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Introductory remarks

For the sake of clarity, I want to make one fundamental presupposition of what I am going to present to you, quite explicit from the beginning: I am not going to say anything about what Jesus himself thought or said about himself and his relationship to the Jewish people. Luke as well as Matthew contain many sayings of Jesus that are relevant to our theme, and you can use those sayings as a source to what Jesus himself said and meant. But you can also use them another way, and that is what I will do. You can use them as a source for Matthew’s and Luke’s thought. At the time the evangelists wrote, there was still a large amount of Gospel material around, some of which the individual evangelists chose to include in their Gospels, some of which they decided to exclude. In other words, each of the evangelists is to a considerable extent an editor, or, as the Germans say, a redactor, and in this editorial process they willingly or not express a certain theology, they reveal their own theological points of view. This way of reading the Gospels as sources to the theology, not of Jesus, but of their authors, is commonly called “redactional criticism” (an attempt to make sense in English of the German term Redaktionsgeschichte). This way of reading the evidence is most difficult in Matthew, because, to the best of our knowledge, the author of the Gospel of Matthew left us no other writing with which we could compare his Gospel. It is easier with Luke, because he also left us the Acts of the Apostles, and here his own theology is more easy to grasp than in his Gospel. Finally, Justin is easiest of all the three, because in his case we have a rich source material – three extensive writings – in which he has no other ambition than presenting his own theology. That he himself thinks this theology coincides with that of Jesus and the Apostles, is another matter.

My second introductory remark is 

concerned with a term I am going to use as a kind of yard-stick with regard to the people-of-God theology of our three authors: I will argue that Justin is a theologian of replacement, whereas Luke and Matthew are not. But what do I mean by this term? To put it very shortly: by a theology of replacement I mean a theology that teaches that after rejecting Jesus as the Messiah, the Jewish people has lost their position as God’s elected people, and have, on a permanent basis, been replaced by a new and different people, the Gentile Christian Church.
 This is the main criterion I am going to apply in my analysis of the three authors, but not the only one.

1. Jesus and the Jewish people according to Luke

It is often a good idea, when you are trying to get the message of a book, to observe carefully how the book begins. Very often the author is eager to convey to the reader what matters most to him, right in the beginning of his book. If we apply this principle to Luke, many have observed that the songs of  Mary and Zecharaiah are so Jewish in their orientation, not least in their exclusive focus on Israel as God’s people, that many scholars have deemed them sub- or pre-Christian. Mary sings:

He has helped his servant Israel, 

remembering to be merciful to Abraham and his descendants forever,

even as he said to our fathers (Luke 1:54-55).

In all of Mary’s song there is not one word about the Gentiles, they are actually outside the horizon of this song. The same is true of Zechariah’s song – through all the lines of this long poem, the one and only theme is Israel’s redemption:

Praise be to the Lord, the God of Israel,

because he has come and has redeemed his people.

He has raised up a horn of salvation for us in the house of his servant David.

... salvation from our enemies...

to show mercy to our fathers and to remember his holy covenant,

the oath he swore to our father Abraham,

to rescue us from the hand of our enemies... (Luke 1:67-74).

Modern scholars may find this sub- or not-yet-Christian, Luke certainly did not – or else, why did he include these hymns in his Gospel in the first place? Rather on the contrary: Through these poems, Luke allows Mary and Zecharaiah to interpret in advance the significance of the story he is going to tell. We have to read on into ch. 2, before we hear anything about the redemption of the nations. The first speaker on this theme is old Simeon in the temple. Holding the baby Jesus in his arms, he says:

My eyes have seen your salvation, 

which you have prepared in the sight of all people,

a light for revelation to the Gentiles,

and for glory to your people Israel (Luke 2:30-32).

This heavy emphasis on Israel’s redemption and restoration is never lost sight of in Luke’s double work. As we read through the Gospel, we see that Israel’s restoration has a particular accent in Luke: it means, first and foremost, that the poor, the downtrodden, the lost in the people, are restored. This theme is prominent already in Mary’s song:

The Lord has performed mighty deeds with his arm,

he has scattered those who are proud in their inmost thoughts.

