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COMMITTEE ON CHURCH DOCTRINE

To the Venerable, the 136th General Assembly:

The Committee on Church Doctrine has met three times since the last General Assembly, including once by
conference call, and reports as follows.

PUBLICATIONS

All of these publications are now available either through the denominational website or in hard copy from the
Bookoom AWi sely and Fairly for the Good o fngthhelFaith Todaf:A Cat e«
The Nature and Functiomhef fBubbrdsnat 8i Btandaudygohi ghl
Christian Gospel and t he Mar3R)ahe secEondbwanasopted aqdicdntmerdéd@sra, p .
teaching reource by the 130th General Assembly (A&P 2004, p-&%5234); the third was approved by the 129th

General Assembly (A&P 2003, p. 242, 25).

A History of the Church Doctrine Committee

The history of the committee remains a work in progress, but nownised of some additional funding in order to
bring the work to completion.

OVERTURE NO. 9, 2007(A&P 2007, p. 522)
Re: Ministers ceasing to act as agents of the state re marriage

By March 15, 2010, the committee received several responses fromtpresbgnd sessions to the question whether
APresbyterian clegmgymahoiudge cloin®eciNa @ p.i253(44; &hE whdl@ regort
can be found in A&P 2009, p. 2431). When the committee has had the opportunity to tabulese tlesponses, it
will make a report and complete its respons®terture No. 9, 2007

OVERTURE NO. 11, 200 (A&P 2007, p.523,19; A&P 2008, p. 214; A&P 2009, p. 2231)
Re: Translation of Living Faith and the Book of Forms into Korean

In 1983 the General Assembly of The Presbyterian Church in Canada addeiptgéaithas astatement of Christian
belief. The text was in English and was followed in 1986 by the approdidfivante the French translation. In
1998Living FaithandFoi Vivantewere adopted under the Barrier Act as subordinate standards of the church. Many
of our most vital congregations worship in other languages, with the tweCHapPresbyteries where work and
worship are in Korean. In 2005 the Committee on Chiobtrine received a Korean versionla¥ing Faith/

from Seung B. Light Go, a student aTtTheReg. HyedingGo. Uni ver
In the report to the Assembly in 2006 tt@mmittee encouraged the H&a PresbyterietBt o overt ure t he
Assembly to have their translation approved as .the off
At the request dthe Presbytery dVestern HarCa thesecretary of theommittee drafted a possible overtunaedahis
was the basis of part of Overtux®. 11, 2007(A&P 2007, p. 523)

Several Versions dfiving Faith ( ) had been produced by congregations and individuals within the Korean
community, but it was concluded that none of them had the staturedmbehe official translation. In response to

the overture the Assembly Council empowered a joint committee with Church Doctrine to provide a new document.
The Rev. Cheol Soon Park gathered a group to undertake the work, and consulted scholars iariZhaimallarea.

Inseob David Won, Byung Keunk Kim and Sunny Choi worked together and produced a document which was
presented to the General Assembly in 2009. This was received and sent to presbyteries for study and report, and
responses were invited fromtérested people.

Contributions were received from many sources and Cheol Soon Park, Wally Hong, Victor Kim ahad Ebnng

were named as a sWommittee to evaluate them. The current document is the result of their work and has been
accepted by the Cheh Doctrine Committee for submission to the General Assembly -opecation with the
Assembly Council to be the official Korean textld¥ing Faith/Foi Vivante

The text of the translation is printed in the report of the Assembly Council, wéhargl recommendatiorsee
p.2.1.1953and2.1.18
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BIENNIAL GENERAL ASS EMBLIES (A&P 2009, Assembly Council, Rec. No. 6, p. 213)

The Committee on Church Doctrine has been canvassed by the Assembly Council regarding its view of biennial
General Assemblies. We believe that this issue is a matter of great importance since faith and order are intimately
related. What we believe affsahe way in which we order the life of thleurch, and the way in which we govern
ourselves affects our doctrine. Therefore, we propose to make the following statement not only to Assembly Council
but to the wholehurch.

One characteristic of Preshyisar Church government is that it is Rbierarchical and thoroughly egalitarian, giving

each church officer an equal vote. To change from an annual to a biennial General Assembly may not affect the
equality of ministers and elders in Presbyterian pobty, it would, however, diminish the voice of ministers and
elders in thehurch by reducing by half the opportunities for ministers and ruling elders to particigetseamblies.

Any diminution of the involvement of ministers and elders in this way m#ieshurch less democratic and goes
against the essential nature of our Presbyterian polity.

Another significant quality of our form of polity is that it moves from bottom to top and then from top to bottom; that

is, from the local congregation to Genlekasembly by a series church courts and then from Assembly back down

to the local congregation by way a&fnod, presbytery andsession. This movement would be strongly and
deleteriously affected by being slowed down virtually in half were we to ddephialAssemblies. It would take

longer for overtures to be answered. Urgent issues would be delayed or measures would need to be introduced to
enable thehurch to respond to pressing matters, adding to the bureaucracy which is already in placgoulthis

tend to centralize power, moving further awa-geaf,r om t he
accentuating the movement from top to bottom at the expense of the movement from bottom to the top.

A great strength of the Presbyteriarder of government is the fact that it is by definition conciliar. Regular and

frequent meetings as a community are of the essence in what it means to be Presbyterian. We fulfill this
indi spensabl e aspect of our athsessian,préskytery anesynod eneefingsa k e c o u
Surely to gather annually as the wholaurch is very valuable in keeping this conciliar spirit strong inabwrch,

particularly in these days of creeping congregationalism within our denomination, and gisalaigpn and
disconnectedness in the culture around us.

One important function of General Assembly is to be an expressiondfthe c hdés uni ty. The gath
of the ministers and an equal number of representative elders, as well asstreprofoungadult representatives

and ecumenical visitors, contributes to the experience of the unity dfiotah whose membership is scattered across

a huge country where there is great cultural diversity, and where little other opportunity éegrmvexperience the

church as a whole. Annu@8eneralAssemblies allow us to gather from every part ofdiérch to give voice and

hear about issues, concerns and challenges that are sometimes regional but often common to all Presbyterians, and to
work together to find solutions and strategize. BienAissemblies would reduce such occasions to recognize and
strengthen our unity.

There are some dimensions of deeneralAssemblies where results cannot be measured statistically, but have a
profound impact which the Church Doctrine Committee values in the life ahtiveh. It has to do with the work of

the Holy Spirit in and through the business meetings, prayer gathamigvorship services at tBeneralAssembly.

There is profound mystery in the operation of the Spirit in drawing Presbyterians together to meet in worship, prayer,
conversation and to wrestle with the business ofcthech at ourGeneralAssemblies. It is in our face to face

meetings where we learn truly to love one another and to lovehaueh, and to understand what it means to be the

Church of Jesus Christ in all its length and breadth. Many eldengoamdjadult representatives spk of the deep

inspiration they have received at thesembly, and they take that home to share with presbyteries, congregations and

fellow church members. The move to biendials e mb |l i es woul d hi nder momentum anc
vitality in those places where such influence is most needed.

The Assembly Counci l has stated, ifiwWe do not believe th
the present mod e |andawk agme eWeialsagbeliave that thd intrgdacidniennialAssemblies

would be more costly to The Presbyterian Church in Canada in ways far greater than any money it may save, and that
the investment and return on the current practice of arkasdmblies outweigh any perceived benefit to be had by
Assemblies held every other year.
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We believe thehurch, through this General Assembly, would be well served in withholding its decision on biennial
Assemblies until the Committee on Church Doctrine has had opportunity to study the proposal more thisroughly
relation to its impact on owloctrine of thechurch and Presbyterian Church polity.

OVERTURE NO. 15, 20® (A&P 2009, p. 526)
Re: Literal inerrancy of scripture

In recent confessional documents, The Presbyterian Church in Canada does not usesthe fvorch,éir ri & retr @ |
inerrancyo or related terms such as fiinfallibled or Awi
of the Bible. We recognize that all these terms are subject to considerable range of interpretationrisiae leathy

of literature.

The words used to describe the Bible, as Holy Scripture of the Chuldhirnig FaithandA Catechism for Todagire
finecessany, fAisufficiend andfireliabled. These terms are employed in continuity with Reformed confessional history

on the nature and function of Holy Scripture. All three terms describe a property that accrues to the Bible because of
Godds ongoing use of dhdrch.i Bachbfthem i$ drutia in ouf undefstandigytof faitlsfl i a n
and relevant biblical interpretation.

Holy Scripture is necessary because it is the means by which saving knowledge of Jesus Christ is received in the power
of the Holy Spirit. In its totality th&ible is a record of revelation which points to the living Word of God. The

origin of the Bible is found in the inspiration of God the Holy Spirit. The unique authority of the Bible is accredited

by and interpretative prowess is attributed to the i@k and witness of the same Spirit. As such the Bible is the
standard by whivingfaiti amy 1womwhd ch comes to the church mu
comes to the church may be received, it may be rejected, it may be criticallyrégaprhoutscripture empowered by

the Holy Spirit is the senior partner in such negotiations. One of the ways in which the Reformed tradition has
pointedtothenecessi tyd of t he Bifbtlhee iGh ufrocuhn di si nr etfhoerfomeadx i am:d
better: al ways i n need of r ef or m]HolaScrpne, &s witmessttoadhe Wore of @éal,r d o f
Jesus Christ, is the word of God writtdriving Faith, 5.2) and is of necessity implicated in this ongoing work of
reforming the churchwhich tries to keep faith with God in the time in which it lives.

[T]o be reformed means that all worship, all doctrine, all practice, in shomyhble of life, are to
be called into question and transformed in the light oflivieg and dynamic Wordbf God.
Reform, in other words, is not in the servicagfrogram of our own devising (retrieving, revisiting,

etc.)butoccursasagit@od és own ongoing work in the worl d. To
of God?
At the most basic literarglel, when we confessthatr i pt ure is sufficient?thanes mean t

a text it is determinative enough to tell us what it wants to say and to offer resistance to our attempts to make it say
what it does not.

Thescripturesaren suf fi ci ent . . . reveal i ngLiidgeraith £.2).CImA Caechismfohe | i vi
Today Question6 3, t he words fifor our salvationo are added aft e
scripture is sufficient. Scripture is naufficient if the end is physics or chemistry or basketball. Scripture is
sufficient in matters pertaining to salvation through

and effectiveness in drawing those who read it into the rdampevork of Jesus Christ is rooted in the power of the
Spirit.  And so sufficiency is not only a literary property of the Bible. God works by meansofititaral witness;

it is sufficient because it is made so by the work of God through it. Th@onship of the Spirit tascripture is
dynamic and ongoing.

Thatds why our tradition speaks of pr ay®ripturaneatlingr el yi ng
Interpreters rely on the illumination of the Spirit, who overcomes oul®efand idolatry so thatripture becomes

sufficient and effective for faith and life. John Calvin tended to be less concerned with technical expertig than w

our resistance to the Holy Spirit where it came to failirgcapture interpretation: a reminder than even if there was

an Ainerrantodo text there are no inerrant interpreters.
novelty and unwillingness to trust God in acts of obediehtgtifutes of the Christian Religiphiv.1; 1.v.12, l.vi.13)

must be overcome by the Spirit so that we hear wdrgiture says to us. Scripture interpretation is a thus a spiritual
discipline,the joyous act of disciples, which involves dying (mortification) and rising (vivification) with Christ as we

hear what the Spirit is saying to the chufch.
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The sufficiency ofscripture does not however relieve interpreters of hard work of biblical netetjpn or of

respectful listening to those who have gone before us. Scripture is a collection of literature from a variety of
historical and cultural contexts not our owihiving Faithr e mi nds wus t hat @Athe writing of
bythelmguage, thought ahwhg Raght5t4). Mis neeéns that research mte bistofical and

cultural context is valuable for biblical interpretation in our own time. We need to understand practices and customs

and languages notourownwife ar e going to be responsible to the autho
the Bible requires human scholarship in order to establish the best text, to understand the original languages, and to
interpret the influence of the historicaldan c ul t ur al context in wHich the divine

One of the checks against interpretative fpésy is provided by linguistic and cultural study. The reformers of the
sixteenthcentury borrowed from the literary and historical studies of theaiReance to bring under textual control
fanciful allegorical interpretation that was not tethered to the text. The plain or literal sense (higtarwahtical,

literary and Christentered sense) was and still ought to be used to rein in exceskinatesested and sefferving
interpretation of the Bible. Scripture ought to be read for its obvious and natural linguistic and historical sense and in
the light of Christ who is the scope (target) of the overall narrative of the Bible.

Study involvesomparing passages in the Bible, interpreting one passage in conversation with another and relating the

two testaments to each othénng Faith, 5.4). In the Reformed traditiosgripture interpretscripture; the more

difficult and obscure passage® énterpreted in the light of the less difficult and more cleafhe Bible as a whole is

read as a single story connected by typology and figuration and centered in the person of JeSust®hgst to be

said that none of these reading strategies not even all of them together provides anything like a sure and certain
interpretation and application of every passage. However, listening to the plural voices of the Bible (in their discord

and unity) guards against ideological interpretation, whidtht e mpt ssbt ®@aki®otulse Bi bl e and ¢t}
that is, to make it captive to an ego or ethnocentric cause or movement. In addition, listening to the voices of readers

from difference contexts and experiences can enrich Gleidered understaings ofscripture.

Reformed biblical interpretation also practices an interpretative fellowship of the saints, humbly learning from those
who have gone before us and from those whom God has gifsedigsire interpreters amgtripture teachers of the

Church. Most people do not gain their knowledge of the content of the Bible, at least initially, by means of the Bible.
Church School teachers and parents and preachers are often the means by which the story of salvation is heard.
However, all of theseneans of sharing the goodws of reconciliation are rooted in the scriptural witness. The

creeds and confessions of the church, while not infallible guides, do function to guide rekikingur mothers and

fathers in the faith- and so ought to be hoared in the task afripture interpretation. Living Faithasserts:fi T h o s e

who seek to understand the Bible need ThesuBidieacgadfthavi t hi n
scriptures includes t hen ingavork by méags of the)Bible, ti2¢ a Chpst ceriteted s r e g
canonical reading of the Bible and (3) critical historical and literary study but also (4) participation in an
interdependent community wheseripture is read, heard, interpreted and inhabited togetfitlea teachable spirit.

When we confess thatripture isfireliabledwe do so in keeping with what we have already said about the humanity of

the Bible. The Bi bl e vimisgFditws i 2 eandvi $ & htwsnawivingainng 0i €
Faith 5.4). When we saygcripture is reliable, we do not deny that the Bible is a human and historical document

written in specific times and places and that it reflects ancient cosmologies, for example, that we no longer espouse.

While we confes that the Bible is reliable, we want to be careful to avoid biblical docetism; that the Bibe=emyg

human. A number of Reformed theologians make the point that when we push reliability too far, we risk denying the

real humanity of thecriptural win e s s . What 6s more this move tends towar
literature that make up the Bible. Poetry and wisdom and even parts of the Gospel accounts, for example, dissolve in

our hands when we press them to deliver a scientificcoraro f 6f act i ci tyd6 with which t
concerned. As interpreters we need to reckon with the material at hehdt kind of literature is it? Does the text

claim to report O6factsd so t hatenwibrepbris?iNowambaganshe Bile t i ed u
doesthis:fii f Chri st i s not,;buttadoftem cbadersiafthefBible sinfiply impress an a given texod

our very modern pr edcThameaning and truth ioftalgived pagsat thecBible gre ot

always tied up with strict historical reporting. It seems wise to let the nature of the literature and what the text
actually says decide when this is important.

Reliability, as we ascribe this quality to the Bible, is reliab#isythescriptures reveal Jesus Christ, the living Word.
Like every witness, or every group of witnesses, we can through a variety of voices hear enough about an event to
make sense of it. Reformed theologian Emil Brunner, says that listening to thé serf al wi t ness for t
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voiceo is something like |istening to a recording of u
heard® Scri pture, we might say, is reliable enmnuGnfstto poin
Reliability is related, however, mo sdriptudei ISametimesywheéno t h e

reliability is made simply into a literary property of the Bible, the role of the Spirit is marginalized. Interpreters can

male scripture interpretation into a rational enterprise of sorting out what the text says by any relatively enlightened
onedimensional interpreter. Our confessional standards and liturgical practices reinforce again and again the
importance of the Spiritotthe reliability ofsc r i pt ur e. ALi sten to what the Spirt
rhetorical extravagance but a critical moment in the life of the people who woulschipaure as the Word of God.

This is why Martin Luther King Jr. could safi,Somet i mes Aunt Jane on her knees
phil osopher *coTgpicly, assumingatpostire of nastery through technique is less promising than the
posture of dependence, which is prayer for the Holy Spirit, where it consesgture interpretation.

A Catechism for TodayQuestion 67
Q. Should Christians read the Bible?

A. Yes. The regular reading and study of scripture, together with the hearing of the \paoiiin
worship, are some of the richest joysQifristian commitment.

1. William Stacey Johnson, fi T h e €dtholig, yOrthadoxd Evangetical,Gahdur ¢ h 6 s
Re f o r, mBRafodomed Theology:ldentity and EcumenicifyGrand Rapids, 2003, p. €.

2. The phrase is Fr ank KlgpeswodChestias Thedloghew Haven, 1992, p.887.Fr e i

3. See John Webstdfoly Scripture: A Doctrinal SketchCambridge, 2003, p. 8606.

4. Biblical Authority and InterpretationNew York: Advisory Council on Discipleship and Worship, The United
Presbyterian Church in the United States of America, 1982, p. 11.

5. See Calvin, Sermon 15 on Ephesidad®51: 4 2 7 C, Ser mon, 217 and Morna Hooker
Found? Colossians 1:450 (inlReading Texts, Seeking Wisdadited by David F. Ford and Graham Stanton

London, 2003, p. 12628

6. See Jan RohlgiReformed ConfessionsTheology from Zurich to Barmén Columbia Series in Reformed
Theologytranslated by John F. Hoffmeydouisville, 1998, p. 41.

7. See for exampl e, Geor ge Li ndb e c,hn,Biblitablaterprgiation inCErisis, Con s e n s
Eerdmans, 1989, p. 76fand A The StoryCiShtaipeal CBxuegédsi s and Theol oc¢
Scriptual Authority and Narrative Interpretatigri-ortress, 1987p. 16178.

8. See Hans Frehe Eclipse of Biblical Narrative: A Study in Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century Hermeneutics

New Haven, 1974, p.-16.

9. Emil Brunner,Our Faith, New York, 1936p. 10.

10 AThe Amer iAKmoeck atMideightmdspination from the Great Sermons of Reverend Martin Luther

King, Jr, New York, 2000, p. 94.

Recommendation No. 1 Adopted/Defeated/Amended
That the above be the response to Overture No. 15, 2009

SUPERSESSIONISM(A&P 2004, p. 28990; A&P 2005, p. 268; A&P 2006, p. 237; A&P 2007, p. 245; ARIDS,
p. 245, A&P 2009, p. 243

The 2009 General Assembly granted permission to the Church Doctrine Committee to distribute electronically the
supersessionism study to and through presbyteries when complete. This has now been done, in order to allow
commissioners and others the opportunityeadrthe study in advance of receiving the book of reports from the
General Assembl@ffice. The following report is the hard copy version of this study.

Appended to this study document is a fACanavdshRero pRreedsbyt e
which the committee commends to the church for study and report by January 15, 2011. Taking into account the
responses from the <church, the committee intends to

Relationship with the JewidPe o p | e 0201tl @enerahAssembly for adoption as a statement of The Presbyterian
Church in Canada.

The committee acknowledges with thanks the following members of theosnimittee, who drafted the study paper
and the series of statements: Kakiabbenhorst, William Klempa, John VisseSydney McDonald, Peter Buahd
Nancy CalverKoyzis, with substantial submissions from: Charles Fensham (who was originally on the
subcommittee), Huda Kandalaft, Paul Brown, Patricia Dutéhaills, Dorcas Gordoand Victor Shepherd.
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ONE COVENANT OF GRACE: A CONTEMPORARY THEOLOGY OF ENGAGEMENT
WITH THE JEWISH PEOPLE

Introd uction: The procedural history

In 2003 the Presbytery of Niagara overtured the General Assembly regarding outreach and evangeligwiththe J

people (OverturdNo. 12, 2003 A&P 2003, p.57879). The overture wished to see Christian evangelism to Jews
reaffirmed and supported, with resources and with prayer, in a time when some sensed a preference for dialogue
replacing evangelism. Thiwerture was remitted to the Ecumenical Relations Committee to consuthedthurch
DoctrineCommittee The following year the Ecumenical Relations Committee brought in its report, and Assembly
adopted its recommendat i onctrindg ble granted gereissi®o tonomdertake eestudyrof Ch u r
theological issues related to [this overture], including the issue of supercessionism [sic], with particular reference to
Christianity and its relati on s BOg34) wiha Ecuménical &Reélasions and | |
Committeereport highlighted our current participation in the Canadian Christian Jewish Consultation and felt that it
would be strange to single out the Jewish people as a target of evangelism when our call is to sharé i gdispe

people.

Supersessionism: A definition

In the years it has spent examining this very involved topic, the Church Doctrine Committee has been grateful for the
interest shown through correspondence and at the General Assembly briefing goaupsadrk. In trying to explain

just what it is that we are doing, we have someti mes sp
the relationshi p b e tThedfanmer uSually iesults in panpiexitawhite thé lagkrgsinods of
understanding:i Oh, you ar e | oo ki.nWhiledtis true that ther pluralistic ¢ulture @d oar tointexh s 0

for modern ministry has been very much to the fore in our thinking, we have always felt it necessary to explain that, in

our view, the relationship of the church with the Jewish people idiaydar one. There are the Jews, and then there

are those of the other religions. This is the case not just because of the particular history that exists between Jews and
Christians, but because of the unigue place which the Jewish people occupyheabogicalunderstanding. So

while fia supersessionism studyo may be a more forbiddir
at the cenk of our reflections. &Supersessionisdm its most extreme form is a theology of displacemeeatiew that

the church has replaced Israel as the covenant people &f Gediish scholar, David Novakistinguishes between

this Ahardd form of supersessi oni #ulfillmem o costiodatioe of thadt o r ms
covenantGod originally made with the Jews, now with Christian pedpldhe ethical consequence of hard
supersessionismt he bel i ef that Godds election has been removed
—is that Jews are an anachronism in the enodvorld a people whose theological and physical right to exist can be

called into question. Hard supersessionist theology moves through a number of fetvepsffirming that God

removed the covenant promise from the Jews and bestowed it on the tharcbnviction that God did this because

God rejected the Jews for their obstinate sin of rejecting the Christ, to a reconstruction of Christian theology without
reference to Israel.

The scope of ourproject

This journey we are about to take, frone tBible, through the annals of dumadition, to the experience of encounter

with Jews in our own day, is not going to be an entirely comfortable or pleasant one. No discussion of the
relationship between the Jewish people and Christians can avoid filnenorpain, suffering and persecution that past
practices in Christian communities caused Jewish people through the centuries. These practices involve blaming
Jewish people for the crucifixion of Jesus and using this theory as an excuse for JewislioopprEsis oppression

has taken direct forms such as forcing Jewish people into ghettos and excluding them from participating in various
parts of society within Christian dominated contexts, and persecuting, torturing and killing staggering numbers of
Jewksh neighbours during the Crusade&his oppression has also led to or influenced further actions of hatred and
violence such as pogromsnd theShoah(Holocaust)’ as well as still harbouring ongoing atemitism. We are

deeply ashamed of our assdigia with such practices in the past and of Christians who still engage in such practices.
For ourselves as The Presbyterian Church in Canada we can only repent from such actions and history and watch
diligently that we do not continue any of these padieither in our actions or thought.

The origins ofanti-Judaism in the church have been traced back t@ibécal Textdthemselves. While it is clear

when reading the Newer Testament how supersessionist theology might have arisen, we belidhv@ guod thiat the

biblical witness, as a whole, reserves a special place for the Jewish people in the plan of God. For the Reformed
tradition that Aspeci al pl aced may nof thebteologyhwhichs a me a s
underpins sanuch of the Christian Zionism that can be found among some American evangelicals, but certainly, for
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us, Jews hold an enduring place as Godés original, cove
the Two Testaments of ChristianrSc pt ur e as t he § OThisésrtodavor a superdessionistite we r 0
interpretation of what is fioldo as,rwemateried iobfseasl iedre,. ai
opposed to fioldo simply dat% e ftore wrhiet iwrg tdfn gt lbd Helrsew

New Testament o

The Reformed traditodbhas al ways emphasi zed ficovenant 0 saipurean or gal
For this reason it has recognised, mor e t hanbothlisme ot hel
covenant with Abrahamand his new covenant in Christ. Equally, the Reformed tradition has always affirmed a
singlecovenant of grace, notvo separate and parallel covenants, one for the Jew, one for the Gentilectiiedo

itwo covenant theoryd alluded to in the additional mo t
Barry Mack! This emphasis on unity with the Jews imeccovenant of grace may have fostered a more hospitable

view toward the Jewish people in lands where the Reformed faith prevailed. It is probably not a coincidence that

Jews living in Scotland, unlike those in England, never suffered a pogrom, thdbdadstaunch allies among those

in the Dutch resistance and among French Reformed Chrfstiariag the Second World War, and that the US, a
country in which Calvinist Puritans played a fablwandati or
nation.

It seems clear to us that theological ideas, some of them with a long history, had@orgmporary Implicatioris
for us, both as public citizens and as neighbours in a pluralistic world. Two of the most freighted issues, which affect

ourcommi t ments as Christians in todaydés world concern a)
Christian evangelism to Jews. For some Christians, f
investment in the politicdl at e of Jews in the modern worl d. For other

literalised, leading to quite considerable investment in how modern history unfolds in the Middle East. Involved here
is the vexed question of how exactly Ikl Israel and political Israel are related. While The Presbyterian Church in
Canada has never officially espoused dispensationalism, this theological produchioktbeenthcentury must be
acknowl edgedii 4slda ofi s oe P Disgedsationalism hasaestohgpnmive for evangelizing the

Jews, for from this perspective, the end of the world
converted to Christ). From the perspective of hard supersessionist Chyisdlan, the attempt to convert Jews
through Christian evangelism is a | ogical i mplicati on.

themselves again aboafthe Covenant But are these the only motives by which a-ethinic missiorto the Jews

might be contemplated? Certainly the history of The Presbyterian Church in Canada has included intentional
uni-ethnic mission toward the Jews. If we were to do so again, what would -&upersessionistic,
nortdispensational evangelism tethews look like? And what would be the pastoral dimensions of bearing withess

to a people one has historically wronged? One thing that has changed greatly between our current situation and the
historical periods under consideration is our consciousofessing witnesses of Christ within a pluralistic reality.

What wisdom can guide us as we seek to find the balance between sensitivity to others, and faithful witness to the one
we have come to know as both Lord and Messiah?

As we look, then, at the Bible, at our Reformed theology, and at the contemporary implications of the way we have
inhabited that tradition, it is our desire that this paper would indicate a clear way foravdedinite positiofi for our

church. This pper is to be regarded as a document for study, and the shorter statement we append to it in the hopes of
being adopted at Assembly, is intended to be understood in the light of what is said here. In the course of defining our
position, other positions ctant in our day will have to be evaluated and, for various reasons, discarded. The
parameters which are guiding that evaluation might be set out as follpdsWe can allow no position that would

impugn the faithfulness of God to the one covenant afegrgdB) We can allow no position that would impugn the
uniqueness, finality, and salvific relevance of Jesus Christ for all people.

