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Introduction 

In a pluralistic society like ours, nothing is more offensive than the proclamation of 

Christ as Lord, the sole King and way to God. Christ as the way to God precludes any other. 

Despite the first century’s own pluralism, the offense of Jesus was not His exclusivity over 

against other religions, but the exclusivity, the superiority, of Christ over the Old Covenant. 

Jesus’ exclusiveness is offensive to all societies, yet the problem was particularly compounded 

for Paul in light of God’s promises to Israel—how can they not be saved? Paul, in Romans 9-11, 

takes on this challenge: He wrestles with the question of what God’s ultimate work in Jesus 

means for Israel.  

 

At the middle of this section, in 9:30-10:13, Paul looks at the culpable failure of Israel 

that resulted in their condition. Paul expounds how in ignorance they rejected God’s climactic 

work in Christ and so needed salvation (10:1-13). This section is important, yet difficult. In 10:5-

8, Paul boldly juxtaposes Moses’ own words in Leviticus and Deuteronomy to show that the 

Jews, in seeking their own righteousness, repudiated God’s ultimate provision of righteousness 

in Christ.  

This paper will seek to expound this most difficult section. It is broadly acknowledged 

that 9:30-10:13 is a single unit in Paul’s argument (Moo 2014, vii; Schreiner 1998, 533). I, with 

some commentators,  recognize a further subdivision between 9:30-33 and 10:1-13 (Bruce 1963, 

68; Moo 2014, 144; Schreiner 1998, 534). For the purposes of this paper, I intend to concentrate 

on vv. 1-8 in this subsection. It is my intent to expound the argument and unity of this text, with 
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particular attention paid to Paul’s use of Deuteronomy 30:11-14.
1
 To relate my exposition, I will 

offer my proposed outline and then present my exegesis of Romans 10:1-8, with a brief excursus 

on Deuteronomy 30:11-14. 

 

So, before turning to our text, let us consider the argument’s flow in 30:1-13: 

I. Israel’s Need for Salvation (10:1-13) 

1. Israel Needs Salvation, Having Rejected God’s Righteousness (10:1-4) 

2. God’s Righteousness Is Not the Law-Righteousness Israel Seeks: It is 

by Faith through Jesus (10:5-13) 

A. Moses wrote of a law-righteousness (10:5)  

B. Faith-righteousness is God’s near, New Covenant, work, 

received by faith and confession (10:6-13) 

i. God’s faith-righteousness is not of the distant Old 

Covenant but the near New Covenant (10:6-8) 

a. Faith-righteousness is not the distant law (10:6-7) 

b. Faith-righteousness stands upon New Covenant 

faith (10:8) 

ii. Confession and faith is the way for all to receive salvation. 

(10:9-13) 

 

  

                                                 
1
 As this paper’s appendix, I have attached the 1

st
 appendix of my forthcoming Prevenient Grace, in which 

I argue that Deuteronomy 30:1-14 is a prophecy of God’s New Covenant work.  
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Exegesis 

Israel Needs Salvation, Having Rejected God’s Righteousness (10:1-4) 

 

Brothers, my heart’s desire and prayer to God for them is that they may be saved. 

2
For I bear them witness that they have a zeal for God, but not according to knowledge. 

3
For, being ignorant of the righteousness of God, and seeking to establish their own, they 

did not submit to God’s righteousness. 
4
For Christ is the end of the law for righteousness 

to everyone who believes.
2
 

 

1: Paul’s use of the vocative ‘Brothers’ signals a shift to another facet of the present 

topic (Moo 1996, 631). Having explained Israel’s failure to attain righteousness in the preceding 

verses, Paul now reiterates his heart concerning Israel, first expressed in 9:1-4,
3
 in light of this 

failure: he desires their salvation. He focuses on the human cause of their apostasy, further 

explaining Israel’s failed pursuit of a law leading to righteousness (9:30-33). 

2: In v. 2 we encounter the first occurrence of the conjunction γαρ (for) in these verses 

(also 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12, 13). Most of these uses are explanatory. Here, Paul begins to explain his 

desire for Israel’s salvation: they are not saved; their zeal for God is in ignorance of His 

accomplishment. Paul testifies that they have zeal, yet it is misplaced. Their ignorance is 

expounded in what follows.  

                                                 
2
 Scripture quotations are from the ESV. Quotations from Deut. 30 are my translation. 

3
 Here, with anguish over their damnation. 
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3: Paul now provides further explanation (γαρ) on verse 2. “[B]eing ignorant” 

(αγνοουντες) and “seeking” (ζητοῦντες) translate two participles that explain Israel’s failure to 

submit. 

First, they were ignorant of God’s righteousness: it is not that they did not have access to 

but that they disregarded this truth. Though Paul often uses this word αγνοεω to refer to a lack of 

knowledge (Rom. 1:13, 1 Cor. 10:1, 12:1), he also uses it with the sense of the culpable rejection 

of truth (Acts 13:27, 1 Cor. 14:38). This latter sense is intended here (cf. vv. 5-8, 14-21).  

Second, this wilful ignorance is coupled with the pursuit of personal righteousness. In 

light of Paul’s salvific focus, individual—not corporate—righteousness is surely in view (cf. 

10:1, 9, 10, 13).
4
 From the rest of Paul’s argument, it is clear that this is law-righteousness (cf. 

1:16-17, 3:21-4:12). So Paul continues a series of contrasts begun in 9:30-31 between law-

righteousness and faith-righteousness (Moo 2014, 142); law-righteousness is not God’s faith-

righteousness, to which they have failed to submit (3).
 
The righteousness they seek is by works 

(5), God’s is by faith (6); the first is distant, of the Old Covenant (5), God’s is near, of the New 

(6-13).  

