alfred Rahlfs ed., 
Septuaginta. Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, Stuttgart, 1935. 
 
 2The occurrence of the phrase uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in the doxology will not be included in the 
consideration of the meaning of the phrase in Romans. Though the authenticity of the doxology in Rom 
16:25–27 has long been debated, a scholarly consensus for non-Pauline interpolation has developed. For 
discussion of the historical development and the textual witness concerning the interpolation of Rom 
16:25–27, see Harry Gamble, The Textual History of the Letter to the Romans (SD 42; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1977), 108–26; James D. G. Dunn, Romans (2 vols.; WBC 38A–B; Dallas: Word Books, 1988), 
2.912–17; William O. Walker, Interpolations in the Pauline Letters (JSNTSS 213; Sheffield: Sheffield 
Academic Press, 1993), 190–99; and Robert Jewett, Romans (Herm; Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007), 
997–1011. For arguments in favor of the Pauline authenticity of Rom 16:25–27, see Douglas J. Moo, The 
Epistle to the Romans (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 937–41; and Thomas R. Schreiner, 
Romans (BECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker Books, 1998), 810–18. 
 
 3Don B. Garlington, ‘The Obedience of Faith’: A Pauline Phrase in Historical Context (WUNT 
38; Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1991), 4. Jewett, Romans, 110. 
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the first-century synagogue. A number of observations supporting a contextual 
relationship between Paul and the first-century synagogue suggest that an investigation of 
the context is justified.4 Considering the contextual relationship between Paul and the 
first-century synagogue, targumic literature will be of central importance to this 
investigation.5  
 For the sake of the time, I will briefly state several important observations, which 
are discussed more fully in my dissertation, that have significant applicability to this 
intertextual investigation.6 First, Paul’s vocabulary and rhetoric throughout Romans 
echoes the historical context of the first-century Christian and Jewish discussions 
concerning the inclusion of the Gentiles into each respective covenant community. 
Ancient Jewish and Christian literature attests to the various streams of particularism and 
inclusivism within the ongoing discussion concerning the relationship between Jews and 
Gentiles.7 Second, Paul’s prominent rhetorical use of Isaiah in Romans suggests that 
                                                
 
 4For example, Paul’s pre-conversion Pharisaic background, his post-conversion programmatic 
ministry pattern of starting with the synagogue upon his arrival in cities, and his ministry strategy as 
expressed in Romans with his emphasis upon the “Jew first” all suggest that the synagogue context both 
influenced and remained significant for Paul. In reference to Paul’s Pharisaic background, see Acts 23:6; 
26:5; and Phil 3:5. In reference to Paul’s programmatic ministry pattern, see Acts 13:14; 14:1; 17:2, 17; 
18:4; and 19:8. In reference to Paul’s expressed ministry strategy, see Rom 1:16 and 2:9–10. For general 
discussion of Paul and his Jewish background, see Francis Watson, Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith 
(New York: T&T Clark, 2004), 1–6; and Ben Witherington III, The Paul Quest: The Renewed Search for 
the Jew of Tarsus (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1998), 53–56. For discussion of Paul’s pre-
conversion synagogue involvement and programmatic ministry pattern, see Jewett, Romans, 56, 74–75. 
 
 5As Aramaic translations of the Jewish Scriptures used within the synagogue, the Targums present 
in part the Jewish exegetical traditions of the Scriptures current during the time of the writing of Romans. 
As targumic scholars often have noted, the Targums are one of the best windows into the historical world 
of exegetical traditions of the Jewish synagogue during the Tannaitic period. For discussion of the direct 
role that the synagogue played in the development and use of the Targums, see Roger Le Déaut, The 
Message of the New Testament and the Aramaic Bible (Targum) (rev. ed.; trans. Stephen F. Miletic; Rome: 
Biblical Institute Press, 1982), 37–40; Martin McNamara, Targum and Testament; Aramaic Paraphrases of 
the Hebrew Bible: A Light on the New Testament (2d ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2011), 64–84; John 
Bowker, The Targums and Rabbinic Literature, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), 8–9; 
Bruce D. Chilton, Judaic Approaches to the Gospels (International Studies in Formative Judaism and 
Christianity. Vol. 2. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1994), 308; Leivy Smolar and Moses Aberbach, Studies in 
Targum Jonathan to the Prophets (The Library of Biblical Studies; ed. Harry M. Orlinsky; New York: 
KTAV, 1983), 61; and William Richard Stenger, “The Rebuke Tradition,” in Targum Studies (ed. Paul V. 
M. Flesher; vol. 1 of Targum Studies; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 51–52. For further discussion of the 
connection between the Targums and Jewish schools, see Anthony D. York, “The Targum in the 
Synagogue and the School,” JSJ 10 (1979): 74–86. 
 
