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II. VINDICATION- THE WISDOM OF GOD REVEALED (9-11) 

 

Question: Why has Israel been set aside? 

Answer: “That He might have mercy upon all” (11:32) 

 

A. The Divine Sovereignty (9) 

 

Paul’s motivation in writing the ninth, tenth, and eleventh chapters of 

Romans is to explain Israel’s standing in relation to the promises of God and 

to vindicate God’s righteousness. 

 

In chapters 1-8 Paul pointed out what God has done to provide 

righteousness for men. He concludes in chapter 8 by saying that nothing can 

separate us from the love of God (8:37-39). The question naturally arises, if 

that is true, then why did Israel seemingly miss out on God’s salvation? 

 

Chapter 9 admits to the fact that the Jewish nation had not received 

the blessings that God had promised, but shows that the Word of God has 

not failed. 

 

Chapter 10 places the blame upon Israel for its failure to receive the 

blessings. Israel has been set aside in the purposes of God because the 

nation has rejected the gospel.   

 

Chapter 11 tells us that Israel’s rejection is only temporary but has 

resulted in blessing to the world - for the Gentiles can now receive the 

gospel. 

 

1. The Problem Stated (9:1-5)  
 

9:1 I am telling the truth in Christ, I am not lying, my conscience 

bearing me witness in the Holy Spirit,   

9:2 that I have great sorrow and unceasing grief in my heart.   

9:3 For I could wish that I myself were accursed, separated from 

Christ for the sake of my brethren, my kinsmen according to the flesh,   

 

Chapter 9 begins by revealing Paul’s love for his people and his desire 

to see them saved. Although it is difficult to believe that Paul really meant 
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that he would choose separation from Christ for the sake of his countrymen, 

his words do express the strongest desires for his nation’s salvation.  

 

“The word translated “accursed” is literally anathema. It refers to 

something delivered over to God, either a) as a consecrated gift or offering 

(Lk. 21:5) or, b) as something or someone delivered over to divine wrath and 

eternal condemnation (1 Cor. 12:3; 16:22; Gal. 1:8-9). In sum, it means to 

forfeit one's salvation and to be consigned to eternal wrath and perdition. 

The full extent of what it means to be anathema is defined as being 

"separated from Christ", i.e., to be eternally excluded from fellowship with 

Christ Jesus (Mt. 7:23; 25:41). The force of Paul's prayer is explained by 

John Piper: 

 

"Our artificial chapter and verse divisions obscure the fact that, when 

Romans was read in the churches, 9:3 would have been heard only seconds 

after 8:35 which asks, 'Who will separate us from the love of Christ? 

Therefore, Paul's statement in 9:3 must be taken to mean that he 'could 

wish' to experience what 8:35-39 said the Christian never would experience: 

to be separated from the love of God in Christ and left under his eternal (2 

Thess. 1:9) wrath (Rom. 5:9)” (29).” (Sam Storms) 
 

The fact that Paul wishes that he was accursed for his fellow 

countrymen introduces the implied problem that Paul will address next, 

namely, that the Jews are lost (10:2-4) and are under the judgment of God.  

 

9:4 who are Israelites, to whom belongs the adoption as sons and 

the glory and the covenants and the giving of the Law and the temple 

service and the promises,   

9:5 whose are the fathers, and from whom is the Christ according 

to the flesh, who is over all, God blessed forever. Amen. 

 

Paul’s anguish was not only because the perishing Jews are his kinsmen 

(9:3) but because they are God’s chosen people with all the blessings and 

privileges associated with their position:  

 

1. They were called “sons” and were, therefore, heirs of the promises 

of God.  

 



Ted Kirnbauer 
Romans 9:1-13 
 

3 

2. Individually they possessed glory as members of the covenant 

community. As a nation they received glory as God’s people, having been 

chosen from among all the inhabitants of the earth. In addition, they had 

the glory of God dwelling among them.  

 

3. They benefited from the blessings of obedience associated with 

the covenants established with Abraham, Moses, and others.  

 

4. They were the recipients of the Law that revealed the nature of 

God and how a relationship with Him could be maintained.  

 

5. They had the temple ritual. 

 

6. They had the promises given to the fathers – (Gen. 12:1-3, etc -

namely, that they would be given land, descendants, and that they would be 

the source of God’s blessings to the world).  

7. They even had the honor of having Messiah come in the flesh, who 

is God over all, blessed forever [see appendix 5 for reasons why this is the 

proper interpretation].  