4: Paul now explains how Jews have failed to submit to God’s righteousness, and so are 

in need of salvation. In Paul’s compact argument, the connection between vv. 3-4 is not 

immediately clear (Schreiner 1998, 547). Unpacking his argument, he is saying that the Jews 

have no righteousness and, therefore, are not saved (10:1, 3), because “Christ is the end of the 

law for righteousness to everyone who believes.” It is because they reject Jesus and the New 

Covenant in His blood that they are without righteousness and damned. The righteousness of 

God in v. 3 is then that which God has made available through faith in Jesus. The introduction of 

                                                 
4
 Personal faith and confession in context also support an individual reading. Moo 1996, 634; Lowther 

2001, 101–102. 
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the law here prepares us for the following contrast between law-righteousness (5) and faith-

righteousness (6-13). However, the controversies over this text must detain us a moment longer. 

 

In which sense Christ is the “end of the law” and the relation of “for righteousness” to 

this sentence are controversial. Beginning with the former, the semantic range of τελος, 

translated “end,” suggests that Jesus is the goal of the law or that He ends it—some argue that 

both senses coincide in this word. Because both are true theologically (Matt. 5:17-20, Luke 

24:44, Rom. 7, Gal. 3:24-25, Heb. 8), context is our only guide. Following Moo, I interpret τελος 

to refer to Jesus completing the law in that He is the goal towards which it moved. As a race has 

the finish line for its goal and end, so also the law has Christ. With the finish line reached, the 

Law has ended (Moo 2014, 144–145; Dunn 1988, 589). 

My main reason for this interpretation is Paul’s argument in the following verses. In 

10:5-8, we will see that Deuteronomy 30:11-14 anticipates the end of the Sinai covenant and its 

Law. Furthermore, through his Christological application, he shows that this text—and so the 

Law as written revelation and the Law as an inadequate covenant—anticipates the need for and 

the coming of Christ (Christ as its goal). To this we can append Moo’s arguments: first, the 

language of “attaining” and “pursuing” in 9:31-32a suggests that end refers to the goal. Christ, as 

the righteousness to which the law would lead, is that goal which Israel was pursuing with the 

law but missed. Second, in support of the temporal aspect (‘it has ended’), Paul is consistent in 

his focus on the salvation-historical transition from Law to Christ resulting in the Law’s end 

(3:21ff; 6:14, 15; 7:1-6): here, he maintains discontinuity between the law-righteousness sought 

by the Jews and God’s righteousness (Moo 1996, 622–626, 640). Last, Moo argues that many 
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similar NT uses of τελος bear this dual nuance of “an end that is the natural or inevitable result of 

something else” (Moo 1996, 641). 

Against this, Schreiner identifies the emphasis to be on Israel’s subjective failure (3): the 

law, then, has not had a complete, objective, end, but has ended subjectively, as way for 

righteousness (Schreiner 1998, 547). Yet, though the Jews are seeking their own righteousness, 

this is part of the wilful rejection of God’s righteousness: they have rejected the salvation-

historical shift. 

 

We would be remiss if we did not now address the debate over what “for righteousness” 

modifies. Our discussion above assumes, and is evidence, that “for righteousness” modifies the 

whole initial clause (contra Schreiner 1998, 547-548). We can add as evidence for our 

interpretation that it is supported by the contextual arguments made above and by vv. 5-13, 

where Christ has made righteousness available through faith by ending the law (Moo 1996, 637–

638).  

  

 In summary, Paul shows the need for Israel’s salvation by juxtaposing their sinful pursuit 

of law-righteousness with God’s provision of righteousness in Christ as the Law’s goal and end. 

In vv. 5-8, Paul will now explain this by contrasting two OT passages.  

God’s New Covenant Righteousness Ended the Law (10:5-8) 

 

5
For Moses writes about the righteousness that is based on the law, that the person who 

does the commandments shall live by them. 
6
But the righteousness based on faith says, 

“Do not say in your heart, ‘Who will ascend into heaven?’ ” (that is, to bring Christ 
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down) 
7
“or ‘Who will descend into the abyss?’ ” (that is, to bring Christ up from the 

dead). 
8
But what does it say? “The word is near you, in your mouth and in your heart” 

(that is, the word of faith that we proclaim). 

 

5: Paul connects this verse as an explanation of what has preceded with γαρ (for). Moo 

interprets this verse as the grounds for v. 4 only—Christ as the end of the law (Moo 1996, 645). I 

take 5-13 as an explanation of all of 1-4, that is, it shows the nature of Israel’s ignorance in 

missing Christ as the end of the law and so their culpability and need for salvation. This is 

unavoidable if my interpretation of v. 4 as the summary and conclusion of 1-4 is maintained.  

Paul begins this section (5-8) by showing what Moses said about law-righteousness, 

which the Jews sought. With a quotation from Lev. 18:5, it is seen that law-righteousness is by 

works: The one who does will live—in context, be saved.
5
 This verse invokes one side of a 

tension in the OT between God’s gracious promise (Gen. 12:1-7; 26:4-5) and the need for 

Israel’s obedience (e.g., Gen. 19:5-6, Deut. 3:26). Having already shown that life by works is 

impossible (1:18-3:20), it is by faith (1:17), Paul introduces Lev. 18:5 as a foil for God’s ultimate 

act of grace in Christ, ending the tension. The Law pointed beyond itself, it was penultimate: the 

ultimate has come in Christ. In what follows, Paul will demonstrate this. To do so, Paul turns to 

Deuteronomy 30:11-14.  

Excursus: Deuteronomy 30:11-14 in Context 

Because most interpreters argue that these verses refer to the Law, Paul’s quotation is 

obscured: has he used the Law to combat the Law? When understood in its context, I argue that 

                                                 
5
 Paul’s use is supported in the OT. Habakkuk 2:4, juxtaposing Gen. 15:6 and Lev. 18:5 with regard to 

covenant life—not just physical blessing—shows that life could be regarded in an extended manner in the OT. See 

Rutherford Forthcoming; Rutherford 2016c, cf. Moo 2013; Moo 1996 
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this text is not a challenge to obey the Law: it is a prophecy of the New Covenant (contra C. 