 6Delio DelRio, “UJpakoh\n Pi÷stewß: An Intertextual Dialogue Between the Isaiah Targum and 
Romans” (Ph.D. diss., New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 2011).  
 
 7Inclusivism is defined as the elevation of the Gentile nations to the status of Israel as co-partakers 
of the blessings once promised to Israel. Particularism is defined as the prominence of Israel over all other 
nations as sole beneficiary of God’s blessings. The definitions for inclusivism and particularism offered 
here are adopted from the definitions offered by Kebede for universalism and nationalism. His terms are 
reflected commonly in Isaian scholarship in reference to the various streams of tradition concerning the 
conversion of the Gentiles in Isaiah. The terms inclusivism and particularism are used in this research for  
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Paul’s reading of Isaiah figures prominently into his view of the ongoing discussion of 
the inclusion of the Gentiles. Third, the placement of the phrase uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß 
within the rhetorical structure of Romans and its potential literary connection to other 
parts of the rhetorical structure warrant close consideration. The close rhetorical 
relationship between the exordium (1:1–12) and the peroratio (15:14–16:16 + 16:21–23), 
as well as the close literary proximity of the Isa 11:10 citation in the catena of Rom 15:9–
12 at the end of the probatio (1:18–15:13) especially warrant close consideration.8 Forth, 
the Hebrew text of Isaiah witnesses to the presence of the voices of both inclusivism and 
particularism.9 The two opposing voices create a tension within the Isaiah text that fuels 
later discussions, both ancient and modern, concerning the relationship of the Gentiles to 
Israel’s salvation as proposed in the Isaiah text.10  
 What is Paul’s hermeneutic of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in the context of the first-
century synagogue traditions? An analysis of the intertextual relationship between the 
Isaiah Targum and Romans will clarify that Paul’s coinage of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß was 
motivated by a first-century discussion concerning the Jewish Scriptures, specifically 
Isaiah, in relation to the Gentile debate. In this paper, I will explore the intertextual 
relationship between the Isaiah Targum and Romans while focusing on the issue of 
inclusivism and particularism. First, I will examine the treatment of Isa 11 within each 
text. Then, I will analyze the similarities and differences between each text. Finally, I will 
discuss the intertextual observations in relation to uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in Rom 1:5 and 
draw conclusions.  
                                                
 
the purpose of clarity for the benefit of a wider audience beyond that of Isaian scholarship. Aschalew 
Kebede, How Can the Concepts of Universalism and Nationalism in the Book of Isaiah Be Reconciled? 
(Ann Arbor: UMI, 2002), 4. 
 
 8The identification of the rhetorical structure of Romans has been debated in Pauline scholarship. 
For example, Wilhelm Wuellner identified the exordium as Rom 1:1–15, and Rom 1:16–17 as the transitus. 
Wilhelm Wuellner, “Paul’s Rhetoric of Argumentation in Romans: An Alternative to the Donfried-Karris 
Debate over Romans,” in The Romans Debate, 133–46. Johann D. Kim identified the exordium as 
comprising of Rom 1:1–13 and v. 15 and connected Rom 1:14 with a new section that continues in Rom 
1:16 through v. 21. He argued that v. 15 was a “parenthetical digression.” Johann D. Kim, God, Israel, and 
the Gentiles: Rhetoric and the Situation in Romans 9–11 (SBLDS 176; Atlanta: Society of Biblical 
Literature, 2000), 62–64. The rhetorical structure of Romans argued by Jewett will be accepted for this 
research: the exordium (1:1–12); the narratio (1:13–15); the propositio (1:16–17); the probatio (1:18–
15:13); and the peroratio (15:14–16:16 + 16:21–23). Jewett, Romans, 29–30.  
  
 9The term voice is not used in the sense of a single authorial witness, but rather as a synonym for 
the message reflected in the characteristic elements of both particularism and inclusivism concerning the 
relationship of Israel, the Gentile nations, and the Lord.  
  