Us and Islam within the scope of this project

The Assembly granted us permi ssi on ito undertake a
supercessionism [sic], with particular reference to Christianity and its relationships with Jwdaisislan®

(emphasis added). Clearly we cannot tddowt the Abrahamic covenant, or the practical, political and pastoral

i ssues involved in meeting the religiously fiotherodo in
only kind of theology we can do is theology based on our own revieadiescand interpretative history, which is to say,
Christiantheology. Christians, for much of their history have taken the hard supersessionist view that the church has
replaced Israel as the people of God. We want to show Presbyterian Christisa§Hhatian understanding of the

biblical witness and that Christian theology need not, and should not, understand our relationship with the Jewish
people in this way. Muslims are also supersessionists. They believe that Islam has superseded Chilstanity
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believe in Muhammedés finality as the Prophet, even as
come to a norsupersessionistic view of us, (and we would welcome that!) then they must do so upon their own
conviction, and frorwi t hi n t heir own theology, using the Quobran,

transfer our convictions based in Christian authorities to them. This again underlines the unique relationship in which

we stand with the Jewish people. We helated to the Jews historically as the superseders. We are related to the

Musl ims as the superseded. Ot her religious groups suc
supersede us. What is striking to us, however, is that all theditoma revolve around a righteousness axis.
Christianity alone revolves around an axis of faith reckoned as righteousness. While this should not give us basis for
pride or for the claim that we supersede anybody, it is clear that something very nevd é¢nge world with

Christianity. Itis as we better understand the grace which has been shown to us, that we are able to approach others in

a gracious way.

PART I: THE BIBLICAL TEXTS
The Ol der Testament presents the Jewish people as Godod:

The understanding of the Jewish people as a theologically significant entity, beginsstnighees of the Older
Testament, where Jews and Christians a gdistmguishechbgthe t he Je
particular terms of theicovenant with God.

The Bible begins with the story of Godds creation of t
called Adam. In his dealings with Adam, God is interested in obedience from the first. However, humans rebelled,

prefe ring their own wil!/| over the original har mony with
which human free wil/|l interacts with Godés i mposition
disobedient act, human sin andlence are so rampant that God resolves to cleanse his creation radically by sending

an altdestroying flood. God elects one survivor, Noah, a man distinguished by his rightedfis@zss preserves

Noah and his family, making them the seminal familfisfrenewed creation. It is in the context of the Noah story

t hat the word fiber i t*hAl t(hcoouvgehn atntt @ d osv efniarnstt misgehdt. be u |
unilateral promise to Noah, his seed, and to all things living, never again wydéstearth by flood (Genesis 9i8),

covenant theologians transl ate all/l that Guamdelysays to NO:

1. Godds blessing and creation mandate (i.e. ahdminion
his descendants

2. The forbidding of murder and the eating of meat with the blood still in it.

3. The command that murder, by human or animal, be avenged by the taking of that life.

4, Godds undertaking never agdaifnurttoh edrensotrreo yt ot hper oevairdteh
by a regular succession of seasons.

5. The establishment of the rainbow as a sign of this covenant. These and additional terms forbidding idol
worship and fornication, which derive from the Book of JubileesinterTestamental book written in the
secondcenturyBEf or m t he basis for what some Jews think is
ithe sons of Noaho i.e. humanity in generalhe in dis

Semites (the sons of Sh&nin particular. The content of the Noachic covenant is also reflected in those
minimal demands which the Jerusalem Council agreed should be binding upon Gentile converts to early
Christianity (Acts 15:29).

Ten generationafter Noah, Genesis speaks of another covenant made by God with Abram and his seed. The content

of that covenant is thdt) God will make of the childless Abram, a great nati@through whom all the nations of

the earth will be blesse(B) God will bless those who bless Abram and curse those whocurdé HBo d 6 s pr omi s e
to give(4) the land of Canaan to Abram and his descendants is also part of the covenant (see Genesis 1777, 13:15

and 15:1&1). God unilaterally imposes this covehdmut Abram, for his part, receives it in faith. Genesi$15

sayss iAbram believed God and he credited to him as right.
interpreters from Paul to our forbearers in the Reformed tradition, asnitelesi t he fAri ght eousnesso
stand in covenant relationship with God not in terms of wortkee fulfillment of any legal demaridbut of faith, in
response to Godds graciousness. When i rbilaBrlhfeAsd sf dr7 t h
me &(v.4)fias f o 0(v.\9)X it éay seem that circumcision is added to faith as the righteousness whereby
Abraham and his descendants stand in the covenanmetsafl 1 makes clear that circumcision is only the sign or seal

of the covenant. In other words it functions like a sacrament, a visible declarer and mediator of an invisible reality,
rather than as fia wor ko
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Now the author of Genesis clearly presents | sadae as f at
protagonist in the rest of Godés story. This is not 't
covenant sign of circumcision. He, too, will be made into a great nation and dare we say it, his inheritance includes

the land &so, for the land is given to Abrahaamd his seedqundifferentiated). But Genesis 17:29 and 21:12

declare Godés election of I|Isaac, in other words | saac |
will bear you a son, and youwillcd hi m | saac. I will establish my coven
surely bless himéBut my covenaesisl7:192 w)i | | AiBat alsloids hs awidt
[Abrahan}, é Do not be di flshmaelsarsdgar maidseantiHadah elListendoywhatever Sarah
tells you (i.e. fget rid of that slave woman and her sc
reckonedo (Genesis 21:12). Later in chapfigour2swh,j cho
sono are repeated three times (v. 2, 12 and 16) . For
Ishmael as a son of Abraham, but to keep the focus on the one, fragile thread by which the covenant hangs, so
magni fying Abrahamés dil emma, when asked to sacrifice

bear a Christological meaning, foreshadowg d sbrs, hisonly son, who was not spared, but given up for us all
(John3:16, Romans 82).

This statement that | saac is the elected one among Abr a
different account of the story. Muslims believe that Genesis 17:21 and 21:12 were inserted by a Jewish author or
redactor to serve his awnationalistic interests. As they tell the story, God instructed Abraham to take Hagar and her

infant son (they date this event beforethe birth of Isaac) to the wilderness of Arabia (specifically Mecca, not
Beersheba) for purposes of his own. Heamiraculously saved mother and child, causing a spring to gush forth

from beneath | shmael 6s feet, because his purpose was t
after the rejection of the last Israelite prophet, Jesus. Acgprdino t he Qudr an, Abraham mai nt
hisfirstb or n  ( Qu 6I1B.nlti818hmdel &yaipeforet he bi rt h of |l saac (and henc
son, youronlys on o) , who is bound for sacr i hen manotheiatio worshisidy ma e | v
i naugur at ed idas AbeaKamhabai sed the foundations of the s
iOQur Lord, accept this from us. You are the Hearer, t
our descendants let there be a community of submitters to You. Teach us the rites of our religion and redeem us.

You are the Redeme r Mo s t Me rl27i128u |ltds ngtearthyr tanislagh regards both Ishmael and

Isaac as prophets (nabiipnd does not base covenant inclusion upon biological descendancy. While traditionally,
Islam has traced the genealogy of Muhammed back to IsHfhalehm both Jews and Muslims identify as the father

of the Arab people, what is theologically important Kbuslims is that Muhammed wassabmitterlike Abraham,
Ishmael and Isaac. This emphasis on covenant inclogidaithrather than by biological ancestry concurs with the
Christian emphasis (see Matthew 1528, Romans 4.6), and, we believe, with thenghasis in rabbinic Judaism, if

not in the Judaism espoused by Jesusd interlocutors in
As stated above, Christians concur in the Jewish unde
Ishmaelit hat it i s fit hrmodusgh olfsfasapcr itnhga twi[lAbrbachar eckonedo, an

story of salvation history will unfold. This is because the Older Testament, which presents the case thus, is Christian
scripture too!’ whereas the alternative account presentédtislim scripture is not authoritative for us. In our view,

election speaks to appointment for a purpose, not to intrinsic value. The elect are set apart froraldwt Idecause

they have a particular vocation from the Lord, not because they are dearerGod 6s eyes, or mor e
Noachic covenant makes it clear that the blood of every child of Noah (i.e. the whole human race) is sacred. The
Abrahamic covenant makes it clear that Abraham, through the line of Isaac and Jacob (aka Israalyler pigrti

where we need to be |l ooking to see Godédés purpose with |

Godds election then, flows through the Iine of Abraham,
Joseph, is sold into slavery in Egypt by his bratheiThrough the events narrated in GenesiS@3he whole family

migrates to Egypt and over a period of several generdtiamsws to become a significant Hebrew minority there.

Fearing a popular uprising, the Egyptians enslave tflefihe book of Erdus tells the story of Moses, the child of a
Hebrew sl ave woman, raised in Pharaohdés palace, called
By Godés power and direction, Mo s es | e aadrsmitehse tpheooupglhe Coo
act of power at the sea. At the mountain of God, Moses mediates the covenant between God and the people of Israel
(Jacobdés descendants), which will distinguish them as &
in their promised homel and. For Jews, the firgsate five b
Aithe | awo (Torah or Ainstructions)iipn udiest itmet ipogm pfthred m
the Writings (Ketivim). The 613 specific commandments (mitzvot) which the rabbis have discerned in the Torah,
together with their interpretation by the rabbis (halakah) define Jewish religious observance.
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The structure of the covenant as expressed in various passage©ider Testament mirrors that of covenants and
treaties among the nations of the ancient Near agt.preamble or short historical reviesets out the identity of

the first covenant partner, the one making the covenant, and states the actiomowhgatbat one can establish the
pact; then follows listing of the stipulations or lavthat the second partner to the covenant must keep in light of the
prior action of the first partneprovisions for the periodic public display and readioigcovenah ensure that the
second partner remains within the agreemamtyathanda listing of witnesset® the making of the covenant assure
its legitimacy;a listing of curseghat follow if the covenant is broken aadlisting of blessingshat follow in the
keeping of the covenant ensure that the covenant will bekephis structure has profound theological implications

for our understanding of Goddéds action in initiating th
Testament initiates aaction of deliverance and grace by which people are called into relationship with God. The
covenant making is then a response to Godods prior acti

purpose of the law in the covenant is to stageatttions by which the covenant partner can respond to the graciousness
that God has expressed by creating the relationship.

I n the Older Testament, one keeps the | aw not in orde
Rather,onekeep t he | aw in response to Godbés prior graciousne:
grace, which becomes the basis of the covenant. This fundamentdromgeaceto obedience is visible in the first

two verses of the Ten Commandments: | am the Lord your God, who brought Yy
the house of sl avery; you sobdus20:P-3) hTaedav doesnotsdavérce justifigontys bef o
God saves and the result of that salvation from the humangdailew is the response b¥ing faithfully — striving to

obey the law. The human partners to the covenant are called to live the grace they have already received; grace
cannot be earned. For all of the differences between them, both of the major covenantal theologies in the Older
Testament withes® this same move from grace to obedience. Impthe est |y t heol ogi cal tradi
shall be holy to me; ittus20:2d) Ahde i botdheamMebhdbkeyodoMmbLevthec
shall not deprive a resident alien or an orpbigustice. Remember that you were a slave in Egypt and the Lord God
redeemed you from there; t heutererforo4dd71B) command you to do

One consi stent t heme of the Ol der Test amenthearthat God o6 s

Godds steadfast | ove eanluxé)s. foTverfAgfoeadfeaampl eve®si
|l oyaltyo and the assertion witnesses to the trust of G
covenant$ hel d by God, it can and, in the story of Godds pe

the ways of grace which are embodied in the law.

The purpose of the law, as it is stated inExodys1®e ms t o be t o sepiaraeiacsucetd Iporsasels
fi

(v. 5), and to make of 1 srael a royal priesthoodo (v.
into the land of promise, emphasises that insofar as Israel keeps the law, the law will keep Isragkeel Vgitael in
life and in blessing (Deuteronomy:36-2 0 ) . There are thus three di mensions
1. aGodwar d di mension (whereby | srael 6s obedience is so
2. an outward di mensi o mcefulfilbapriesty pr medatodakchllingin preseatihg tiee

other nations of the earth to God), and
3. aninvard di mension (whereby |Israel 6s obedience bl ess:eé

The Mosaic covenant, or covenant of the law is sovereigrpsed it is a unilateral covenaintbut it is also ratified

by the people (Exodus 19:8, Joshua 24:21, 24). According to Jewish tradition, not only the generation of Jews alive

in the time of Moses, but every Jewish soul was existentially presemaitt8iconcur in the ratification of this

covenant ¢ee Yad, Yesodei Ha Torah 8.1). Another rabbinic story (midrash) tells of how God approached every
other nation before the Jews in search of oAkeJdawbat woul
al so wished to evade this fAhonouro but God dangled the
| i fElbese stories convey the Jewish sense that being Go
special stats or privilege.

The law continues to reappear at pivotal moments in the history of Israel. It was placed in the ark and formed the
centepiece of both the tabernacle and the first temple. It went before the people of Israel into the midst of the rive
Jordan, and stemmed the waters there while the people crossed on dry land (Joshria 3ltl#as to be read to the

people and the covenant renewed every seven years (Deuteronomst 3)1:10 was to be copied out in full by the

kings of Israel at tHecoronation and studied by them all the days of their life (Deuteronor®-1B). While these

customs wer@motobser ved for most of | sraelés history as record
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happen, such as under Josiah in 2 Kinga23 in Nehemiah 8, when the exiles return to Jerusalem in the reign of
Cyrus.

Covenant breaking invokes no lesser penalty than death. This is clear within the biblical accounts themselves where
deathis either explicity mentioned as the curse entailedhie covenant (Genesis 2:17, Deuteronomy 30:15) or
pictorially implied in t h*Gendsisi5:20 17:9t4pJerenmiah B4t180% eTait i ng or
is also clear on a comparison of the biblical covenants with other covenants &ohmdient Near East. The

testimony of the prophets is equally clear that the Mosaic covenant does in fact stand broken, by the disobedience of
Godds people (Jeremiah 11:120, 31:32, Ezekiel 1ldd59, 44:
into two distinct entities: Judah (the Southern Kingdom, comprised of the tribes of Judah and Benjamin) and Israel

(the NortherrKingdom, comprised of the other ten trib&s)Judah (the tribe of David and of Jesus) has stood under

a special blessmand vocation from the beginningi The scepter wi l | not depart fron
Jacob (Genesis 49:10). It is Judahodés destiny to rule
David: AYour house and your kingdom wil/| endure forever b
(2Samuel 7:16 cf.v.8 6 ) . However, God makes it clear that to enj

descendants mustayscoWheéeéemukei pt iGedbDaviwdi ¢c king] does wror
of men, with floggings inflicted by men. But my love will never be taken away from him, as | took it away from Saul,
whom | removed 2Samual 7h-é&5) dheavaringisinotdvain The prophet announces tath

kingdoms, Israel and Judah, have broken the covenant of the law (JeremiaB2R1&1d both kingdoms, in fact, are

captured and taken away in exile. TherthernKingdom is absorbed by Assyria in 7BC (2 Kings 17:36), and the

Southern Kingdom falls to the Babylonians in 386 (2 Kings 25:19). The Babylonians destroy the temple in

Jerusalem together with the ark of the covenant and its contents, underlining symbolically that the relationship of God

with his people by means of the Mosaic covenant is shattered.

Prophets such as Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel put these political events in a theistic perspective. Two new ideas
emerge: First he breaking of the c¢oven amosture froommoenwhosfightsdor hist he ¢ h
people, to one who wields their enemies like a sword to chasten his people (Isaiah 42:24, Jeremiah 12:7, 15:14 and
17:14, 19:7, 20:46 Ezeki el 39:23) . This perspect i ateildmsgheact ual |
Lord and thdbeing popospbherty and7rreaneé dhnstabaer oGodaséai
both to feel terror and to find hope. If their enemies are merely an instrument God is using to punish them, their
position is at once far more serious (because they are contending not against mortals but against God) and far more
hopeful (because their punisher is not forgetful of his covenant with them, ebeylifave forgotten it; thus, their

chastening will stop shodf annihilation). Secondly, he people of God begin to understand their divine election in

terms of being a witness toThkeeGwati aéwayBathightiotuo
election through the covenant (see above), buttwdhnew is that this witnessing is connected with sufferirty
interprets the present trials and other tri a]49:26f hat ar €
50:49and52:1%5 3: 12) see t he sendetevelopfrpm and who whillewitress rigthtéosisness to the
Gentiles (lsaiah 42:6), to one who wild|l engage the Gen
this, not apart from, but in and through, his own suffering (Isaiah 50:6, 52:B45 53).

In the context of the brokenness of exile, the prophets also originate the hopewfavenant i The ti me i s
comi,chg@dl ares the LORD, 6éwhen | wildl make a new éovenant
(Jeremiah 31:31) The description of what will happen in that new covenant (8433s reiterated by the prophets in

various other places, for example, Isaiah 5220Jeremiah 50:8, Ezekiel 34:2580 and 37:2428 and especially in

Ezekiel 36:24ff. We must consid#ris new covenant very carefully to see what is continuous and discontinuous

with the covenants we have already seen, for in certail
with us and it becomes the basis for claiming a Christiapldcement of the Jews. But this new covenant is clearly

made with Athe house of Inte face®fithe arisigithat the exilds bavesbeougbtfagaidist d a h 0
| srael and Judahdéds nationhood, t hoeatiop to matitneobds (Jererhidhe r a v
31:3536) i a unified nationhood (Ezekiel 37:22) and restoration to the national homeland (Jeremiah B[®17

Ezekiel 36:28, 37:2P2). Where the other nations are mentioned, it is only to make the point that God reest red

his chosen people in order to vindicate his choice of them before the eyes of the Gentiles (Ezek?d, 3-28). It

is not a covenant cast in terms thata@tteerthan those of the original covenant. Rather it promisesetierationof

true pety and observance of the law among the descendants of Jacob (Jeremiah-34,;&Z&kiel 36:27, 37:24).

Having said that, when the bi alliscrathesisoften misconstsigdéoankan of a
feach and ewael Whetlknithels® passages are clear that in G
that all the clans of Israel be gathered back in and represented (Jeremiah 31:1), they are equally clear that the
re-gathered ones will be butramnant( J er emi ah 31: 7, 50:20) out of |1 srael ds
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The thing that makes this covenant fAnewo is that it r1e:¢
within the terms of the old relati gthariownpepentaree, @hbugh God 6 s
repentance will be a fruit of the new covenant, see Jeremiah 31:9, Ezekiel 36:31, Jeremiah 50:4). The people have

lost their power to negotiate, because that old relationship is broken through their $aultod, onG o d dvs

initiative, offers them this new relationship, in whi@bdundertakes to cleanse them and remember their sins no more

(Ezekiel 36:29, Jeremiah 50:20, Ezekiel 37:23). Like the original covenant, the new covenant em@hagiséss

initiative, andG o d $ogereignfulfillment of everything planned for the people. Not only does God tender the

covenant promises and the covenant expectations, but now God also fulfills the covenant obedience within the people.

This is how God can assure the people thatrtbis covenant will be the final covenant. God knows that they will

never fall away from this covenant because they will b
the law from outside to inside them, by the gift of a new spi@to dSpk i t : Al wil |l put my | aw
will write it on their heart s éNd&ndwohe lpehrforthey shalllallkhotvey t e ac

me, from the | east of t he4d;iltwil give foe a mpw keardne puta.néw sfirkiiar e mi a h
you; | will remove from you your heart of stone and give you a heart of flesh. And | will put my Spirit in you and
move you to follow my decr e zekid3o2f)e careful to keep m

New, too, is the suggestionalt Goddés Spirit wil/l be poured out gener al
Spirit is poured out on those anointed for theocratic office, but there is always the hope of a more general or
democratic outpouring. t Mo slecsr d@s dp dh@ep lievi e e ddr d hladgt | |
his Spirit on themd (Numbers 11:29). Among the | ater
Spirit increases. It can be heard, in the context of the new covenant discussiont hat verse fAthey wi
from the | east of them to t h29 sags frdtaiesnard, | wildpeur @utmiya h 3 1 : 2
Spirit on all people. Your sons and daughters will prophesy, your old men will dream dreams, youngausig

see Visions. Even on my servants, both men and women
prophesi es a -tatheyy owhlédn wild Holby i nscribed on the bells of
and Judah willbe holy 0o t he LORD Al mi gh2l)y &n otheZ woecdh, dheré wilhbe hoddivi&idh

between what is consecrated and whatisconinBro d 6s Hol y Spirit wil/l sanctify i:

While the prophet Joel probabl y Boegegneral tha mwouldsgo lbeypoaddthea n o u't
boundaries of Israel, who is to say that God cannot work outside our expectations? That is certainly part of the
message of the book of Jonah, and it was the astonished but undeniable experience of the eanlysChristtaat fit he ¢
of the Holy Spirit had been poured out even on the Gent
is with those who have the Spirit (i.e. a quite general group), coupled with the suggestion that the new covenant is not

with fAall |l srael 06 but merely a remnant (the true | srael
the new covenant peopl e of God, and fitrue | srael o as
Christianity. Inourvie t hi s i nterpretation does not give enough

covenant partner. While the general outpouring of the Spirit and the restrictive implications of the remnant theology
may unsettle the identification of spiritual et with racial Israel sufficiently to let othens, the intent of the
prophetic passages concerning the new covenant is certainly not to cut the literal descendantsoot Jadwd
recognisability of the Israelites as a distinct people among theneatiemains very important in the new covenant,
and is an integral part of Godobés promi se.

The Newer Testament and the Jewish People

Christians sometimes mistakenly wunderstand the Newer T
Marcion (85160AD), who believed the God of the Newer Testament is superior to and different from the God of the

Ol der Testament, particularly in view ofsriGwedistaifnsove an-c
that the Newer Testament cannot bghtly understood in isolation from the Older. The one God pursues one
covenantal interest across both Testaments. Moreover, if Christians today, we wish to understand ourselves in
continuity with the early cdriptorcehs,0 wef decarweyl IChtro srtei naennsb e
form of the Septuagint, or the Older Testament in Greek. The Older Testament was, in other words, the original
AChristi &htBmhteby then, notions of fAodrsBiameaa )( iana. fi
Bibleo (i.e. the Jewish Bible/ the Ol der Testament) ca
We need to renew our understanding of what the Newer Testament does and is.

The Newer Testament presents us withdtweies and theological understanding of people who were convinced of
Godo6és hand in what Jesus said and did. The foll owers
observed the food and purity laws. These believers evolved into a mnefomivement within Judaism, indeed they
formed a number of separate groups each wunderstanding
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other groups within Judaism, especially the various sects of Pharisees, who were also reformingntaov@aul
presented one of the greatest challenges to the Jesus Movement when he admitted Gentile Christians without
conversion to Judaism. This decision was hotly debated within the early church movement.

Judaism in the first century was not mortatit It included numerous sects, including the Essenes, the Sadducees

and the Sicarii. Among these, the sects of the Pharisees and the sects of the Jesus Movement were the most similar in
their understanding of what Judaism needed to do to be faithfiné toovenant. There were differences too, most
significantly between Pharisees and Chfidowers on the authority of the oral law. But the similarity needs to be
remembered as the common Christian tendency, influenced by the fact that some ot sbatroversies in the

Newer Testament are fraternal ones between Jesus and the Pharisees, is simply to caricature the Pharisees as evil and
hypocritical. After the destruction of Jerusalem, the principal groups to survive were the Jesus Moverient and
Pharisees. Subsequently, conflict arose over which of the groups had the right to interpret the Older Testament and
which had the correct interpretation. All still coexisted within Judaism until eventually they parted ways and began

to develop intowo religions: Rabbinic Judaism and Christianity, each with its own texts, beliefs and cultic practices.

The Newer Testament is thus the result of Jews, within
vindication of Jesus, alhfldsh,leJen tii®artiecemciSed,ifrom withinpadrameveork ofo ut o 1
Jewishcovenantal thdogy and eschatology that they never abandoned. Again, during the first century when the
apostles were occupied with this reformul at jJewish of Jud:
rabbis were also involved in a reformulation of Judgis i nt o t he movement | ater cal
prompted by the destruction of the temple inAID. The natuiffoonfthi¢e haposilesd Jes.!
and the conversion of the Gentiles; for the rabbis, the destruction of the testiapes the distinctive nature of the

emergent religion. For the apostles the resurrection of Jesus led to a conclusion that all of what Jesus had taught,
including the claims about his own identity with God, and his ultimate mission from God for thedwiors s al vat i on,
received a divine vindication. The ingrafting of the Gentiles (those not marked by Abrahamic or Mosaic
righteousness) into the covenant meant that for the apostles, the criterion of covenant inclusion for all would become

faith alone not righteousness in association with the faw.

These conclusions developed slowly and out of a context of heated debate. There was a tremendous battle within the
early church communities as to whether the law (and circumcision and obedience ¢al theviin particular) was to

be a criterion for admission. It was not resolved until after the death of the earliest apostles. Only in a
secondgeneration text such as Ephesians does it become clear that the conflict may have been resolved. It may have
been resolved because what Paul agonized over in RonrEl(sée below) became the reality, i.e., the number of
Gentiles far surpassed the Jews who converted to this new religion. As time went on, claims such as the divinity of
Christ and the indispensiity of faith in Christ for salvation apart from adherence to Jewish law marked Christianity

as distinctive from Judaism. These beliefs still mark Christianity as different from Judaism and Islam today,
particularly in their understandings of monotheigsince Christians believe in the Trinity), and in the place of
righteousness (adherence to Jewish law or the five pillars of Islam).

Do these distinctives also lead inevitably to the belief that Christianity has superseded Judaism as the religion of
fi Gosd 6p e 0 p | e & ? -Ruethert rSanBract dnd WillamsoR® supersessionism, leading to aBgmitism, is

inherent in the Christiarscriptures, and in the Christian theology that has been accurately built upon them.
Therefore, to remove supersessionana antiSemitism from the church, requires a renunciation of some Newer
Testament texts and a reformulation of Christian belief, either along the lines ofcawemant theor) or in some

other way to relativise Christ and embrace pluralism. For otherk as Jeffrey Sikét,Richard Hays? Ruth
Edwards® and the proponents of the New Perspective on P#he, earliest church was not as univocally-detivish

as the Christian tradition afterwards became. Therefore, hard supersessionism-Sediasith can be addressed

within Christianity by a better understanding of, or a new approach to, its authoritative texts.

That hard supersessionism, ahtdaism and anfemitism have often stemmed from readings of the Newer
Testament texts is undeniabtedur view. Based upon misinformed understandings of biblical texts, Christians have
characterized Jews as obdurate, Satanic resisters of Christ and falsifiers of the truth, while they have also characterized
them as the genetically inhuman archetypeagfatheracy and reprobation who are destroyers of civiliz&tion.

Approaching the texts

This section attempts to orient the Presbyterian reader to some of that content within the Newer Testament which has
been used to foster astidaism, and ultimatelyp that dialectic which existsithin the Newer Testament canon, on
the place of the Jews within an ongoing covenant theol
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seemingly haveo place(or at least ngositiveplace) within the ongoingowvenantal purpose of God. For others,
however a more positive purpose is discerned, even for that portion of Israel, which, at the present time, rejects Jesus.

This is the place in our paper to be explicit about some of the interpretive principles at work in this presetitation:

Committee onChurchDoctrine is looking for aheologyto emerge from these texts that can guide the church in its

per spectntvien winn §Necbetewesadtheology of covenant emerges from the text that attests to the
mystery of Godds providence working beyond and above
disciplines of fiHebr ew Bi haughttas sepathte éntitiesywe, TagihetchDoaring 0 ar e ¢
Committee affirm that there is such a thing as a biblitablogical tradition in which writersom both Testaments

stand, consciously at times, at other times unconsciously. Reflection on thethes covenant and the providence

of God are central to this traff®stamental tradition. To reiterate a point already made, the first Christian Scriptures

were the texts of the Older Testament, and the writers of the Newer Testament understoodebamndelivs to the

same theological tradition in which Moses and the prophets stood.