Wright 1996, 290; Merrill 1994, 390–391; Block 2012, 706). 

Occurring in Moses’ third speech, between accounts of the curses Israel will incur, 

Deuteronomy 30 is the glimmer of hope amidst the darkness of Israel’s future (Chs. 28-29, 31-

32; N. T. Wright 2002, 659). Assuming the failure of Israel, Moses looks to the future (30:1) and 

sees a day when Israel will turn to YHWH and be prospered. By carefully using a chiasm, Moses 

identifies God’s act to circumcise their hearts (30:6-8, reversing 29:4) as the reason for this 

turning of fortunes (30:3). Deuteronomy 30:11-14 concludes this chiasm: echoing 1b, it 

identifies Israel’s remembrance as the result of the future circumcision of God. These verses look 

to this future gracious work of God; no longer would there be a distant, mediated covenant (vv. 

12-13). God would circumcise their hearts and they would have the commandment close to heart 

and mouth. 

 

Moo mentions this interpretation but rejects it. He gives as evidence for rejecting it “a 

clear transition” from the future restoration in 30:1-10 to the present situation of Israel in 30:11ff, 

signaled by the end of the waw+perfect pattern in v. 11 (Moo 1996, 652).  

I have argued elsewhere for reading vv. 11-14 with 1-10; here I will summarize two of 

those arguments. First, vv. 11-14 are made up of nominal and participle clauses; these do not 

convey time, adopting it from context. Those who argue for a return to the present in vv. 11-14 

need to provide evidence for a significant disjunction between vv. 10-11, justifying this temporal 

shift. Evidence against this shift is found in the sequence of the Hebrew word י  through (kî, for) כִּ

vv. 9b, 10a, 10b, 11a, and 14. The end of the chain is not in v. 10, but in vv. 11 and 14.  Moses 

grounds the future return of Israel in vv. 11-14, connecting these verses with God’s circumcising 
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work in v. 6. Second, heart circumcision, the very thing needed (29:4) and which God will 

provide (30:6), is seen to be fulfilled here (30:11-14, cf. Jer. 31:31-34).  However, does the shift 

in verb usage introduce the needed disjunction? 

For two reasons I argue that it doesn’t. First, Moses has not begun to use the perfect 

conjugation as he does in other present addresses (e.g. Ch. 29, 30:15ff); he employs nominal and 

participle clauses throughout these verses, with indicatives only in direct speech (vv. 12-13). 

Second, the nature of the clauses argues against an intentional disjunction. The clauses making 

up these verses (excepting the direct speech) are all describing the commandment, clauses which, 

in Hebrew, are most naturally expressed with predication. Furthermore, Moses would not have 

used waw+ היָ הָ   (hāyāh, to-be) for predication in future time: nominal clauses are equally adequate 

to indicate future time, and  ָי הה  is not used as regularly for predication—in Deut. 30,  ָהיָ ה  is only 

used twice.
6
 So, our interpretation is well within the boundaries of Hebrew syntax.  

In conclusion, there is sufficient evidence to conclude that Moses intends vv. 11-14 to 

continue 1-10: the present is only reintroduced in v. 15 with the use of an imperative and a 

perfect verb. We can then suggest, for our reading of Romans 10:6-8, that Paul has identified this 

text as a New Covenant prophecy.
7
 

 

6-7: Paul, in vv. 6-13, intends to explain the righteousness of God as the righteousness 

available through Jesus, ending the Law and bringing the New Covenant, in contrast with the 

law-righteousness Israel pursued. Paul begins this contrast here, using the common minor 

adversative conjunction δε (de).   In vv. 5-8, Paul will focus on Jesus as the end of the law, 

                                                 
6
 Once as a predicate in a condition. 

7
 One may inquire why Paul has quoted the LXX in v. 8 if he reads it in this manner. Often the NT writers 

will quote the Septuagint when it disagrees with MT if it makes an appropriate application of the Hebrew for their 

circumstances, as it does here. E.g., Acts 13:41, Heb. 10:37-38. See (Rutherford Forthcoming). 
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connecting this to faith-righteousness in 8-13. He has already shown throughout Romans that 

faith, even in the Old Testament (1:17, 4:1ff), is the means by which one is righteous before 

God: here he will tie this truth into the New Covenant through Deut. 30:11-14, demonstrating 

that faith-righteousness is the goal and end of the Old Covenant Law. This will then demonstrate 

Israel’s dire state, for in pursuing the hopeless demand of Lev. 18:5, Israel has missed God’s 

very provision for salvation, the goal to which the Law has pointed all along.  

To make this point, Paul personifies faith-righteousness and places in its mouth four 

quotes from Deuteronomy. The first three describe faith-righteousness by saying what it isn’t. 

Paul’s first quote, “Do not say in your heat…” (Deut. 9:4), is perfectly matched to his present 

purposes (Moo 1996, 652). In Deuteronomy 9:4, Moses warns the Israelites: they are not to think 

that their righteousness has earned them life; they have stubborn hearts. They are receiving the 

land because of the nations’ wickedness and God’s faithfulness (9:4-5). By introducing 

Deuteronomy 30 with this quote from 9:4, Moses wants us to read what follows in terms of this 

rebuke against earned righteousness (Moo 1996, 651; Schreiner 1998, 558).
8
 

Paul’s quote from Deuteronomy 30 is less clear: with few exceptions, the various 

interpretations have all supposed that Deuteronomy 30:11-14 describes the Law in Moses’ day. 

Paul’s thought is clarified by our interpretation of these verses. In Deuteronomy 30:12-13, the 

lines that Paul quotes describe the future “word” negatively—the New Covenant will not be like 

the Old:
9
 “It will not be in the heavens, that you should say, ‘Who will go up….’ 