 10Scholars have argued that one of the strongest messages of inclusivism concerning the Gentiles 
in the Jewish Scriptures can be found in the book of Isaiah. More recently, scholars also have begun to 
argue that a strong particularistic message concerning Israel also is evident in Isaiah. Scholars now 
recognize the complexity of Isaiah’s presentation of Israel’s relationship to the Gentile nations. While a 
consensus among scholars concerning the dominant attitude toward the nations in Isaiah is still lacking, 
Scholars in the debate have acknowledged the presence of both the inclusive and the particularistic 
attitudes. For example, see Charles Cutler Torrey, The Second Isaiah: A New Interpretation (Edinburgh: 
T&T Clark, 1928), 111–21 and Kebede, 3. 
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Isaiah Targum 11 
 
 The Isaiah Targum contains a number of interesting interpretational glosses in the 
text of Isa 11.11 For example, the “son of Jesse” in Isa 11:1 was described as ajyvm “the 
Messiah” in the Targum. The interpretation of the son of Jesse as the Messiah is 
significant in that Tg. Isa. 11 offers a composite view of the messianic program expected 
by the meturgeman, who described the Messiah as a Klm “king” who will be ybr 
“exalted” (Tg. Isa. 11:1). The meturgeman also made a close connection between the 
exaltation of the Messiah and the gathering of ayqydx “the righteous” (Tg. Isa. 11:5). He 
used the opportunity presented by the more general connection between righteousness 
and the son of Jesse in the Hebrew text to insert an eschatological expectation concerning 
the gathering of the exiles. As the context of Tg. Isa. 11:10–12 indicates, the return of the 
exiles to the land was central to the meturgeman’s expectation of the messianic rule.12  
 The meturgeman’s view of the role of the nations in relation to the messianic rule 
also is witnessed in the interpretational glosses. As Bruce D. Chilton noted, an element of 
military triumph over the nations is present in Tg. Isa. 11:10.13 The meturgeman stated 
that Nwomtvy Nwklm “the kingdoms will be obedient” to the Messiah (Tg. Isa. 11:10). 
Although the obedience in Tg. Isa. 11:10 is in reference to the Messiah’s gathering of the 
exiles, a forced obedience due to a military conquest of the nations is present also within 
the context (cf. Tg. Isa. 11:14). An intentional effort to emphasize the particularistic 
voice and deemphasize the inclusive voice in Isa 11 can be observed further with the 
meturgeman’s addition of “in the land” in reference to the peace brought by the Messiah 
(Tg. Isa. 11:6). The meturgeman interpreted the universal peace in Isa 11:6–8 as taking 
place within the land of Israel.14 Furthermore, as Chilton noted, the description in Tg. Isa. 
10:27 concerning the shattering of the Gentiles by the Messiah “provides the governing 
                                                
 
 11Several aspects of the messianic program in Tg. Isa. 11 point to an earlier Tannaitic meturgeman. 
For example, the actualization of peace during the messianic reign (v. 6) and a literal return of the exiles to 
the land (v. 6) both suggest an earlier Tannaitic meturgeman. Furthermore, the imminent expectation of the 
start of the messianic program seen with the insertion of the description of the Messiah as one “who is 
about to” stand as a sign is another indication of a Tannaitic meturgeman (v. 10).  
 
 12The meturgeman contextualized the return of the remnant presented in the Hebrew text to fit his 
historical context by inserting “India,” “Babylon,” and “the islands of the sea” into the list of geographic 
location from which the remnant will be drawn (Tg. Isa. 11:11). The shift in the geographic reference in Tg. 
Isa. 11:11 to the east (i.e., “India” instead of Ethiopia, “Babylon” instead of Shinar, and “islands” instead of 
coastlands) may reflect the meturgeman’s focus on the Romans. For further discussion, see Bruce D. 
Chilton, The Isaiah Targum: Introduction, Translation, Apparatus, and Notes (vol. 11 of The Aramaic 
Bible; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press and Michael Glazier, 1987), 29. 
 
 13Chilton, The Isaiah Targum, 29. 
 
