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Introduction:
The Origin and Purpose of These Documents

The documents in this collection were sent to me by Christian friends in India, who informed me
that many Indian Christians listen to Dr. Michael Brown'’s podcasts and have become convinced of
the Christian Zionist position he teaches. My Indian correspondents went to the trouble of
transcribing twenty of Dr. Brown'’s podcasts on this subject. They sent the transcripts to me, with the
request that [ would insert my commentary point-by-point, which is what I have done.

Dr. Michael Brown is a deservedly respected Christian leader and scholar. He is of Jewish
background and is educated in Near Eastern languages. He has written many excellent books on
various Christian subjects and is very active in the defense of Yeshua/Jesus as Messiah in his
dialogues with unbelieving Jews. He is a tremendous asset to the Body of Christ.

When it comes to a great number of theological controversies in the modern Church, Dr. Brown
and I are on the same page. One thing that we see differently is what the New Testament teaches on
the prophetic future of the Jews as a race and its implications for the modern State of Israel. Dr. Brown
and I once debated about this, all too briefly, on a friend’s podcast. It is questionable whether such a
short exchange can qualify as a real “debate” since it was much too brief to cover the topic
responsibly.

[ am not temperamentally disposed to stir up arguments with others with whom I disagree. All
of my previous debates have taken place by invitation from the other side, or from interested third
parties. I generally agree to participate in any debate, when asked. | view debates as opportunities to
educate audiences, not to score points against an opponent.

Though my responses to Dr. Brown will make Zionist Christians uncomfortable, I am of the
opinion that no one can refute these answers through objective exegesis of scripture. I have no
animosity toward Zionists, toward believing or unbelieving Jews, or toward the modern State of
Israel. | am not in any sense “anti-Jewish,” nor “anti-Israel,” having no racial or political “dog in the
fight.” My interest is not emotional, but, as a Bible teacher, purely exegetical. So that none may
mistake my position for something it is not, I will summarize it in advance as succinctly as possible.
[ believe:

1) The word “Israel” has several meanings in different contexts. It first referred to a man
(Jacob)—then to his family. After the exodus, the word indicated a covenant nation created
at Sinai. After the conquest, the term sometimes referred to the territory of that nation. In
the days after Solomon, the nation split, and only the northern tribes were called Israel, in
contrast to Judah. After the fall of the northern kingdom, Israel was used to speak of the nation
of Judah. The prophets often used the word Israel to speak of what they called “the
remnant”—that is, the faithful individuals within the apostate nation. This remnant is seen,
in the New Testament as the followers of Jesus Christ, whom Paul calls “the Israel of God.”

The term “the Jews” originally was a term for those of the Judean captivity in Babylon—which
were largely of the tribe of Judah but included some individuals from the other tribes. After
the exile, “Jew” has been a term to refer to anyone of Israel’s stock, or who embraces the post-
A.D.70 religion of Judaism.

2) The nation Israel was chosen by God to bring salvation to the world by birthing the Messiah
into human history. As Jesus said, “Salvation is of the Jews.” God accomplished this through
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

them, despite the efforts of their Gentile enemies and of apostate Jewish leaders to overthrow
God’s purposes. As for this divinely assigned role of the people of Israel, we may triumphantly
proclaim: “Mission accomplished.” Thank you, Jesus! And thank you, Israel, for your service.

Having performed this (the only known service for which they were chosen), the Jews have
now stepped back into the community of nations and, like all others, have the obligation to
find salvation in the Messiah. Jewish people who reject Christ are no different from Gentiles
who reject Christ—so that the Jewish Caiaphas and Judas Iscariot are no better or worse, in
the eyes of God, than was the Gentile Haman or Hitler. Salvation has nothing to do with race,
but with Christ. Thus, all races are equal and are the same before God, though believers of any
race are privileged over unbelievers of any race.

Jews who are in Christ (e.g., the apostle Paul, and Dr. Brown) are not distinguished in status
from Gentiles who are in Christ (e.g.,, Cornelius, and me). There is no racial partiality with God
(Rom.1:16; 2:9-11). The Bible provides no information about a special plan, in the New
Covenant Era, in which believing Jews play a different role from believing Gentiles. The
middle wall of partition between Jew and Gentile is completely dissolved in Christ (Eph.2:14-
15). It would be a sin to re-erect it (Gal.2:18).

Messiah Yeshua is the hope of Israel, promised in the Torah and the Prophets (John 1:45;
Luke 1:68-75). He and His salvation are the ultimate Abrahamic blessing promised to all
nations (Luke 2:28-32; Gal.3:14). Other than the gift of Christ Himself, no other blessings to
Israel are ever mentioned, or alluded to, in the New Testament. To think that having Jesus-
plus-real estate (or Jesus plus anything else) is any better than having Jesus alone is to devalue
Christ (Phil.3:7-10), and to mistake baubles for jewels.

In the Old Testament, the nation of Israel was not racially homogenous. From the beginning,
its status and membership were defined by covenant faithfulness (Ex.19:5-6), and Gentiles
were as welcome to participate as were ethnic Israelites (Ex.12:48). There was never a time
when every ethnic Jew was faithful to the covenant, or when every Gentile was excluded from
Israel. There was always a faithful remnant in Israel—both of Jews and Gentiles—whom God
regarded as His covenant people (see Ps.50:5, 16-17). All who were unfaithful—whether Jew
or Gentile—were to be excluded from Israel (Ex.12:19). Race had, essentially, nothing to do
with inclusion in Israel. It was all covenantal.

