 “All Israel”
1) “All” does not mean literally every person:  Moffat New Testament Commentary, Epistle to the Romans.  Page 183:

“It has been thought incredible that Paul should have committed himself to absolute ‘universalism’.  Accordingly, it has been pointed out that the Greek expression for “all” has a form here which need not imply a ‘numerical universal’; that is, it means primarily ‘mankind as a whole’ rather than ‘all individual men” and, it is urged, would not be inconsistent with individual exceptions.”

2) Catholic Commentary on the Holy Scriptures (Dom Bernard Orchard), page 1073

“(Romans) 25: ‘Fulness of the Gentiles’: need not be pressed so as to mean every individual, nor (26) ‘all Israel’”
3) Diodore: (writing in the late 300’s) in Bray’s ACCS, Vol 6, page 298: 


“What does it mean to say that all Israel will be saved? Just as we say that the whole world and all the nations are being saved because everywhere among all the nations are those who are coming to faith, so also all Israel will be saved does not mean that every one of them will be but that either those who were understood by Elijah or those who are scattered all over the world will one day come to faith.”

4) Journal for the Study of the New Testament: 

As to the meaning of 'all Israel', there is today almost general agreement that 'Israel' here refers to the Jewish people, and 'all' 'must be taken in the proper meaning of the word: "Israel as a whole, Israel as a nation", and not as necessarily including every individual Israelite'. [91]  Such an understanding is supported by the use of the phrase 'all Israel' both in the Septuagint (cf. 1 Kgs 12:1; 2 Chron. 12:1; Dan. 9:11) and in Mishnah, Sanhedrin 10:1ff. [92]  This means that Paul is referring to Israel as a people - including both 'the remnant' (11:5) and 'the others' (11:7)

It has often been noted that there is a difference between the phrase 'the full number of the Gentiles' and 'all Israel'.  E.P. Sanders suggests that there could be 'an intended contrast' between the two phrases [93], and I think there is.  When the 'fullness of the Gentiles' ( pleroma ton ethnon) means the full number of the elect among the nations,[94] 'all Israel' refers to the people as a whole.  And this difference is not without significance.  Here we find what we could call the prerogative of the Jews [95] (cf. 1:16): Israel is - as a people - elected by God, and have as such a promise of salvation for the people as a whole. (Reidar Hvalvik, "A 'Sonderweg' for Israel", Journal for the Study of the New Testament, 38.1 [February 1990], pp. 100-101)

5) Bob has, at least on one occasion, attempted to use a quote by Origen to disprove the idea of an unusual conversion of the Jews in the future:

 (Article is here: www.catholicintl.com/epologetics/articles/pastoral/isreal-print.htm)
But this seems to be a misuse of the quote.  In fact, others, like Fr. James Callan in his scripture commentary, The Epistles of St. Paul, see Origen’s full quote (which was more heavily excerpted by Bob) in a very different light that Bob.  And Father Callan teaches unequivocally that there will be a future large-scale conversion of the Jewish people.  Callan writes:

“He will make in turn the occasion for the final call to faith of all the Jews.  We have no sign, however, that this general conversion of the world will be soon.  Here it may be useful to recall what Origen said on this subject; ‘God only knows, and His Only-begotten Son, and any friends that may be privy to His secrets, what is all Israel that is to be saved and what is the fullness of the Gentiles that is to come in.”

So here we see that Fr. Callan obviously does not at all interpret Origen’s words to mean that he doesn’t know whether the people of Israel will experience a restoration to Christ as a whole before the end. Furthermore, as illustrated in addendum #1, Origen clearly expected an unusual conversion of the Jewish people in the future, so it would seem clear that Bob’s interpretation is erroneous.