In short, we aim to blend the integrity of the first century context with a need to believe, as our confessions say, that
scripture is nonetheless the coherent voit&od who speaks to us through the voices of first century writers who

were, in turn, speaking to their respective communities. The texts included here are an illustrative sampling, not an
exhaustive collection. We are interested in discerning what gveeNTestament writers have to say about both
supersessionism and adtidaism with the hope that it is instructive to our denomination on the question of the
relationship between Canadian Presbyterians and Jews. Views of both Newer Testament exedét@sgrand
Testament theol ogians are included. (There is a rang
necessarily agree with every detail of the work of the scholars we discuss. Still, we would like to present examples of
some of the wayscholars have been wrestling with these texts.)

The Synoptic Tradition

Matthew, Mark and Luke are known as the Synoptic Gospels. All three of the evangelists used traditions about Jesus
that were passed down within early Christian communities. Eablemwfshaped and arranged these traditions to suit

the communities to which they wrote and to illustrate different theological perspectives. All of these communities

were Jewish communities (with Gentile converts) who were followers of Jesus Christ. oStiraecommunities

were in conflict with other Jewish communities and this conflict is apparent idewigh statements that are made in

thego spel s. Here, weldJawkeshéing maentehe fmaekigious pol e
Christians who thought rejecting Jesus a$ Qdeemlyi ah was
antiJudaism can refer to anything from the condemnation of Jewish leaders and scorn for Jewish practices, to the view

that the Jews were resporisie  f or J°% $he terin anti@emiticlyenerally refers to prejudice against Jews as

a race or ethnic group rather than prejudice against Jewish theological’¥Videzause most Newer Testament

scholars believe that Mark was written first and Me#t and Luke added to and shaped that Gospel for their own
purposes, we will begin with Mark.

Mark

The Gospebccording to Mark was probably written just after the destruction of the Temple AD70The exact
circumstances of the community to whichvaete to are unknown, although many scholars believe the author was

writing in Rome and that most of the recipients were not Jews them&eldark speaks specifically of the Jewish

leadership groups (e.g. Pharisees and Sadducees) rather than Jewighailsdin general and characterizes them in

the same ways that he characterizes Jesusd Jewish disci

The Gospel does reveal areas of conflict between those who are followers of Jefussandho are not. For

exampl e, controversies occur about Jesus36/)st atiws dass ctih
failure to observe Jewish traditions (213) and Jesuso6 ability?)® Mlagkasisatoogi v
of these conflicts might reveal tensions that existed &

result of Jewish leadership (Mark 3:6), and Mark emphasises with the three passion predictions that this is not just
coincidentally sd rather it is the express plan of God that the Son of Man be rejected by and handed over to the
fel ders, chief priests and teachers of the | awodo (8:31,
15:1, 31). Whether the reader bels that the leaders represent the Jews or that they act separately of their own
accord makes a difference to an understanding of thedewish nature of the text. Ardjll Levine states:

Whether and to what degree this account istiish dependa part on our reading of the Jewish
crowdds role in the tragedy. I f we view them as ¢
Gospel has substantial adgwish potential, particularly because the crowds may stand in for the
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Jews i n Mar Kfthscroovdsmre seenmginnocent, or as manipulated by the leaders, the
anti-Jewish implications of the text are reduééd.

Matthew

Most Newer Testament scholars believe that Matthew used Mark as he wrote his Gospel during the late first century
(80s90sAD), perhaps from Syria or Galilee. In comparison with Mark, Matthew exhibits more tendencies that have

often been viewed as asdtewish*? although not all scholars agr&e.According to J. Andrew Overman, Matthew

tends to bring negative stosi@bout Pharisees into his Gospel because of real conflict that is thought to have existed

bet ween the | eaders in Matthewbs community and the com
attack, which would account for his added scenes oflicoetween Jesus and the Phariséesihile many

passages could be included h&ree have included those that are generally perceived to be the mehidaittic.

In Matthew 10:1€23, the evangelist includes words of Jesus in which he describesothing persecution of
Christians (the sheep) by Jews (the wolves). According to this text, Christians will also be flogged in Jewish
synagogues, and betrayed by members of their own families (compare MadB1sh€é Luke 21:1:49). Later, God

will have more mercy for Sodom and Gomorrah than for those (Jewish) towns that reject the gospelv(Mait5;

see Geasisl81 9 ) . One example of Matthewbs pol emical use of
their synagogues (10:17) while pardlle passages i n Mark and Luke do not i ncl
13:9). I n Matthew, the synagogue becomes a place wher

order to d%pBPea@ausd otulse 0s y n a gaympgoguss, Mathew imeyingito Hisassaciate

hi mself from the synagogue and fihypoekklésiaorcltuilch)ashe ws as
alternative (cf. Matiew18:17). Thus, in Matthew, the relationship between Jews who follayvg d&sl those who do

not becomes clear: itis a relationship of opposition, and isJadgistic in its negative stereotyping of the Jews.

In Matthewchapters21and22 t he evangeli st recounts Je&lthe@urgigafr abl es
the fig tree (21:182) and the wedding banquet (22:4). Jesus tells the story of the wicked tenants in which the

tenants of the vineyard beat and kill members of two groups of slaves whom the owner sends to collect the produce.

Wh e n t h e oncawives, théyseize him, throw him out of the vineyard and kill him. The owner responds by
killing the tenants and reclaiming the vineyard that h
harvest ti med (21 :eHpifiepts, PhariSepsaamrdiEidarsy2123) 45}, Jesus surhsiup the story in this

way: fATherefore | tell you that the kingdom of God will be taken away from you and given to a people that produces

the fruits of 1t het3).kWhethat thisngabdg idvhaeant for ¢hey JeRigh leaders alone or for the

Jewish people that they also represent makes a difference as to how one understandbittesantin this passage.

If one believes that the Jewish leaders represent all Jews, a hard supersestEgmistation here is obviousthe

Jews are the wicked tenants who are displaced, while 1t
fruit. The implications are even more troubling if this parable is connected back to the cursinfigofrdeewhere

the penalty of not bearing fruit is to be instantly withered and cut off from any future possibility of redemption by the

curse of Jesusi May you never b ear 2% Maithew incudea hisiversion of lthe weclding pt e r
banquet22:1-1 4 ) . I n Lukeds ver slbd)theoofiginallhinvided guasts silmglyeefugeltau k e 1 4
come, so the masterodés servants are told to invite other
is not only refused, buts bearers are killed. The king responds by sending his army to destroy the murderers and

burn their city (Matthew 22:7). On this interpretation the sacking of Jerusalem is no more than the Jews deserve for
their refusal t o c dotiosverd aad fdr themulder ofesus.t of Jesus b

One of the most obviouslyantiudai st i ¢ statements in Matthewds Gospel C
27: 25 when the Jews state, fihi s bl ood b daftarpPimtewasres and on
his hands of the guilt for Jesus6 crucifixion, and si g
for their descendents. This statement of Jewweseh compl
hostile to Judaism used this text in particular through the centuries to justify the abuse of the Jews who were seen as
Christ killers?” Again, when reading a severely adtidaistic statement like this, one must remember that Matthew

was writing fo a community in conflict with the Jewish leadership of a synagogue community and that these words

may not faithfully represent the sentiments of Jews wh

Yet, theologically, Matthew provides an overvi@ivthe fulfillment that Christ brings. For example, in Matthew

51720, Jesus says that he came finot to abolish the | aw b
Matthew feels throughout his Gospel to tie Jesus in with Judatsrmake sense of him in light of Jewish prophecy

and present him as the Jewish Messiah. The Jewish law is not abrogated, but Jesus does demand even higher
standards of righteousness than the scribes and Pharisees (Matigansl, on his own authoritgtrengthens the
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teaching of Moses. The formul a, AYoubve HhewdPIA8 it sai o
means that Jesus is the Jewish teagheexcellencewho does away with the need for any other. Matthew, in a way
reminiscenn f Paul writing in Romans, is careful not to dispa

and saviour, the Jews cannot penetrate to the true intent of the law. Brice L. Martin writes,

Jesus does not leave the law as it is, nor Heedrrect the law. He brings out the real meaning of

the law but also brings something new, which is not in the law. As God incarnate, and as the
eschatological messenger of God, he does not in any way detract from the law or downgrade the
law, heAIgrirgs the law into full being, he fills the law full, he brings the law to eschatological
fullness:

Luke-Acts
Luke

It is most likely that a Gentile believer who lived outside of Palestine wrote Luke about the same time as Matthew was
written. The authoroés excellent command of Greek and
(1:1-4) and Acts (1:42) suggest his Hellenistic background. According to other Newer Testament documents, he

was a companion of Paul on his missionary journeys, and a physician. Some scholars suggest that Luke may have
been written in Rome or Greece and that he used eanlisresoabout Jesus to assist Christian readers/hearers in their

own selfunderstanding.

While Luke probably also used Mark to write his Gospel
nuanced than that found in Matthew. Luke includes esagd good Jews, such as Elizabeth and Mary (Le&eahd

Simon Peter (5:11), and Zacchaeus (19110 ) . As was shown above, a | arge n
portrayal of Jews is found in the characterization of Jewish leaders who oppose Jasusf tHe most startlingly

negative examples of a Jewish leader occurs in Luke 413:1Q where the |l eader of the s\
right to heal a crippled woman on the Sabbath based on scriptural injunctiati$Z:91 0 ) . Jesusbd resp
the synagogue | eader is to call him a Ahypocriteo (13:1

Sabbath, he would untie his animals and give them water, and the woman ought to also be freed from her bondage
(13:16). Luke concluddhis account by noting that Jesus opponents were shamed, and the entire crowd, presumably
Jews, were rejoicing at what Jesus had done (13:17). Thus, while the Jewish leaders are characterized as shameful
hypocrites, it would seem, at least in this acéptmat the Jewish leaders do not represent all Jews contemporary with

Jesus. Of course the story of the Pharisee and the tax collector (Luke 18) in which the humble tax collector is
esteemed better than the prideful Pharisee adds to this negative piciavesh leadership, as does Luke 26209

which places the blame for the cross squarely on the i@
who pretended to be honest, in order to trap him by what he said, so as to hand him leegurisdiction and

authority of the governor (20:120).

Acts

Good Jews appear in Acts, such as Peter, Apollos, Paul and Barnabas, those who are converted and those who assist
Paul in his ministry. Yet Acts also contains persistent straimmtefluca i s m. Luke wusesidthe ter
times in LukeActs. The term only occurs eight times, in a neutral and practical sense, before the martyrdom of
Stephenin Acts 6:8 : 1 . After the martyrdom of St epmadecidediywi t h i n
negative sense which identi¥®ifelhet Hewssedr mrwi tplortthre yerde mi
(13:34; 17:5), liars (18:12; 24:9; 25:7), treacherous (14:2; 23:12, 20), clamorous (17:5), inciters of riots (13:50; 14:2;

17:5, 13; 21:27), and plotters of violence and deur(13:50; 17:5; 21:11; 23:38)

One of the most troubling portrayals of the Jews in Act
death described as primarily the fault of Jéwiadership, but as the fault of Jews in general. For example, Peter is

portrayed as speaking to Jews of every nation when he
those outside the | awd (Actst 2wmh23) haen dactcou skeeswst heemm toH e

Airejectingd Jesus, though APil ate had decided to releas
they fAkilled the Author of |if9., InAtsd bR, iGaephaindsed shreem!
members of Jewish | eadership and other Jews, they dAhav
attests that the people of I srael fAput [Jesus] ki o death
of the firesidents of Jerusalem and their | eaderso as ha
cause for a sentence of deatho (13:28).
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Another troubling theme is the hostility of the Jews in Acts, especially towards Paukxdrople, while Paul and

Silas are in Thessalonica, Jews become jealous of Paul
from Aruffianso form a mob and attack a home anm drag b
(17:49). Ot her scenes of Jewish hostility towards Paul 6s mi

(18:12), Greece (20:3) and Jerusalem (2€8&Y. Although Paul and Barnabas have not gone to a synagogue,
preached the gospel or convertet/one in Acts 13, Jews still follow them to Lystra from Antioch and Iconium, and
Afhaving won over the crowdso, they stone Paul and drag
although this may be the way it happened, accordingattt J. Sanders, Luke records it this way to keep the
consistency of Jewish hostility before our eyes.

This negative portrayal of the Jews most probably has to do with the struggle among early Christians for identity over
against other Jews who had nater aced Jesus as Messi ah. This portrayal
bias that was born of the increasingly heated struggle for credibility between [these] two strains of first century
Judai®m[.] 0o

Yet within LukeActs, Luke alludes attinee t o sal vation history, which is #fAa
salvation of human beings which is being realized in t
where he refers to fAGodbés desitpndGoames idrefAant s e2p2an wl
realized in Jesus (cf. Luke 22:42; Acts 4:28, 13: 6 2027 he three phases of salvation history begin with the
period of | srael that begins with creat undldohnitwastheé s i s b
|l aw and the prophets; from that time on the kingdom of

period of Jesus, is found in Luke 4:21, where Jesus in the synagogue of Nazareth interprets Isishosiirly tie

fulfillment of the promises made by God to Israel in the ministry that Jesus is beginning. The third period of salvation
history is that of the Church after Jesusd ascension.
the Las Supper where he charges his disciples to continue his ministry (Luke 28:395:4).

Si nce Ros e mdaaitly andREraricitethe Gospel of John has been seen as the nadintiefewish or
anti-Semitic sentiment in the Newer Testament ScripttfreRuether claimed that John sets up a dualism between the

Christ who is from above, and the Jews who are associated with everything dark, false, apostateaand Gmsh i n At h
worl do and the cosmos. Thi s st alrokh ng n twhti hcehs i osp pcoasne sh el e
Jewsloohn used t he7ttiemars f(tcheemplaxwesdnet so avhadr kMast fivehtimes). and L uk
In over half of these, the context is invective e e , but in the remai niytwdenaiesteg e s, it
enemies of Jesus. I n al most half of these hostile ins
| eadeashivhére people, themselves Jewish, are described
the clear association of it he J fustherdJohnvprésdnts some Jewishal | en

individuals, and indeed, whole groupsJefivs (John 10:421:45 12:11, 42) as believers in Jes@s.

The Gospel of John, probably written in its final form ir18ID AD from Asia Minor, appears to have been composed

with knowledge of traditions about Jesus that Mark, and to a lesser degreeisetkén writing theigospels. Most

scholars believe that John was written in stages, beginning with a man who had known Jesus in his ministry and later
expanded by someone el se, wh.® Atthe stage minen thd eyangelis Writirgd t he f
persecution is acute, and church and synagogue are more distinct than they have been in some of the earlier parts of the
Newer Testament . Johndés perspective and system of i ma
preponerance of Gentiles is now the norm.

Many Newer Testament scholars, following an influential thesis advanced by J. Louis Martyn in 1968, and later
expanded upon by Raymond E. Brown in 1979, believe that the Gospel should be read in view of the coveftint bet
church and synagogue of the late first centlryin this view, antiJewish words, for example, are put into the mouth

of Jesus, that make little sense if read as a literal account of what Jesus said to his Jewish compatriots. This contextual
readirg is a viable option, among others, for the reader wishing to come to terms with John today.

John 8 is perhapsthe mostahtu d ai sti ¢ chapter in the Gospel. Richard
as a realistic account of an eventinthe f e of Jesus; it can only be read as
angry response to Jewish interlocutors who have refuse

cl ai ms a BPoWwithin tHischapterthe most vitriolstatements occur in John 8:88.

TheJohn84% 8 passage is part of an extended confrontational
John 8:1259. In fact, in the Gospel as an entirety, chapters five to ten are largely given ovér ¢orsfuontations.
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But something new is said fithe Jewsin John 8:434 4, when Jesus states, fAWhy do yo
It is because you cannot accept my word. You are froi
d e s i. rités:at just that the present company blagsemnot to accept Jesisit is that Jesus tells them they are

a ct uanhblety o fi h élaeir Windness is accounted for not in terms of a choice that they might later reverse, but
intermsofafixed, nnat e natur e. Ri chard Hays fomithe empiticalfastofJ o hn 6 s
the unbelief of the Jews, [John] infers an ontological dualism. The Jews who do not believe must be children of the

devil. The reason thattheydona&bi eve i s t % aStephénhvietyer disagne8soHe balieves that

Jesuso6 dialogue with the Jews her e mirmfwhere GodHaiarigees ar y f o
his people for forsaking his truth or his way. Motyerciées a mpl es el sewhere in fAJewish
contrast between God and theédevil is used to urge ethi
[Athe Jewso] are being criticize dnaftaifrRithhEewards teirksitd uct r a
fiunl i kely that Johnoés Jewish contemporaries wodlid have
Her reason for this assertion is that she believes our ears are tuned to modern rhetoric, whitimisrepolite, and

that we can never really hear these texts without hearing thebback t o f OnlLthe tJdwe and their Liesd

Hi t IMein Kampf

Motyer, Hays and Edwards reveal the crux of the issue. If Hays is right and the Jews dolextdugse they cannot,

then a new and particularly dangerous idea appears iri Xbbrclosest we have yet come to tand-Semitismi the

enl arging of how certain Jews behaved in the time of J
forever. If Motyer and Edwards are right, however, then the conflict depicted does not suggest something innately

evil about the Jews; but it does, in its context, bear evidence of the community in which the conflict was written. Not

only were Christiags in conflict with Jews, but also the Jews had shut Christians out of the synagogues (see John 9:22,

12: 42, 16: 2) and had added a fAblessing of hereticso to
curse beseeches Bardthe heretitd perishin ahmemeGth Leat themibeblotted out of the book of
life and |l et them not® Wedowatbetievesthat invhis Gdspet Jbhe is ralkimg Ao they s . o
innate natures or the racial characteristics of the Jews, but is possibly looking back at the ministry of Jesus through the
lens of the conflict in which his community is embroiled.

InJohn8 : 44 Jesus states, fiYou belong to your father, t he
was a murderer flreotmert hien btelge nsnameg . .cohapt er, Jesus states
was, I am, 0 Jewd picleup stamésitochnow &t him (8%8. From these texts, John tells the reader that

the devil is not only a stranger to the truth, but al so
respects. iTheywitdread fimott hmer aulnypbedulelf . . . What [ 6t he Je\
false principle of existence has been unmasked...So whenever the light breaks through in their presence, they

i mmedi ately seek to 6kill himtdétheéwnw ahé simor déetobuGomess
The determination of the Jewish |l eaders to kil Jesus,
pronounced feature in the Gospel of John. When we get to the passion narrafive iftsél he Jews o0 are ir
every stage of the proceedingsthe arrest, the very irregular nighti me tr i al at the high g
manipulation of Pilate so that if he does not punish Jesus he appears to be no friend of Caesar, the choosing of
Bar abbas, the attempted editing of the sign over Jesus

dispassionate justice of Rome, the Jewish leaders appear cowardly, ingratiating and treacherous, and in comparison
with the Gospel of Mark, Jm seems to be exaggerating their spite. Is the charge, sometimes leveled, that John
imputes deicide (the killing of God) to the Jews justified? To us, the reaction of the Jewish crowd in John 8:58 to
Jesusd words baearmodr e nA hdemiflesshimdalewith the Holy name of God, is a result of the
acrimonious circumstances in which the Gospel was written. Obviously there is also a clash of monbtaetsms

John, of all theyospels, is most determined to show that Jesus is divine.

Recently much attention has focused 0% Asdamyadlohmé, desusof J ud
inti mates to Judas and the other disciples that HfAone o
supper, John twice édls Judas with Satan (John 13:2, 27, 30). Attempts to rehabilitate Judas as a way of addressing
concerns about arfiudai sm in Johnés Gospel assume that John tr
allegorically, and offers his close association with $%an as a proof of what Jesus has
8:44. Clearly John sees Judas as a satanic figure. But whether or not John meant to use Judas to represent all Jews is
not cl ear. Since Luke 22: 3J oahlaséosiatomof udas with the devdl ssth@ n e nt «
unique. Also, Judas was a very popular Hebrew name in the time of Jesus; there were even two disciples nhamed
Judas. Thus, whether John used Judas to represent all Jews is not clear from the text.
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While the athor of John is concerned to contemplate Christology in a major way, the theology of salvation history

al so finds a pfPPaTheprologue td th@ospél £1:11G®)s,p eAwhi ch describes the
into human flesh, does not ignom@sation history which begins with creation. If the coming of Jesus represents the

era of the dominance of Spirit over flesh, so that all men [sic] worship the Spirit, Jewish history has been the
preparation f of JahhthesBaptistisem &ramtGodtto testifyato Jesus and prepare for his coming

(1:3, 1934), the Samaritan woman is aware that once the Messiah comes, he will disclose all things to all men
(4:25)/° The hour that John mentions so often (2:4; 8:20; 1288), thatishe hour of Jesusd pas
resurrection and ascension fAis the culminating hour i
customs, feasts and religious " And tas forthe chorchsitisfeadyh t hei r
existence, including its missionary activity (4:38; 20:21), and is gathered into a flock to be shepherded (6:52;

10:16; 21:1517). Of course, the Book of Revelation, as we shall see, is primarily concerned with eschatological
salvation thats to come'?

Conclusions from the Gospels

What conclusions can Presbyterians draw from the material abé&ge®e saw, Mark includes narratives of conflict

between Jesus and Jewish leaders. Matthew is the medtdatstic of the Synoptic Gospels, fpaularly as Jews in

the passion narrative implicate themselves and their de
70 AD is blamed on the Jews who have not believed in Jesus. In Matthew as in Mark, whether one assumes that the
Jewish leaders represent all Jews bears upon the amount e aniai sm one perceives i n
presentation of the Jews is more nuanced in his Gospel, and many times Jewish leaders were to be blamed. But in
Acts he includes referencestothe Jews gener al as being Jesusd murderers.
about Jews being murderous children of Satan.

Yet, through a comparison of tgespels, one is able to see how different authors adapted some of the traditions about
J e s u s iy tosuitnheirsparticular communities.  We should not infer from this that we do not have a good idea of

what Jesus6 | ife and mini st rgyspeiwaiters)aHapedtheir nalrativies to Spemkto t he €
readers and hearers irethspecific circumstances. We would not want to echo Lucan beliefs, for example, that Jews

are hypocrites, i ar s, treacherous, or plotters of mu r
i mplies all Jews a in@erpetuity, prahbtthey afe somehdveckildrendf Sdtanair the language

of John.

Yet, this is exactly what Christians have done in previous centuries. For exampldilPoeyine, who is Jewish,
writes of being accused by fellow Christian studentkiltihg Jesus on her way to schddl. David G. Burke, who
had written abouanti-Judaism in the Newer Testament, states,

ithe Jews, o0 particularly in the form with the defin
wide-sweeping, atembrasiveconnotation that suggests that somehow all Jews were acting

monolithically in these events (or worse, that all Jews of all time are somehow implicated). While

such leaps of logic may seem to stretch credibility, to know personally a contemporary Jeaswho

been beaten up because he was said to be a-&ilests all it takes to realize that such improbable

leaps continue to be made with fearful (and even fatal) consequénces.

Thus it is important for Christian readers of tespels to know something about the context in which they were
written, including the conflicts between Jews of movements that were progressively identifying themselves over
against the other.

At the same time, however, Presbyterians should not forget the biblical theology that is inheregbspéte As

we have seen, one important theme ingb&pels is salvation history: that God has acted throughout history through
his promises and cewant to bring salvation through Jesus Christ. This salvation history began with Creation,
continued through the people of Israel, to the work of John the Baptist, through the ministry of Jesus, and will extend
through the era of the Church (the era weeraow in), until the return of Christ. As Presbyterians, we want to affirm

Jesusd6 work and fulfill ment of the covenant on our beh
which the new covenant in Christ is a replacement for the dRlat her , wh at Davi d Novak
supersessioni smo may be in view:

Soft supersessionism does not assert that God terminated the covenant of&radusth the

Jewish people. Rather, it asserts that Jesus came to fulfill the promise of theeolantpfirst for

those Jewsalready initiated into the covenant, whthen accepted his messiahhood as that

covenant 6s fulfill ment. And it asserts that Jesus
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covenant for those Gentiles whose sole caotior to the covenant is through him. Hence, in this
kind of supersessionism, those Jews who do not acc
covenant in the sense of fAwhat GO6d has joined toget

The Pauline Epistles

Paul is credited as author of the greatest part of the Newer Testament, thirteen letters in all. We will begin with the
letters that are agreed upon by scholars to be authentically from the hand of Paul. These epistles are generally dated
earlier than thgospels, which means they belong to that time when the apostles were still hopeful -aieottriag

Jewish religion around Jesus the Christ, and when Christian exclusion by the synagogue was not yet entrenched.
Still, Christians in Jerusalem seemtodavb el i eved t hat Paul 6s preaching did
enough. Paul was concerned particularly for his Gentile converts, who were being told that the Mosaic law would
continue to identify those who were the people of God in Christ, wherehehgd righteousness by faith aldhe.

Galatians

From where Paul wrote his letter to the Galatians is disputed, as is the date that he wrote it. Some believe that he was
writing just after his first missionary journey, around3@BAD. Others believeehwas writing after his secondary
missionary journey, around 57 AD. For the purposes of this paper, we will assume the earlier date, and that it was
possibly written from Antioch.

In any case, the letter is obviously written to settle a conflict in dimencunity of believers in Galatia (8 3:1;

5:7-8) that Paul had visited on one of his missionary journeys. Paul perceives some of these believers to be his
opponents (Gatiansl:6-9,10; 5:71 2 ) . I't is apparent t hatPatuh edsse ciroepdpenn a re
an apostle and promoting adherence to Mosaic law, particularly circumcisionl@®:1%5; 5:26) and perhaps

calendrical (4:81L0) and food laws (2:214). It is apparent from the letter that the Gentile mission to which Paul was

called was now threatened (1:156 ) . Those Gentiles who became foll owers
believing that they did not need to become Jewish first by taking on aspects of Mosaic Law. But now they appear to

have been confused by a diff@t kind of preaching in which they were encouraged in particular to become
circumci sed. Paul 6s major t heol o@nd4 towhich wegwillmaviurn. i n t he

Paul 6s treat ment of -4Abraham in Gal atians 3

The figureof Abraham i s centr al to Paul ds theological ar gume
Jews, but also was the recipient of Godobés grace throuc
example, see Gesis15) and the ances that God first commanded to practice circumcision @ei7). Paul

begins his argument by reminding the Galatians that the
people in Christ, througdhr Kk eafr t5aePalhthemarghesithatina sirhilarough &
way, Abraham not only received righteousness before God by virtue of his faith, but that all Gentiles who also believe

will also be blessed just as Abraham was, in fulfilment of the promiseAthraham would be a blessing to all the

nations (3:69). Paul also argues that the promise made to Abraham through his offspring refers to one person, that is
Christ (3:16), and that the law did not annul the original covenant made to Abraham, buvevaasgya kind of

guardian or disciplinarian until the coming of Christ (328. All of those, then, who believe in Christ are one, and

are members of AGeantdels anthdews abké (B:2%).r In faay, as Paul argues a little later, those

who are encouraging the Galatians to continue in obedience to aspects of Mosaic law are behaving according to a
covenant of slavery and will be excluded from the inheritance that belongs to those who are free who belong to the

covenant of promise thatfglfilled in Christ (4:2131).

g
r

Of course, scholars argue over whether these fAopponent
If they were Jews, one might perceive Galatians-8R4s espousing hard supersessionism, in which sonsealew

now excluded from the covenant because they are not followers of Jesus Christ. However, one has to remember the
context of Paul és argument . I n the way that Pasul hand|
likely that Paul is responding to teaching on the part of the opponents in which Abraham and his progeny were shown

to be obedient to the law. In this case, the opponents would probably have said that since Abraham and his son Isaac
were obedient to the law, thegple of God are those who observe the law, particularly circumcision (césiSen
17:914,2327;21:4)" 1't may be that the opponents argued for circ
elect spiritual community demanded prior admission intAbr ahamés covenan?® Thrdughough ©ci
heated rhetoric, Paul is responding to the opponents t
achieve the very o pipesctusion#omdhe covehamtand that thely shoutd aotually get rid of

those who confuse them, just as Hagar and Ishmael were driven oas{§&24m9-12; Gahtians4:30).
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To those in Galatia, then, Paul asserts that it is not circumcision that is the mark of a child of Abratize biuit,

which by faith they all have. Gentile believers are ni
the promise to Abraham that he would be a blessing to
came. Thgener al sense of these chapters is that Abrahamods
Christ. Those opponents who attempt to convince Genti

obey the law in order to be membexd Godds covenant community are thereby
Gentiles in Galatia has been saved.