He has brought down the rulers from their thrones

but has lifted up the humble.

He has filled the hungry with good things

but has sent the rich away empty.

[By doing so] he has helped his servant Israel... (Luke 1:51-54).

The theme is continued in parables and stories peculiar to Luke: the prodigal son (15:11-32), the story of Zacchaeus (19:1-10). In Luke’s version of the great banquet (14:15-22) we see it particularly clearly: The invitation goes out to three groups: (1) those who were so sure of their status as specially invited that they could afford to neglect the invitation when it came; (2) then the poor, the crippled, the blind and the lame are invited, the outcasts within the people of Israel. And they come! (3) Then, finally, the servants of the master are told to go outside the town to get more people in – probably a veiled reference to the still ongoing mission among the Gentiles.


In Luke, the disciples are sent twice. First, in ch. 9, the twelve Apostles are sent to the twelve-tribe people of Israel. Then in ch. 10, 70 disciples are sent “to every town and place where he was about to go” (10:1) – possibly an allusion not only to Jesus’ own mission during his life on earth, but also to the still ongoing mission among the Gentiles. Seventy is the traditional figure for the nations in the world.


We can sum this up in a phrase from Paul: the Gospel of the Kingdom is for Israel – first! (Rom 1:16) Already under his ministry before Passover Jesus begins restoring Israel – first. Then the turn comes to the nations, the Gentiles. The believers among the Gentiles are not seen as a new Israel, substituting the old Israel. They are rather seen as an addition to the restored Israel, restored by Jesus during his ministry.


In Acts, we have the same. After the resurrection, after Pentecost, the Gospel is still for Israel – first. We see this in the ministry of Paul, the Apostle to the Gentiles. It seems he feels he has no right to proclaim the Gospel to Gentiles unless he has first proclaimed it in the local synagogue.


We see the same in the over-all structure of the book of Acts. The first five chapters are very much the story of the restoration of Israel, the story of how Isa 2:2-4 is being fulfilled: A new Israel is restored on Mount Zion, and what happens there, attracts the attention of all the peoples in the world, assembled on Mt. Zion through their representatives, Jews and converts from all four corners of the earth.
 The Jewish Believers were not few, they were many. (Remember that the number 5000 [Acts 4:4] almost equals Josephus’ number of Pharisees!) 


This is something that can not only be extracted from Luke’s stories and his over-all storyline. It is quite explicitly stated in James’ speech at the Jerusalem council (Acts 15:13-21). The problem addressed by James is whether Gentiles can be added to the renewed people of Israel as Gentiles, that is, without going through the conver-sion rites that would make them Jews in the process (circumcision, bringing of sacrifice, full submission under the Torah). In order to find a Scriptural answer to this question, James quotes from Amos 9:

After this I will return and rebuild David’s fallen tent.

Its ruins I will rebuild, and I will restore it,

so that the remnant of men may seek the Lord,

and all the Gentiles who bear my name,

says the Lord... (Acts 15:16-17, quoting Amos 9:10-12)

It has been customary among commentators to say that the first part of the quotation, speaking about David’s fallen tent being restored, was of no concern to James or Luke, and that the only thing which mattered in the scriptural quote was the saying about the Gentiles seeking the Lord. But my countryman Jacob Jervell
 has argued very convincingly, in my view, that the entire quotation mattered for James/Luke, so that the restoration of David’s fallen tent, which in some way or other must imply the restoration of Israel,
 is the necessary foundation for the wellcoming of Gentiles (as Gentiles!) into the people of God. The pattern in the prophecies was always this: God first restoring Israel, then adding “from the Gentiles a people for himself” (James in the same speech, 15:14).