 

If God’s chosen people with all their privileges had not received God’s 

promises, has the Word of God failed?  If it has, this creates a crisis in 

embracing God’s faithfulness. 

 

[See Appendix 15 for Christ being called God in Romans 9:5] 

 

2. The Explanation Offered (9:6-13) 

 

“Virtually all misunderstandings of vv. 6-13 arise from a failure to see 

that these verses were written to solve a problem posed by vv. 1-5. The 

question or problem Paul is faced with is this: If Israel is God's covenant 

people, to whom so many glorious privileges have been given (vv. 4-5), why 

are so few Israelites saved? Why are so many of them "accursed, separated 

from Christ?" Has God's word failed? Has God's covenant promise and 

eternal purpose come to nothing? Has the rejection of Jesus Christ by the 

majority of Israelites thwarted God's purpose? Have the trustworthiness 

and finality of God's word been undermined by the unbelief of so many 

Jews? His response to the question is a resounding No!” (Sam Storms) 
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Though the Jews possessed all privileges mentioned in the preceding 

verses, they had not received everything that God had promised them. 

Verses 6-13 explain why.   

 

Paul says that Israel’s failure to receive the promises of God does not 

mean that the Word of God was defective, for God never intended that the 

promises go to all of Abraham’s descendants. 

 

9:6 But it is not as though the word of God has failed. For they 

are not all Israel who are descended from Israel; 

 

The Greek word translated as “failed” speaks of the falling away from 

a straight course (“run aground” NASB Acts 27:17, 26, 29) or the withering of 

a plant (“it’s flower falls off” NASB Ja. 1:11; I Pet 1:24). In other words, the 

Word of God had not deviated from its course; it had not withered away to 

nothing, or failed to accomplish its purpose. The problem was not with the 

Word of God but with Israel.  

 

Not all the descendants of Jacob (Israel) were true Israelites.  A 

true Israelite was not simply someone who descended from Abraham, but 

was also someone who possessed Abraham’s faith (cf. Ro. 2:28-29). In other 

words, Paul’s argument is that the promises of God may not be experienced 

by all the Jews, because not all possess Abraham’s faith. God’s promises 

always hold true for those who are Israelites both physically and spiritually.  

 

In verse 7 he makes the same point, but says it a little differently; 

not all of Abraham’s descendants were promised the covenant blessings.  

 

As Moo says, 

 

"If the OT teaches that belonging to physical Israel in itself makes a 

person a member of God's true spiritual people, then Paul's gospel is in 

jeopardy. For were this the case, the gospel, proclaiming that only those who 

believe in Jesus Christ can be saved (cf. 3:20-26), would contradict the OT 

and be cut off from its indispensable historical roots. Paul therefore argues 

in vv. 6b-29 that belonging to God's true spiritual people has always been 

based on God's gracious and sovereign call and not on ethnic identity. 
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Therefore, God is free to 'narrow' the apparent boundaries of election by 

choosing only some Jews to be saved (vv. 6-13; 27-29). He is also free to 

'expand' the dimensions of his people by choosing Gentiles (vv. 24-26)" 

(569). 

 

9:7 neither are they all children because they are Abraham's 

descendants, but: "through Isaac your descendants will be named." 

 

Ishmael was a physical descendant of Abraham but wouldn’t receive 

the blessings of God, for God had elected Isaac and said, "Through Isaac 

your descendants will be named" (Gen. 21:12). Even though Abraham had two 

sons, Ishmael and Isaac, the older son, Ishmael, would not receive the 

promise. Again we see that not all of Abraham’s children were promised the 

same blessings. 

 

Now in verse 8 Paul states the argument a third time in more general 

terms without naming Israel or Abraham so that we see the principle 

involved. 

 

9:8 That is, it is not the children of the flesh who are children of 

God, but the children of the promise are regarded as descendants. 

9:9 For this is a word of promise: "At this time I will come, and 

Sarah shall have a son." 

 

There were many who were physical descendants of Abraham 

(children of the flesh) but that alone didn’t mean that they were children of 

the promise. That is, claims based on physical descent alone cannot be made 

since it is clear that offspring of the patriarchs having the same claims were 

assigned different destinies. The promises are only for those who God had 

chosen. 

 

Abraham had tried to produce an heir through Sarah’s handmaid (Gen. 