Paul 6s Treat ment of-4 Abraham in Romans 3

In his epistle to the Romans, Paul is writing to Christian communities in Rome whom he eeumgelize, although

it appears that he does know individuals there (&wh6). Some of the Jewish believers in Rome had only recently

returned to Rome after being expelled by Emperor Claudius in 49 AD, and the Christian communities in Rome were
stllacc o mmodating themselves to this return. Some schol a
Astrongdldl Rpmis due to Jews returning t o -fieopmeachivgho had
such as Priscilla and Aquila (Rems16:3-5; Acts 18:16).%° On the other hand, there is evidence that the believers in

Rome had originally been converted by Jews from Jerusalem, and they were loyal to its customs, although many
Gentiles may not have taken on the entirety of the’taw.

In Romans 34, Paul is using Abraham as an example to speak to this conflict. He has argued earlier in Romans 3 that

both Jews and Gentiles are under sin, and that righteousness comes only through faith in Jesus CBf§t (3:22

Boasting in the law is tmeby excluded, because both Jews and Gentiles are saved by faith because God is one
(3:27-31). He begins chapter four by talking about Abraham who could not boast in the law, but who was made
righteous by faith, as attested to in Genesis 15:6. To addraeé to his argument, Paul shows that Abraham was not
reckoned righteous after he was circumci sed, but befor
who believe without being circumcised and who thus have righteousness reckomeditpth and | i kewi se t h
of the circumcised who f ol | oi2). tPhuéfurtbex impliesithat the EoveAdmtrod h a mé s
Abraham takes priority over that with Mosieghe promise to Abraham that he would inherit the world does not

depend on law, but circumvents it (4:135 ) . I n fact, the promise depends upc
may rest on grace and be guaranteed to all his descendants, not only to the adherents of the law, but also to those who

share the fathoAbr ahamo (4: 16) . Thus, Paul is telling the bel
aspects of Jewish | aw, nor those who are not are witho

Christ. Neither the circumcised noraircumcised can claim superiority because Abraham is the father of both, and
they are all members of the covenant that began with Abraham by virtue of their faith. Yet Paul has more to say about
the relationship between Jews and Gentiles in Romdris 9

Romans 911

InRomans a9 1 , Paul mentions how deeply it affects him to se
myself were accursed and cut off from Christ for [their
explanation for the minimal Jewish response to the gospel. Even if no more were to respond than were responding

now, God could not be charged with injustice, for he was sadntggi and heowedmercy to none. Inclusion with

God was never automatic, neversiet hi ng humans could control, as Paul s
exertion but on God, who has mercyo (v. 16) . Paul bel
humang Jews and Gentildsand the Jews had nogroundsf c ompl ai nt i n that. At this

Jewish rejection is the neanswer that comes to Job out of the whirlwinthere is no reason which God must give to
mortals.

Yet next Paul tries to es Gantieswhs didnatpurseerighteausness have atmised ms i r
it a righteousness that is by faith, o0 but that flsrae
Why? Because, according to Paul, they did not pursue righteousness bydiaitighteousness based on works of

the | aw. They stumbl ed over -82hePauddayswoilihe Jewsgat tsetbegmreng © t h a

of chapter ten that fthey have a zeal for wilbahyidebut not
that their blindness is a willful blindness. But hoanthey be blind at all, given that they have heard the apostolic

preaching? These questions cause Paul to probe for a
of God.
Has God rejected his peopl e? Il's that the explanation

remnant theology by giving God credit for those he has sapedthaps more than are apparent. Paul himself is a part
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of thatremnant,ah sr ael ite according to the fl eshamemberofthev al s o
fulfilled covenant of promise made with Abraham. Yet, what of those who are members of Israel who have not
believed? Paul statele My weérethabdamnead?dGod haSo bwhat
hardened them, but is that hardening final? ADid they
again states, ABy no means! 0 wh atibrehascanme tolthe Gentileg, so@8 T hr o u g
make | srael jealouso (11:11).

Next Paul addresses the Gentiles and reminds those who have come to Christ ahead of the Jews not to boast in their

covenant standing: ABut i f syounawilddive shbot, wdrergeafted in thesr wer e
place to share the rich root of the olive tree, do not boast over the branches. If do boast, remember that it is not you
who support the root, b u t18)t Bentiles ar®tb sekahtley were grpfiedimtatlee y o u 0

rich root of Judaism in the place of branches that were broken off (v. 19), referring to those Jews who do not believe.
Yet, the Gentiles, too, are in danger of being broken off, if they do not believe-@2),2&hile ttose Jews who do not

persist in unbelief wild.l be grafted in (11:23). And,
Gentiles has come ind aft-€6). WisjPadenvisiossraalanlof Qod ih whichotltee s a v e
Apartial hardeningodo of | srael all ows time for Gentile
election of the Jews is not at stake. I n accord with
their ancestors:fort he gi fts and the call2%9.g of God are irrevocahb

Thus, in the context of RomanslQ, Paul encourages the Gentile believers in particular not to think too highly of
themselves because they are beholden to Israel for their ingrafting irdovibigant. He works out his agony over

| srael 6s unbelief by arguing that it is through the wul
covenant, after which all/l Il srael wi || béodawvedroviYkdanc
remain.

Yet, what of antiJudaism and supersessionism? There argJagtwi sh st atements i n Romans:
i s not accor dtheygreghh oi , khédwl @adgedbr oken offodo the root of |
are fihaldensedol ear that faith in Jesus Christ is the on

Yet Jesus also came to fulfill the promise of the old covemmnticularly the covenant with Abraham, and to make
both Gentiles and Jews members of the new covenant by virtue of their faith in Christ. Paul ultimately ends up

sounding | ike David Novakdés dep 6.09 who sea Jesu$ as aulfillrg thet super
promi se of the old covenant for Jews and Gentiles, whil
Israel: Aiwhat God has joined t&gether | et no one put asunde

Anti-Judaism in 2 Corinthians

Because oits antiJewish statements, 2 Corinthians-8:6 also deserves mention here. Many scholars believe that

Paul is writing 2 Corinthians near 57 AD from Macedoni
combined. Inthese letters, it appethat Paul is dealing with great conflict within the congregation and with himself.

After Paul wrote 1 Corinthians, his colleague Timothy went to Corinth (Acts 2221 Corinthians 4:17-19;

16:1011) where he found a bad situation, due, at legsait) to the arrival of false apostles who were hostile to Paul

(2 Cotinthians11:121 5 ) . Paul t hen made a infhipnaZ:1h which was a failuré sincet o Cor
he was seen as timid and ineffective in person (2n@vans10:1, 10b)and fAsomeone affronted h
under mi ned % iPaulletCorihtty, and katgr widte a tearful letter {2)3which was carried by Titus to

the Corinthian community, and later brought Paul the joyful news that the Corinthians haddépeasponse to the

letter and were anxious to prove themselves innocent to hiril8):7 Paul wrote 2 Corinthians in reply to their

response and to raise money that was to be taken to Jerusalem {345, 16

2 Corinthians 3:4:6 occurs in the sectioof the letter in which Paul speaks of his own ministry to the Corinthian
crisis. I n this passage, Paul 6s il ar gbeapestiesatCaikleasad i t s 0
their att &clk2 CodnthianB 811, Paul ses accounts from the Older Testament to compare the

covenant under Moses with the new covenant that he preaches. Here he is in dialogue with two places in the Older
Testament: Exodus 34 where Moses comes down from the mountain after speaking witm@bdsao veil his face

before speaking with the people, and the passages in Jeremiah 31 and Ezekiel 36 which speak about the new covenant

as something no longer written on tablets of stone but written on the heart through the Spirit. Paul considlers himse

a minister of this new covenant (2 @ghinians3:6 ) . He speaks of the contrasting
of deat h, carved in letters of stoneéthe ministry of
provisional (v.11)comar ed t o hi s mini st r y,,whichis pefimainemt ang tvhiich heaccdn r i gh't
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pursue with far greater boldness. Both ministries have glory, but his ministry has far more. In 2 Corinthians 3:10 he
says filndeed i n t hriys hcaass ec,0 meh atto ohnacvee hnaod gglloor y at al |,

In verse 12, Paul suggests a novel reason, which is not indicated in the original story in Exodus 34, for why Moses had

to wear a veil. I't wagai@deo athathet batkcomeeloift avh ami gvhats
(ESV) or Ato keep the Israelites from gazing at it whi
then Paul is suggesting that the veil was there to cover not the brilliance fatttkhat the brilliance was transitory.

If we follow the ESV then the veil was there to cover the revelation of the future God had in mind (i.e. Christ), perhaps

to prevent the Israelites comparing the lesser glory of their covenant through Mos#isevgtieater glory of that

covenant to come. This latter interpretation makes much more sense in terms of what is said later abostitihat veil

being before the eyes of the Jews when they hear Christ preached. They ba@tthes they received the time

of Moses, but thewtill cannot see Christ in them (v.-158). Here Paul sounds rather like John in his suggestion that

Satan is at work keeping the Jews from believing in Christ.  As in John, he attributes this unbelief to the agency of
Satanfit he god of t hi gshatwasse (v.diomay apply:@dwh o t hheairg ha n d alldhose 6t bel i
who ar e fiper weeteasrdd, dhe Yexse thaBgpeaks about the old covenant still being veiled, refers
specifically toJewishunbelef.

The one ray of hope in what is a very pessimistic take on the Jewish missegreds$ 6 , Abut when one 1t
Lord, the veil is removed. O Paul seems to allow this
the Satard forces at work upon them that they ar@bleto turn to the Lord; turning to the Lord is still an available

choice). It is also hopeful t hat Paul puts no | imits

(continuous present) but t hey h a v e tiod Abralyam,t becauser it is h e d .
concentrating on the Mosaic covenant. Paul sees the covenant with Abraham as the everlasting covenant and the one
to which God is eternally faithful. Still, if he is true to his source passages in Jeremiah 31 and Ezekid| 8@, P

have to admit that it is theame contertt h a t is inscribed on stone as in fl est
|l etter of the | awd but because the people cannot keep |
life.

The antiJudaistic remarks in this section are almost palpable. Satan is behind their unbelief, their ministry is one of
fdeat hdo and ,theyane dotalle ta truly andedstandtheiremr | pt ures becapamrde t hey

as a reglt they are perishing. Inresponse to 2 Corinthians-36,2my-J i | | Levine states, AChr i
and some still do, that they have thightdinterpretation of the shared materials [comnsonipture], and that the

synagogue neverdidundera nd i t s ®oSwonmeBisbclheo.ldar s believe that Paul i S
incapacity to read, but of their inability to read it i
been telling his gentile Christian reasi¢hat the Jews never did understand the meaning of theisowni pt ur e s, 0t

this pré%ent day. 60

Someonclusions from Paul és epistles

As we have seen, Paul does use-amtiish statements in his epistles, particularly when speaking to the Galatians
about slavery under the old covenant as represented by
and the influence of the figods of this worl-doPaubver th
agonises over Jews whodomoe e Jesus as Messi ah, and confesses to th
faithfulness to his promises to them. What exactly are we to make of this? Considering that both Galatians and 2
Corinthians were written to communities with which heswagreat conflict, it may be that in the passages that cause

the greatest offense to Jews, Paul is writing under great duress and using rhetorical ploys in order to save his Gentile
mission. This does not mean that we condone some of his staténtkeaitsews are blind to the meaning of their

own religious texts, or that they are under the control of Salban that we understand the situations to which he was
writing. As was mentioned above, r hetriooleiwasatoaiuséladou!l 6 s t i
make a point. Understanding the texts within their context is very important, so that Presbyterians understand that the
harsh language was used in a context different from our own, and that it is not to be perceived as ewitened fo

aimed at Jews, as has often been the case in the past.

Yet, we can also see Pauldés theological points. He | a
Godds c ov e mathdtiti§ samattevaf right, but of gradeaaoundi so there is no distinction, sinbeth

Jews and Gentiles are included. But he also agonises over the future of his compatriots who do not recognise Jesus as
the Messiah. In Romans1d, he outlines his theology in which he states unequiwoti@it God is faithful to his
original promises to the Jews and they remain Godbés b
inclusion in the covenant, as they are grafted into the rich root of Judaism. And so with Presbyteeattg) are
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those who have been grafted into the covenant with Abraham, and should be grateful for our inclusion in the
community of Godds beloved.

The Epistle to the Hebrews

Although precisely when Hebrews was written is unknown, the most probably range®fdéan which it was

composed is 6000 AD®" It is not known exactly who wrote it someone, in any case, whose spirituality was
profoundly shaped by the worsHipi f e of t he temple, since the authordés w
priesthood, the sacrificial system and the temple. This is a Jew writing mainly to Jewish believers in Christ (the
Hebrews) who are tempted to revert to their old form of religious observance now that persecution has come against

the followers of Christ. Hiburden is to convince them that they cannot go back. The form of religion which served

them so well for the time before Christ has now reached fulfillment or completion in Christ as God always intended it
should (see Hebrews 9:10 where the presentwopsh of t he templ e is described as @
the body imposedintil the time comes to set things right . The |l etter to the Hebrev
worshiplife of the temple as belonging to a temporary era that with Ghrists come t o an end. A
6new covenant o [ God] has made the first one obsol et ¢
di sappear o( Hebr ews 8:13). Hebr ews, t hen, toget her w
supersessionis because it offers ncontinuingplace or validity to the Mosaic covenant, now that the perfect has

arrived.

The perfect priesthood of Christ has brought to its eschatological goal, the provisional Levitical priesthood and all
other aspects of Jewish religiousliféfi J esus has made the present feTiml e and
fulfillment of the new covenant promise, which the Older Testament held out both in word (Jeremiah 31) and through
the fAsketches and ; $Opaf dswites, in Hebeebs i€ mok evékingsaccomplishedh a

progressive sense. It idait accompli Christ came, established the new co
down (completed action in the past) at the right hand of God (Hebrews 10:12). Yet the letter to the Hebrews, much in

the same way as Matthew on the law, does ispdage the law. Itis this very law, or in Hebrews, this very covenant

whose substance has been realized. The substance of both covenants is the same, the old covenant forms pointing
forward to forgiveness in Christ and the Older Testament faithfutstg in the covenant through a parallel faith to

the believers in Christ under the new covenant dispensation (Helfe¥%2). The old covenant only appears

lesser, relative to the greater. According to N.T. Wright,

The word Obet t ersdretkebrews than intoerwholetof theerest of the New
Testament put together. That tells us something about the way the writer thinks. He is constantly
contrasting, not something bad with something good, but something good with something better.
He is rot saying that the ancient Israelite system was a bad thing, with its Temple, its law and its
Levitical priesthood. What he is saying is that the new dispensation which has arrived in and
through Jesus Bven bettethan what went before. Now at lastfeetion is in sight, and Jesus has
achieved it for u§’

I n addition, Hebrews 7:25 describes Christ as fAhold[in
and therefore being fAable for all . i melLitkoe wsiasvee tthheo ssea cwh
i's unr epeat abHebew§oi26) becausefitasralsodihal and perfect and unsurpassed. For this reason

the author of Hebrews is at a loss when he tries to think of what more God may do to recongilkéhssme of

those he is addressing, who have embraced Christ and then fallen away (svesti@2629)*°

Wright, commenting on Hebrews 1010 summarises the message of the letter here in language that reveals how
central a theology of replacemesttd the message of this book:

Again as [the author] has been emphasizing al/l t hr
would be mad to think of going back, as though for safety, to the old system. It might get them out

of a little local difficultyin their immediate situation. But it would be like running for safety into a

house which was about to fall down. The old system itself pointed forward to the new, declaring

itself ultimately redundant. There is [not] anything wrong with the Old Testamethe system it

put in place. That system itself declared itself to be temporary. Now that the proper replacement

has come, nobody in their right mind would stay with the temporary one, let alone go back to it

having once experienced the new andgetent dispensation which has come to Birth.
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The letter to the Hebrews, then, is one of the most obvious seedbeds in all of the Newer Testament for a hard form of
supersessionist theology. Hebrews speaks openly about Mosaic covenant inferiorityolestebse. As we have

already seen in other parts of the canon, Hebrews also has this sense of completed action on the part of God, rather than
a more attenuated sense of what is not yet, and the letter thinks very much in terms of discrete eradidthe Go
economy. Yet we must remember that Hebrews is not primarily a tract developed for the evangelisation of the Jews.

It is a sermon preached to a Jewish congregation that had already believed in Christ, and then become somewhat less
sure. Its most potad application is toward backslidi@hristianswho have lost their zeal for the gospel, rather than

toward those Jews who have never embraced that gospel at all.

Revelation

As we saw above, in John 8, the author associated Satan and the Jews. Haolewmes not stand alone among the
Johannine writings in making the association between the devil and the Jews explicit. Newer Testament scholars
generally believe that Revelation was written in the same community as the Gospel of John. To the ichurches

Smyrna and in Philadelphia John records these words of
and are not, but amesynagogue of SatanDo not be afraid of what you are about to suffer. | tell you, the devil will

putsomeofyoi n prison to test youéBe faithful, even to the
(Revelation2.91 0 ) . AThese are the words of him who is holy an
no one can shut, and what he shutsm@o can opené. | know that you have I itt]l

and have not denied my name. | will make those who atfeeaynagogue of Satawho claim to be Jews though

they are not, but are liarsl will make them come and falldownwto ur f eet and acknowl edge t |
(Revelation 3.7 ) . The Asynagogue of Satand in these verses dc
what John says of them is typical of the fulfillment motif found elsewhere in John #metjpspels: Jesus has taken

up all of true Israel into himself without remainder, bringing it to fulfilment. So that Israel which remains outside of
Christ is necessarily a false |Israel, thdose fiwho cl aim

The extremity of the language is the first thing that strikes us in these texts, but also there is the consciousness of real
persecuti on. These words are calls to Christians to Kk
termsofsoci al and economic op,omrptrumsiotnyme nits | afinedveernblowaon dt hfel ip
every kind of f a ssiesirkitdr blamedutlse elelvs forvconspiringnsystematically to poison

European culture and pollute the Aryan blestdck, so that ordinary Germans could feel themselves under threat, and

view his aggression amtional defensié so we have to ask here whether things for the Christians really were as bad as

John is portraying them. The weight of historical evidence suggests that they were. For a brief window of time, the

Jews were powerfil and the Christianpowerless. This balance of power soon swung the other way, which is
something that should never be forgotten by churches reading the book of Revelation at the end of a 1600 year run of
Christendom. These words were not written to people like Usrom he perspective of a persecuted minority, on the
outside looking in, Christds promise to make the synag
t hat I have | oved youo irfclesiohisn |Qdokded sa scsoutoeampesgriet whoofieve@ horvies, t i
suspected that Jewistxclusiorwould later become the point at issue.

Newer Testament Conclusion

In the texts that have been surveyed in this section, from Mark to Revelation, it is obvious thetvasftitexts are

found in theNewer Testament. Matthew in particular includes-dnd wi s h st at ement s, particul
with religious | eaders, and in the announced cul pabildi
portrays the Jews as hostile Gitiiillers who are enemies of Paul and in league with Satan. John sees religious
leaders in particular as Satanic and in opposition to God who is embodied in Jesus. Paul condemns them in
Galatianst and 2 Corinthians 3, while the authors of Hebrews an@Rtion respectively see the Jewish covenant as

obsolete and the synagogues in alliance with Satan. Yet, as we have seen above, understanding the context of the
Newer Testament documents is of great importance. The Newer Testament is more aimédihgt tspemergent
circumstances than it is systematic, so depending on the particularity of the situation and the audience being addressed,
the apostle or evangelist can sound severe in his or her rhetoric.

Our position is that the problem ahti-Judaisn can be addressed by dealing with the problem texts rather than

ignoring or diminishing them. We fundamentally agree with Siker, that the burden of the Newer Testament argument

is that Gentiles may be included in the covenant and that somewhere allimeg, tinés argument for Gentile inclusion

became an argument for Jewish exclusibrive also agree that the way back should not consist so much in finding a

way out of Christianitydés exclusi vi st gofthaincimsdvistaneroyut Chr i
of God, and the faithfulness of God, regardless of human acceptance or réfeciiém.believe Christians are
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compelled to address the problem of aluidlaism (which embraces some forms of supersessionism) in their reading of

the scriptures out of true repentance for the horrific history that lies between us and in order to affirm the Christian

belief that the God of Israel does not break his promises. As David Novak puislitn  t he pr esent st
worl déChrialtisawmr wsipval éius just as precarious as Jewish s
not abandoned us (the Jews) to oblivion can greatly help you (Christians) appreciate how God has not abandoned you

to oblivion either. o

Additional Theological Trajectories from the Newer Testament

The Newer Testament writers, as theologians in a Jewi s|
as they reformulate areas of doctrine such as covenant and election, God and salvation, irofl@hligitt Across

the Newer Testament canon, theological themes emerge sugh falillment in Christ, (i) a kairos moment

precipitated by Christ, and a foreshortened eschatological ho(iEgran occult reason lying behind the Jewish

rejection of Christ, and(iv) one covenant of grace, and they have been interpreted as encouraging hard
supersessionism. We would argue, however, that in each case there is a dialectic within the Newer Testament canon
itself, modifying the haratdged texts, and quifeequently pointing in another direction entirely.

The motif of fulfillment

That Chri st is the one who fulfils Goddés revelati on, (
completion Godods sal vat i amronfpskienwhidch @ ifound acmss tha Nedv Testarhentot her
canon. This defining characteristic of the Christian faith, logically writes a question mark over the place for a
continuing Jewish witness outside of Christ. Hard supersessionism is one answeguedtian, and we find shades

of it in theGospel of Matthew and the book of Revelation, where Jews who follow Jesus are regarded as the true Jews,

and Jews who stay in separate Jewish communities are dismissed as false Jews. Soft supersessionisis, however
another kind of answer. It insists on fulfilment in Christ, but also on the inalienable faithfulness of God to the
covenant. Paulis our best example within the Newer Testament canon, of a theologian who holds those two instances
together, and thudiscerns a purpose for the continuation of a Jewish witness in the world, even outside of Christ.

The idea of t haen di kahier ofise sncohdmetmotl o gi c al hori zon

Both thego s p e | writers and Paul “tasandpoctalypticseeeat, p@sentingsan Bosir off i r st
decision to Israel and the world. With the first coming of Christ, the kingdom of God has broken into the world, and
for as long as this fAend ti med ( es c heelvdChiistanchenterlhid r un,
kingdom (i.e. come under his reign). Certainly for the author of Hebrews and Hays would argue, for Matthew and
John as well, the eschatological horizon (end of the eschaton) is very near or has already passed, meaning that Jews
have failed the test, lost their chance, and are now and forever shut out of the kingdom of God. Other voices in the
canon (e.g. Luke to some extent, and Paul), however, take a different view. They see the eschatological horizon as
much longer (i.e. theschaton is still running, the door is still open, for Jews and for others to repent and receive
Christ).

The idea that occult forces lie behind the Jewish rejection of Christ

Some Newer Testament writers, w h i flJesusdscakchomey lodgedgnitheg t ha't
human will, discern superhuman wills (satanic and divine) to be involved also. John develops his infamous
association between Jews and the devil, yet Paul also seeks for a deeper explanation for the Jewish rdsigtance he

so intractable. And this is what l eads him to the <co
predestining will, there is a positive reason for the present obduracy of the Jews (Gentile inclusion) and a positive
outcomeinstorefaial | .1 srael 0o

The theology of one covenant of grace

Paul, goes some distance beyond any of the other Newer Testament writers in developing a theology of covenant for a
new people of God that included both Jews and Gentiles. Key texts in his letterRmnans, the Galatians and the
Corinthians see Paul reflecting on the figures of Abraham and Nidseth mediators of the covenant between God

and Godoés peopl e. Paul | i ft sonacpvenarigich ® meliated by ésestivoa me n t |
men, and that it is, from start to finish a cover@grace In an effort to convince his fellodews that the covenant

is large enough to include Gentileéndeed was always aimed at their inclusioand that they need not observe all

the paticulars of the Mosaic law in order to be included, Paul suggests that the covenant with Abfatiemof all

the nations, father of all the faithfiill is the eternal one, and that the covenant which came through Moses is
provisional. Paulisconcernedb out any fici r c u mciiasyipinaplernfguitéicatiom whitchwea nd s O
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can secure for ourselvésas opposed to the righteousness that comes from faith. And so in talking with Jews in
particular, he emphasizes themmonbasis of justificatio they have with Gentile believers in Christhe faith,

which God reckons as righteousness. But Paul 6s statem
read in an antlewish way, as if Judaism is an inferior religion because rei@diably tied to legalism. We need to
take Paul 6s positive statements about the |l aw into acc
addresses Gentiles, Paul is very careful to exalt the covenant which came through Moses alshasveih
consecrated Jews as a witness to God in the world, thali

Paul is most often that voice in the canon, which counters notions that the Jews are rejected or that their religion is a
stranger to the concept of grace. We may want to move beyont t®agdeak positively about the place of Jews and

of Jewish religio in our world, and to say something to Christians usinguttielewish texts, instead of just passing

over them in silence. If that is our desire, then Paul also offers us a few constructive theological openings which we
can take further.

Paul opens # door for us to speculate about what a Judaism might look like that continues the observance of the
specific commands of the Mosaic law, yet which is dependent upon faith in Christ alone as the principle of covenant
inclusion and justification. In factamy Messianic Jews do continue to observe food and purity laws, while believing

that their faith in Christ is what makes them children of Abraham, included in the covenant promises, together with
others who share that faith. Why do they continue to obstx Mosaic law? Practically speaking, because in

many cases, it makes meals with fddassianic family members easier, but there are more theological reasons: If
Jews do not remain distinguishable by the particular ways in which they observe theh®eralill the restoration,

toward which the new covenant announced in Jeremiah and Ezekiel looks, be objectively verifiable? How will the
fulfill ment of Paul ds prophecy that dalll |l srael 06 will
seriously the value in Jews remaining a distinguishable people, by their observance of theFAexsbyterian
Christians, we believe that the Mosaic law continues to show us what holiness logkthbkeéhose who choose it,

continue to choose thewaffo | i f e . Moses did not § aceoldingthJewislthaughe of Go
we, as Noachides, are responsible for a more general obedibutare we prepared to say there is no value to a
Jewish witness which continues to live with Goeafthe pattern revealed at Sinai?