Furthermore, this people of God, consisting of restored Israel and believing Gentiles, keep God’s Torah. Therefore James proposes that Gentiles added to the people of God, should 

abstain from food polluted by idols (Lev 17:8-9),

fom sexual immorality (Lev 18:6-23),

from the meat of strangled animals (Lev 17:13),

and from blood (Lev 17:10.12).

In the Torah, these commandments are explicitly said to apply to non-Israelites living in the midst of Israel.
 “The apostolic decree enjoins Gentiles to keep the law, and they keep that part of the law required for them to live together with Jews. It is not lawful to impose upon Gentiles more than Moses himself demanded.”


Read in this way, Luke comes out, in the Gospel as well as in Acts, as a theologian committed to the prophetic perspective of Isa 2:2-4: in the end-time, Israel will be redeemed first, and then all the nations will come to join redeemed Israel on Zion. Whatever Luke may be – he is certainly no replacement theologian!

2. Jesus and the Jewish People according to Matthew

I guess most readers of Matthew get the immediate impression this is the most Jewish of all the Gospels. In no other Gospel is Jesus portrayed as so meticulously correct in his chalakic argument with his opponents; in no other Gospel are the readers supposed to observe the entire Mosaic law as they are in Matthew. “The teachers of the Law and the Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat. So you must obey them and do everything they tell you...” (23:3). It is difficult to see why Matthew should be alone among the evangelists to include this saying in his Gospel, if he were addressing communities of mainly Gentile Christians. So probably he is not; very likely Matthew is a Gospel written for communities of Jewish Believers. According to reliable evidence, Matthew was the only Gospel used by groups of Jewish Believers like the Ebionites and the Nazoreans.


If we apply the same procedure as with Luke, and begin with the Gospel’s beginning, this impression of Jewishness is only strengthened. As you all know, the Gospel begins by presenting Jesus as the son of Abraham and the royal Davidic Messiah through his genealogy. His name is explained as meaning that he “will save his people from their sins” (1:21) – which allows two conclusions: (1) the author, or his source, knew Hebrew well;  and  (2) the evangelist took Jesus’ task to be the salvation of his own people, first and foremost. He follows this up in the Gospel. All four Gospels agree that Jesus during his ministry before the last passover never addressed Gentiles actively – the few exceptions when Gentiles came in contact with him, resulted from their initiative, not his. But Matthew is alone in having Jesus state this principle explicitly: “Do not go among the Gentiles or enter any town of the Samaritans. Go rather to the lost sheep of Israel” (Matt 10:5-6). To the cana’anite woman begging for help, he said: “I was sent only to the lost sheep of Israel” (15:24).


On this background, it may seem strange that Matthew in many quarters has got the reputation of being clearly anti-Jewish, and of representing a theology of replacement. If I am not mistaken, this verdict on Matthew is nowadays no longer based on Jesus’ very strong criticism of the Pharisees in Matthew, because scholars have increasingly come to regard this as an inner-Jewish debate and an inner-Jewish criticism. There is a similar strong critique of someones called perushim in later rabbinic litterature,
 but no-one would dream of calling that anti-Jewish.


It is rather (1) a few sayings of Jesus concerning “Israel” in the Gospel, and, (2) above all, the crucial points of the storyline of the Gospel, that have prompted such evaluations of  Matthew in recent research. (1)The sayings of Jesus are those in which he seems to speak of a total rejection of the Jewish people, and that believers from the Gentiles are to take the place of Israel. (2) The storyline is believed to be this: during his ministry on earth, Jesus restricted himself to Israel only. But this also means that Israel had its chance during this ministry, and they did not take it. After his resurrection, Jesus no longer sent his disciples to Israel, but to the nations. The ministry to Israel was ended, now was the time of the mission to the Gentiles, to create the new Israel among the Gentiles.