16:1-4), Hagar (who bore Ishmael), but God had told Abraham’s wife, Sarah, 

that only her son (Isaac) was to be heir (Gen. 17:15-19). God chose who the 

heir would be and He did it in such a way that shows His absolute freedom 

and power in election. Only those whom God had chosen would have the 

privilege of receiving the promised blessings.  
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“That is why the Word of God has not failed even though so many 

Israelites are accursed and cut off from Christ. They were not true 

Israelites. They were not true children of Abraham. They were children of 

the flesh but not children of promise, that is, children of God. . . The 

promise and purpose of God was never that every Israelite would be 

guaranteed salvation. The promise was: God will see to it that the true Israel 

is brought into being and saved.” (sermon by John Piper,  Ro  9:6-12 , December  1, 2002 - John 

Piper. © Desiring God. Website: desiringGod.org).  

The second illustration to show that God’s Word has not failed is 

found in verses 10-13.  

9:10 And not only this, but there was Rebekah also, when she had 

conceived twins by one man, our father Isaac; 

9:11(a) for though the twins were not yet born, and had not done 

anything good or bad,  

 

God’s sovereign election is illustrated once more. He begins verse 10 

by saying “Not only this;” what he means is, Ishmael and Isaac aren’t the 

only examples of God choosing one over another - Esau had the same 

experience as Ishmael. Esau was also a physical descendent of Abraham and 

was the firstborn male in his family. As such he should have been his 

father’s heir, but God had already chosen his brother Jacob and had told 

Rebecca "the older shall serve the younger (Gen. 25:23)." “Here, more 

clearly than ever, Paul makes it plain that God’s election – God’s free and 

unconditional choosing of the children of promise – is what guarantees that 

the Word of God does not, and never can, fail.” (sermon by John Piper,  Ro  9:6-12 , 

December  8, 2002 - John Piper. © Desiring God. Website: desiringGod.org). 

 

By referring to Esau and Jacob, Paul is making an even more compelling 

argument to illustrate God’s unconditional election*. 

 

First, Jacob and Esau were twins. They were from the same womb so 

the circumstances of their birth and the differences between them were 

minimal.  

 

Secondly, they had the same parents. Ishmael and Isaac did not. In 

fact, some Jews would automatically question the legitimacy of Ishmael to 

receive the promises of Abraham since Hagar, Ishmael’s mother, wasn’t even 

http://www.desiringgod.org/
http://www.desiringgod.org/
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a Jew. But that was not the case with Esau and Jacob. No one could offer a 

similar reason why one would be chosen over the other. This silences the 

objector who might argue that Isaac was preferred over Ishmael simply 

because they had different mothers. 

 

“Then in verse 11 he makes this unconditionality of his election crystal 

clear . . . God decides the destiny of these two sons and the nations they 

represent before they are born. And to make it even clearer for us, Paul 

does not just say, they were not yet born when God decided their destinies, 

he also says, "they had done nothing good or bad." And to remove the 

possible objection that He chose the older because the older deserves it, He 

chose the younger.” (sermon by John Piper,  Ro  9:6-12 , December  8, 2002 - John Piper. © Desiring God. 

Website: desiringGod.org). 

 

Moo makes a similar comment: “God promised that Jacob would be 

preeminent before the twins were born, implying . . . that it was God's will 

alone, and not natural capacity, religious devotion, or even faith that 

determined their respective destinies.” (Moo, 578) 

 

“This is why we speak of the biblical doctrine of unconditional 

election*. God chose Jacob over Esau before they were born or had done 

anything good or bad. It was not their behavior or their attitude or their 

faith or their parents that moved God to choose Jacob and not Esau. The 

choice was unconditional. It was rooted in God alone and not in man.”(sermon by 

John Piper,  Ro  9:6-12 , December  8, 2002 - John Piper. © Desiring God. Website: desiringGod.org). 
 

Paul had said that God’s Word did not fail (it did not fall; Ro 9:6). Now 

he gives the reason why it stands: God is the one who brings His purposes to 

pass, not man. Therefore, what God says is guaranteed to happen. 

 

Why did God decide on Jacob over Esau prior to his birth?  

 

Paul says it is  

9:11(b) in order that God's purpose according to His choice might 

stand, not because of works, but because of Him who calls, 

9:12 it was said to her, "The older will serve the younger." 

 

In other words, God chooses people before their birth to 

demonstrate that His plan for the nation of Israel has come about by a 

http://www.desiringgod.org/
http://www.desiringgod.org/
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series of sovereign acts that He has made. God’s plan is not dependent upon 

the choices of sinful man. He did not make His decision based on character, 

obedience, or innate goodness.  