 14A similar intentional effort to emphasize the particularistic voice and deemphasize the inclusive 
voice in reference to the scope of the peace of the messianic rule can be seen also in the meturgeman’s 
translation of Isaiah 9:2, 6, where the Messiah’s peace was limited to those of “the house of Israel” (Tg. 
Isa. 9:2, 6).  
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context for the messianic teaching in chapter 11.”15 For the meturgeman, the righteous 
remnant of Israel is the sole beneficiary of the messianic rule. In conclusion, the 
meturgeman presented the obedience of the nations in Tg. Isa. 11:10 as a forced 
obedience, which results from the Messiah’s military dominance over the Gentile nations.  

 
 

Isaiah 11 in Romans 15 
 

 Paul’s citation of Isa 11:10 in Rom 15:12 is nearly verbatim with the LXX, e¶stai 
hJ rJi÷za touv ∆Iessai« kai« oJ aÓnista¿menoß a‡rcein ėqnw ◊n, ėp∆ aujtwˆ◊ e¶qnh 
ėlpiouvsin “The root of Jesse will come, and he who rises to rule the nations, in him the 
nations will hope.”16 The scriptural citation comes at the end of a catena (including 2 Sam 
22:50; Psa 18:49; Deut 32:43; and Psa 117:1) and concludes the probatio (Rom 1:18–
15:13) of Romans.17 The citations in the catena are linked clearly by the repetition of kai« 
pa¿lin at the beginning of each quotation, by the repetition of the terms e¶qnoß and lao/ß, 
and by the thematic repetition of praise. The relationship of the Gentiles to Israel in the 
context of messianic expectation is the central focus of the catena.18  
 Though the central focus of the catena concerns the Gentiles, the citations are not 
all repetitions of the same point. Paul’s logical argument builds from one citation to the 
next until the argument culminates with the final point in the citation of Isa 11:10.19 
Israel’s praise ėn e¶qnesin “among the Gentiles” is reflected in the citation of 2 Sam 
                                                
 
 15Chilton, The Isaiah Targum, 29. 
 
 16Both the kai« “and” and the phrase e˙n thØv hJme÷râ e˙kei÷nhØ “in that day” of the LXX were omitted 
in Paul’s citation. For further discussion of the source, see Dunn, Romans, 2.850; Shiu-Lun Shum, Paul’s 
Use of Isaiah in Romans: A Comparative Study of Paul’s Letter to the Romans and the Sibylline and 
Qumran Sectarian Texts (WUNT 156; Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 2002), 252–53; Jewett, Romans, 896. The 
catena was introduced with the standard formula kaqw»ß ge÷graptai “just as it has been written,” and the 
Isaiah citation was introduced with kai« pa¿lin ∆HsaiŒaß le÷gei “again Isaiah says.” 
 
 17For further discussion of the identification of the probatio in Romans as Rom 1:18–15:13, see 
Wuellner, 142; Jewett, Romans, 29–30, and “Following the Argument of Romans,” 272–77. Though 
Schreiner did not deny the literary unity of Rom 1:18–15:13 within the structure of Romans, he did 
disagree with the analysis of Paul’s letters with Greco-Roman rhetoric. He argued that the analysis with 
Greco-Roman rhetoric forces categories upon the data (23–24). The legitimacy of analyzing Paul’s letters 
with Greco-Roman rhetorical categories is justified by the significant influence of rhetoric within 
Hellenistic society. For further support of the significance of Greco-Roman rhetoric in first-century 
Hellenistic society and of the influence upon Paul, see Mack, 28–31; Randolph E. Richards, Paul and 
First-Century Letter Writing: Secretaries, Compositions and Collection (Downers Grove, Ill: InterVarsity, 
2004), 123; Jewett, Romans, 2930. As noted previously, Jewett’s identification of the rhetorical structure of 
Romans is accepted for this research (q.v. n. 3, p. 3). 
 
 18The inclusion of the Gentiles as the central point of the catena has been recognized widely in 
scholarly discussions. For example, see Dunn, Romans, 2.848; Daniel Jong-Sang Chae, Paul as Apostle to 
the Gentiles: His Apostolic Self-Awareness and Its Influence on the Soteriological Argument in Romans 
(Carlisle, U.K.: Paternoster Press, 1997), 59; Schreiner, 755–56; Shum, 251–54; Jewett, Romans, 895–97. 
 