13
And it will 

not be beyond the sea, that you should say, ‘Who will cross to the other side of the sea….” This 

commandment will not be distant—there will be no need for a human mediator to go up Sinai—

                                                 
8
 The connection between 9:4-6 and 10:12-22, 30:6-14 make it especially fitting.  

9
 In Deuteronomy, it is not described as the New Covenant, but its interpretation and fulfillment throughout 

Scripture identifies it as such, e.g., Jer. 31:31-34, Ezk. 36:22-37:28, Heb. 8. See further the first chapter of 

Rutherford 2016a.  
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it will be near, easy. Paul interprets this Christologically: ““‘Who will ascend into heaven’” 

(That is, to bring Christ down) 
7
“or ‘Who will descend into the abyss?’”

 
(that is, to bring Christ 

up from the dead).”
10

  Paul’s Christological interpretation indicates that the New Covenant has 

come through Jesus’s incarnation and resurrection. 

With the arrival of the New Covenant, Paul shows that the Old has ended (no longer will 

they say “Who will go up?”), and he equates Moses’ commandment with Jesus; He is near 

through God’s work. This thought is finished in v. 8 with another quote from Deuteronomy. 

 

8: In v. 8, faith-righteousness speaks again, describing the present reality: “But what does 

it say? ‘The word is near you, in your mouth and in your heart’ (that is, the word of faith that we 

proclaim).” Having equated Jesus with the commandment in vv. 6-7, Paul effectively equates 

Jesus here with “the word,” which is “the word of faith that we proclaim.” Jesus, and the whole 

of His accomplished work, is the message Paul preaches, one that calls for faith, not works.
11

 

The Law’s goal was Christ; now that He is here, it is has become obsolete. 

In these verses then, Paul has shown that Jesus has fulfilled Moses’ prophecy of a future 

where God’s word, His demands, would be internalized and His people would be able to follow 

Him. In showing this, Paul has proved that Christ has ended the law and shown that Israel has 

wilfully rejected God’s revelation to stubbornly pursue their own righteousness. Because of this, 

they are in need of salvation. Paul further connects this in vv. 8-13 through the language of 

                                                 
10

 The Septuagint likewise has “sea.” Schreiner and Moo argue cogently that Sea and the Abyss (Hebrew, 

‘the deep’) overlap in semantic range. Though the original context alludes to the crossing the Red Sea, the emphasis 

lays on the distance and difficulty it illustrates. Here, he has sacrificed this allusion in the second line to make clear 

his application. Moo 1996, 655–656; Schreiner 1998, 558–559. 
11

 That the message’s content is faith is ruled out by the equation with Jesus in the previous verses and the 

following emphasis on faith as a response to the message. Schreiner argues that it is really a ‘both-and;’ this is true 

in as much as the message of Jesus has within it a message of faith (Hab. 2:4 in Rom. 1:17). Moo 1996, 656–657; 

Schreiner 1998, 559.  
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easiness, nearness, heart, and mouth to the Righteousness of God revealed in Christ—this is the 

ultimate fulfillment of the law and Moses’ prophecy.  

  

Conclusion 

In this paper, I have only been able to scratch the surface of this passage, arguing for this 

exposition mostly through the demonstration of its explanatory value—how it makes coherent 

sense of the texts and contexts of Romans and Deuteronomy. The purpose of this paper has been 

achieved, shedding fresh light on this difficult passage via careful exegesis of the Deuteronomy 

quotations. Paul’s pertinent use of Moses’ prophecy substantiates his argument in vv. 1-4 by 

showing the nature of Israel’s culpable rejection of God’s plan and explaining Israel’s need for 

salvation. We may summarize these verses as an explanation of Israel’s need for salvation, 

expounded in terms of their rejection of God’s climatic and exclusive provision of righteousness 

through Christ—the end of the law—attained by faith.  

This passage, interpreted in this manner, offers many insights. For our pluralistic society, 

this passage reinforces the exclusiveness of the Gospel. If anyone were to be saved apart from 

Christ, it would be Israel. Paul testifies that they are zealous, yet the Jews are in need of salvation 

because their zeal is misplaced. With a misplaced object, zeal achieves nothing. God has made 

His righteousness easily available in Jesus, yet this is also the only source of righteousness. For 

the Church, the exclusiveness of Christ testifies to the great treasure of the salvation God has 

given us—we should give everything to pursue it. It also speaks to the urgency of our mission: 

with Paul, we must pray and seek the salvation of all who are perishing apart from Christ the 

saviour. This is a challenge for me as it is for the Church generally—to give my all for Jesus and 

seek the salvation of the lost.  



Rutherford 14 

 

 

This passage also provides an intellectual challenge for the Christian. If my proposed 

exposition holds true, it serves as reminder that God knows better than us: instead of supposing 

with some that Paul was wrong in His uses of the OT, we see again that much thought and 

diligent prayer in submission to God’s Word and His Spirit can show us the true genius of His 

Scriptures. Paul’s intertextuality is a vivid witness to the theological cohesion of God’s 

revelation. Theologically, this text contributes to the greater Biblical theology of the New 

Covenant in Christ and reveals further the intertextual web that contributes to our understanding 

of it (to Jer., Isa., and Ezk., now Deut. 30: to John and Heb., now Rom. 10).  

  



Appendix: An Interpretation of Deuteronomy 30 

This appendix is copied, with permission, from my forthcoming book Prevenient Grace.  