 

Verse 13 is a restatement of verse 12b ("the older will serve the 

younger") and shows that Esau and Jacob’s destinies were not just seen in 

advance but were caused by God (Moo, 584).  

 

”Some have acknowledged that whereas "works" are 

excluded as the basis for election, "faith" is not. Couldn't God 

have chosen Jacob based on his foreknowledge of Jacob's faith 

and rejected Esau based on the absence of faith? Aside from 

the many problems with basing election on foreseen faith noted 

in our discussion of Rom. 8:9-30, there are two immediate 

obstacles. 

 

First, the whole point of Paul's argument is the contrast 

between human activity and God's activity and his desire to base 

election in what God does and not in anything that any human 

being does. But second, and more important, "if Paul had 

assumed that faith was the basis for God's election, he would 

have pointed this out when he raised the question in v. 14 about 

the fairness of God's election. All he would have needed to say 

at that point was 'of course God is not unjust in choosing Jacob 

and rejecting Esau, for his choosing took into account the faith 

of one and the unbelief of the other.' Paul's silence on this point 

is telling" (Moo, 583).” (Sam Storms) 

 

9:13 Just as it is written, "Jacob I loved, but Esau I hated." 

 

The phrase "Jacob I have loved, but Esau I have hated" sounds like a 

harsh statement but is a Hebraism that expresses the absolute preference 

of one over the other. For example, in Genesis 29:33 Leah says that she was 

hated by her husband, while in the preceding verse the parallel idea is 

expressed by saying, “Jacob loved Rachel more than Leah” (Gen. 29:30). 

Jesus likewise said that to come to Him we must hate our father and mother 

(Luke 14:26 cf Matt. 10:37) which of course has a similar meaning, namely, 
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that He should be treated with absolute preference, more devotion, and 

greater favor than even our own parents.  

 

The aspect of God’s love spoken of here is clearly distinguishing. A. W. 

Pink writes: “There was no more reason in Jacob why he should be the object 

of Divine love, than there was in Esau. They both had the same parents, and 

were born at the same time, being twins [neither one had done anything good 

or evil]: yet God loved the one and hated the other! Why? Because it pleased 

Him to do so" (93).  

 

 “It is, by definition a saving love, bestowed upon and experienced by 

those only who are in fact saved (i.e., the elect). Although there is surely a 

sense in which God loves the non-elect, He does not love them redemptively. 

If He did, they would certainly be redeemed. God loves them, but not 

savingly, else they would certainly be saved. All this is but to say that God's 

eternal, electing love is not universal but particular.” (Sam Storms; The Love of God, 

enjoyinggodministries.com/)  

 
*Unconditional election means that “from all eternity God decided to save some 

members of the human race and to let the rest of the human race perish. God made a choice 

– He chose some individuals to be saved unto everlasting blessedness in heaven, and He 

chose others to pass over, allowing them to suffer the consequences of their sins, eternal 

punishment in hell. He chooses based on His good pleasure who will receive grace and who 

will not. Those that He gives grace, are changed. They desire God and receive the gift of 

faith and salvation.” (R.C. Sproul). In other words, our individual lives have no bearing on 

God’s decision to choose who He will save.  

 

The opposite of unconditional election is conditional election. This is the idea that 

God bases His choice about who will be saved upon men’s faith. Some see Romans 8:29 as 

supporting this view for it says “those whom He foreknew, He also predestined.” Those who 

believe in conditional election interpret this as meaning that God foreknew who would 

believe and then predestined them to be saved based on that knowledge. But Romans 8:29 

and 30 doesn’t say that. It simply says God predestined who He foreknew. “Who else could 

He possibly predestine? Before God can choose anyone for anything, He must have them in 

mind as objects of His choice.” (R.C. Sproul, What is Reformed Theology, 143). 

 

The progression of thought in Romans 8:29-30 argues against conditional election 

for it says that those who are justified are those who God calls. Salvation (justification) is 

a result of God’s call, not from foreseeing man’s choice. In fact, man can’t choose unless God 

calls.  Furthermore, in the chain of Romans 8:29-30 it doesn’t say that God foresaw what is 

in the hearts of men and then He predestined some of them to be called and justified. 
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Rather it says all who God foreknows He glorifies. Therefore, foreknowledge must be God’s 

prior knowledge of who He will call. 

 

Faith is a necessary condition for salvation but not for election. God calls men to be 

saved, opens their eyes so that they can respond in faith, justifies them, and will eventually 

changes them into the image of Christ. The basis of God’s call has nothing to do with man.  