We shall look at each of these arguments in turn. First some comments on the two texts that are most often quoted as being expressions of replacement theology:

The parable of the tenants in Matthew 21:33-45

The following punchline after the parable is peculiar to Matthew: ”Therefore I tell you that the kingdom of God will be taken away from you and given to a people who will produce its fruit” (Matt 21:43). Many interpreters take this to mean that the Gospel will be taken from Israel and proclaimed to Gentiles only, they will bear the fruit of the Kingdom, they will become the new people of God. It is very doubtful, however, whether this be the right interpretation. Matthew’s saying that the Kingdom will be taken away from somebody and given to somebody else, echoes a saying within the parable itself: the owner of the vineyard will rent his vineyard to other tenants, and with these in charge, the vineyard will bring fruit (21:41). There can be no doubt that the villains in the parable, the bad tenants, are not the people of Israel, but the chief priests and the Pharisees, as said explicitly in 21:45 – “they knew,” says Matthew, “that Jesus was talking about them.” The vineyard, according to the established Scriptural use of this metaphor, is the people of Israel; the tenants are the putative shepherds of the people, its leaders. This is really not a parable about the bad people, the bad flock; it is a parable about bad shepherds. The people will be freed from these bad shepherds and given new and better ones. – But if that is the meaning, why does Jesus say the vineyard /Kingdom will be given to a new people, and not new leaders? I would like to suggest we find the answer to this in the immediately preceding context. Here Jesus refers to the metaphor of the new temple, with himself as the capstone. In Matthew this metaphor of the new community as a spiritual temple (or building) is more prominent than in the other Gospels (cf. esp. Matt 16:18-19).
 And this community, this new spiritual temple, does have leaders, but they are not leaders of the people in the same way as other leaders. They are, themselves, part of the people, the one temple, the one body, and in this community, all are priests. I suppose Matthew may have had the early community of Jewish believers in mind, when he has Jesus speak of the people bearing the fruits of the Kingdom. He may be speaking of the new temple, the Ecclesia, the qahal, of which he also speaks to Peter (16:18).

The story of the centurion.

In Matt 8:5-13 we find the story about the believing centurion, which is also found in Luke (7:1-10) and John (4:46-54). In Matthew as well as Luke Jesus comments on the centurion’s faith by saying: “I have not found anyone in Israel with such great faith.” In Matthew only he then adds:

I say to you that many will come from the east and the west, and will take their places at the feast with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven. But the subjects of the kingdom will be thrown outside, into the darkness, where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth (8:11-12).

Isn’t this clearly substitution theology? I suppose this is the one text that seems to give replacement interpreters of Matthew their strongest card. I believe, however, that this is an obvious case of overinterpretation. Let us pay careful attention to the context of the saying. Jesus said this in Capernaum, a town in which most of the Jewish inhabitants did not meet him with belief (cf. Matt 11:23-24). A Gentile centurion, however, met him with such unconditional belief that it surpassed anything Jesus had met so far. Even so, most people in his Jewish audience would think that the decisive criterion for who belonged to God’s people and who would take part in the banquet in the world to come, was Jewish descent, as it is stated in the Mishnah some 170 years later: “All Israelites have a share in the world to come.”
 Jesus’ point here is quite clear, and strikingly similar to the Baptist’s point in Matt 3:7-10: Being a son of Abraham is of no value if you are without the proper fruit. God can make new sons of Abraham out of sheer stones. Jesus’ words about the centurion have a very similar meaning, it seems to me. What counts, is not whether you are a Jew or a Gentile, what counts, is faith. A Jewish non-believer will not inherit the kingdom, a believing Gentile will. But this is not the same as – indeed it is very far from - saying that all Jews are non-believers and all of Israel will be excluded from the kingdom.
 You cannot read that out of Matthew’s text unless you have decided beforehand that he is a replacement theologian. I think he was not. And I think that the Jewish Believers, the true Israel, are so to speak represented in this saying by the patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, with whom the believers from among the Gentiles are to have fellowship.