Paul helps us to construct a responsible hermeneutic for contextual preaching. Paul remindsgose theters

al so do, that one speaks most sharply when ,®dubdcaressi ng

sound very different. His word to Jewish believers in Christisd on 6t | ook down on and excl
the selfsame gospéhith and basis of justificationasydlbb e gr aci ous! 0 Hifiss tvaordd i tho a®e!
this is a &wish story, Gentile inclusionis asubpiobe gr atef ul ! 0o Since Jesus, Paul

Testament writers were themselves Jewish, they tend to speak to their Jewish audiences in very direct, unvarnished
terms (e.g. Matthew 23, John 8,iRans 3, Galatians 5), but Christians ought not to seize upon critical language aimed
atJewsandsayiyou see, itds right there in the Bible! The J
the antiJewish passages of the Newer Testamerfoi Christians to heahemselvesddressed, when Jews are

indicted for unbelief or for treachery which opposes Christ in the gospels, or when Paul indicts Jews and Judaisers of

focusing on the wrong things, a nedcriptiom df dnimgaelif irl. Corigthiahsh e g o s p
9:2022%as a man who is able to be fAall things to all peop
Greeks and among Jews, confirm our picture of Paul as a man able to speak in the idiom ofulaniessod always

forthesakeoi wi nni ngo as many as possible. Thus Paul 6s examj

know our audience, and to figure out which face of the message particularly applies to them. If we follow the
example ofJesus, Paul and other preachers we encounter in the Newer Testament, we will reserve the most
challenging parts of the messdgis sharpest rebukésfor ourselves and those like us.

The history of contention between Christians and Jews, which we $een reflected in the Newer Testament
writings, and which intensified after the end of the first century, has been long and entrenched. Yet we believe that
the desire for Jews and Christians to live as friends, helping one another toward a full ndihersiawhat it means

to Iive with God in the one covenant of giraadalecticali s a ho
met hod of Il earning, used i n T%anaanotherthoodgh exigénndissussionooha st u d
text . The word for fAhavrut@abi s smaegrseech s§toangdei woor
virtue consists in qualities like instinctive sympathy and affection, common views and interests, because the virtue of

this studesifmtbeerdoi h his or her ability to challenge

about a solidarity in the desire to ledrabout the help that one can give to the other in becoming the best lover of God
that he or she canbe. KarlBaits r e a d i n gll oeftainf emnphasises tBe dialectical relationship between
fithe two for ms Yoff tGoe 6 tsEkandoiideShorch. What if God has given Jews and
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Gentile believers in Jesus to one another in this kind ofdialé c a | friendship described b
purpose of this dialectical friendship between Christians and Jews is not merely edification but redeagfaiul

says:fii f the Jewsd trespass means riichefsulflori ndleuSGieoan i hea
11:12)? In those rare and beautiful places of history where there has been genuine love between Christians and Jews,

it is because Christians have come to recognize Jews as among the best friends their souls have.

PART Il: HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF THE REFORMED TRADITION
Supersessionism in the Patristic Era

The previous section explored how both the Ol der and N
and understand their ocfusahVatriobe. i nBédobde eveomhomk at
emphasis on the one covenant of grace, which both Jews and Christians share, it may prove helpful to delineate briefly
how the early Church used the idea of the covenant and thereby relfadddto relate itself to Judaism.

Christianitybés Roots

Christianity was nurtured in the cradle of the Jewish faith. Jesus was a Jew as were also the first Christians and the
Book of Acts and the Pauline letters make clear that they continueddw thikscriptures, worship and many of the
observances ahe Jewish religion (Acts 2:42 Timothy 3:1517). Yet Christians were conscious of something

decisively new in the incarnation, life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Jaroslav Paikastotian of

doctrine, has expressed this in a finely balancedwayC| ear |l y, they recognizendt that s
something branth e w, but something n¥wly restored and fulfilled

The Older and Newer Testaments

This convictionofcat i nuity and the notion of newness are evident
of the Ol der Testament Scriptures. For siipmressweret he f i |
primarily the Older Testameft? Thegospe$ and epistles that later became known as the Newer Testament had not

yet attained the status of canonisalipture. Even when the Newer Testament writings came to be recognized as

inspired scripture, Christians continued to accept the Older Testametiteag/ord of God. The first Christian

theol ogian to speak unequivocally of a fiNewo clRe03t ament ,
in his lengthy workAgainst Heresies (Adversus omnes Haere$&sBy his time, there was a genecahsensus that

there were four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles and letters that had the setipsusé. Shortly after his time, the

fully scriptural character of these Christian writings was recogtfisadnd f ol | owi ng Paul 6s de
scriptures as fithe old covenanto (2 Corinthians 3:14
Tertullian (c.166c . 225) associated the fAevangelical and aposto
recognised this twofold cleiction (Older and Newer Testament books) as of equal authSritwell before the end

of the fourth century the twenseven books of the Newer Testament were received as Holy Scripture and they were
seen as being in theological unity with the thinipe books of the Older Testament.

S i
)

Tertullian defended the unity of the Older and Newer Testaments against Marcion (d.c.160) who rejected the Older
Testament, maintaining that the Creator God depicted therein had nothing in common with the God of Imd revea

by Jesus. Marcion proposed an alternative canon consi
an edited version of Lukeos Gospel. The Church decl
supersessionism, which totallgjected the Older Testament and retained only an edited version of the Newer. This
wrong-headed attempt to shake off or suppress the Jewish Older Testament foundations and to purify Christianity of

all Jewish accretions and misunderstandings, has nmdeajppearance in the history of the Church in some of the
Anabaptists, the Socinians, in Friedrich Schleiermacher, Adolf von Harnack and in the German Christians during the
Nazi era who called for the elimination of the Older Testament from the Chestiptures. Over against the idea of

a generalised Jesus, a truly evangelical faith must insist on the fact that Jesus Christ was born, lived and died a Jew.

The Concept of the Covenant

The question of the relation between the two covenants, outll@ek in terms of two Testaments, came to dominate
the discussion between Christians and Jews. With this in mind, we will now look at how the three theologians,
menti oned above, spoke of Godés covenant.
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1. Justin Martyr (c100-c.165)

In his Dialogue with Trypho, an educated Jew, Justin argued that Christians share with Jews the fundamental belief
that God is Creator and Redeemer:

There will be no other God... but He who made and disposed all this universe. Nor do we think that
thereis one God for us, another for you, but that He alone is God who led your fathers out from

Egypt with a strong hand and a high arm. Nor have we trusted in any other... but in Him in whom

you also have trusted, the God of Abraham, and of Isaac and &f*3aco

Justin then proceeded to demonstrate that this same God acted in Jesus Christ, the Crucified. Jesus Christ is the new
law and the new covenant. This covenant is trustworthy and universal, having been given to all humankind. In
responseto Tryah6s charge that Christians despise the covenant
have retained whatever in the | aw of M8sJestinalsonmagsedfinat ur
that one of the differences betwete old and new covenants is that the Older Testament priesthood was an
announcement of fAthe things to be acc omgGadshékatherbfy our
al AAnd. by the word of His calalcien go, t® WBstiaonstruéd leraclasa ue hi
phenomenon of the past and s pok.eYebhe betiehed in &£future nallennians fit h e
with a thousand year reign in Jerusalem and presumably in the conversion of thetBevendtof time.

2. lIrenaeus (c.13@.200)

Irenaeus is significant for his defence of Christian orthodoxy against gnostic teaching. In his majégaorkt

Heresieshe countered the gnostic view that the Father of Jesus Christ is not the ®denfis. Like Justin Martyr,

Irenaeus affirmed the identity of God, the Creator and Redeeridte who f or med the worl d.
Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, above whom there is no other God, nor initial principle, nor

power nor pleroma-rHe is the Father 0% Thisione God, trethaeus deddubmd eSthblishesl t . . . ©
four covenants with the humanracééone, . . . under Adam; the second, .. .under
under Moses; the fourththa whi ch renovates man, and sums u'f Tad | t hin
covenants develop in the economy of salwvation until t h

of Jesus Christ. It can be safely assumedeaeth of the covenants does not abolish the previous one, but all are held
together in a unity of the different ways God deals with humanity in the various stages of salvation history. The
biblical narrative testifies to a single economy of salvation fAmam to Christ. Although the newer covenant is
greater, the words figreatero and Al essd are al ways use
properties in common though they may differindéetdil.l r enaeus 6 s t e a tshonheringsubstdncetbwto c o v e
different in accidents became determinative for subsequent Christian and in particular, Reformed theology. Irenaeus

also engaged in millennial speculation holding that during the millennium the centre of the restored eartke would b
Jerusalem. In 431, the Third Ecumenical Council of Ephesus condemned belief in a literal future millennium as
superstition.

3. Tertullian (c.16&.225)

As already noted, Tertullian defended the unity of the Older and Newer Testaments against Ménciam as the
father of Latin theology he was the first Christian theologian to translate the Greek word for cavénant ihtdJ k U

Latin astestamentum He argued that, contrary to Marcion, har mor
bothlawand gospel [is] no e Ifhdrehiseardifferehce between Bw ahd gospel, dt does. not O
arise from any opposition between them. The differenc

just as the fruit is sepated from the seed, although the fruit comes from the seed. So likewise the gospel is separated
from the law, whilst it advances from the lawa different thing from it, but not an alien one; diverse, but not

c o nt % Nejtherpposition nor displament of the old by the new, but amplification and renewal lie at the heart
of Tertulliands teaching.

Augustineds Teaching

This early Christian teaching about the correspondence between the old and new covenants culminated in the theology

of Augustine of Hippo (354130) who formulated the classic statemeriit:l n t he Ol d Test ament t he
in the New the Old is reva | B*Augustine based this formulation on his hermeneutic of flesh and spirit, literal and
spiritual, law and grace. There are two covenants, two stages in the divine economy, two conditions of the people of
God: Israel and the Church, one of thesh and the other of the Spirit.
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Augustineds second i mportant | egacy waKde hd esv edloocped nkRau
teaching that #dAal/l l srael wil/ be savedo (Romans 11: 25
the divine plan for salvation. This involved the continuing validity of the law, which points to Christ, wko is it
fulfilment. The majority of the Jews did not believe in Christ. Their temple was destroyed and the Jews were
punished with exile and subjugation for the murder of Jesus Christ (not deicide, for they did not recognize Jesus Christ

as God). Like Cain,two kil Il ed his brother, Abel, they bear the ma
their survival is ensured. Their dispersion among the nations means that they serve as witnesses to the prophecies
which were promulgated before the coming ofi€th Augustine spoke of the Jews as a librarian bearing the Law and

the Prophets, testifying to the doctrine of the Church and validating the Christiatt*¥aith.

Augustineds teaching of the continuity torfi n@l doefr aanfdwiN
peopl ed had a wi Madieval pdribduntorthe sixtebnthccemtiRgfbrmation and to more recent

times. His emphasis on the continuity of the old and new covenants shaped the one covenant of grace theology of the
Swissad Rhineland reformers and more recently the theol of
its emphasis on both the protection and humiliation of the Jews, influéviedikval theology and legal theory,

Martin Luther, Johannes Reuchlin apithers in the sixteenth century, and also the English and Dutch Restorationists

of the seventeenth and eighteenth centthyk ar | Bart hés theol ogy of I srael, wit
and Goddés covenant withundreofl]elwswiamhd urhkee lsiteufb,b oirsn qirad a
witness doctriné?’

Superseasionism in the Reformation Era
Martin Luther

On the eve of the Reformation, the condition of Jews in Europe can be accurately described by the word

fimi s e % lewsendre seen not only as rejected by God for crucifying and denying Jesus, but were also blamed

for plagues, accused of the ritual murder of Christian children, charged with desecrating the eucharistic host and were
generally resented for economic reasonChristian persecution of the Jews began with the First Crusade when a
series of murderous attacks were perpetrat e@®Geaerrgaai nst tt
Church opposed this torrent of racial and religious intoleramrceainon law did not condone the victimization of the

Jews and prohibited forced conversions, but for the most part, it simply looked on and ditf liteavs were

expelled from England in 129@om France in 1306, from Spain in 1492 and from Portuga497. Many found

asylum in the Netherlands and in Turkish lands.

Jewi sh hopes were aroused and then dashedlevishlegdeyr t i n Lu
As a biblical scholar, Luther placed a high value on the Older Testaorgriures and in his lectures on the Psalms
(15131515) he laid the exegetical foundations for a Christological interpretation of the Older Testament. In 1523, he
published his tracfThat Jesus Christ was born a Jew which he argued that the Jews aloodrelatives of Christ.

AWe are al awlmtberwotedi ti mey] are actually nearer to Chri st
be treated in a kindly mann&’. This was a rare exhibition of phiBemitism for an age in which trewere few
friendsoftheJew¥'but al as, it did not | ast. When Jews failed t
hope and his main motive for Christian friendship, he turned against them in his virulei@tr#iog, Jews and Their

Lies (1543)!% In it he called for the destruction of their homes, synagogues and books as well as the abrogation of

any civil rights they still had. In his later years, Luther was feverishly focussed on the apocalyptic struggle with the
Anti-Christ,andé ws al ong with the pope, the Tur ks, and false C

four axebtohasevbkeén said in Lutherédés defence that his a
Yet Luther cannot be let off thevbk so easily. His anfludaism became in fact al@emitism by virtue of the harsh
measures he demanded for the state to enact. ltwadaipggur e ment of Hi-ttHe 8hodi€and f i nal s

the Nazis did not hesactd*dtog ttheise elvitlhe@rudpolsatsef ulRatbbi
friend, Philip Melanchthon and his Nuremberg disciple, Andreas Osiander, expressed their deep shock, but Luther
ignored them. He continued his venomous tirade against the Jews to tifehemlife in 1546.

A Hopeful Turn of Events: The Swiss Reformation

The sixteenth century Protest&eformation was not famous for proclaiming political freedom, religious toleration

and civil and human rights. Phi®e mi t i sm was rare and though most reform
outbursts against the Jews, they were generally agreed tatvaented Jews threatened the common good of the

corpus christianum It is now conventional wisdom that a straight line runs from Renaissance humanism to the
vanguard of Locke, Hume and Voltaire, and then to the breakthrough of toleration during theeBmignt?®> This

wisdom is questionable on two countéirst, its rosy view of humanism. Erasmus, we know, showed not only a
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religious but also a social and political hostility to the Jews and rejoiced that they had been expelled from France. He
fearad that with the renaissance of classical letters, paganism and Judaism would be strengthened and the rediscovery
of Hebrew would bring this threat closgf. Even Johannes Reuchlin, the Christian humanist and Hebraist, though he
made a case for civil righ for Jews, never doubted their collective guilt and the utility of mass exputéfons.
Secondly, the theory that the toleration which broke through at the Enlightenment was descended in a direct line from
Renaissance humanism ignores the heritage dRéffiermation, especially the SwiReformation and its aftermath,

which, in spite of many negative elements regarding the Jews, also had positive ones. Its most positive feature was an
emphasis on the one covenant of grace with two modes of administdtdand new.

It will be argued that the trajectory to the toleration of the Enlightenment also runs through the Swiss Reformation, for
in it seeds were sown that came to fruition decades later. The principal seed was the idea of the one coveaant of gra
which Jews and Christians share. In contrast to Lutherans with their sharp distinction between law and gospel, and
Anabaptists with their almost exclusive focus on the Newer Testament, the Swiss reformers spoke of the old and new
covenants as being onesubstance, differing only in two modes of administration. Almost without exception, the
Swiss reformers were versed in Hebrew as well as in Gfeeka their teaching and preaching they instilled a deep
respect for and love of the Older Testan®nptures in Reformedhurch communities that could not but result in a

new and more favourable attitude to Jews. It is also no mere coincidence that during the Nazi persecution and
massacre of the Jews, many Reformed church communities in Holland, Fsaneeny and Hungary sheltered and
assisted Jews. But our attention now will focus on the one covenant of grace.

Rhineland Reformers

Johannes Oecolampadius (14B231), Wolfgang Capito (14¥8541) and Martin Bucer were among the first
reformers to empdmsize biblical teaching on the covenant. Oecolampadius held that God had established an eternal
covenant with humanity. Central to it was the law of love which was inscribed on the human heart at creation, was
later expounded by the written law and thelfilled in Jesus Christ?®

Huldrych Zwingli (1482-1531)

The emphasis on one covenant was also characteristic
in his controversy with the Anabaptists regarding infant baptism. G. Schasniointed out the Anabaptists spoke

of themsel ves as i meThely drewsa shafp cdntnast between dhe ald and new covenants,
hol ding that their believers6 baptism was a sign of
circumcision in the Abrahamic covenant. Zwingli defended infant baptism by emphasizing the salvific, historical
character of the one and eternal covenant according to which the people of Israel, together with the Christian church,
form one Church and Pple of God. His argument was as follow§&od first made a covenant with Adam and then

with Noah, for all humanity. God then made a special covenant with the nation of Israel. But it was always the one
covenant, a covenant of grace, extending from inedb the end of the world. If children were included in the
Abrahamic covenant by being circumcised, are not Christian children placed at an intolerable disadvantage if they are

not baptized?® Zwi ngl i interpreted Pailtadts asltlatlesmmeanetl iwi |Ro nbaen ss a

the Jews. Though they have been unfaithful, we must treat them with equanimity and not despise them.

Heinrich Bullinger (1504-1575)

Zwi ngli 6s successor in Zurich, thtedvenant anchbroBdered it towngalkerit, t oo

an important element in Reformed theology. He published the first specific treatise on the covenant in 1534 entitled,
On the Testament or Eternal Covenant of God (De Testamento seue foedere Dei unico et agterexpbsitio...)

His mature thought is found in a series of sermons callee,Decades Using the notion of God accommodating
himself to our capacities, Bullinger stated:

God, in making of leagues, as he does in all things else, applies himseilf tapacities, and

i mitates the order which men use in making confeder

declare favour and goodwill that he bare to humankind...it pleased him to make a league or covenant
with humankind**

The new covenans the fulfilment of the covenant with Abraham, which is not abrogated, and as such, it is also the
ratification of the eternal covenant which God made with the whole human race. Bullinger was of the same view as
Zwingli that God did not begin the covertawith Abraham, but simply renewed the covenant he first made with
Adam, the first father of humankind, following his transgression. The history of salvation for Bullinger is not marked

by radical discontinuity between the old covenantand the newhurby t y and continuity. Zwi

views of an original covenant with Adam played an important role in the development of federal or covenant theology.

I
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Karl Barth has noted that a major feature of the covenant for both Zwingli and Builagéts universal character.

From the beginning it was open to the whole human race, not in the sense that all were automatically members of it,
but in the sense that it was made for all and applies to all, and that it is the destiny of humankinehé¢onbeciers

of it. But as Barth goes on to comment, this universalism was obscured if not obliterated in the later development of
federal theology??

John Calvin (15091564)

Bernard Cottret, the French historian and authdCalfin: A Biography hasstated thatCalvin,

and more generally Reformed Protestants reacted against ChristiaBeaniism, whose
intellectual emptiness they demonstrated. This ethical tendency accompanied a rereading of the
Bible, Old and New Testaments, that recognizedcthaplexity and argumentative depth of the
text....It is wrong to plaster over this fundamental dynamic thought with a dualist opposition
between law and grace, and still more to read into it a contradictory relationship of Judaism and
Christ®anityo

Whil e one does not hesitate to endorse this point of vie
broad spectrum of views ranging from fierce criticism of the Jews for their unbelief to irenic statements regarding their
continuingrolde n Godés pl an. Cottret, however, is correct in
therefore did not construe their distinction into a contradictory relationship between Judaism and Christianity.

Covenant and Law

Letusnowconside€al vi nds mat u hgitutestofethe IChristign ReligionA characteristic feature of
Calvindéds theology, as has been stated earlier, is i ts
Christians share. Left to itself, sinfulu mani ty, foll owing Adamés sin, would h
to God. God therefore took the initiative to restore the broken relationship by concluding a perpetual covenant with
Abraham and his descendants. God also gave the law throaggrsMs an integral part of that covenant, a seal of his
grace and the revelation of his wildl. Calvin defined
godly and righteous rule of living, but the form of religion handed down by God #hrb M &*s Ehe lavddid not

wipe out the promise made to the Jews but reminded them of it and renewed it.

Calvin, following tradition, divided the law into moral, ceremonial and judicial f&#sBefore considering the Ten
Commandments dimoral lawd, Calvin devoted chaptessx andseven, in Book Il of thénstitutesto reminding the
readerthat: i Fal | en Man Ought to Seek Redemption in Christo a
Folk of the Old Covenant under itself, butto FosterHoge Sal vati on i n CRKlearlyssalvatiom t i | hi
is not to be sought in the law but in Christ to whom the law points. Its purpose is positive, namely, to foster hope in
salvation until Christ comes. The moral law is set down in the two tabtks law. It is eternal and unchangeable.

It is also universal, prescribed for people of all nations and times, teaching them that God is to be worshipped by all

and that they ought to love one anothr.The moral law is not abrogated for belieyetscontinues to retain its

original force. Moreover, the law in all its parts refers to CH#isEalvin goes on in his comments to castigate the

Jews Awho absurdly made an obstacle of thatusouhguilt h was 't
and substitutes another righteousness in Christ, which is not attained by works but received by faith as a gift. The
Fourth Preface, mentioned above, makes a similar argument.

According to Calvinfinatural lavd (basic moral precepts geneyatevealed to the human mind and heart) precedes

moral law (the ten commandments, the more specific revelation givescripture) both historically and
psychol ogically. He describes the mor al lateconsceersce inot hi
which God has engr av'dTharegae not tivdhlaevs, orie of dasure arfd thenatherdf revelation.

Moral law and natural law are virtually identical in substance. The complex subject of natural law need not detain us
here. Suffice it to say that Calvin held that natural law enables pagans to sustain a semblance of civility, to give them

a sense of what is right and wrong and to convict them of their sin just as the revealed law functions for Jews. Yet
fall en h paoty foi righy kbasvledga and right action are so affected by sin that natural law is only a reliable

guide when aided by the spectaclesaripture.

fiCeremonial lawd (laws about things like food, dress and the particular rituals involved with Jewish worship) also
point to Christ and if they are divorced from him they are divested of all their force. They were a shadow of things to
come and what they prefigured is falin Christ alone. As argued in the Fourth Preface they represent the temporal
aspect of the law which is abrogated because Christ has fulfilled by his sacrificial death on the cross what the
ceremonial practices of sacrifice foreshadowed. The sammisftthefjudicial laws (laws which were given to the
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Jewish people to instruct them in rules of equity and justice while they existed as a nation state). Just as the
ceremonial laws could be abrogated without piety being harmed, so the judicialoiaide taken away without
affecting principles of equity and justi¢&.

Three uses of the law

For Calvin, as for Melanchthon and Bucer, the law has three functiff)jsp e d agogi c, as At he mi
showing us as a mirror our spof®) political, hindering the wicked who will cease to do evil only from fear; g)d
instruction of believers regarding the nature of Godod
understanding of #!° For Calvin this third use was the principal pwéile for Luther the condemning function was
primary. While there are differences between Calvinds

them. Emile Doumergue thinks that Luther was more idealistic by emphasizing an internaliztitotaw, while

Calvin was more realistic, insisting on the importance of the Ten Commandments in shaping our lives. Each position

has its dangersL ut her 6s of qui eti sm and 't hikedyphergCalic emphasizad vi no s
Christianliberty and devoted a separate chapter to it in the I&flutes(111.19). Consciences are freed from the

law as far as their justification is concerned, but this does not render the law superfluous. Moreover, freedom from

the demands of the law makeas capable of joyful obedience, so that as children of a kindly Father we willingly obey
Godds will. With respect to matters that are indiff.
conscience. Cal vi nds t evasgshawspw farde was froR maaawPurifarismWichd e | b
he has been unjustly accused of fathetfig.

Di d C admphasis érsthdawtend tolegalism?

Calvinds strong emphasis on the | aw has ReishelhSesberggn by s
the Lutheran historian of dogma, has charged that in
fiCal vi noshel esgaaylsi,sniior esul ts in a tendency to bl u¥ the bo

Paul Wenle makes a similar allegation:

In his moral zeal, Calvin utterly denies the difference between the Old and the New Testaments,
closes his eyes to all the new values which Jesus brought into the world and degrades Him to the
position of an interpreterféhe ancient lawgiver Moses. How much more clearly the Baptists saw
the truth in this respect?

TheantJ udai ¢ character of these criticisms i s most eviden

system ofshdeo cwrratne, 0 iis more Hebraic than Christian.
Ne w?®o

More Hebraic than Christian? Was Calvin more in the Jewish camp than in the Christian? Are the two so
contradictory? Calvin had a broad view ofthele expr essed by the Hebrew word A
teaching-t he At eachi ng folffor@dhd Hhiams elofmmonl y been transl at ed
translation in the Septuagimomos(law) and the subsequent Latin translatier (law). Yet to identify Torah
narrowly with Alawod is to |Iimit its meaning and to rai:

Calvin understood law avenantalaw, given by a gracious and faithful God to the people of Israel. From the law
we learn that God is our Heer, that God is merciful and holy and that, in loving kindness, he requires our
obediencé?® The law has been divinely handed down to the people of God to teach perfect righteousness. Torah is
to be spiritually understood and interpreted with refezdndhe Lawgiver, that is, by looking always at the Lawgiver

by whose nature we are to appraise the nature of the law. Calvin then makes this important point:

Those who did not comprehend these teachings fancied Christ another Moses, the givewaifthe la
the gospel which supplied what was lacking in the Mosaic law. Whence that common saying about
the perfection of the law of the gospel, that it far surpasses the oldilamwany respects a most
pernicious opiniorf’

The common errorto whichCalvi r ef er s and whi cgernitiosissicnafh | iss fitphkea nv ice w utshba
new fevan glexlevacgalicaghlasacenipletéd and supplied the deficiency which was present in the Jewish

Torah. Such a view, Calvin believed, disparages the Totaimsinuates that the sanctity of the fathers under the

Ol der Testament was hypocritical and lures. fistawayvfiragr
easy to refCat i tnhisayer r orioT h e gdddhta tiiedawiwimen he gritgstoredhtaits Chr i st
integrity in that he freed and cleansed it when it had been obscured by the falsehoods and defiled by the leaven of the
Pharisees [cf. Matew166, 11, an'® parallels]. o
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This emphasis o@restoratiodratherthandadditiory on dulfilmentérather thartabolitiondstrikes at the very root of
supersessionism. As Bernard Cottret has commented perceptite/al vi nds Chri st was a r e
Now @ reformedin the sixteentftentury sense, was not exactly an innovator or a revolutionary; on the contrary, he

fought against novelties. Similarly, the Jesus Calvin presented entered into conflict with the Pharisees in the name of

the original authenticity of thdewish law. He wanted to restore it to its purity. Jesus was not a second Moses; he

did not promote a new | alf’° Tmoreme at hkaradoll d\w hPtdhiek ar als
gospel is fAneaewobui t n destoradanadulfilladian g

Christ and the Law

Yet Calvin did not regard Christianity as simply a prolongation of the Jewish law without any discontinuity. On the
contrary, he was aware of the qualities of each religion as well as of the diffebetwesn the two. The principal
difference had to do with Jesus Christ. If in his interpretation of the law, Calvin was on the one hand, a strong
opponent of artBemitism, on the other hand, he opposed any minimisation of the person and role of Jssus Chr
which is the tendency of many astipersessionists. The law can only be properly understood in reference to Christ:

AThe main content of the | aw and the foundation of the
Christ as theit.eader and Protecter the heart of their sacred history; without Him there can be no religion and they
themselves would be tthealmvoisndswreppgheaclhftamenhe® | aw was

Christ is both the souhfiimg and en (telog of the law***

Older and Newer Testaments

It is only after he has discussed how fallen humankind should seek salvation inlGstitstt¢sll.6), and why the law

was given (to foster hope of salvation in Christ until his coming (II.7)oahdafter he has given an explanation of the

moral law (11.8), that Calvin is able to discuss how Christ, who was known to the Jews under the Law, has been clearly
revealed only in the gospel, (11.9), and thus, the similarity (11.10) and difference betiveeOlder and Newer
Testaments (11.11).