It is an exegetical contribution to my argument for a biblical theology of regeneration in the first 

chapter, a step towards a systematic doctrine of total depravity. This essay is a defence of the 

interpretation I propose for Deuteronomy 30. I suggest that Deuteronomy 30 is a key text on the 

necessity and promise of God’s regenerating work, a text alluded to by the prophets and the New 

Testament where this theme is expounded. My target audience is pastors, undergrad students, 

and lay theologians—those interested in theology but who do not have significant education in 

the areas of theology and exegesis. For the appendices, I try to maintain that audience, but I go to 

a further depth than I would in the main sections of the book. A note on formatting, various 

italicized words in the body of the essay (unless the emphasis is clarified) indicate an entry in the 

books glossary. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

II. PART 1: EXAMINING THE CASE FOR PREVENIENT GRACE 

1. Chapter 1: The Common Ground, the Case for Total Depravity 

a. Depravity in Redemptive History 

i. The Pentateuch [It is here that Deut. 30 is discussed] 

ii. The Prophets and the Writings 

iii. The New Testament, Mark 

iv. The New Testament, John 

v. The New Testament, 1 Corinthians 

vi. The Giving of a New Heart and Total Depravity 

b. The Universality of Depravity 
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c. 3 Themes Explicating Depravity 

d. Total Depravity 

e. Appendix 1:  A Defense of the Divine Priority Reading of 

Deuteronomy 30 

2. Chapter 2: What is Prevenient Grace?  

3. Chapter 3: The Biblical Case for Prevenient Grace 

4. Chapter 4: The Argument From Free Will 

5. Chapter 5: The Argument From God’s Character 

III. PART 2: THE CASE AGAINST PREVENIENT GRACE 

1. Chapter 6: The Logical and Theological Arguments Against Prevenient Grace 

2. Chapter 7: The Case Against Prevenient Grace, Unconditional Election 

3. Chapter 8: The Case Agaisnt Prevenient Grace, The Effectual Call 

IV. CONCLUSION 
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Appendix 1:  A Defense of the Divine Priority Reading of Deuteronomy 30 

 

It may have been noticed that my reading of Deuteronomy 30:1-14 differs significantly 

from most English translations. I want to briefly defend my reading and offer a provisional 

translation that follows the contours of the interpretation I am suggesting. Three main issues 

confront the exegete in this passage; first, one must determine where the protasis (if…) ends and 

the apodosis (then…) begins.
1
 Then the functions of the many uses of י  need to be (ḵî)  כִּ

determined. Finally, one must arrive at a conclusion on the tense of verses 11-14—are they 

referring to the same time as the previous verses (future), or to the situation of those individuals 

to whom Moses first wrote (present). 

From the syntax of the chapter and its context—both immediate and greater—I will argue 

that the text should be translated like this,
2
 

 

1
And when all these things come upon you—the blessing and the curse, which I 

have placed before you—then you will return these things to your heart
3
 among 

all the nations where YHWH your God scattered you. 
2
And you, you and your 

sons, will return to YHWH your God and obey His voice with all your heart and 

with all your soul, according to all I have commanded you today. 
3
And YHWH 

                                                 
1
 In a conditional sentence (if…then), the apodosis is the main clause—what will happen (then). The 

protasis is the condition—when or in what circumstances this will happen (if). 
2
 Stylistically smooth English has not been my primary focus with this translation. My translation 

philosophy for this passage has been somewhat akin to the ESV, attempting to be as close to the text as possible 

while accommodating for foreign idioms. For the sake of the following arguments, I have underlined the keyword 

בוׁש  and italicized the conjunction ִָּיכ .  
3
 Idiomatically, this means something like “call to mind” or “remember.” I have retained the more clumsy 

wording because of its parallels throughout the rest of the passage. Cf. The Holy Bible: English Standard Version 

2001; New American Standard Bible 1995. 
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your God will turn your fortune
4
 and He will have compassion on you; He will 

turn and gather you from all the people among whom YHWH your God has 

scattered you. 
4
Even if your exiles are at the edge of the heavens, from there 

YHWH your God will gather you and He will take you from there. 
5
And YHWH 

your God will bring you into the land which your fathers possessed and you shall 

possess it, and He will do good to you and make you more numerous than your 

fathers.  

6
YHWH your God will circumcise your heart and the heart of your 

offspring, so that you will love YHWH your God with all your heart and all your 

soul, so that you may live. 
7
And YHWH your God will lay all these curses upon 

your enemies and upon those hating you, who persecuted you. 
8
But you will turn 

and you will obey the voice of YHWH and you will do all His commands, which 

I have commanded you today.  

9
And YHWH your God will prosper you in all the works of your hand, in 

the fruit of your womb, and in the fruit of your cattle and in the fruit of your land. 

For YHWH will once again rejoice over you for good, as He rejoiced over your 

fathers. 
10

For you will obey the voice of YHWH your God, to keep His 

                                                 
4
 This is the probable meaning of this interesting phrase; a literal rendering would be, “to turn your 

turning.” The Vulgate and Septuagint seem to have read the Hebrew word rendered “your fortune”—ָך בּותְׁ  ׁשְׁ

(š
e
b̠ûṯ

e
ḵā)—as a derivative from ׁשבה (šbh), to take captive. God would then be turning their captivity.  The LXX has 

rendered it as “your sin”, τας αμαρτιας σου (tas harmatias sou), and the vulgate as captivitatem tuam, “your 

captivity.” Study of a cognate Aramaic phrase, from the Sefire inscription, suggests strongly that this word is indeed 

derived from ׁשּוב (šûb̠), to turn. Further support for this is found in our context, where šûb̠ is a key word. Though 

God’s turning of their turning—in light of history, the greater canonical context, and the immediate context—has in 

view His restoration of their fortunes via a return from exile, the idea of captivity is not to be derived from the word 

itself.  With Driver, it seems best to understand the word to refer to a “turn, or change, in a people’s fortune.” With 

the same meaning in context, Christensen and Tigay identify it as an idiom with the specific meaning “restore,” that 

is, turn ones fortune by restoring a previous, and positive, state. Cf. Jb. 42:10. Tigay 1996, 284, 399; Brown et al. 

1996, 986; Koehler et al. 1999, 1385–1386; Christensen 2002, 6B:738; Driver 1895, 329; Fitzmyer 1967, 119–120; 

Harris, Archer, and Waltke 1980, 2:896; Biblia Sacra Juxta Vulgatam Clementinam 2005; Septuaginta: With 

Morphology 1979. 
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commandments and His precepts, the ones written in this book of the law. For 

you will return to YHWH your God with all your heart and with all your soul. 