The Gospel’s ending

I have now argued that none of these texts must necessarily be taken as expressing replacement theology. But what about the Gospel’s ending? Does Jesus’ great commission to the disciples – go out among all the nations – mean that the ministry to Israel is over and done with? Considering what I said in the beginning about the very Jewish character of Matthew, and that the Gospel seems to have communities of predominantly Jewish Believers as its primary addressees, this would be rather strange. And there is a completely different way of reading Matthew’s ending, that is in line with the Gospel’s beginning. If we accept this reading, Matthew is very much like Luke in that he presupposes that not the rejection, but rather the restoration of Israel is the presupposition of the mission to the Gentiles.


Let us look into the beginning of the Gospel first. It seems Matthew accords very great significance to the geographical scene of Jesus’ activity. Jesus preached in and around Capernaum – that is: in the territory of Naphtali and Zebulun, two of the northern tribes, as the evangelist is eager to point out. Thus Jesus fulfilled an important messianic prophecy, viz. Isa 9:1-2, in which precisely the land of Naphtali and Zebulun, and, generally, the Galilee of the Gentiles, are to see great light brought by the Messiah. After Jesus had risen from the dead, the first thing the angel tells the women to say to his disciples, is this: “He has risen from the dead and is going ahead of you into Galilee. There you will see him” (28:7). Soon afterwards this is repeated: “Go and tell my brothers to go to Galilee, there they will see me” (28:10). And then a third time: “Then the eleven disciples went to Galilee, to the mountain where Jesus had told them to go” (28:16). There can hardly be any doubt that for Matthew this going to Galilee – Jesus ahead of his disciples – was very significant. He has Jesus announce it beforehand, and the context of this announcement is very telling:

Then Jesus told them: “This very night you will all fall away on account of me, for it is written: “I will strike the shepherd, and the sheep of the flock will be scattered” [Zech 13:7]. But after I have risen, I will go ahead of you into Galilee (Matt 26:31-32).

Peter Stuhlmacher takes all this to mean that Jesus’ going before his disciples into Galilee is the positive counterpart to his disciples being scattered and himself as the shepherd being slain, according to Zech 13:7. What this going to Galilee is all about, is the messianic shepherd going before his scattered sheep, gathering them and leading them,
 thus restoring Israel, the people of God. And his going before them to Galilee is no accident, it is a symbolic action which points to the territorial restoration of great Israel, the complete territory of the twelve tribes, cp. the fulfilment quotation of Is  9:1-2 in Matth 4:15f. Compare also the following from Ps 80:

Hear us, O Shepherd of Israel, you who lead Joseph like a flock...

shine forth before Ephraim, Benjamin and Manasseh...

Restore us, O God; make your face shine upon us... (vs. 2-4)

Let your hand rest on the man at your right hand,

the Son of man you have raised up
 for yourself (vs. 18).

To this restored Israel other sheep, from the Gentiles, are to be added. The same prophet who spoke about the slain shepherd and the scattered sheep, also had this to say about Messianic restoration of all Israel:

Shout and be glad, O Daughter of Zion. For I am coming, and I will live among you... Many nations will be joined with the Lord in that day and will become my people. I will live among you and you will know that the Lord Almighty has sent me to you (Zech 2:10-11).

If we are right to interpret the setting of Matt 28 on this background, the great commission in Matth 28:19f in no way excludes Israel; in no way replaces Israel by the Gentiles. On the contrary, it presupposes the restoration of Israel as a people and as a territory.


I must admit that my first reaction to Stuhlmacher’s proposal was to think it was fascinating but rather hypothetical. But then I found that the Wirkungsgeschichte of the great commission of Matt 28 supports it.


In the Epistula Apostolorum (midsecond cent.) the great commission is rendered this way:

He answered and said to us, "Go and preach to the twelve tribes of Israel and to the Gentiles [Eth. add "and Israel"] and to the land of Israel towards East and West, North and South; and many will believe in me, the Son of God" (ch. 30).