 19Jewett also noted the argumentative progression within the catena (Romans, 892–96).   
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22:50 and Psa 18:49 in Rom 15:9. The chorus of praise is then taken up by the Gentiles 
meta» touv laouv aujtouv “with his people” in the citation of Deut 32:43 in Rom 15:10. 
The praise reflected in Deut 32:43 is described further as directed toward God and 
inclusive of pa¿nta ta» e¶qnh “all Gentiles” in the citation of Psa 117:1 in Rom 15:11. 
The inclusion of all the Gentiles proclaimed in the catena up to this point then was set 
within a messianic context with the citation of Isa 11:10, which defines the nature of the 
Gentile obedience as one of voluntary hope in God.  
 Interestingly, the theme of praise is present explicitly in all the citations except Isa 
11:10. Paul used the more inclusive voice present throughout the catena to interpret the 
nature of the rule of the root of Jesse in Isa 11. For Paul, the Gentiles will praise God not 
out of forced submission, but because according to Isa 11:10 they will hope in him. As 
Robert Jewett noted, Paul’s contextualization of Isa 11:10 within the catena served to 
nullify the “chauvinistic potential of Israel’s military dominance over the Gentiles in 
Isaiah’s wording.”20 Rather than a threatening day of judgment in which the Gentiles 
would be forced to obey the Messiah, Paul’s recontextualization of Isa 11:10 proclaims a 
missionary fulfillment to the Gentiles.21 Paul’s citation and rhetorical use of Isa 11:10 
demonstrate clearly an inclusive reading of Isa 11.   
 The centrality of the inclusion of the Gentiles in Paul’s presentation of the gospel 
in Romans can be seen in the echo of the issue in the exordium, propositio, and 
peroratio.22 Paul supported his statement that his gospel was proclaimed “beforehand by 
the prophets” (Rom 1:2) with the catena in the close of the probatio (Rom 15:9–12). 
Should these observations impact the interpretation of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in the 
exordium? Both the close literary proximity of the catena to the peroratio and the practice 
of introducing the expanded themes from the peroratio in the exordium suggest so.  
 When the peroratio is considered, a phrase very similar to ei̇ß uJpakoh\n 
pi÷stewß ėn pa◊sin toi√ß e¶qnesin in Rom 1:5 is observed in Rom 15:18, namely ei̇ß 
uJpakoh\n ėqnw ◊n. As Jewett argued, the phrase in Rom 15:18 recapitulates the phrase in 
Rom 1:5 and even the entire preceding argument.23 Although Schreiner simply defined 
the obedience as “the conversion of the Gentiles,” the argument of inclusivism in the 
                                                
 
 20Jewett, Romans, 895.  
 
 21Paul’s recontextualization of Isa 11:10 should not be understood as a complete abandonment of 
Isaiah’s original context. As was observed in the analysis of Isa 10–11, both the voice of inclusivism and 
the voice of particularism are present in the context of Isa 11. Paul’s recontextualization of Isa 11:10 
reflects his reading of the larger context of Isaiah and subsequent emphasis of the inclusive voice witnessed 
throughout Isa 1–11. 
 
 22Paul’s connection between the gospel and the inclusion of the Gentiles is reflected in his self-
described call to the Gentiles in the exordium (Rom 1:5), his description of the gospel as applying to both 
Jew and Gentile in the propositio (Rom 1:16), and his summary of the letter in the peroratio (Rom 15:16). 
The significance of the Gentiles in the catena and the centrality of the theme to the argument of Romans 
were suggested also by Dunn (Romans, 2.844–45, 848) and Jewett (Romans, 887, 897). Schreiner rejected 
Dunn’s view that Rom 15:7–13 is a detached summary of the entire letter. He argued that Rom 15:7–13 
both functions as a conclusion of 14:1–15:6 and contains a summary of the letter (753).  
  
 23Jewett, Romans, 909.   
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catena suggests a more nuanced understanding of Paul’s use of the phrase.24 Paul 
intentionally defined the obedience of the Gentiles in the catena with an inclusive reading 
of the Scriptures before he repeated the phrase from Rom 1:5 in Rom 15:18. For Paul, the 
obedience of the Gentiles in Rom 15:18 is a specific kind of conversion, namely a 
voluntary conversion that results in an entrance into the covenant on equal terms with 
Jews. The phrase in Rom 15:18 is a shortened form of the phrase in Rom 1:5. The phrase 
“obedience of faith among all the Gentiles,” like the shorter form in Rom 15:18, reflects 
the argument of inclusivism in the catena.  
 