11
For this commandment, which I have commanded you today, will not be too 

difficult for you and it will not be far away. 
12

It will not be in the heavens, that 

you should say, “Who will go up to the heavens and retrieve it for us and 

proclaim it to us so that we may do it?” 
13

And it will not be beyond the sea, that 

you should say, “Who will cross to the other side of the sea and retrieve it for us 

and proclaim it to us so that we may obey it?” 
14

For it will be very near to you, in 

your mouth and in your heart, so that you may do it.”  

 

To defend this translation, I will briefly address the three translation issues mentioned above. 

Two main interpretations are found among commentators on this passage, each reading sharing 

similar translations for each issue. One reading emphasizes Israel’s response as the condition for 

God’s actions—so the apodosis is understood to begin in v. 3 and the occurrences of ִָּיכ  (kî) are 

understood to be strongly causal or conditional (because, if).
5
 The other understands the whole 

passage as prophetic and sees v. 6 as key—God’s action is emphasized.
6
 My translation follows 

this latter interpretation. The first reason for this is the identification of the apodosis. 

 

 In the former reading, prioritizing Israel, the apodosis is usually identified as starting in v. 

3, when YHWH is said to turn Israel’s fortune. Vv.1b-2 are then understood as conditions for 

YHWH’s actions; He will restore Israel when the nation turns back to Him. Though this reading 

                                                 
5
 On these readings, Wells, Block, and Wright follow this first reading, at least to some extent. Block 2012, 

695, 700; Wells 2015, 39; N. T. Wright 1992, 289. 
6
 Wells, for example, provides possible arguments for this interpretation. Coxhead, Brettler, and Sailhamer, 

for differing reasons, read it as a promise of the New Covenant. Coxhead 2006; Brettler 1999; Sailhamer 1992; 

Wells 2015, 29–33. 
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is syntactically possible, there is not much evidence in context in its favour. The unit of vv. 1b-9 

is composed of a series of vav+perfect constructions (“and you/He will...”); in theory, any of 

these vavs could begin the apodosis (then clause)(Williams and Beckman 2007, 181), but it is 

best to read the first vav as beginning the apodosis. A few reasons for this are as follows.  

First, there is no discernible reason to start the apodosis at the third vav and not the first. 

Brettler shows that considering the syntax alone, neither the first nor the third vav clause is 

favoured as the beginning of the apodosis (Brettler 1999, 176–177). Moreover, sometimes the 

subject shift from “you” to “YHWH” is identified as a reason for taking v. 3 to begin the 

apodosis. This is not convincing, for the subject first changes between 1a and 1b—from “these 

things” to “you” (Wells 2015, 29). If a subject change is our clue to the beginning of the 

apodosis, then it should begin in 1b. Subject changes aside, we must determine the beginning of 

the apodosis from context. 

There is nothing in context that would favor suspending the apodosis until v. 3, but there 

are good contextual reasons to identify the shift at v. 1b. Turning our attention from the coming 

of the curses in chapter 29, chapter 30 begins by casting a prophecy for the future; “when all 

these things have happened….” Taking v. 1b as the apodosis starts the prophecy with the 

promise of a time when Israel will turn back to God. They will finally be obedient, and God will 

prosper them. No cause would then be given for why Israel turns; it is only stated that they most 

assuredly will after God brings the curses upon them. The reader is immediately confronted with 

a tension: what has transformed the negativity of chapter 29 to such a positive hope in 30? 30:6, 

the heart of this passage, will give us the answer.  

In 29:1-4, Moses laments the state of the people: they have seen all the miraculous signs 

God has done, yet God has not given them the heart to understand it all (4). The eventual 
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rebellion and the coming of the curses in this chapter flow right out of this state (cf. 19). This has 

already been foreshadowed in Deuteronomy 5:29, when the people vow to follow YHWH, but 

He exclaims that if only they had this heart always, it would go well for them—but they do not. 

If Israel’s disobedience stems out of stubborn hearts that God has yet to change, the sudden 

obedience prophesied in Deuteronomy 30 should automatically lead us to ask what has changed: 

“has God acted?”
7
 

This is exactly what the structure of the chapter and v. 6 point to. The syntax of verses 

1b-9a, reading the apodosis in 1b with the first vav, links together a series of events that will all 

happen in the future, after the blessings and the curses come upon Israel. They could all be 

simultaneous; the syntax does not suggest that one is dependent on another. Syntax is not our 

only guide though; the macro-structure of the chapter and the context we have just looked at 

suggests that v. 6 is the key to all the prophesied future events. Many commentators have pointed 

out a chiastic structure in this passage, ending it at v. 10, but there seems to me to be a few points 

that are forced in these structures.
8
 Taking vv. 11-14 to be part of the prophecy in vv. 1-10, the 

structure they are seeing becomes a closer parallel. With my translation, it looks like this; 

 

(A) and you will return these things to your heart... (v. 1b) 

(B) And you will return to YHWH your God and obey (v. 2) 

(C) and YHWH will turn your fortunes… turn and gather you… do good 

to you and make you more numerous than your fathers (vv. 3-5) 

                                                 
7
 Wells makes a similar point, Wells 2015, 38.  

8
 E.g., in Block’s chiasm, v. 8 is attached to v.9 as echoing vv.3-5, but v. 7 needs to be ignored in his 

diagramming of the chiasm for it to make sense. His chiasm also must begin at 2a, though we are seeing that 1b is 

the most clear beginning for the apodosis—2a is an even more awkward point to begin the apodosis than 3. The 

biggest issue is the severing of vv. 12-14 from the preceding passages, which we will examine with the use of י  כִּ

(kî). Wells 2015, 32; Block 2012, 695; N. T. Wright 1992, 289.  