In the context of the Epistula this emphasis on the mission to the twelve tribes, and - apparently - across the full extent of the Israelite territory, is quite surprising. Perhaps this is an indication that the author is here loyal to a strong tradition of form and contents in his rendering of the great comission. If we are right to interpret Matt 28 along similar lines - and I think Matt 4:12-17 is a strong argument in favour of doing so -  then Matthew comes out as structurally quite similar to Luke: the inclusion of the Gentiles in the people of God is preceeded by the restoration of Israel – except that in Matthew this has a territorial dimension it does not have in Luke. For Luke, eschatological Israel is restored in Jerusalem, on Zion. Luke is Zion-centered. For Matthew, the restoration emphatically includes the northern territory of Israel, i.e. the whole land of Israel. That is why it is important for Matthew that Jesus appeared to his disciples and gave them the great commission precisely in Galilee.


Read in this way, Matthew is no theologian of replacement, either. And it would indeed be surprising if he were, for, let me repeat it, he very likely wrote his Gospel for communities of Jewish Believers, who, however, were open to mission among Gentiles, since this was regarded the crowning fulfilment of the prophecies of salvation for Israel first – as in Luke.

3. Jesus and the Jewish people in Justin

Here comes, at last, the guy I am not able to save from the accusation of being a theologian of replacement. But I think that precisely for that reason, he will serve as a good argument by contrast – he will teach us how a real theologian of replacement looks like, how he thinks. 


For Justin, the fact that the Jewish people would reject Jesus as not being their Messiah, while Gentiles would believe in him in great numbers, is one of the great facts of salvation history and of God’s plan. The prophets foretold that this was going to be so:

... Isaiah foretold that the Gentiles, who did not look forward to the Messiah, should worship him, but the Jews, who were always awaiting his arrival, should not recognize him when he did arrive. These are his words, spoken as in the name of the Messiah himself: “I was manifest to those who did not ask for me; I was found by those who did not seek me... [But] I stretched out my hands to an unbelieving and contradicting people, ... a people who provoke me to anger before my face” (Isa 65:1-3). The Jews, in truth, who had the prophecies and always looked for the coming of the Messiah, not only did not recognize him, but, far beyond that, even mistreated him. But the Gentiles, who had never even heard anything of the Messiah until his Apostles went from Jerusalem and preached about him and gave them the prophecies, were filled with joy and faith, and turned away from their idols, and dedicated themselves to the Unbegotten God through the Messiah (1 Apol. 49).

For Justin, a complete reversal has taken place, since the Jews as a people rejected the Messiah: The Gentiles used to be idolaters and worshippers of demons (the Pagen gods), but now have become God-fearing, devout monotheists, true believers in the God of Israel (Dial. 11.4; 30.2-3; 34.8; 83.4; 91.3; 93.2; 110.2-4, et al.). The Jewish people, on the other hand, have become idolaters and worshippers of demons. In fact, they always were – ever since the affair with the golden calf have the Jews revealed their true nature, which was castigated already by Moses and the prophets (Dial. 19.5-6; 20.4; 22.1.11; 34.8; 46.6; 67.8; 92.4; 93.4; 130.4; 131.2).


We are touching an important point here, and I would like to focus our attention upon it a little more. I shall never forget the Norwegian Jew who once said during a discussion in my school: From one point of view, the Hebrew Bible is the most anti-semitic book in the world. In no other book is the Jewish people given so many negative characteristics as in the Bible: they are hardened of heart, stiff-necked, obstinate, unfaithful, slow to hear, unwilling to obey, betraying their God to his face, etc. etc. In some texts, their relationship to their God and his word is summarized in the saying that they killed all the prophets he sent to them.


On the other hand, said my Jewish friend, no one would even dream of calling the Bible an anti-semitic book, for the simple reason that this is a book written by Jews for Jews; it is Jewish self-criticism. No other people on earth has a holy book so full of criticism of themselves, and that is one of the features that set Israel apart from other peoples. In ordinary cases, the great national books of a people are books of heroic deeds, glorifying the nation and its heroes. Not so in the Hebrew bible. There is hardly any other people who has condemned itself in such harsh terms as the Israelites do in their holy book.