To counter the criticism that he had blurred the clear distinction of the law and the gospel taught by the other
reformers, Calvin introduced into his 15B®&titutesa c hapt er , i On t he cedbetweenteOldt y and
and the New Testaments. o0 This was further expanded i
Calvin held that there were differences between the two Testaments but his main concern was not to create a chasm
between them. The differences do not deny their unity. Older and Newer Testaments are united because Christ, who

was present in the establishment of the covenant with
fgospel 6 ter minoldgryeprnesdnt9s twherdci sideanmsati on of t he
clear mani festation of the mystery of Christo but Cal vi
testimonies of his mercy and fatherly favour which God gavet h e p at r'¥ dnrthislsasne chapteodaldin o

stated that the opposition of law and gospel ought not to be exaggefatBdat t he gospel did not
law as to bring forward a different way of salvation. Rather, it confirmedsatidfied whatever the law had

promi sed and gave s'Wbstance to the shadows. o

Calvin does not employ the Al awd and fAgospel o terminol
terms of the two being one in substance but different in adirdtion: A The covenant made with al
so much like ours in substance and reality that the two are actually one and the same. Yet they differ in the mode of

di s p e n'8aThéreis onfyone covenant, and that is the covenant of grace. In the next chapter, Calvin
enumerates five differences between the two Testaments which can be reduced to one; naohatity thiethe

gospel in the Newer Testament and its obscurity in the Older Testariidet differences are merely external and do

not diminish their unity. Both Testaments proclaim Christ and for the saints of the Older Testament, as for us, the
words were confirmed by sacramental signs. As Calvin stafie: o r Paul her se Chiistans ®f t o di ¢
thinking they are superior to the Jews through the privilege of baptism. Nor is what immediately follows subject to
thiscave 6 They ate the same spiritual (fComttianslf:34). dThimhek t he s
interr et s as ref®¥rCGalnwgi noéos phoriinstt .adbout Christian smugness
Servetus and the Anabaptists. Al ndeed, that wagnderful
Calvin says,aefiriag@ar dast hneotlhd m §°® Qalin resalutely eejects anyf notiermof ne . . . ¢
Christian superiority.

Did Calvin Give the Jews a Continuing Role in Godobés Pl .

Thelocus classicufor the consideration of the relationship of Chrisiig and Judaism is undoubtedly Romarnk19
and specifically, Romans 11:2%: ia har dening has come upon part of 1|sra
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come in, and sall Israelwillbesaved. . . 06 (under |l i ni ng a dcditpas3age antl ihhaslediios a no
different interpretations in both ancient and modern tites.

I n more recent times, commentators have raised the ques
conversion to Christ. A few commentatsisch as Krister Stendhal, P. Lapide and P. Stuhlmacher believe that God

will display an act of mercy to Israel independently of any acceptance of Jesus as Messiah or of a mass conversion to

the Christian gospel. Most commentators, however, for exampl&, Barrett, C.E.B. Cranfield, Joseph Fitzmyer,

Ernst K&semann, etc., (as earlier, Joboa® CadCoiinthiank nd t he
9: 22 means fAbe convertedo and s o s adrvdthelatterChnstolbgicalt ak e pl
interpretation is accepted as correets appears to be the caswill salvation occur through Christ at the parousia by

God providing é&Sonderwedi.e., a special or extraordinary way) without conversion to the gasipeiijl salvation

take place only through faith in Christ? The latter interpretation must be accepted since the thrust of the whole epistle

is that justification, salvation by grace, is through faith in Jesus Christ (Romans 1:16). The other magor iguesti

whet her dAall |l srael 6 means ethnic |srael, the Jews, ol
Chur ch i n . Mastcdmmentators areé reow agkeed that the former interpretation is the correct one. The
latterinterpred t i on of Aal | |l srael 06 as fAspiritual |l srael 6 made

patristic writers including Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria and Origen and Augustine, (who were ambivalent,
speaking sometimes of ethnic Israel aothetimes of spiritual Israel). It was this interpretation that the majority of
fifth to twelfth century commentators hel d. Thomas A
including every individual member, but most ancient and moderrpieters hold that it refers to Israel as a whole,

but not necessarily to every individual membér.

I n an excellent and engaging essay on fA6And Al I Il srael
according to Romans, chapters 9, 10 aij Daniel Shute notes that unlike Zwingli, Bucer, and Peter Martyr, Calvin

interpreted fAall I1srael a®tHe mehaem malslertbe paopgkbyobec€
interpretationodo (actual laghad along fraslitiom lefore ant followiny &€alvingthat e n't r i
iCalvin managed to avoid any meaningful notion of the J

that were harbingers of a phifemitism that were to fascinate some Reformedestis of Scripture in the next
g e n e r &% S$hotaiDquite correct in what he says about Peter Martyr, but is he right in what he says about Calvin?

I s perhaps Calvinds position a |little more complex thal
Cal vi n ap p enmhnerofspeakinfPiraGalatiarss 6:16:Peace and mercy be upon. . .t
way to understand the meaning of f#fAal./l | srael shall be

means fithe people of Goddsobevihiidwi nqn Xéves Romh nGe ptas sag

between Israel and the Gentiles (11:2%):a har deni ng has come upon part of I sr
has come in. o I't does not seedm liirkel l: 26 ame dirasn da rsyt hail
11:25-t hat i s, iJewso. I n rejecting the interpretation |
wanted to avoid the view fthat religi osTempgeidJdrusalgmai n be

and its ceremonies. He may also have wanted to avoid any millennial interpretation, but this is only a conjecture.

At the same time, Calvin definitely does not exclude the restoration of Israel as a people to the obedience of faith:

When the Gentiles shall come in, the Jews also shall return from their defection to the obedience of
faith; and thus shall be completed the salvation of the whole Israel of God, which shall be gathered
from both; and yet in such a way that the Jehall obtain the first place, being as it were the first
born in G&%doés family.

Similar comments are made on Romans 11:flHave t hey stumbled that they shoul

€ he[Pau] asks the question whether the Jewish nation had so stumbled at Bhtigtwas all

over with them universally, and no hope of repentance remained. Here he justly denies that the
salvation of the Jews was to be despaired of, or that they were so rejected by God, that there was to
be no future restoration, or that the enant of grace, which he had once made with them, was
entirely abolished, since there had ever remained in that nation the seed of Bféssing.
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In Calvindés view the covenant which God made wddth the J
A whole section was devoted to this point in the 158ituteswhere Calvin defended the practice of baptizing
infants over against the Anabaptists:

that the covenant which God had made once for all with the descendants of Abraham could in no

way be made void. Consequentl vy, in the eleventh c
physical progeny must not be deprived of their dignity... the Jews are the first and natural heirs of the

gospel, except to the extent that by their ungratefulnessvileey forsaken as unworthy yet

forsaken in such a way that the heavenly blessing had not departed utterly from their nation.

...despite their stubbornness and covetmeaking Paul still calls them holy [Roams11:16] such

great honour does he give the holy generation whom God had held worthy of his sacred

covenant); but he calls us (if we are compared with them), as it were, posthumous or even abortive

children of Abraham- and that by adoption, not by naturas if a sapling broken from its treexe

grafted upon the trunk of another [Rans11:17]. Therefore that they might not be defrauded of

their privilege, the gospel had to be announced to them first. For they are, so to speak, like the

firstborn in Godés househol d. Accordingly, this hono
wha was offered and by their ungratefulness caused it to be transferred to the Geriites.

despite the great obstinacy with which they continue to wage war against the gospel, we must not

despise them, while we consider that, for the sake of the pr@3nisd 6 s bl essing still]l res
them For the apostle testifies that it will never be completely takenawafzor t he gi fts and t
calling of God ar eanslil:29hvwii® repentancedo[ Rom

Conclusion: AiThe -Borstin Godds Househol do

The Swss, and the Rhinelamdformers who were closely associated with them, nttagleoncept of the covenahe
principal idea not only for expressing the redemptive relationship between God and humankind, but also for binding
Jews and Christians together inep indissoluble covenant of grace. Believing that the gifts and calling of God are

irrevocable, the Swiss reformers held thatbhoGodds ISheds
househTloHhedyd have t he f ir gbfsgvhtianc elheir very Exsteéntesis aepooof that @od is
present and active in human history. Their survival a:

personal physician said, is a proof for the existence of God.

tismostf i tting to conclude this section with Th®odore de
Romans 11. After | amenting the guilt of Christianity
have maltreated in so many ways, Bexete:

I pray daily with all/l my heart for the Jews in thi
righteousness that one not scorn you and this ungrateful people deserves to be severely punished.

But, Lord | pray that you will have regard for yocmvenant and look with kindly eyes on this

forsaken and unfortunate people for your namebds sa
unworthy of all humankind, whom you have nonetheless made worthy by your great mercy, grant in

your grace that we masp grow in understanding that we may not be instruments of your anger, but

instead be enabled to call them back to the right way, through knowledge of your Word and by the

example of a holy life through the power of your Holy Spirit, so that you may b&moasly

glorified by all nations and people in eternity. A&t

I n an age of raci al bigotry and religious intolerance,
firstborn in Godo6s househol bo,usaendCatlhvdtn d6we wGe mtsi, | digpoan & ,u
children of Abraham-and t hat by adopti on, not by nature.. .o

Supersessionism in Reformed Theology after the Reformation

ThepostRef or mati on era saw a number of developments which
the Ol der Testament and the Jewish peopl e. The most i
or ficovenant 0 ntdemttockntuyy i n the seve

Federal Theology

Covenant theology, sometimes referred to as federal theology (fctys covenant), made the biblical concept of
the covenant the generative and organising principle of the Christian faith. Federal theology sebsitts t or y of Go
dealings with humankind in terms of a bond or an agreement. The whole history of salvation from Adam and Eve
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forward is understood in terms of covenants. While it was intended to ameliorate some of the harsh edges of the
doctrineofprd est i nati on by introducing a more historical, dyn
purposes, federal theology introduced ideas that also made Reformed theology more supersessionistic.

During the sixteenth century Reformed theologisunsh as Bullinger emphasized the importance of the one covenant

of grace. By the beginning of the seventeenth century a new idea was introduced, namely a distinction between a
covenant of workerhich was separate from and antecedent twtivenant of gree  This view can be seen in the

Heidelberg theologians (Zacharius Ursinus and Caspar Olevianus) and in a number of English Puritans (Thomas
Cartwright and Dudley Fenner). According to these theologians, God mameiaant of worksvith Adam, who

repreent ed all humanity as its fAfederal o head or represen
law as the condition of salvation. After Adam disobeyed and fell, and all humanity with him, God established the
covenant of gracevhichisfulfi 1 ed i n Jesus Chwhadisthe federahhead bfé elestt Ad a mo

The distinction between the covenant of works and the covenant of grace became common in Reformed theology in
the seventeenth century. This is evident in the way it was reniferth@ Westminster Confession of Fafth

(Chapter VII) which speaks of two covenantthe covenant of works in which life was promised to our first parents

and their posterity conditional upon perfect and personal obedience; and the covenant ofwhiale God freely

offers salvation through faith in Jesus Christ to the elect. The covenant of grace is administered in two times, first in
the time of law, then in the time of the gospel. Under law it was administered by promises, prophecies, ,sacrifices
circumcision, the paschal lamb, and other types and ordinances. This was the administration of the covenant of grace
for the Jews who were given the promise of the Messiah to come and though whom they received salvation. The time
of the gospel is theerelation of Christ through whom now Jews and Gentiles participate in the redemptive purposes of
God. The WCF emphasizes that there are not two covenants of grace differing in substance, one for Jews and another
for Gentiles. There is one covenant ofarainder two dispensations.

It might be argued that the WCF is not exceedingly supersessionistic. It acknowledges one covenant of grace for both
Jews and Gentiles. It emphasises that Jews participate in both administrations of the covenant. thaésohes

Jews have a singularly significant role in the history of redemption in the administration of the covenant of grace under
law. It does not teach that the Jews were under a covenant of works. It makes a clear distinction between Jew and
Gentileand seems to militate against the idea that Christians replace Jews as the people of God, or that Christianity
replaces Judaism. However, there are also points whichtpe$tCF towards a more strongly supersessionistic
position. First, it teaches thahile there is one covenant of grace there are two dispensations or administrations of
that one covenant, law and gospel. The law is superseded by gospel in the WCF. The administration of the law by
promises, prophecies, sacrifices, ordinances, eto.lsnger in force, and therefore no longer available as a means of
participating in the redemptive purposes of God. In effect, this means that Older Testament Judaism (Hebrew
religion) has been superseded, not because it represents a different covehetiabise it represents the covenant of
grace under law which has now been fulfilled by the covenant of grace in the gospel of Jesus Christ. Jews no longer
have access to the salvific promises through their administration under law. But Jews ddydistitictpate in

salvation under the administration of the gospel. This is, in short, supersessionism, slightly nuanced to be sure, but
supersessionism nonetheless.

The second point to note is simply that the whole history of redemption is réa@MIZF, as one might expect, from
the endpoint perspective of the gospel. This means that Older Testament Judaism is taken into the Christian
narrative; the taking over of one traditionds scriptur

Dispensational Theology

North American Christianityds understanding of the Je
influenced by a theory of biblical interpretation called dispensationalism. It was developed primarily by the English
Plymouth Brethren leader John Nelson Darby (18882) and it became popular in the United States through a series

of annual Bible prophecy conferences starting in 1875 and the publicatidgre@cofield Reference Bilife1909.

Early dispensationaliseachers were drawn largely from Congregational, Presbyterian and Baptist churches and most

of the early dispensationalists were broadly Reformed in their theology. In Canada, a number of Presbyterian
congregations taught dispensationalism accompanied $§tyoag emphasis on missions. In 1944, the General

Assembly of the ResbyteriartChurchUS)d ec | ar ed di spensationalism fiout of ac
It does not appear, however, that any such declaration has ever been mihdeGeyperalAssembly of The

Presbyterian Church in Canada although arguably a similar sentiment has prevailed.
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Di spensational theology divides world history into dis
distinguishable economy intheoutwatky of Goddés progr amo ( C. C.-defthgdtime ) . It
periods each of which reveals a particular purpose of God to be accomplished in that period. While dispensational
schemes vary, there are usually six or seven dispensatifmiwas: Age of Innocence (Adam before the Fall); Age

of Conscience (Adam to Noah); Age of Promise (Abraham to Moses); Age of Law (Moses to Christ); Age of Grace
(Pentecost to Rapture, or the church age); and the Millennium (Future Biggensationalis argue that they teach

that salvation is always through Goddéds grace, that the
and that the object of faith is always the true and living God. What changes, they argue, is the cfaitie fitosh

age to age.

There is a strict division between Israel and the church in the dispensationalist view. The church did not begin in the
Older Testament; it began at Pentecost. Therefore, the church does not fulfill the promises giverthatl sraaa

not yet been fulfilled. Such a move is clearly supersessionistic in the sense that the church age is seen to have
superseded the age of Israel and its various dispensations. However, unlike typical supersessionist schemes where
Israel drops aay, in dispensationalism Israel has a continuing and eschatological role in the history of redemption.

The promise of an earthly kingdom which was given to Israel as a nation has not been revoked and must be fulfilled
literally. One can see, therefor@vhthe founding of the State of Israel in 1948 accords with such a reading of the

Bi bl e, and why Protestants who hold to a dispensationa
supporters. The final fulfillment of the material promigégen to Israel are tied to the belief that Christ will return

before the millennium (1000 year reign), i.e.-pndlennialism.

While many Reformed theologians and church leaders eschew a dispensational form of theology, it has to be said that

this theory of biblical interpretation owes at least part of its existence to the Reformed conception of the covenant.
Earlier Reformed theologians, including Bullinger, us e (
of the one covenant ajrace. The Westminster divines and others, in the adoption of a two covenant theory,
exacerbated this. The content and the conditions of the covenant of works and the covenant of grace were different.

For good or ill, therefore, dispensational theolegip some extent a stehild (or byproduct) of Reformed theology.

The Modern Period in Reformed theology

Among the modern developers of the Reformed tradition, with its unique emphasis on the one covenant of grace which
both Jews and Christians shatec h| ei er mac her , Barth and Mol tmann cover f
Ahyper o supersessioni s m,-superssesBiagnieh.t 0 supersessionism, to

F.D.E. Schleiermacher (1768.834)

Friedrich Schleiermacher in his magnum opinre Christan Faithset out a rather startlingly different approach to
supersessionism than had been the case in earlier Reformed theology. Hard supersessionism teaches that on the basis
of the coming of Jesus as the Messiah (Christ), the Christian church hasddptael as the chosen, covenant people

of God. From the perspective of many today, the problem with such supersessionism is that it makes too little of the
role of the Jewish people in Godobs r ede malieriteachespHatan and
the Jews are displaced, set aside, transcended, or abandoned, i.e. superseded. Friedrich Schleiermacher and other
nineteenth century theologians, however, saw the problem differefitly:u p e r s e theyiamgued, snadé too

muchoft he e ws. o

According to Schleiermacher, fithe connection of Chri st
nothing to do with 1 hXsuensaytavebeen alew, Schieidrmsacher aated, byt thi®has no
significance for his work as the redeemer. There is a universal awareness of the need for redemption and Jesus is the
one through whom this need is understood and met. The Older Testasgmerfluous for the church, he argued,

since everything necessary for the faith is more clearly stated in the Newer Testament. There is no special

relationship between Judaism and Chri sti anriwasginaaynd it i
distinctive sen¥l nt heeonGordasaf tlos ravedaios m, Schl eiermache
Christianity is more glorious, more sublime, more worthy of adult humanity, penetrates deeper into the spirit of

systematicreii on and extends itsel f® urther over the whole Ur

Schleiermacher was not alone in these views. Immanuel Kant had argued that Judaism represented a religion based

on the observance of external laws and therefore concluded that Christiastiyuted the full abolition of Judaism.

Similarly, Hegel placed Judaism well below Christianity in his schema, even below the Greek and Roman religions.
This was all part of an approach to religwemoitnotmkei gh e
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i.e. from polytheism to monotheism, from the particul a
religion. On the basis of this scale, designed for the most part by Christian theologians and biblical schotans, Judai
was destined always to rank below the Christianity whi

By the end of the nineteenth century such views were deeply embedded in a good deal of Protestant theology. The
Dutch Reformed theologian Hermann Bavinck, daample, in rejecting these views, noted that nineteenth century
Protestant theology was rife with atdtidaism, and summarised it this way:

[I'n this theology] éYahweh is not the one true God,
nationalistic godf Israel, originally a sun god. The people of Israel were not chosen by God but

were from ancient times a wild horde of various tribes who were committed to various forms of

polytheism. The stories of the creation, the fall, the flood, the patriahghgjdges, and so on are

myths and sagas derived in part from other peoples. The law is on a level far below that of the
prophets and often bears an external, sensual échara
Isaac, Jacob, and especially Davidrmid deserve that designation and either never existed at all or

were idealized by their descendants. The distinction between true and false prophets is entirely
subjettiveé

I n Bavincko6s e-duddismavasiacdepartsre from the Reformedtrthe of the covenant. Bruce
Marshall questions whether the view of Schleiermacher and other nineteenth century theologians is supersessionism at

al | . It is, to be sure, a mutation of tr aediy.t [Ba]n al Chr
it i's not supersessioni sm, because on Schleiermacher 6s
church has in any senseplacedl sr ael ; this would assume that the Jewish

some way Chstian faith remains dependent on both the history and the Scripture of this elect people, all of which
Schleiermacher consistently deni€d. This view, it should be noted, hearkens back to Marcion in the second

century. Marshall may be right in notinigat this is not supersessionism at all. However, it is a mutation which
arises from a fAradical o account of supersessionism whi
church. ltis, then, in a very real sense, a form of radicéllory per 6 supersessioni sm, whi ct
subsequent Protestant theology, not for good but for ill.

Karl Barth

This brings us to the major Reformed theologian of the twentieth century whose work in many respects was an attempt

to overturn tle influence of Schleiermacher and other nineteenth century liberal Protestant theologians, namely Karl

Barth. Barth deals with the relationship of Israel and the church primarily under the doctrine of election. For Barth,

God has chosen to relate to humlai nd i n gr ace, i . e. unconditional and
decision and disposition. God chooses grace. This is
us is grounded in the very nature and being of who God.ishédriune God of grace. That grace is centred in Jesus

Christ. God elects gracious action to redeem creation in Jesus Christ, who is the fuHilpash{present and future,

of the covenant of grace.

By choosing to act in grace, in Jesus Chegigd has chosen to act through a particular community through whom the
redemptive purposes of God are realized and revealed. Thus, the Bible speaks about the election of Israel, through
whom Jesus Christ came into the world, and the election of the ¢hiur@migh whom the gospel of Jesus Christ goes

forth to the whole worl d. But , and this is important,
which Jesus Christ is attested and '¥Thisonwdomrhueitymastwd d s u mn
forms. Inits form as Israel it serves as the representation of divine judgment, and it hears the promise. Inits form as

the Church it serves as the representation of divine mercy, and it believes the promise. Israel répeesents
fulfillment of the promise that is passing, while the Church represents the fulfillment of the promise that is coming.

| srael is the people of the Jews who resist Godds grac
Jews and Gendls whose gracious election is possible because
election of God in Jesus Christ, and one elect community in Jesus Christ, in twd feraed and the church. Israel

and the church, as the one eleastamu ni t vy, are active in the dynamic unfo

humanity and all creation.
The noted Barth scholar, Eberhard Busch, puts it this way:

For Barth the Christ event as the basis of the abiding election with Israel alscutesistié basis of
the inclusion of thevorld in the divine covenant of grace. Just as the existence of that special
people among all t he p e ocopehamtsof ghaeethe existanee oftthemony t o Go
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church of Jesus Christ among the peoplesshdecisive witness to tHalfillment of the covenant
through gracé’

Barth therefore resists the idea that often emerges in
community and the church i s ttlbe hibdIde c taesd OB rcuccremuMairtsyh.a | |
advent of Jesus Christ and the church the election of the Jews has fully accomplished its divinely appointed purpose
without supposing that God has abandoned the Jews, or that the Jews are subjectto any ¢ivii n i ‘8 hme nt . o

There is one community, in two forms, each with its own particular role in its witness to Jesus EtriBarth, there

is both an fdineffaceable differentiationodo atdThan @i ndi
church does not replace Israel, nor is the covenant with relacedby a different oné’® In the election of Jesus

Christ God remains faithful to the election of the one community, in its two forms.

Later, in Volume IV of theChurch Dogméics, Barth spells out the significance of this for the life of the Christian

church today. If the Christian church does not confess its unity with Israel then the Christian church denies its own

Lord Jesus Christ. If the church understands itself aschetl from Israel then the church undermines its own

witness to Jesus Christ. Israel and the church, as the one elect community, bear witness to the one covenant of grace.
The fact that this witness does mdte tiamke hel HaBathi o,f fChr
does not think that a Christian mission to the Jews 1is
church of its wunity with the synagogue. thedbécauseitisni t vy, |
already an ontological reality®

Il n sum, Barthds theology of | srael and the church is s
forms of the community which exist in a particular order. Furthermore, lstsiiom the centrality of Jesus Christ as

the basis of the election of the one community, including its form in Israel, which is, of course, a Christian reading of
Judai s m. As a result, it has been suwas smifidetdobhaat Bar t
strong stand against the Hitler and the Nazis but coulc
t r u t**f éAé a disobedient and obdurate people, he wrote, Israel reflects the judgment from which @scueak r

people in Jesus Chri¥t Barth acknowledges there is a contradiction hetsrael is determined to live in

di sobedience but should choose to enter the church.

s y n a g 8%g The distbedience of the Jews, and their rejection of the Messiah, Barth avers, is the means through
which salvation comes to the world. It is doubtful that Barth wrote any of this with much first hand experience or
knowledge of rabbinic Judaism.

That being sa , Barthds theol ogy -visidninglofitdessiupsreessiorssm af earlier&Refarreed r e

theol ogy. It provides a greater role for the Jewish p
There is, as ncoateeadb |l @b advid,f eareniiiirmefifomd bet ween the two
respected, and an Aindissoluble unityo which is to be
idi al ectical supersessioni stmand)( movement bet ween either]

Jurgen Moltmann

A third example of how supersessionism has been treated in recent Reformed theology comes from the thought of
Jurgen Moltmann. In his bodkhe Church in the Power of the SpifMoltmann points out that questions about the

relationship of the church to Israel and of Israel to the church are pressing for three important reasons. First, the
Shoah®¥® AAfter Auschwitzo the Christian chur c-Hudasmtat come |

contributedtothegenatie of the Jews in Hitlerés Ger many. Secondl
that has equated the Christian church with the kingdom of God and ignored the history of Israel, i.e. an absolutist
supersessionism. And thirdly, the founding loé state of IsraelThe #Al and of | srael d has p

Jews and Christians on a new footifig.

Mol t mann moves beyond Barth by arguing that d@Alsrael an
history, and they must regnize one another in their difference and respect one another in their common ground if
they want to bring the hope for *¥hMoltmmenmiakegitclear, cobtmd t o t
Schleiermacher, that it was Yahweh, the God of AlnaHsaac, and Jacob who raised Jesus from the dead. The fact

that Jesus was a Jew has everything to do with his identity and mission. Like a good Reformed theologian, Moltmann

sees continuity between the Older and Newer Testaments. It is, he baiex@#jnuity betweempromiseand

gospel, rather than a difference betwdaw and gospel. Moltmann notes that this is one of the fundamental
differences between Lutheran and Reformed teaching on the relationship between the two Testaments.
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Rat her than speaking of fone community, o as does Barth,
Israel and the church are distinct expressions. This is a subtle but significant difference. I\#génhs, and we

guote, that Moltmannread it he Ol d and New Testaments parallel to on
Ol d had been superseded by the New and only sef%ed as

It would be wrong, therefore, to say that the NeWestament fulfils the older, or that the coming of Jesus as the Christ

fulfills the promise to Israel. Thecr i pt ur es, he argues, Awi l | only be o6fu
which both Té%taments point.o

With Moltmann, Reformed theology has moved a | ong way
This is the view that God has made one covenant with Israel and another with the church, both irrevocable. Israel and

the church are on two diffemépaths, parallel to be sure, both heading towards the ultimate eschatological fulfillment

of Godds reign. I n fairness, Moltmann i s stléwsdnd s o me wh
Christians take different, but related, matmn their pilgrimage through history while they share a common hope for a
messianic reign. In sum, where Schleiermacher was a radical supersessionist, and Karl Barth was a dialectical
supersessionist, Jurgen Moltmann is without a doubt arsapérsessnist.

Conclusion and evaluation of Reformed theological trajectories in the modern era:

These three modern theologians represent three quite distinct approaches to the supersessionism in modern Reformed
theology. There are others whose work has atsnlexceedingly important and influential here, including, for
example, Paul Van Buren, Rosemary Ruether and Clark Williamson.

The question that remains for us is whether fthe wunsur
Jewscan be oher ent | y *miaseents ajiita elehr?tbat any view which pushes in the direction of
Schleiermacher negates the Pauline teaching that the election of Israel is irrevocable. The church is bound to the
history, theology andcriptures of Older &stament Israel. The church simply cannot go down any road which
supplants the Jews as the people of God without, as Barth reminds us, denying its own faith. At the same time, any
view that moves us too far in the direction set out by Moltmann raisesultifjuestions about the New Testament

teaching concerning the unsurpassability of Jesus Christ. The confession that Jesus Christ is Lord, sent by the Father

in the power of the Spirit, would appear to be a-negotiable Christian teaching, notwithsdarg the offence it may

cause to our Jewish sisters and brothers.

PART lll: CONTEMPOR ARY IMPLICATIONS

Thus far this paper has evinced the theological bias of the Committee on Church Doctiebiblical section seeks

to put together a biblicalthegjoy of Goddés enduring election of and coven
of the various source texts, and particularly of Romah$.9 The section on historic developments in theology traces

the story of Christian thought about the Jews frdm early church to theixteenthcentury Reformation, to
postReformation period of Reformed scholasticism, to the modern era, focusing on those thinkers who may be
deemed most relevant for us, who stand in the Reformed tradition. But not everyonbdolegytas much as we

do! Some are far more interested in how theology plays out on the ground when Christians start doing mission, when
Christians venture to raise their voice on public issues of interest to Jews, and when Christians attempt teelkitness w

in what we preach to ourselves and in our Hpersonal encounters with our Jewish neighbour in a world after the

Shoaht®® These applied theological topics are what we hope to explore in the remainder of this paper.