Rutherford 22 

 

 

6
YHWH your God will circumcise your heart and the heart of your 

offspring, so that you will love YHWH your God with all your heart 

and all your soul, so that you may live. 
7
And YHWH your God will 

lay all these curses upon your enemies and upon those hating you, 

who persecuted you. 
8
But you will turn and you will obey the voice of 

YHWH and you will do all His commands, which I have commanded 

you today.  (vv. 6-8) 

(C’) And YHWH your God will prosper you… for YHWH will turn to 

rejoice over you… as He rejoiced over your fathers. (9) 

(B’) For you will obey the voice of YHWH your God. For you will return to 

YHWH your God with all your heart and with all your soul. (v. 10)
9
 

(A’) 
11

For this commandment… will not be too difficult for you and it will not be far 

away… 
14

For it will be very near to you, in your mouth and in your heart to do it.” (v. 

11-14)
10

 

 

The heart of a chiasm is its emphasis; here it is the work of God to change the heart of His 

people with the result that they “will love YHWH [their] God with all [their] heart and all [their] 

soul.” Love is the heart of covenant faithfulness, and so this act is what enables them to be 

covenantally faithful; as v. 8 makes clear, this is what enables the Israelites to then return to God 

and obey Him. In Deuteronomy 5:29 God exclaimed, “Oh that they had such a heart as this 

                                                 
9
 This verse is directly dependent upon verse 6, as the repetition of “all your heart and with all your soul” 

suggests. It is because God has worked that this is possible; the parallelism suggests that the act in v. 2 would also 

be dependent upon God’s act in v. 6.  N. T. Wright 1992, 289. 
10

 The day will come when the people will turn to the commandments God has revealed to them, 

remembering them (1). The parallel here also emphasizes the same thing, but from a different angle. Here, we see 

that it is because of God’s work that the day will come when the commandments will be inside the hearts of the 

people.  
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always, that it might go well with them and with their descendants forever.” Here, Moses 

prophesies that a day will come when this is true, and the cause is God’s work to change their 

hearts. 

 Understanding v. 1b as the apodosis makes most clear the chiastic structure of this 

prophecy and emphasizes what the context has already demanded to be emphasized: God needs 

to act so that Israel can be faithful; they need to be regenerated.  

 

 The second translation issue is the use of י י .in 9-11 (kî) כִּ  in Hebrew encompasses  כִּ

functions that English expresses with many different words: there is no one-one equivalence in 

translating this word. In a helpful and much cited paper, Aejmelaeus examines the various 

functions י  has in Hebrew, classifying them according to whether they follow or precede the כִּ

main clause.
11

 When י  precedes the clause, it usually has a function similar to a subordinate כִּ

clause in English—Aejmelaeus classifies these uses as circumstantial. It can communicate the 

ideas of condition (if), temporal condition (when), or causation (for/because).
12

 This is seen in v. 

1, where י  has a subordinate temporal value, functioning as the protasis of a conditional כִּ

construction. All the occurrences of י  in 9-14 follow their main clause, and so—according to כִּ

Aejmelaeus—need to be considered separately from those that precede the main clause.  

 From Aejmelaeus’ analysis of these uses, it appears that י  following its main clause has  כִּ

a causal sense the majority of the time—in the broad sense noted above. Exceptions to this are 

the odd temporal or conditional occurrence—the temporal use here is always linked with a 

                                                 
11

 She uses main clause in a slightly idiosyncratic way: “The term ‘main clause’ will, however, be used in 

the following discussion to designate the clause to which the י ָכִּ  clause is joined, regardless of the distinction 

between subordination and coordination.” Aejmelaeus 1986, 196.  
12

 Cause is used in the broadest possible sense, for ִָּיכ  can communicate cause, motivation, reason, 

explanation. She rejects the intensive use of י  though this is a valid use, it is unlikely in our context. Aejmelaeus ;כִּ

1986, 196–198, 201–202. 
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temporal correlate in the main clause. The only example she has of a conditional use after the 

main clause is earlier in Deuteronomy, where Israel’s obedience is demanded by context as a 

condition (e.g., in the account of covenantal blessings) (Aejmelaeus 1986, 207–208). Some have 

argued for the temporal reading of י י in our passage, suggesting that the temporal use of (kî) כִּ  in כִּ

v. 1 and the temporality of the main clause (and… will…) allow for this.
13

 I must agree with 

Block that this seems forced, but a causal sense needs to be nuanced and not treated as equivalent 

to a condition (Block 2012, 700).
14

  

Each of use of י  carries a strong causal sense, explaining the action in the previous כִּ

clause. In 9b, YHWH’s act of prospering His people is the result of His turning to them and 

rejoicing over them. God rejoices over His people because they will finally obey His 

commandments (10). These are not conditional, for they are sure to happen, but they are also 

more than temporal. They will obey because they will turn to YHWH with all their heart and 

soul (8). As I mentioned earlier, this verse is dependent on God’s work in v. 6, as are 11-14. The 

resulting idea is that even though the cause of God’s rejoicing is Israel’s obedience, they turned 

to Him because He acted first to circumcise their heart. Vv. 11-14 gives the reason that Israel 

will finally obey and return to YHWH: they will obey because in that future day the 

commandments of Moses will no longer be external and distant; the commandments will then be 

inside of them. This is a direct result of God’s act of circumcision (30:6), and as we have seen 

earlier, the rest of the OT and NT interpret it as such (cf. Jer. 31, Isaiah 54:13, Rom 10:7-9). This 

brings us to our last translational issue, the timing of vv. 11-14. 

  

                                                 
13

 E.g., Coxhead 2006, 307–308. 
14

 His translation in the chiasm, following the NIV, is conditional, Block 2012, 695. 
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The NIV, NET, NASB, ESV, and LXX all translate vv. 11-14 with v. 15ff and so 

separate them from what preceded, seeing a shift from the future back to the present. The breaks 

marked in the MT may also support this reading (with an open break [פ] between vv. 10 and 11 

and a closed one [ס] between vv. 14 and 15). Despite this consensus, there are good reasons to 

doubt this division of paragraphs.  