This tradition is carried on in the New Testament, by Jesus and his apostles and their Jewish followers. In the New Testament, this is still Jewish self-criticism, it is Jews castigating other Jews, including themselves. There is nothing anti-Jewish or anti-Semitic about that, rather on the contrary: this represents something of the best in Jewish tradition. But something very drastic and sinister occurs when this Jewish self-criticism is taken over by non-Jewish critics. Then the prophetic words of warning to an unrepentant people are transformed into something completely different: words that describe the timeless nature of the Jewish people, a timeless nature different from that of other peoples. Whereas Gentiles are by nature faithful and believeing, the Jews are the opposite. Whereas the Jews always killed God’s messengers, and now have killed Jesus, Gentiles willingly believe in him, and receive God’s word in faith.


This process of Gentile take-over of Jewish self-criticism, and what it leads to, can be observed all through Justin’s writings. It makes him an anti-Jewish theologian, and a theologian of replacement. And this is true, even though Justin is, in fact, the most tolerant among early Gentile theologians when it comes to accepting Jewish Believers. Justin has no big problems accepting that Jewish Believers are free to continue a life observing the Torah, and to combine this with faith in Jesus (Dial. 47).


But when it comes to his eschatology, he is the most consequent theologian of replacement that you can think of. After the Bar Kokhba war, Hadrian issued a decree banning all circumcised persons from Jerusalem. For Justin, that is an eschatological event. It means God is now emptying Jerusalem of its Jewish inhabitants. And that is an event of preparation, preparing the entry into Jerusalem of a totally new people: the Believers from among the Gentiles (1 Apol. 47-49; Dial. 16-17). Justin expected a mass immigration of Gentile believers into Jerusalem in the impending millennium (Dial. 24-26; 80). If anything is theology of replacement in very concrete terms, this is it. Somewhat inconsequently, Justin thought circumcised Jewish Believers were included in this end-time people of God entering Jerusalem. In later Fathers, however, this group was soon lost sight of. The theology of replacement often became total and complete, and only in some eschatological scenarios was there still a room left for the Jewish people, to convert and to be saved in the end-time drama only.
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Notes


� In some contexts the terms supercession, supercessionist, or substitution and substitutionist, are used in very much the same sense as I here use replacement.


� The same focus is prominent in the angel’s annunciation to Zechariah as well as to Mary. On John the Baptist: “Many of the people of Israel will he bring back to the Lord their God” (Luke 1:16). Gabriel on Jesus to Mary: “The Lord God will give him the throne of his father David, and he will reign over the house of Jacob forever; his kingdom will never end” (Luke 1:32-33).


� For this and the following, see I. Howard Marshall, The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text (The New International Greek Testament Commentary; Exeter: Paternoster, 1978).


� See the excellent analysis of the enumeration of peoples represented in Acts 2:5-11 in Richard Bauckham’s article cited in note 8 below, pp. 417-427.


� In his fascinating collection of essays, Luke and the people of God: A New Look at Luke-Acts (Minneapolis: Augsburg 1972), 51-55.


� Some scholars think that the fallen booth of David refers to the Davidic dynasty, restored through Jesus the Messiah (and perhaps also his relatives now leading the Jerusalem community); others that the rebuilt booth refers to the community of Jewish Believers as the eschatological temple. See the extensive discussion of the issue in Jostein Ådna’s article cited below, in note 8.


� Or also: in the land. M. Bockmuehl has made the fascinating proposal that the areas mentioned in the address of the letter from the apostolic council – Syria (capital: Antioch) and Cilicia – were in fact held to belong to “Great Israel” by Jews of that period, so that Gentiles living in Syria and Cilicia would actually be living in the land. This would explain why Paul does not quote the so-called Apostolic Decree (Acts 15:23-29) in his letters to Galatia, Corinth and Rome. See Marcus Bockmuehl, “Antioch and James the Just”, in B. Chilton, C.A. Evans (eds.), James the Just and Christian Origins (Suppl. to NT 98; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 155-98.