 

The Isaiah Targum and Romans 
 

 When Paul’s rhetorical use of Isa 11:10 is compared to the context of Tg. Isa. 
11:10, both similarities and differences concerning the relationship of the Gentiles to the 
messianic rule can be identified. Like the meturgeman, Paul connected the “Root of 
Jesse” with the Messiah. For both Paul and the meturgeman, the messianic program 
clearly involves a rule over the Gentiles. The major difference between them is their 
understanding of the Messiah’s rule. The meturgeman expressed an expectation of the 
destruction of the nations as a part of the messianic program. The obedience of the 
kingdoms in Tg. Isa. 11:10 is a forced obedience due to military conquest. On the other 
hand, Paul expressed a Gentile inclusion as a part of the messianic program. For Paul, the 
Gentiles’ obedience to the Messiah’s rule is a voluntary expression of trust and hope. 
 The tension in Isaiah concerning the relationship of the Gentiles to the restoration 
of Israel presented here in the terms particularism and inclusivism can be seen even in the 
various Jewish translations of Isa 11:10. The texts are offered here for the purpose of 
comparison. 
 
 wtjnm htyhw wvrdy Mywg wyla Mymo snl dmo rva yvy vrv awhh Mwyb hyhw 
 :dwbk “It will be in that day that the root of Jesse will stand as a banner to the 
 peoples, toward him the nations will seek, and his place of rest will be glorious.” 
 (MT Isa 11:10) 
 
 Kai« e¶stai ėn thØv hJme÷râ ėkei÷nhØ hJ rJi÷za touv ∆Iessai« kai« oJ aÓnista¿menoß  
 a‡rcein ėqnw ◊n, ėp∆ aujtwˆ◊ e¶qnh ėlpiouvsin kai« e¶stai hJ aÓna¿pausiß aujtouv 
 timh\. “It will be in that day that the root of Jesse will come and arise to rule the 
 nations, in him Gentiles will hope and the place of his rest will be honorable.” 
 (LXX Isa 11:10) 
 
 Nwomtvy Nwklm hyl aymmol ta Mwqyd dytod yvyd hyrbrb awhh andyob yhyw 
 :rqyb yhwrvm_tyb rta yhyw “It will be in that time that the son of the son of 
 Jesse who is about to stand as a banner to the peoples, to him Kingdoms will be 
 obedient, and the place of his dwelling will be glorious.” (Tg. Isa. 11:10) 
                                                
 
 24Schreiner, 768.  
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 e¶stai hJ rJi÷za touv ∆Iessai« kai« oJ aÓnista¿menoß a‡rcein ėqnw ◊n, ėp∆ aujtwˆ◊ 
 e¶qnh ėlpiouvsin. “The root of Jesse will come and arise to rule the nations; in 
 him Gentiles will hope.” (Isa 11:10 in Rom 15:12) 
 
 The Hebrew text reflected in the MT is the most indefinite of all the translations 
concerning the exact nature of the relation of the nations to the root of Jesse. The context 
of Isa 11 contains an ambiguity concerning Isaiah’s attitude to the nations.25 Although the 
seeking of the nations after the Root of Jesse can be read inclusively, the particularistic 
voice also is present in Isa 11:11–16. The LXX and the Targum diverge in their 
interpretations of the ambiguity. Inclusivism is emphasized in the LXX, and particularism 
is emphasized in the Targum. The meturgeman’s use of the ithpeel form of omv in Tg. 
Isa. 11:10 suggests the concept of obedience rather than hearing and possibly could 
reflect the more nuanced meaning of surrendering to an enemy.26 Consideration of the 
particularistic voice in the immediate context of Tg. Isa. 11 supports a more nuanced 
interpretation.27 In comparison, Paul’s choice to cite the LXX is itself a move toward an 
inclusive interpretation.  
 The similarities and differences noted between Paul’s use of Isaiah and the Isaiah 
Targum by themselves simply demonstrate Paul’s position in the historical discussion 
and the polemic nature of his rhetorical use of Isaiah toward the traditional voice of 
particularism as witnessed in the Targum.28 Only the presence of material common to the 
Isaiah Targum and Romans yet absent in the text of Isaiah would indicate a more direct 
intertextual relationship.29 Can any parallel material common to the Isaiah Targum and 
Romans yet absent in the text of Isaiah be observed?  
                                                
 
 25Although the prediction in Isa 11:10 that the nations will “seek” after the Davidic figure reflects 
an element of inclusivism, the context of Isa 11:11–16 suggests that the nations will be subjected to the 
remnant of Israel. The portrayal of the nations in Isa 11 can be read with an emphasis upon inclusivism or 
particularism. For further discussion of the tension between the two attitudes, see Volkmar Herntrich, Der 
Prophet Jesaia: Kapitel 1–12 (ATD 17; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1957), 217; 25Otto Kaiser, 
Isaiah 1–12: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1972), 163–6; Hans Wildberger, 
Isaiah: A Commentary (3 vols.; trans. Thomas H. Trapp; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 463, 482; and 
Childs, 105–6.  
 