Firstly, vv. 11-14 are made up of adjectives, participles, pronouns, and prepositional 

phrases, none of which communicates a time value in Hebrew; so any judgment about the timing 

of these verses needs to come from context (Coxhead 2006, 306; Lambdin 1971, 19). This 

immediately lays the burden of proof upon those claiming that these verses return to the present, 

for everything preceding them was looking to the future. Are there any indications of a shift in 

timing? Other than the external testimony of the LXX and MT, the only argument available is to 

suggest that ַהּיֹום (today) calls the reader back to the present.
15

 This is not convincing, though, for 

two reasons. First, ַהּיֹום does not indicate when the commandment will be close (today the 

commandment is close), but it clarifies which  commandment is in view: it is YHWH’s law, 

which Moses had delivered to the people that day, that will be close to them in the future. 

Second, in vv. 2 and 8—both looking to the future—היום is used in this exact way. So the use of 

 .does not anchor this text in the time of Moses היום

Secondly, the arguments for taking vv. 11-14 with what precedes are numerous. Wells 

points out that the very problem Israel suffered from in chapter 29—that God had not yet given 

them hearts to understand—is said to be remedied in this passage, so it must refer to Israel after 

                                                 
15

 I am not spending time on directly connecting this passage to what follows, for it is begging the question 

to argue that because this is connected to what follows, it should be translated in the present. If the tenses are 

translated present, then 11-14 surely goes with 15ff. But if there are good reasons to take the tenses as future—such 

as no evidence to the contrary and both the syntax and flow of thought which suggests this—then it must go with vv. 

1-10. Wells 2015, 37. 
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God has given them a heart to understand (i.e., after 30:6) (Wells 2015, 38).
16

 There is also the 

coordination of י  clauses throughout the later verses of this chapter. Most English (kî) כִּ

translations don’t show this sequence of ִָּיכ  stretching through vv. 9-14, without any syntactical 

clues that would suggest they should not be understood together. It makes more sense to take י  כִּ

in v. 11 as marking a causal clause occurring at the same time as v. 10, as I have suggested in my 

explanations of the uses of ִָּיכ  above (Coxhead 2006, 306–308).
17

 Furthermore, Paul quotes these 

verses in Rom. 10:7-8 and understands them to be fulfilled in the New Covenant through Christ. 

If we read Deuteronomy 30:11-14 as referring to the future, then this explains his interpretation 

(Coxhead 2006, 311–319; Sailhamer 1992, 474). 

Lastly, Sailhamer has demonstrated that the internal clues of v. 11-14 point away from 

Sinai to a new covenant—as later prophesied by the prophets. The two questions Moses says do 

not need to be asked are: “Who will go up to the heavens and retrieve it for us and proclaim it to 

us so that we may do it,” and “Who will cross to the other side of the sea and retrieve it for us 

and proclaim it to us so that we may obey it?” Some may take these as generic references, 

expressing the difficulty and length of the task needing to be done. Sailhamer, in contrast, argues 

that in these verses the prophesied New Covenant seen in vv. 1-10 is compared with the 

Covenant at Sinai (Sailhamer 1992, 473). These are not generic references then; they are 

references to the nature of the Old Covenant. Under the New Covenant, no one will have to go 

up to the heavens to get God’s commandments—as Moses ascended Sinai to receive them from 

God. Showing this parallel, he writes, “At Sinai, for example, God spoke directly to the people 

“from heaven” (Deut. 4:36). Moses’ words here also reflect the words of the people at Mount 

Sinai, ‘You [Moses] go near and listen to all that the Lord our God says, Then tell us whatever 

                                                 
16

  The rest of the OT, as we saw earlier, also anticipates this as a future act of God. Coxhead 2006, 309.  
17

  I disagree with Coxhead’s conclusion that י  in v. 11 should be taken temporally, but his arguments do כִּ

show that י  .should be joined with what came before it (v. 1-10) כִּ
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the LORD our God tells you’ (5:27 ; cf. Ex 20:18-21)” (Sailhamer 1992, 474).
18

 What was under 

the Old Covenant written upon stone tablets will now be etched in the hearts of God’s people 

(Deut. 30:6, 14; Ezk. 36:26)(Sailhamer 1992, 473–474). “Who will cross over the sea” would 

then be a reference to the crossing of the Red Sea on the way to Sinai (Sailhamer 1992, 474; 

Coxhead 2006, 310–311). Reading 30:11-14 as referring to the future also picks up the natural 

transition in v. 15, were today shifts from telling us about the commandments to focus on the 

present actions of Moses (Sailhamer 1992, 474). 

 

I have argued in this appendix that Deuteronomy 30 should be read as a prophecy of a 

coming New Covenant, when God will enable His sinful people to obey and follow Him by 

giving them a new heart. Israel’s actions, their faithfulness, are not what precipitate God’s 

actions; it is God’s merciful act of heart circumcision that brings about their covenant 

faithfulness. Deuteronomy 30:11-14 is not, then, Moses’ affirmation of the people’s ability to 

follow the law as they were. These verses are his promise that in the future God would act as He 

had not yet acted (cf. 29:4) so that the people would finally be able to follow and obey Him from 

their hearts.  

This appendix supplements chapter 1 and the discussion of regeneration, furthering the 

argument by showing that Deuteronomy gives a scathing assessment of Israel’s ability to follow 

God apart from His enabling action. The conclusions drawn above reinforce those made earlier: 

the Bible teaches man’s inability to follow God apart from His grace in regeneration, and that all 

the while, man is responsible for His actions. 

                                                 
18

 It is true that Moses does not explicitly make this connection, but there is enough evidence to show that it 

is intended. When God meet Moses at the mountain, God speaks to the people from heaven (Ex. 20:22; Dt. 4:36; 

Neh. 9:13). In Deut. 4:36, God is also said reveal himself on earth in fire and to speak from it, God comes in clouds 

and fire and Sinai becomes the place where heaven and earth meet (Det. 5:22-27). Furthermore, the words of Deut. 

30:12-13 allude to Deut. 5:27, where the people ask Moses to mediate for them (Deut. 5:27, cf. Ex. 20:18-22). 
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