� Jervell, op. cit., 144. On James’ speech in Acts 15 in general, I would recommend especially Richard Bauckham, “James and the Jerusalem Church”, in R. Bauckham (ed.), The Book of Acts in its Palestinian Setting (Carlisle: Paternoster/Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 415-480; esp. 452-462; and Jostein Ådna, “James’ Position at the Summit Meeting of the Apostles and the Elders in Jerusalem (Acts 15)”, in J. Ådna and H. Kvalbein (eds.), The Mission of the Early Church to Jews and Gentiles (WUNT 127; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 125-161.


� See e.g. John Bowker, Jesus and the Pharisees (Cambridge: CUP, 1973), 4-15; 104 – 172. “’Pharisees’ [perushim] are attacked in rabbinic sources as vigorously as ‘Pharisees’ are attacked in the Gospels, and often for similar reasons” (op. cit., 1).


� Parallels in Mark 12:1-12 and Luke 20:9-19


� ”You are Peter, and on this rock I will build my Church… I will give you the keys of the Kingdom…” It seems we have here the same identification of the Kingdom with the community as probably in Matt 21:43.


� Mishnah Sanhedrin 10:1 – in the subsequent text, this is taken to be the rule, while the text specifies some exceptions: these Israelites will, however, not have a part in the world to come...


� A very similar saying occurs in Luke 13:28-29, and here there is nothing to indicate that the primary reference of the text is to Gentiles replacing the Jewish people. The context rather seem to indicate that what is at stake is Jews claiming a priviledged position in the kingdom simply because they were Jews and close acquaintances of Jesus: “We ate and drank with you, and you taught in our streets.” This in itself should warrant them a priviledged position in the kingdom – that seems to be the idea of those against whom Jesus is speaking these words. But, says Jesus, they were evildoers, they did not have faith in him.


� In what follows, I am indebted to a very fascinating article by Peter Stuhlmacher, “Matt 28:16-20 and the Course of Mission in the Apostolic and Postapostolic Age”, in J. Ådna and H. Kvalbein (eds.), The Mission of the Early Church to Jews and Gentiles (WUNT 127; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000), 17-43.


� Cf. Stuhlmacher: “The verb proagein can be applied to the notion of the Messianic Shepherd from John 10:4.27: The disciples are to follow Jesus, who goes on ahead of them (like Israel follows Yahweh in Hos 11:10)” (art. cit., 25). 


� In the New Testament, Hebrew verbs for “raising up” are often taken to indicate the resurrection of Jesus, as f.ex. in Paul’s  speech in Acts 13, where the haqimoti of 2 Sam 7:12 is clearly taken to mean “I will raise him from the dead”, Acts 13:34.


� Cf. my article “The mission to the Jews – a closed chapter?  Some patristic reflections concerning “the great commission””, in Ådna/Kvalbein, The Mission, 69-83.


� Quoted according to Hennecke-Scneemelcher-Wilson, New Testament Apocrypha I (London: SCM Press, 1973), 212.


� See on this Oskar Skarsaune, The Proof from Prophecy: A Study in Justin Martyr’s Proof-Text Tradition: Text-Type, Provenance, Theological Profile (Suppl. to Nov. Test. 56; Leiden: Brill, 1987), 363-366.


� The classic monograph on this theme is Odil Hannes Steck, Israel und das gewaltsame Geschick der Propheten. Untersuchungen zur Überlieferung des deuteronomistischen Geschichtsbildes im Alten Testament, Spätjudentum und Urchristentum (WMANT 23; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1967). A very important study!


� Cf. Skarsaune, Proof  from Prophecy, 277-280.


� Cf. Timothy C. G. Thornton, ”Jews in Early Christian Eschatological Scenarios”, in M.F. Wiles and  E.J. Yarnold (eds.), Studia Patristica, Vol. XXXIV (Leuven: Peeters, 2001), 565-571.
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