 26Marcus Jastrow, “omv,” Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi, and the 
Midrashic Literature (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2005), 1599. 
 
 27The ithpeel form of omv in the Targum can be passive, communicating the meaning “to hear” 
(e.g., Tg. Isa. 9:7; 15:4; 60:18; 65:19), or reflexive, communicating the meaning “to obey” (e.g., Gen Tg. 
Onq. 49:10, 16, Deut Tg. Neof. 33:5, Tg. Hos. 3:5, Psa Tg. Ket. 18:45). While the ithpeel form of omv often 
is used in the Targums to communicate the idea of voluntary or willing obedience, the argument here is that 
the context of Tg. Isa. 11 suggests a forced obedience that results from a military conquering. 
 
 28Strack and Billerbeck’s observation that the phrase “among all the Gentiles” in Rom 1:5 reflects 
Paul’s universalism in opposition to particularism as witnessed in the “alten Synagoge” parallels the 
understanding of Rom 1:5 as Paul’s engagement with a particularism witnessed in the synagogue context. 
See Str–B, 3.22. 
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 When Paul’s phrase uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß is compared to the Targum text, the 
parallel with the term “obedience” becomes apparent. Only in the Isaiah Targum’s 
translation of Isa 11:10 is the relationship of the Gentiles to the Messiah described as one 
of obedience. The common presence of the term as a description of the relationship of the 
Gentiles to the Messiah in both the Targum (i.e., omv) and Romans (i.e., uJpakoh) in 
connection with Isa 11:10 indicates a more direct relationship. Furthermore, the linguistic 
construction of ei̇ß uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in Rom 1:5 may reflect an Aramaic influence. 
Paul’s stylistic pattern in Romans for communicating purpose with the ei̇ß preposition is 
to use the ei̇ß preposition with the infinitive. Paul’s highly unusual use of ei̇ß uJpakoh\n 
pi÷stewß (i.e., ei̇ß followed by an anarthrous noun) to communicate purpose in Rom 1:5 
requires some explanation.30 The closest Aramaic equivalent to Paul’s construction of the 
purpose clause (i.e., ei̇ß with the anarthrous noun uJpakoh\) would be the lamed infinitive 
of omv with an anarthrous noun.31 Just such a purpose clause construction exists in the 
Aramaic Testament of Levi (4Q213 f1i:9), which reads htmkj ylm omCml N[ybtwm hl 
rqy yd ysrk low] “They will cause him to sit upon the throne of honor to hear his words 
of wisdom.”32 
 The significance of the influence of the catena of Rom 15:9–12, and more 
particularly the Isa 11:10 text, upon Paul’s definition and use of the phrase uJpakoh\n 
                                                
 
 29This criterion reflects an aspect of the five-step intertextual methodology that I developed for my 
dissertation research in order to establish an approach to targumic and NT studies. The five-steps function 
to isolate and analyze the material that is common to the Targum and NT yet absent in the text of the 
Hebrew Scripture, which provides a greater probability of historical relationship beyond the probability 
drawn from observations of parallels alone. 
  
 30The weight of the argument for purpose in reference to ei̇ß uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in Rom 1:5 is 
not on the syntactical construction but on the larger context of Romans. Paul elsewhere expressed his call 
as apostle as a call specifically to the Gentiles (cf. Rom 11:13). Others have recognized Paul’s use of the 
prepositional phrase ei̇ß uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in Rom 1:5 as a means of conveying the purpose for his 
apostolic call. For example, see Joseph A. Fitzmyer, Romans: A New Translation with Introduction and 
Commentary (AB 33; New Haven: Yale University, 1993), 237; Brendan Byrne, Romans (SPS 6; 
Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1996), 37, 40; Moo, 51; Jewett, Romans, 110. The use of the preposition ei̇ß 
with a noun would be an unusual construction for purpose, since ei̇ß with a noun syntactically under 
normal circumstances is a result construction. However, the observation that ei̇ß uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß, a 
phrase coined by Paul, is unparalleled in ancient Jewish literature also must be given exegetical weight in 
determining the hermeneutical possibilities.  
 