The Presbyterian Church in Canala and the Mission to the Jews

While the theologians of modern Europe were attempting to rearticulate the relation of Christians and Jews in the
mysterious plan of God, our Presbyterian forbearers, right here in Canada, were applying a theology ofomission

local Jewish populations in at least three of our cities. This history is little known among Canadian Presbyterians, and

we include an account of it here in the hope that it may become better so. In its answer to the overture from the
Presbytery of Mgara, the Ecumenical Relatiods mmi t t ee suggested that it would b
evangelism when there is a calling to share the gospel
was not always felt by our churchThe Presbyterian Church in Canada and its antecedent denominations actually

have a long history of mission work among and with Jews, a mission that began in Palestine before being focused on
Jews living in Canada.
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Early Canadian Presbyterian Missionsto the Jews

The earliest Canadian Presbyterian missionary to the Jews was Ephraim Menachem Epstein, a converted Jew who was

a medical doctor with a theological degree. Ordained by the Presbytery of Kingston, Ontario, in the fall of 1859, he

was sent as anissionary to Jerusalem in 1860. This makes Epstein the first missionary sent overseas by
Presbyterians in Upper Canada. Finding Jerusalem alr .
Monastir, Turkey-

Following the creation of The Fsbyterian Church in Canada in 1875, there was interest in a mission venture among

the Jews in Palestine, in part due to the Canadian ch
denomination with a longtanding work there. In response istinterest, Charles A. Webster, a doctor and an

ordained minister, was appointed to Safed in Palestine. With his appointment, the Scottish Presbyterians withdrew
from Safed leaving the Canadians in charge of the Work.ater, Webster moved to work amg Jewish students

studying at the Syrian Protestant College in Beirut, Lebatfon.

Mission to Jews in Canada

Not until the last decade of the 1800s did Presbyterians recognise there were opportunities in Canada to reach Jews
with the gospel. Theensus of 1881 reported fewer than 1,000 Jews in Canada, but that changed after 1896 as
Canada opened its doors to a large number of immigrants from Eastern Europe. The same waves of immigration that
brought Ukrainians to Canada brought Jews, so by 1®&$tamated 100,000 Jews resided in Canada. Not only were
there significantly more Jews in Canada then there had been thirty years earlier, the new arrivals were in a different
economic situation than their -geligionists already present in Canada. Eheew immigrants were poorer, less

likely to have professional training, and had faced significant oppression and persecution. That is not to say there was
no persecution of Jews in Canada; rather Canada was seen by many Jewish immigrants as a pipeeatif/eo

safety over and against what was taking place in Eastern Europe and'Russia.

Local Presbyterian congregations in Montreal supported fg@itominational efforts to reach the newly arrived

Jewish immigrants through the 1890s and first tietfade of the 20th century. But not until the General Assembly of
1907 was the denomination officially engaged. The For
Mission to the Hebrew people in Toronto, with the privilege of extending thi& elsewhere in Canada as the
circumst anc é® Whilg it mag surprise Somedreaders thatFoeeignMissions Committee (hereafter

FMC) was doing work in Canada, this decision was consistent with the practice of Canadian Presbyterians. Mission
work among Chinese immigrants in Canada, the Native peoples of Canada, and the Jews in Canada was all regarded as
foreign missiori mission among groups who were culturally and linguistically different than the dominant culture.
Many missionaries workingor the FMC among immigrant groups in Canada were sensitive to the cultural and
linguistic differences between the dominant society and the immigrant groups. Those serving the FMC were less
likely to regard assimilation of the immigrants into the wideniestly as a primary goal than were missionaries serving

the Home Missions Committe&

Having been charged with establishing a mission to the Jews of Toronto, the Jewish Mission Committee of the FMC
wasted no time in seeking a suitable candidate. IrtM&808, Shabbetai Benjamin Rohold (18881) arrived in

Toronto to open a mission to the Jews under the auspices of The Presbyterian Church in Canada. Rohold, the son and
grandson of rabbis, had at the age of 23 publicly declared his commitment tarisia@ church. He had most

recently served as the superintendent of the Bonar Memorial Mission to the Jews in Glasgow (a Church of Scotland
venture), and while not ordained he was a graduate of the Bible Training Institute in Glasgow. Rohold wewdd prov
gifted apologist and a visionary leader over the 13 years he served in ¢&nada.

The leadership of the Presbyterian Church was in full support of the mission. The legendary pair of mission
administratorsThe Rev. J.McP. Scott and The Rev. R.PcMaay bot h spoke at Rohol dés de:
as did Principal W. MacLaren of Knox College and a future principal of Knox College, The Rev. Alfred Gandier. At

the official opening of the mission later in 1908, these people all spoke alongmwithND Parsons, the past minister

of Knox Church, Toronto and The Rev. A.B. Winchester, the present minister of Knox Church. The 1909 Assembly

gave permission to the Presbytery of Toronto for Rohold to be ordained for his ministry among the Jewsugkien th

he had not completed a degree from a theological college and had not taken courses at any Canadian theological

college™’
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S. B. Rohold and the Mission to the Jews in Canada

Rohold opened a city mission focused on reaching the Jewish commuhitsooto. The mission included a drop

clinic staffed by volunteers and a dispensary which gave free medication and medical supplies. There were sewing
classes, study groups to |l earn English, cvicasintlebem 6s pr o
or Yiddish as Rohold spoke the language of the majority of his hearers. Rohold believed for Christian mission to the
Jews to be effecti-fear i&dconidndeéoamal ov evhibidltwbwastobei nt er e s

aced out in deeds of |l ove and care with no expectation
mi ssionary must continual have before [the] mind | srae!
Israel with Christmustbehe continual, intense | ongi i gheancahditonar ni ng d

love was shown with a purposethe reconciliation of Jews to Christ.

For Rohold such reconciliation did not mean Jews ceased to be Jews. His conversiortigmiGhdi&l not mean

Rohold was no longer a Jew, nor that he was a traitor or an apdStdtefact, Rohold claimed Jewish Christians

were the true Jews. In his addresstothe 191 3\Fyes e mbl y Congress he said, fARememb
to beome a Gentilel...I have not left my people! | have not become a Gentile!...we have not left our people, because
we do posses $°Notsarprisingly the corigregatom af Jewish converts led by Rohold described itself
as the Christian Synagog. The Christian Synagogue outgrew its space on Teraulay Street in Toronto, and on
Saturday September 6, 1918e cornerstone of the new building was laid at the corner of EIm and Elizabeth Streets
and on Saturday June 7, 1918e Christian Synagogueas dedicated at a service at which the Moderator of the
General Assembly, The Rev. Dr. Murdock MacKenzie, preattedews did not need to give up their cultural
patterns when they became Christians. In not trying to assimilate Jewish converts hJ@wigln Christian
congregations, Rohold was holding to a missiological approach uncommon for tf&time.

Rohold was an aggressive debater, unafraid to take on all comers in defending the mission to the Jews. In the face of
opposition to the mission byewish leaders like Rabbi J.K. Levin of Winnig&and Rabbi Meldola de Sola of

Montreal who demanded that Christians use their resources on carrying the gospel to other people, not Jews, Rohold
replied, fifor the Chri st i amanddi her Lol éotpreachntleedsbspet to the Jeve, a b s o
would be a crime against her very conscience, and which could have only one possible ¢hdinmdoing of

h e r s*@ ITlie.Christian church could not stop its evangelistic missiaich as describeih the book of Acts,

was to the Jews first, and then to the Gentiles. Christianity without its mission focus would cease to be the
Christianity; evangelistic mission was part of the very essence of the church.

In addition to vigorously defending the reign against attacks from Jewish critics, Rohold interpreted Judaism to
nortJews. He wrote carefully argued pieces laying out for his readers the history of Judaism and explaining
evolutions in Jewish thought His scholarly approach to Jewish histatjowed him to write clearly of the ways
Christians and the church had oppressed the Jews.

It was on Al |l Sai nt s6 Da ytpouNgreatsamtmiecommencedith@ 90, t hat E
cruel and inhuman work of expulsion. Edward | drove them frorBthish shores, and so country

after country exiled them as lepers, their banishment always enhanced by cruel and most inhuman
treatment, each natidh trying to outdo the othersé

Rohold in expressing his personal sorrow over events from 600 years wadimodeling for his readers the position

he hoped they would adopt as they considered the previous actions of Christian leaders. The events of 600 years ago
spoke to the present generation who were called to grieve what had taken place long befogectbeyn. Further

Rohold introduced his readers to Jewish thought ranging from Reform to Orthodox to Zionist. In this work of
interpreting Judaisrno PresbyteriandRohold provided his readers with both the language and the understanding to
engage Jewis) conversation about the gospel.

Under Rohol dbés | eadership a Presbyterian mission to the
nearly 15,000 Jews living in Winnipeg. Rohold spearheaded the establishment of a Presbyterian riissiews

in Montreal in 1915. Both missions followed patterns similar to the Christian Synagogue in Toronto. The mission

in Winnipeg was led by Ma nd Mr s . Hugo Spitzer unti.l the 1960s, al t
with the mission endkin the 1920s. The mission in Montreal was not fortunate enough to haveetangtable

leadership, and in the 1920s the mission faltered. In 1920, Rohold resigned from the work in Canada moving to
Haifa, Palestine, where under the auspices of thésBr8ociety for the Propagation of the Gospel he opened the

Mount Carmel Bible Schodf’
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Morris Zeidman and the Scott Mission

Rohol dés departure created a |l eadership vacuum at the (
death d The Rev. Dr. McP. Scott also in 1920. With both Rohold and Scott departing the scene the mission was left
leaderless and bereft of its most powerful denominational advocate. In recognition db Poletin the
establishment and direction of the missiit was renamed the Scott Institute in 1920. The renaming also indicated a

new direction in the Instituteds work, moving away fro
fapeopl esd approach i n c aressoftheir ethnicita | Ih thevploaessvite culturapamd r , 1 e
linguistic characteristics of the Christian Synagogue were replaced byerrcathpassing Anglicizatici{®

In 1913, a teenaged Morris Zeidman, who a year earlier had emigrated from Poland|, walkéhe Christian

Synagogue and through its ministry became a Christian. By histeantyieshe was on staff. Zeidman attended

university and, graduating from Knox College, became the superintendent of the Scott Institute in 1926. Zeidman

was comntited to returning the mission to its primary purpose and by 1928 hestakblished some specifically

Jewish programs to the missions work, including using his own home agafoedewish Christian worship. As

energetic as Rohold had been, Zeidman avélarry of activity among other things launching in 193@sbyterian

Good News and Good Willtothe Jewsr i ch was described as fAthe first Hebre
of cCafada. o

Believing there was need for autonomous-ethinic Jewsh Christian congregations Zeidman in addressing the
International Missionary Council in 1931 called for the creation of

a strong and virile Hebrewhristian Church that will be sefupporting, selfjoverning and
selfpropagating: a HebrewChristian Church that will give a newer and fuller meaning of the
Church of Christ to the Western world, and interpret Him in the terms of the primitive Jewish
disciples who walked and talked with Jesus on the Judearf'foad.

Like Rohold he argued that a Jew whodene a Chri sti an became ?f ahisbneant er and
Christian Jews should be welcome to keep many of the cultural practices of Judaism, practices that did not undermine
their commitment to Jesus Christ.

Zeidman, like Rohold, recognizead primary task of the mission was to remove the suspicion Jews had about the

mi ssionds motives. Zeidman believed the best way to a
care to the Jewish community. Thus during the Depression dfoB@s, social relief became a central part of the
mi ssionds wor k, at first with the Jews but, as the Dej

mission needing help. Zeidman worried that by caring for any and all who came needingehfelpus on the Jews

was being lost. Remarkably, in caring for everyone who was in need, the reputation of the Zeidman and the Scott

Il nstitute rose in the Jewish community, so that he was
Christ %

Through the late 1930s, relationship between the Home Missions Board and Zeidman grew increasingly strained. On
the surface it appeared to be a struggle over controlling the finances of the Scott Institute. Zeidman was loyal to his
staff and belieed theboard was not willing to allow him to respond to their needs, let alone give enough so that he
could feed the 500 to 700 people who daily ate meals at the mission. But a deeper look reveals deeper issues. First,
there were cultural misunderstangs. Theboard was critical of Zeidman for not taking up an offering at the worship
services held at the mission, some of which were led in Yiddish. In synagogues no offering is taken up as part of the
worship service. Given the history of the missisraaChristian synagogue, there was no offering taken up. Second,
through the Scott I nstitutebés high profil e, -Boawdoth of t h
Home Missions sources. Zeidman was not sure whipdhed should contrdunds it had not given. At the end of

October 1941, Zeidman left the employment of the Presbyterian Church, and the Scott Institute ceased to function.
With the support Zeidman had nurtured over the previous decade, he was able to open the Scotit Misstart of
November 1941. This ended T hehni@missisrbigthedei&an Chur ch i n

Canadian Presbyterian Responses to the Sho#h

Canadian Presbyterian response to the Shoah was mixed. While Canadian Presmagnemidiave been aware of
the full enormity of the evil being perpetrated in Europe, they certainly were aware of the fact that Jews were being
persecuted. In May 1936 thHeresbyterian Record e port ed James G. Mc Donal dés res

Nai ons High Commi ssioner for Refugees and McDonal dés i
Germany® This led to the Presbytery of Chatham overturning
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spirit of friendship between Judaism and Christianity and thus to allay the long estrangement between Jews and
Chr i s tThiaovertur®was never debated due to procedural problems with the overture. The commissioners to
the 1938 Gener al Asseponibnthe Scotelastitutei n Zei d mano

The missionary year just ending has been one of the most trying in the modern history of the

Jewsé. There was a time when, the Jews being driven
in another, and when persecuiadone land they could flee and be received with open hands in

another country. Now, however, the situation is different. They are persecuted in Poland, in

Germany, and in Romania, but there is no place for the wandering*Jews.

Canadian Presbyterians knew Jews were facing persecution and had nowhere to turn.

Some Presbyterians believed the persecution was an op
sinséespecially the sin ofchvewdweleiegpfessad byl Johh énkstermadf Knoxf Chr
Church, Toronto and John Pitts of Calvin Church, Toronto. Inkster and Pitts deplored the actions taking place in

Europe, but they saw redemptive potential for the Jews within the horrors of the ShoahK €Mr 6 s 1936 ser |

preached at St. Daviddés Chur ch, PeshyiedaaRecordashdrshpnutd | i s hed
criticism of the Jews, fAHave you ever considered that t
treatedother people whom they thought might contaminatethem@ at i s t o say they set out

While written before the Final Solution became known to the world, these remain vindictive®Words.

As the crisis in Europe escalated, some Bitesians demanded that Canada find ways to respond. An editorial in the

January 193®Recordasked the questioni To what place of refuge shall t hese
To whichthe answerwasi Canada as a nati onhimausti meti heswamtangr ave
[ si c] brotherhood has such 8 Sadlin¢ha suinrder af 19890as thainmoiethgn f or ¢
1,000 Jews on th8t. Louismade their tragic journey from Hamburg to Cuba and then alorgdtie American coast

before returning to Germany, Canada did not open its doors. InthelightSifttmiis r agedy, Zei dmands
his report to the 1940 General Assembly take on a prophetic tone:

The year 1939 will go down in Jewish History s blackest in the annals of our people. Harassed

and dispossessed and in despair, they wander all over the world, knocking at the doors of nations.
Few have been admitted. Few have found refuge, but thousands have been turned away to wander
i n no lamda nOdhers sail the seven seas aimlessly, month after month, under the most
deplorable, unsanitary conditions aboard their crowded ships, seeking &Haven.

William Orr Mulligan, of Melville Presbyterian Church, Montreal also took a prophetic stascs May 29, 1943e

stood in the pulpit of Temple Emaiiil and demanded the Canadian government admit 100,000 Jewish refugees.

Mul I i gan, convener of the Assemblybés committee on i mmi
Over timemost Canadian Presbyterians came to recognize that Canada should do something to protect Jews from the
Shoah, but that realisation came too late to allow for any action beyond the verbal condemnation of the Nazis.

Some conclusions on the historic invokment of The Presbyterian Church in Canada with missions to the Jews

Following the end of World War Il Canadian Presbyterians have moved away from engaging in mission to the Jewish
community either in Canada or overseas, and have become more interesteghging Jews in intgeligious

dialogue. Presbyterians have been active participants with Jews in the Canadian Council of Christians and Jews and
have been partners in calling for the development of melijious prayers that can be used in schoals ather

public contexts. Ironically it appears that Presbyterians in the age of religious dialogue know less of the faith and
religious practices of Jews than did Presbyterians of an earlier time who saw mission to the Jews as one of the callings
of thechurch.

Canadian Presbyterian Participation in Jewish-Christian Dialogue

As noted above and in the Ecumeni cMd 12R03 thetinteoest of ouL 0 mmi t t
denomination in the past 60 years has shifted away froratbnicmission and toward dialogue. This trend is wider

than The Presbyterian Church in Canada. The formation of councils for dialogue has been in response to felt need for
greater Jewish Christian understanding, on the heels of World War Il and the Shoal.coBaoails are international,

others local; many have provided the forum for very fruitful discussion, aimed at eradicating prejudice, strengthening
relationships and respect between faith communities, and deepening our mutual understanding. Ove2Qhe past
years, these councils have increasingly reached out to include Muslim participants as well.
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The Canadian Council of Christians and Jews (CCCJ), to which the Ecumenical Relations Committee alluded in its
response, began in 1947. Its network of local and regional councils across the country involves community leaders
from all walks of life. It ha sponsored important public events including annual Chridgansh dialogues and

events remembering the Shoah. These events have featured-greakishg research on topics rooted in our shared
heritage of holy texts as well as the distinctive expedeand interpretation of both faith traditions. The CCCJ
recently changed its name to become The Canadian Centre for Diversity, reflecting the need to broaden its mandate
and network for dialogue and mutual understanding in Canada.

The Presbyterian Chein in Canada participates in the Canadian Christian Jewish Consultation as a framework for
formal dialogue on subjects of mutual concern. For more than tvfigatyears, this consultation has drawn together
representatives from five churches, the Camadewish Congress, and the Canadian Council of Churches, to explore
practical issues of common concern like refugees and immigration, famine relief and proselytism on university
campuses, and to sponsor iAf@ith symposia which now include Jewish, Chaistand Muslim participants.

The best examples of the older missions to the Jews were motivated by a genuine love and concern for the Jewish
people. The respect which is central in dialogue forms a large part of love, and mutual knowledgecfpstets

While the work of the councils is of intense interest to some, more could still be done to engage the interest of the
whole church, and to extend the dynamics of this rather formalised dialogue into the context of less formal
conversation with auJewish or Muslim neighbour.

Toward a pastoral theology of engagement with Jews

Consider the following situations:

1. A family invites a Jewish friend for dinner. This person is fervently committed to the Jewish faith,
emotionally devoted to thet&e of Israel, and somewhat outspoken in her criticisms of Christianity.

2. A Jewish professional wal ks i nto a commundhrist meet i n
binds us togethéspeaks for everyone here except me. It excluded me

3. The churclds worship committee wants to explore the Jewish roots of Christian worship. One suggestion is
a Seder meal with Holy Communion on Maundy Thursday.

4, Some members of a congregation bring a Jewish friend to church ayufet reading is @m John chapter
eight.

5. A young couple, one of whom is a Jew and the other a Christian, ask the minister to conduct their wedding.

6. There has been a disaster in the community. The minister and other members of the congregation are invited
to participae with the Jewish Rabbi in a community memorial service.

7. A teacher in the local high school teaches his students that the*$hmater happened and that Jews are a

threat to the welbeing of society.

Jewish people live in the house next door to U$ey teach in our schools and universities. They practice in our
medical institutions. They serve in our armed forces and in our government agencies. They write columns in our
newspapers, they are our colleagues at work. They share our commungynsond heir places of worship are
around the corner, sometimes their children marry our children. They are our neighbours and our friends.

Jews are also part of one of the oldest races on earth. They belong to one of téegrealdreligious traddns.

They have made enormous contributions to the good of civiliz&ttorTheir faith tradition is inextricably entwined

with our faith tradition. We share an unbearably trag
faiths, a fanly of religions which also includes Christianity and Islam. How can we, as Christians in the Reformed
Tradition, relate to our Jewish sisters and brothers in a Christian spirit and with integrity and respect? What do we
share with them?What can we lear from them? What goals can we pursue togetheY?hat can we offer them?

Do we have a right, or even an obligation, to share our faith in Christ with th&ltfiidugh this paper has been

dealing specifically with the Christian Jewish relationshipalogous questions might be asked, in our Hfilt,

multi-cultural world, about the pastoral dimensions of engaging our neighbours of the Muslim faith, of other faiths,

and of no faitt?

What is required of us?

What, then, is required of us if weeato relate with Christian integrity to our Jewish neighbours and to all who are
religiously other?
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Firstly, the foundation of all our efforts toward neighbourly outreach must be the words of our Lord speaking out of his
own Jewi sh féaybutshall love yodringighbour as ydurs#f Everything that follows will build on
this foundation.

Secondlywe will need to acquaint ourselves with the heart breaking history of Jewish Christian relationships over the
last two millennia. This is story that should drive us to our knees, impel us to repentance, and motivate us to seek
reconciliation and to seek our neighb@&upest good. One Roman Catholic leader has written

There can be no denial of the fact that from the time of the Empermt&aine on, Jews were
isolated and discriminated in the Christian world. There were expulsions and forced conversions.
Literature propagated stereotypes, preaching accused the Jews of every age of deicide; the ghetto
which came into being in 1555 withpapal bull became in Nazi Germany the ameaber of the
extermination.The church can be justly accused of not showing the Jewish people down through
the centuries that love which its founder, Jesus Christ, made the fundamental principle of its
teachirmy.?**

We need to acquaint ourselves with the literature available and also to understand the realities it describes through
friendship with Jewish people and to become aware of attitudes and practices and usages that might be harmful or
demeaning to Jesh peoplé®

Thirdly, a reading of the abovaentioned literature will show that misreading of biblical texts has, at both conscious
and subconscious levels, strengthened and encouragedeasgh attitudes and behaviours. While we may not
regard Joh 8 as quite so irremediable as does Richard Hays when he states:

The Jews who do not believe must be children of the devil. The reason they do not believe is
because they cannot. Otherwise, surely they would be convinced of the truth. The conélusion
verse 47 articulates the chilling logic of this position. The reason they do not hear the word of God
is because they are not from G3d.

Neverthel ess, we should reflect seriously on his subse
out working of such a theological perspective on the Je
endsi onefears i n Aus &hwitz. o

The example of Auschwitz is the most extreme and horrifying one, but more commonly failure tdoielilesily and
theologically results in Christians adopting an attitude @¥enauperiority to Jewish people, as though their faith
tradition were not to be taken seriously and treated with re§fedt. is of critical importance, therefore, that
Christians, wishing to encounter their Jewish sisters and brothers, to enter into dialogue with them, and certainly to
bear witness to them of their Christian faith, should take considerable trouble to understandshapitines and the
Reformed tradition&ve understood Judaism and Jewish people in the context &f @wgose of new creation. The

earlier chapters of this document and the works referred to in them are important resources and should be considered
carefully by Christians interested in suaiteunters. We should approach Jews, first of all, with deep contrition for

the ways they have been treated over the centuries-g¢alleal Christian countries. While we continue to bear
witness before all humankind to our belief in the significanceaettrist event, we should also recognize the special
relationship of the Jewish people to the one God whom they also serve. In addition, we should recognise how much
Jews and Christians have in common, and how much we can learn from each other.

Fourthly, if we wish to reach out in Christian love to our Jewish neighbours, it will be important for us to make efforts
to understand, on their terms, who they are and what they b&fe\Reading even a short book suchhadntelligent

Per sonds Gsimby ShmulegBotdaohdrabbi to students at the University of Oxford, could hardly fail to
engage us in an encounter with present day Judaism in an easily accessfbfe Map. reading literature by Jewish
authors such as Elie Wiesel is a means of encountering the ethos of Jewish faith. Even more valuable will be talking
with Jewish people and, where possible attending their worship and other events. In this waeipadsible to

dispel popular misconceptions such as the idea that Judaism is all ab&etlaiwg whereas Christianity is all about

grace®*

It should not be forgotten that the Older Testament is an invaluable resource that we share with Jetigns Ghigs

want to relate to Jews should learn to love the Older Testament. To reiterate a point made before in this paper, there
is no legitimate place in our Reformed Tradition for the Marcionite attitude that ignores the Older Testament. Bible
study goups between Christians and Jews on the shared Testament are not only ways to learn from each other and to
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grow to appreciate each other, but also ways to deepen our understanding of our own faith. Dietrich Bonhoeffer
wrote from prison

...In recent morits | have been reading the Old Testament much more than the Neésvonly

when one knows the unutterability of the name of God that one can utter the name of Jesus Christ; it

is only when one loves life on earth so much that without it everything sedraver that one can
believe in the resurrection and a new world; it is
speak of grace, ....In my opinion it is not Christian to want to take our thoughts and feelings too

directly to the New Testamefit’

Fifthly, Christians should be careful to be considerate of and sensitive to Jewish people and their beliefs. In the case
of attempting to understand the connections between Jewish and Christian worship it is suggested that the popular
practice ofholding a Christian Seder meal with Holy Communion can be both confusing and sometimes less than
respectful to the Jewish service. A more helpful alternative might be to ask a Jewish friend if a few people could
participate in their family Seder. In thase of a wedding service between a Christian and a Jew, even in cases where
there is no question of inviting a rabbi to participate and where no specifically Jewish worship elements are used,
nevertheless with care a service can be crafted that recogmeseese connection of the two faiths and is respectful

of Jewish tradition. It is also important in participating in community events that time is taken beforehanthso that
faiths of all participants are respected.

An important area in which we ngeo be considerate of Jewish sensibilities is in the reading and interpretation of
thosescripture texts which are seemingly adéwish. Such texts should be interpreted along the lines indicated by
earlier sectionsof this paper. It needs to be maderywclear that these texts are the product of a time when the
fledgling church represented an oppressed minority, and the tragedies which resulted from misappropriation of these
texts in times when Christians were the powerful majority, need to be pautedit should further be noted in
preaching and interpreting such texts, that it is offensive, pointless and harmful to use them as examples of the spiritual
dullness ofothers A far better approach is to use them to focusoon own weaknesses. Legs|Newbigin,
commenting on John 8:347, has written

The dialogue continues relentlessly on its way. The reader is required to face still more
inescapably the meaning of the statement that the light shines in darkness and the darkness does not

and cannbeither comprehend it or overcome it. We evade the whole thrust of the passage if we

fail to recognize that the Jews- are simply the representatives of ourselves, or if we allow the

(very probable) reference to apostasy in the early church (see 3 dot4) to lead us into thinking

that this exhausts the meaning of the words ascribed to Jesus. We are dealing here with the deepest

i ssues of the human sitwuation in the presence of
missed the whole point ife does not know that he himself is being addreSged.

It is important for teachers and preachers and worship leaders, not only to use and interpret the problematic texts in
ways that would not be offensive to a Jewish visitor in the group, but alsitb @sing them in ways that would
encourage their fellow Christians to find in them reasons to feel superior to Jews and so miss their importance for their
own lives of faith. It is imperative that Christians should avoid and strenuously oppose aligeacitontempt and

any use of language or innuendo that might disparage or slander Jewish people or deny the reality of the Shoah.
Rather it is the place of a Christian to stand in solidarity with Jews when acts of hatred, such as damage to synagogues,
are perpetrated.

Sixthly, we should be eager and willing to work with our Jewish brothers and sisters in every enterprise that furthers
the common good and serves Cluigstidns angh Jewssloase enang commitenents md e r s t
the pursui of peace and justice and the renewal of the earth, at both local and global levels. One area in which,
however painfully, Jews and Christians must engage, is in the matter of praying and working for peace in the Middle
East. As Christians we need ty to understand how deeply important Israel is to Jews, but we must equally
remember the need for a solution that is just for Palestinians, knowing that a just peace is in the best interests of both
parties and also crucial to the peace of the whole vidtd.

Seventhly these considerations lead us finally to the central question of dialogue. They provide both the conditions
and the opportunities for it. Dialogue needs to be entered into with patience with open mindedness, with willingness
to listen andtourage to share not only what we believe, but who we are. It requires willingmesgéot others who

differ fromus. It demands patience, commitment and love. We will need to enter dialogue with the awareness that it
is not likely that our Jewishrbthers and sisters will recognise Jesus as the Messiah. They still look for his coming.
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The following words of a great Jewish philosopher give us a glimpse of how difficult this is for them. Martin Buber
writes

The Jew as part of the world, experiere mor e i ntensely than any other p
redemption. He feels this lack of redemption against his skiasbes it on his tongue, the burden

of an unredeemed world lies upon him. Because of this almost physical knowledge of his, he

cannot concede that redemption has taken place. He knows it &S not.

At the same time Christians cannot surrender their faith in the uniqueness and finality of Christ. It is the essence of

who we are. We can, however, refuse to allow the falsecondus t o be drawn that Godds al
superseded and abandoned. We have to hold these two ideas together, despite any tension there may seem to be
between them. We also need to be able to differ graciously and await the final otiftome.

Richard Hays has summed up the nature of and the need for serious and sincere dialogue in these words:

Whether in local churches and synagogues, high level ecumenical conferences, or exchanges within

scholarly forums, we should seek to encourage sustdiaéogue between Jews and Christians and

serious study of one anotheroés traditions. By #dAd
neutralizing of all convictions, nor am | calling for a kind of cultural enrichment program. As

dialogue proceeds, thengll be occasions when participants on both sides can appropriately debate

the truth and relative merit of their beliefs. The conversation becomes serious only when it is a

conversation between two partners who are passionately convinced that ultiesttenguare at

stake. Thus any serious dialogue between Jews and Christians will remain tense and risky,

espezcéi7ally in the light of the painful history that lies behind us. We go forward only by the grace of

God:

Eighthly, the church and individal Christians, then must give great and careful and prayerful consideration to the
guestion of whether we have the right to share our faith with Jewish people, and if so, in what ways and on what terms.
The position taken here affirms that the Newer Traste everywhere calls on Christians to bear witness to their faith

in Christ to all people. That duty can hardly be called into question. But it is also suggested here that there are
certain things (in addition to what has already been said) that masinselered before we can dare even to think

about sharing our faith with our Jewish sisters and brothers. In the first place we need to be aware that the word and
the concept of evangelism have an extremely negative connotation for Jewish people.ite€dsams up the Jewish

experience inthesewordsi . . . f or hundreds of years generations grew
neighbours to despise or destroy them, which of course was not an encounter with Christ at all, rather witithe devi

The late Dorothy Day tells the story of Mike Gold, sometime leader of the American ComiPamystvho was

beaten up as a child by a group of thugs in New York who called him a Christ killer. Day wrote that Mike Gold could
never believe in Christ because of the manner i n whicl
decisively, mat of the stereotypes of evangelism current in our culture. Jim Wallace of Sojourners Fellowship has
written:

Evangelism often becomes a special activity awkwardly conducted in noisy football stadiums or
flashy T.V. Studios, instead of being a simpbstimony rising out of a community whose life
together invites questions from surrounding society. When the life of the Church no longer raises
guestions, evangelism degenerates...Perhaps never before has Jesus name been more frequently
mentioned and theontent of his life and teaching so thoroughly igndréd.

Lesslie Newbigin asserts that the only effective her mei
people who believe it and lived®® Ben Campbell Johnston asserts thargelism is defined as...the manifestation
of the gracious nature of God in wodItiasuggesteteedefore hr ough

that the term evangelism is better replaced by the concept of bearing witness to our faitstin This would seem
to be in accord with positions adopted by our church.
Lesslie Newbigin: pastoral theologian and missiologist for a pluralistic world

Lesslie Newbigin suggests that the starting point of t
Jesus .Qhtrei qgtueesti on this gives rise to is, fAHow is God
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immediate practical implications of taking this as our starting point in our relations with people of other Farits:

...we shall expect, look fo, and wel come al/l the signs of Godés gr

who do not know Jesus as Lord. In this of course we will be following the example of Jesus, who
was so eager to welcome the evidences of faith in those outside the househokl.of Téia kind

of expectancy and welcome is an implication the gre

in Jesus. For Jesus is the personal presence of that creative word by which all that was exists was

made and is sustained in being. He cenmethe world as no stranger but as the source of the

worl dés i fe. He is the true light of the worl d,
spite of all that seeks to shut it out. In our contact with people who do not acknowledgaslesu

Lord, our first business, our first privilege, is to seek out and to welcome all the reflections of that

one true light in the lives of those we mé&&t.

In the case of our Jewish neighbours this surely implies that we encounter them with respectfey are, for their
continuing faith tradition, and for the rich heritage that we share togetBecond,

...the Christian will be eager to share with people of all faiths and ideologies in all projects which are
in | ine with tthaendihmrg safi a®oddsd sunpdwerrpsose i n history.
point that the heart of the faith of a Christian is the belief that the true meaning of the story of which
our lives are a part is that which is made known in the biblical narrative. Thenhstory is one

which we share with all other human beifigsast present and to come. We cannot opt out of the
story. We cannot take control of the story. Itis under the control of the infinitely patient God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Evelgy of our lives we have to make decisions about the part

we will play in the story, decisions that we cannot take without regard for others who share the story.
They may be Muslims, Christians, Hindus, secular humanists, Marxists, or of some other
persasion. They will have different understandings of the meaning and end of the story, but along
the way there will be many issues in which we can agree about what should be done. There are
struggles for justice and freedom in which we can and should gidshwith those of other faiths

and ideologies to achieve specific goals, even though we know that the ultimate goal is Christ and
his coming in glory and not what our collaborators imagffe.

In the case of Jewish people we will have a good deal in common in terms of a shared inheritance, values (many of
which they have given us) and hopes for the future goal of things which, while not the same, nevertheless have some
interesting similaritiesg.g. Return of Christ coming of Messiah). It has been noted elsewhere that both Christians
and Jews are called to wait and hope in God. While we wait, Jews and Christians are called to the service of God in
the world. However that service may différe vocation of each shares at least these four eleménts:striving to

realise the word of the prophets, (ii) an attempt to remain sensitive to the dimension of the holy, (iii) an effort to
encourage the life of the mind, and (iv) ceaseless aciivitye cause of justice and peace. These are elements in our
common election by the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, and perhaps also with the God of Ibrahim, Ismail and
Muhammed. Precisely because our election is not to privilege but to servicgiagbbrand Jews are obliged to act
together in these things.

Third, Newbigin continues

...it is precisely in this kind of shared commitment to the business of the world that the context for
true dialogue is provided. As we work together with peagdl®ther commitments, we shall
discover the places where our ways must separate. Here is where real dialogue may begin. Itis a
real dialogue about real issues. It is not just a sharing of religious experience, though it may
include this. At heart it il be a dialogue about the meaning and goal of the human story. If we
are doing what we ought to be doing as Christians, the dialogue will be initiated by our partners, not
by ourselves. They will be aware of the fact that while we share with thermimitment to some
immediate project, our action is set in a different context from theirs. It has a different motivation.
It looks to a different goal. Specifically and here | am thinking of the dialogue with secular
ideologiesi our partners will disover that we do nor invest our ultimate confidence in the
intrahistorical goal of our labours, but that for us the horizon is both nearer and farther away than
theirs. They will discover that we are guided by something both more ultimate and more
immediae than the success of the project in hand. And they will discover that we have resources
for coping with failure, defeat, and humiliation, because we understand human history from the side
of the resurrection of the crucified Lord. Itiir it ought tobei the presence of these realities,
which prompts the questions and begins the dialéue.

a
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As compared to secular ideologies it may be noted that Jews and Christians will have much in common and will share
many common resources, but in understandiuhgre we differ, dialogue will still arise and both parties will be
enriched.

In this context a comment by Phillip Cunningham is pertinent:

...one ponders to what extent the churches lack of shalom with Judaism has impeded its continuation
of the missia of Jesus to prepare the world for the Reign of God. If over the centuries the Christian
community has not been in right relationship with its Jewish roots, indeed in some ways with its
Jewish Lord, then how successful could it be in being an agentddiSlin the world*

Fourth,Newbigin concludes,

...the essential contribution of the Christian to the dialogue will simply be the telling the story, the
story of Jesus, the story of the Bible. The story is itself, as Paul says, the power of God for
salvation. The Christian must tell it not becauselabks respect for the many excellences of her
companions- many of whom may be better, more godly, more worthy of respect than she is. She
tells it simply as one who has been chosen and called by God to be part of the company which is
entrusted with thetory. It is not her business to convert the others. She will irfideatlof love

for themi long that they may come to share the joy that she knows and pray that they may indeed do
so. Butitis only the Holy Spirit of God who can so touch the haardsconsciences of others that

they are brought to accept the story as true and to put their trust in Jesus. This will always be a
mysterious work of the Spirit, often in ways which no third party will ever understand. The
Christian will pray that it mape so, and she will seek faithfully both to tell the story-aad part of

a Christian congregatidnso conduct her life as to embody the truth of the story. But she will not
imagine that it is her responsibility to insure that the other is persuadedt i s i ff®* Godoés hands

Some conclusions about the pastoral challenges and opportunities for interface

It may be concluded that Newbiginbds model is in accord
the need for churches and indivals who feel led to bear witness to their faith in Christ to their Jewish neighbours, to
possess the story, to live into the story, to be possessed by it and to live it out in the world.

The late bishop, Stephen Neill, the British missionary schalanjsarizes the position of one who wishes to bear
witness, with integrity and respect, to Jewish people in these words:

So the Christian still has a withess to the Jew. His approach must be made with the utmost
reverence and humility. Christendom heever adequately repented as a whole for what it has
done to the Jews. The Christian who meets a Jew must in his own person incorporate that profound
penitence that can never be fully expressed. At the same time he must be moved by deep respect
for one wip stands for that ageless and timeless faithfulness that finds expression in every
synagogue service. But he still has a duty ask the Jew to look once again at Jesus Cfist.

We could find similar in the words d&iving Faith;

Some whom we encotar belong to other religions
and already have a faith.

Their lives often give evidence of devotion

and reverence for life.

We recognize that truth and goodness in them
are the work of Godés Spirit, the author of all tru
We should not address othersaispirit of arrogance
implying that we are better than they.

But rather, in the spirit of humility,

as beggars telling others where food is to be found,
we point to life in Christ*®

Penitence, respect, integrity, -operation, commitment, openness, hlityi love and courage. These are the
gualities that should mark any effort we make to witness to our faith to Jews or to any of our human brothers and
sisters. May God grant us the grace to share what we have been given in the spirit of the Ones\itho give
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Finally, we are aware that nothing has been said here about Christian witness to Muslims but it is affirmed that
extensive treatment of this issue is necessary and it is hoped that this effort will point the way to further efforts to help
Christiansto reach out in faith and love not only to Jews, but to Islam and beyond, to the other world religions in the
ser vi ce knfidong bnd in the d@wvareness that the faiths jointly may make, in ourtiméail to make a
significant contribution tavorld peace and to the common good.

Final Summary, Conclusions and Evaluation

This has been a lengthy paper. Yet it has not been nearly exhaustive. It has been hopefully a theologically
substantial paper. Yet it has used an intentionally interdiisaiy approach (exegetical, theological, historical and
pastoral). It behooves us at this point to pull up, if possible, the golden thread of the argument which has been
developed throughout.

The first sectionwhich offered a look at tHablical texts, argued that there is a singular covenant disclosed across the
Testaments, in which all the particular covenants have
it is grounded in Godds st enmorfittulobediemée) id nottreonoveblet Paulds gr a c e
perhaps the consummate N&WwWestament theologian of covenant. His sense of what is really fulfilled and yet not

fully fulfilled in terms of the covenant promise is more nuanced and dialectical thamferafchis fellow writers.

And his eschatological horizon, at least in the mid to late period of his\eitarg, is long. Yet we have resisted too

facile a pitting of Paul, especially in Romand B against the rest of the Newer Testament writensiesof whom,

like Matthew and the author of Hebrews, have been read as encouraging a theology of hard supersessionism, for there

is great unity of message in @ltertainly a conviction that in the gift of Jesus Christ, something new and ultimate has
happmed for the worl d. dativJeund alioshnmd, hwaehso sree cpeuirvpeodr ttehde fimo s t
Testament scholarship, is not as oppositionally related to Paul in Romans 1143wouid see it. In a sense, what

is inRomans 910 is in pefect concord with the perspective of John and the rest of the Newer Testament, but then Paul
presses further and writes Romans 11. Therefore, we can choose to base our relationship with continuing Jews on it,
rather than some of the less positive podiohthe Newer Testament.

In every case, as we have come to expect when reading the Bible, questions about originaMébatesty being
addressed? What was the main issue or the backdrop of circumstances in the community at the time?) are
determinative to a high degree of what aspect of the message will be brought to the fore. When Paul is writing to
Jews, fearing that theimational pride will prevent them from extending to Gentile believers full inclusion in the
covenant, and will create for them the spiritual problem ofjsstffication, he works at stripping away those sources

of national pride and focuses on unity ihri3t, and a covenant inclusion grounded upon a common faith. But Paul
himself is in awe of the grace which God showed, particularly to Israel, in giving her the law,Godhat g ht A have
her and. kWben speakirmgmwidh Gentiles, Paul would htétvem share in this sense of awe. Similarly, when

Jesus addresses Gentiles he is often a great deal milder than when he addresses his fellow Jews and particularly that
sect of the Jews (the Pharisees) with whom he ought to share the most in cofhmon.

This principle of being sharpest with your own, applies to the way Christian preaching ought to approach the texts,
particularly the texts of terror, which suggest a satanic nature to Jewish obstinacy or invoke a corporate
bloodgui | ti ness iffoirxiComispds rews t hroughout the ages. !
saying about us ? How do they hold up a mirror, as it
people (for there is nothing supersessionistic in sayiagtth Chr i sti ans are al,snlyingenui ne
saying that in taking that title, they remove it from the Jews). This biblical section, while admitting the challenge of

many specific texts and decrying the way those texts have been used thtahgligtory of Christian interpretation,

hopefully still encourages Presbyterians to love, trust and esteem theifi Bibleoth its Testaments. The Older

Testament, contra Marcion, reveals a God whose promises are trustworthy, whose covenantéveeable, and

whose ways are high (and a bit eccentric). The Newer Testament reveals that same God, working out the national
vocation of Israel toward the world from within our skin, which is a Jewish skin. The miracle, who is Christ, will
alwaysbefo us the keynote of the biblical chord. What gr a
the Shabbat meal and the wedding feast! We must look for ways of living out thahgi@emess graciously, which

is certainly not by inverting ounclusion to mean Jewish exclusion.

Section twoof the paper is on the Reformed theological tradition. It argues that almost uniquely among the great
divisions of Christianity (Catholic, Lutheran, Anabaptistc.)?*! the Reformed tradition maintaines sense of
Christian unity with the Jewish people by readsagpture through the lens of one covenant of grace. While many of
our Reformed forbearers partook of the aatiish feelings of their time, some of their statements of toleration and
even fragérnal esteem for the Jewish people are truly remarkable. The Reformed positivity, versus the Lutheran
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negativity with respect to the law, together with a real sense of analogy between the faith and practice of the Older
Testament faithful and Christianitfa and practice, ensured that the Jews would always have a place in the way
Reformed people conceptualised redemption history. Part of the argument in this section is that the enlightenment
notion of toleration may be less indebted to the Renaissanceéahbe Reformation. In such a heritage there are
these bright moments of which we can be justly proud, as well as attitudes and behaviours which we know, in
confronting our Jewish neighbour, we must confess.

The developments immediately following theeR or mat i on i ssued i n a Afeder al
di stinguished a Acovenant . dhisdoesnotosesporal toa Luthdiké oppositon a nt o f
between law and gospel, as both law and gospel are dispensations within tleetaf\gnace (the covenant of works

pertaining only from creation to the Fall of Adam), but the neatness with which these dispensations are stacked, one on

top of the other, means that observance of the law and everything Jewish belong to a definitelgdqgmariod in the

past. The Westminster Confession of Faith, one of ou
Cal vi.nirsemdéconcept of discrete fidi spensati onapineteepthve r i sé
centuryi the theology of dispensationalism. Here the content and conditions that belong to the covenant in each of

six distinct epochs (or dispensations) are distinct and, though Israel retains a special place #irttesesision of

the dispensationalists, ifist i me 6 i s A ghavih@been sadnpldtaly superseded for the present by the age of

the church.

Of the three alternatives in Reformed thought that develop in the modern period, this committee has reservations about
the way shown by Schleieanher, for the reason that it impugns the faithfulness of God to the one covenant, and also
about the way shown by Moltmafif,for the reason that it would seem to admit a second covenant, so impugning the
unigueness, finality and salvific relevance ofldes Chr i st for al | peopl e. That
theol ogyo of Kar | Bart h, which is a fAsofto species of
conjecturing a positive place for continuing Judaism in the economy of Goekribainly we ought not to do less than

to affirm, with Barth, that the destinies of the two peoples of God (Israel and the church) are eternally intertwined.
Schleiermacher in this story provides a particularly cautionary monument to what can happeReftrened

theology retreats from a commitment to Biblical narrative in all its specificity and from the full canon as the scope of

its preaching, to a more experiential point of connection with Jesus.

Section threas the part of the paper which looksthe practical, contemporary implications of engaging the Jews

from a Reformed theological stance. Three ways, which unfold in roughly historical order, are again op€(i) to us:

the model of mission to the Jews, as our church practiced it in the diys the world wars had yet shaken the
confidence of the church, and before the consciousness of religious pluralism had reached the grassroots gf the church
(ii) the model of dialogue, that emerged in the peat era, with a hypesensitivity to the ned for ceoperation and
avoidance of offensend (iii) the model suggested by Lesslie Newbigin binthg Faithwhich seeks to construct a
pastoral theology of witness and solidarity adapted to a world in which religious pluralism is here to stay. The latter
affirms both the need to witness authentically to the uniqueness of our Saviour, Jesusi@hhistheedo pursue

those goods which dialogue promotes (e.g. respect, understanding -apdration), as we engage our Jewish
neighbour or anyone religiously other.

On the very charged issue of Christian evangelism, this paper has tried to chart a middleheeyard, on the one

hand, Christians who would eschew any form of Christian evangelism among the Jews. On the other hand there are
many Christians who consider evangelism among the Jews
way 0 we ubwib agaidst tise first group, that we need not dismiss out of hand the desire that some among us

may still have for bearing witness specifically to the Jews (or any other specific people group). Certainly the lesson

of our own history shows that fromrie to time certain Canadian Presbyteribasefelt a specific call (and our

theology of call is that it is always specificnot the ministry, say, of Word and Sacraments in general, but to that

ministry within this or that congregation in particular) seyve among the Jewish people. Happily, in these specific

cases, that call met with a particular qualification and gifting. Mission, as we affirm from our experience, is always

about partnership; it is a mutual relationship. So having a mission Jewsefunctioned as much to educate, and at

times prophetically confront, Canadian Presbyterians about Jews, their spirituality and their hardships, as any amount

of dialogue has done since. Against the second group however, we would submit that hasgéhgdandesire in

the course of reading a book by Hal Lindsay or Tim LaHaye, to see the Jews converted to Christ, does not necessarily
gualify any of wus to speak to a real l'ive Jew on the s
rei nflicting the wounds of centuries, and -ethiictmissioatoel v det
the Jewish people has been successful in our experience, it blended a will for Jewish conversion with a genuine, and at
some level agendass, love for the Jews. We, t@aurchDoctrineCommittee, would like to encourage the church
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to be open to all persons presenting themselves with a particular burden for a particular work among a particular
people, where that is accompanied by a Clamstiuthenticity, a qualification for the work, and a deep love. Such has
been the formula for truly heroic mission and ministry in the past.

On the second very charged issue of fibendd, we acknowledge that among Canadian Presbyterians there is no
congnsus on the theological significance of the land. Here, we would also try to chart a middle way and to speak in
two directions, on the one hand, addressing those who would approach the land question merely from the perspective
of justice, and on the othband, addressing those who see it as a Christian imperative to stand behind Israel whatever

it may do. Christians in the first group are usually so outraged by the suffering and disregarded rights of the
Palestinians that there is no theological dafihension seen in the problem of the Land. Israel is identified as the
problem. To which Israel respondsiof cour s e, we are always the probl em.
spiritualize the Biblical promises about the Land and see the contemfamdigebate as netheological (i.e. merely

an issue of contemporary political science and international law), we would affirm, with the dispensationalists, though
perhaps not for the same reason, that the Land (though not the State) is theologicainimpibhas been promised

as part of the ancient covenant to the descendants of Abiiah#drof them (those descended through Ishmael, and

those descended through Isab@nd whatever solution is achieved, Christians must stgandllyfor the rights 6
Palestinians and other vulnerable minorities who need assurances of equity and regard for basic rights and freedoms,
and for the need of Jews in the Land to have their vulnerability acknowledged. But there are also Christians in a
second group, those whinfluenced by dispensational theology and expecting a restoration of the kingdom of Israel,
the rebuilding of the tempjetc., under the millennial reign of Christ, see a formation of the State of Israel and the
gathering of worldwide Jewry as a promsing sign that the end is nigh. Often such Christian Zicfifsgoes
together with an uncritical attitude toward what 1| srael
hold it is the Jews alone who matter; the claims of the Palesdimiad others may be forgotten, we say, that is a
position alien to the Lord our God. The Lord is a God of justice, who, even while settling an inalienable affection
upon the people of Israel, does not cease to scourge and harangue them through ttse pwiagiever they forget

what justice requires.

As stated above, one of the most troubling implications to arise from a theology of hard supersessionism is the fact that

the Jewsd very right to exi st in the, madsermi woboordc m&
supersessionism influencing, as Canadian Presbyterians, as Christians in North America, as we determine our level
of solidarity with Ilsraelés sworn enemies?o The chur

supersessionist history does not need to sign blank cheques, affirming everything the State of Israel does and will do,

but it does need to acknowledge the feeling of vulnerability by those Jews who are invested in the State of Israel
experiment, aswellashe churchoés own part in creating that feeli:
understanding the perspective of Ist&@s, for better or worse, part of what is entailed in seeking to unravel the tragic

history that stands between Chrisgaand Jews.

So as our fimi ddl e wayo distances us from that wing of
principle, and which fails to thindi mdbouiton h®e d@antdoo no
way 0 munsetus fdom shat aving of the church that pursues evangelism without sensitivity, and invests far too

much significance in a Jewish nation State. God calls us into just and loving relationship with all our neighbours.

We must not become such phiEemitesthat we neglect the call into relationship with others. We must engage with

Jews and with all people in a way that shows them we are capable of learning the lessons of dialogue, capable of a true
repentance- of going forwardchangedby what we have hed, committed to relate to people in new ways, not

according to the same old patterns and assumptions. We live in a world irrevocably changed by tf8 Sheah.

live in a religiously pluralistic society. We cannot behave as if the Shoah never happaingdforward in the

Christian triumphalism of 80 years ago. We cannot behave even in the pattern of 40 years ago, as if the era of
Christendom had not given way to a much more religiously diverse reality. As much as our changed world compels

us to eduate ourselves about the traditions and perspectives of others, the even more urgent call is to reexamine our
own tradition, and summon its resources for living an authentic Christian withess amid the changed landscape of
today. In the document on the unéness of Christ produced by this committee and adopted by the 2009 General
Assembly, we confess the faith in the light of these new awarene§&&$ 2009, p.25459) Our confession must

be as confident as ever, but humble in approaching the othehas not always been the case for Christians in the

past, though we believe it is the spirit to which Christ has always been calling us.

The way forward, shown by Newbigin and others, is an insistence on brutal honesty and generous Humitigy:
about our tendency to prejudice and weak complicity in a history which has systematically and perennially wronged
the Jews (as well as many other people groups), honesty about what we yet believe and how it dedfmesare
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commitments§ even whernhese present a scandal of particularity, but withal, humility. Humility disciplines us to go
slow, to open ourselves first to dialogue, teapeerative service and to friendship. These are surely the preliminaries
to those encounters where a sharinfpah is mediated through a genuine sharing of self.

Whil e each engagement with Athe othero is specific, an
interest and the areas where our thought will present the greatest scandal, this model for engaging the Jews, can serve
more generally as a model engaging our neighbours, be they Muslim, Buddhist, Hindu, or thoroughly secular. We

can never fail by being loving, by being gracious, by being humble, for as such, we show forth the mind of Christ.

Christians should not be troubled by an exhatato be humble, but sometimes it does bother us. Yet the
affirmation on the partoftheh ur ch has al ways been that we ar®® We church
are guided in our perennial refoby the Word of Gadso we do not advance whee contradict the Word, or replace

its light with our own. Yet we confess that our understanding of the faith is always subject to improvement, as is our
practice. Does this apply even to what we know about Christ?

Those of us who have believed andrfdlife in his namé& who not onlyhold that his Spirit testifies with our spirit to

the truth of all he said, but who have known tlgberiencecannot pretend that we know less than we know. We
believe that Jesus Christ is the Truth incarnate, just ésalso the Way and the Life. As such, the truth is objective.

The truth is not malleable. The truth is One, and God will vindicate the truth on the last day. But how do we
convince others that we possess this truth, when they do not have acoasknowing, and when they may be

equally certain that they possess the truth and we do not? Perhaps it is the case that members of the Abrahamic
religions are especially resistant to conversion, for they do not subject truth easily to relativismy aadntbichave

the latitude of religions based on oral tradition of an open canon, to develop truth, for as a people of the book, for them
it stands written.

Thinkers like Lesslie Newbigin and Stanley Hauerwas are particularly helpful; for they areatigtseis, but they

understand the difference between philosophy and withess. Hauerwas says that if the Christian calling were to be
philosopher, God would have enabled us to demonstrate our truth with a more or less logical proof, but we are not
calledb t hat . We are called to witness. We make our tru
is a credible lifeoption®®’

The position strongly taken in this paper is that we cannot compromise when it comes to the person of Jesus. Our
witness to his uniqueness as Lord and Saviour, unsurpassed and relevant for all, is what makes us Christian. Usually
Jews, and those of other religions with whom we are in
and t he fofssemesChristians iwhich thinks we ought to concede them, can be experienced as ingratiating,
dishonest and enough to render dialogue with us no longer very interesting. But how, then, are we to transcend the
impasse to which our conflicting truticcouns inevitably lead us?

Especially when approaching people of the bbatembers of the other Abrahamic traditiértbere is an excitement

about reading the Bible together, for there is much that we share. But when it comes to attempting conversion,
pehaps there is a need to get past the stalemate of fAwh:e
together, and loving each other well. God will vindicate his truth on the last day, and we, as Christians, firmly believe

that whenGod does, it will have no other identity than the one we have known through the witness of the law, the
prophets, the evangelists, and the apostegen Jesus Christ, but meanwhile our job is to witness, not to coerce. We

are to show by all that we are antithht we do and say, that the Truth has really transformed us and made us his own.
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