 31William B. Stevenson noted, “In OJ an infinitive dependent on a governing verb is nearly always 
preceded by l, even when there is no preposition in the Hebrew text” (Grammar of Palestinian Jewish 
Aramaic, ALR Eugene, Ore.: Wipf and Stock, 1999), 53.  
 
 32A similar occurrence of the Aramaic construction (i.e., the lamed infinitive of omv with an 
anarthrous noun) as a purpose clause can be found in the Targums as well (e.g., Tg. Onq. Judg 5:16). 
Although the peal form in 4Q213 f1i:9 does not exactly parallel the ithpeel form in Tg. Isa. 11:10, the 
occurrence of the Aramaic construction of the lamed infinitive of omv with an anarthrous noun as a 
purpose clause in an equivalent Jewish Literary Aramaic text does demonstrate the availability and use of 
the construction within the period of Second Temple Judaism. Vermes dated the Qumran Testament of 
Levi to the mid-first century B.C.E. (557). 
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ėqnw ◊n in Rom 15:18 and of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in Rom 1:5 is now more noticeable. 
The exegetical tradition observed in the Targum rendering of Isa 11:10 has influenced 
Paul’s use of uJpakoh\n ėqnw ◊n. The significant difference between Paul and the 
meturgeman was their understanding of the nature of the obedience. Paul’s expansion of 
the phrase in Rom 1:5 with the insertion of the genitive pi÷stewß was his polemic effort 
to redefine the nature of the obedience from one of subjection and forced compliance to 
one of voluntary hope. 

 
Conclusion 

 
 Was Paul’s coinage of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß intertextually connected with the 
exegetical tradition contained in the Isaiah Targum? The common occurrence of the term 
obedience in connection with Isa 11:10 in both Romans and the Isaiah Targum apart from 
the other ancient translations suggests an affirmative answer. The major difference 
between the Isaiah Targum and Romans is the rhetorical use and meaning of the 
“obedience of the Gentiles.” Paul’s rhetorical use of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß is direct 
polemic to the exegetical tradition as witnessed in Tg. Isa. 11:10. The genesis of Paul’s 
phrase uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß was not found in the LXX or MT versions of Isa 11:10, but 
rather in the intertextual dialogue of Paul’s inclusive reading of Isaiah against the 
particularistic reading of the Isaiah Targum. 
 The syntactical force of the genitive is best understood as epexegetical. According 
to Paul, pi÷stiß defines the uJpakoh of the nations and expresses a specific kind of 
Gentile conversion. Paul’s coinage of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß in Rom 1:5 functions 
rhetorically as a polemic against a first-century Jewish particularism, which includes 
submission of the Gentiles as evidenced in the Isaiah Targum. The Pauline hermeneutic 
of uJpakoh\n pi÷stewß is the articulation of the position of inclusivism in response to the 
targumic tradition of particularism concerning the nature of the conversion of the 
Gentiles.  
  The exploration of Rom 1:5 and Tg. Isa. 11:10 offered here indicates a significant 
synagogue influence upon Paul. The intertextual relationship observed between the Isaiah 
Targum and Romans indicates his continued preoccupation with the exegetical traditions 
from the synagogue context. When the antithesis to his rhetorical argument concerning 
the relation of the gospel to the Gentiles in Romans is identified, the nature of the letter’s 
intertextual field becomes more apparent. In Romans, Paul engaged the Jewish exegetical 
traditions of the synagogue as evidenced in the Isaiah Targum. Paul’s literary dialogue 
with the Jewish exegetical traditions as evidenced in the Isaiah Targum coincides with his 
continued historical interaction with the synagogue throughout his apostolic career. 
While the Hellenistic background to Paul should not be ignored, neither should his 
Jewish background. Regarding the texts and contexts of Second Temple Judaism, this 
research suggests that the still largely unexplored synagogue milieu may prove to be a 
fruitful avenue for New Testament scholarship, and the Targums are one of the best 
windows into the historical world of exegetical traditions of the first-century Jewish 
synagogue.  