In the Old Testament, God made special, conditional promises to His covenant nation Israel.
These included special favor, a special land, prosperity, protection, etc., to the faithful, while
all the opposite things were promised to come on the apostate covenant-breakers (see
Lev.26; Deut.28). There was never a time when every Jewish person was qualified to receive
the covenant blessings. Only the faithful were, and still are, the true sons of Abraham (Gal.3:7,
9), or “the Israel of God” (Gal.6:16).

In accordance with the warnings written in the Torah, God punished the chronically
unfaithful nation of Israel and sent them into captivity in Assyria (in 722 B.C.) and in Babylon
(in 586 B.C.). Before doing this, God had given promises through His prophets to the remnant
that He would eventually bring them back to their land, to restore their destroyed nation and
temple. These promises were completely fulfilled through the instrumentality of Cyrus,
Zerubbabel, Ezra, and Nehemiah—five centuries before Christ. Beginning in 538 B.C,, the



9)

repentant remnant returned from exile and rebuilt Jerusalem and the temple. After this
occurred, no further promises of restoration were ever given to anyone in scripture.

To the remnant, God promised that He would send an anointed King, who would redeem
them, pour out His Spirit upon them, change their hearts, and establish a righteous kingdom
among them under His rulership. The New Testament records the fulfillment of these
promises in Jesus of Nazareth. Having died and resurrected, He has now been exalted and is
reigning at the right hand of God, having redeemed and poured out His Spirit upon the
remnant at Pentecost in or around the year A.D.30. He thus, in His own words, “fulfilled” all
the Law and the Prophets. He said that, if any “jot” or “tittle” of the Law has passed (which is
clearly the case—e.g., the sacrificial law) that this would mean that “all is fulfilled” (Matt.5:17-
18). Any who wish to say that portions of the Old Testament Law or Prophets remain
unfulfilled will have to take up their argument with Jesus Himself. If any part remains to be
fulfilled, according to Jesus, every detail of the Law remains in force.

10) When Jesus came, the faithful remnant of Israel became followers of the Messiah. Obviously,

no one rejecting the Messiah could be said to be “faithful” to the Father who sent Him! This
faithful remnant of Israel was also called the Church (Gr. ekklesia—a word previously used in
the Greek Old Testament to designate the congregation of Israel). Later, Gentiles also began
to embrace the Messiah—just as Gentiles, like Rahab and Ruth, had joined the covenant
people in Old Testament times. Thus, the faithful remnant, the Church, became a multi-ethnic
body under the New Covenant—just as Israel, the Church, had been multi-ethnic under the
0ld Covenant. The New Covenant Church was the continuation and fulfilment of the Old
Covenant Church—not its “replacement”—just as a grown man is the continuation and
fulfillment of a little boy, and not his replacement (see Gal.4:1-5).

11) The New Testament speaks of this multi-ethnic body of believers as “the circumcision”

(Phil.3:3; Rom.2:26-29), “the seed of Abraham” and “heirs according to the promise” (Gal.3:29),
“a chosen people and a holy nation” (1 Pet.2:9), and a “kingdom of priests” (Rev.5:10). All of
these were Old Testament titles for Israel. Similarly, this faithful remnant is also called “the
Israel of God” (Gal.6:16).

12) At Pentecost, Christ became Head of a corporate body (1 Cor.12:12; Eph.1:22-23)—a “New

Man” (Eph.2:15) where racial distinctions and circumcision count for nothing (Gal.5:6; 6:15).
This is the New Testament parallel to the Old Covenant’s corporate body of the man Israel
(Gen. 34:7), which was eventually identified as a nation by that name. In those times, the
man/nation, Israel, was the “chosen” (Isa.41:8; 42:1-4), but today Christ is “the Chosen”
(Matt.12:15-18). In Old Testament times, to be one of the “chosen people” required that one
be in the chosen one, namely, the corporate nation of Israel, or “in Jacob” (Isa.59:20). By
contrast, under the terms of the New Covenant, to be “chosen” requires that one be “in
Christ"—the chosen corporate One (Gal.3:27-29; Eph.1:4). Israel was thus the type of which
Jesus is the Antitype (the subject foreshadowed by the type).

13) God had promised that He would make a “new” covenant with the remnant of Israel and Judah

(Jer.31:31-14), which He did at the Last Supper, as recorded in the Synoptic Gospels.
According to Hebrews 8:13, God does not maintain two covenants (i.e., two marriages)
simultaneously, so that the New Covenant has rendered the Sinaitic Covenant obsolete. God
does not relate to anyone today on the terms of the obsolete covenant, but only on those of
the one currently in force. This viewpoint is called Supersessionism (often mislabeled
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“Replacement Theology”), because it teaches that the New Covenant superseded the Old
Covenant, and that there is nothing left of the Old Covenant in force.

14) God has not defaulted on any promise He ever made to Israel. It can easily be shown from
scripture that every promise God has made to Israel falls into one of the following categories,
either: a) the promise was fulfilled precisely as stated, in Israel’s history; or b) the promise
was conditional and was forfeited by Israel’s failure to keep the stated conditions; or c) the
promise had a Messianic fulfillment and is now fulfilled to Israel’s remnant in Christ.

At variance from this historic Christian faith are those called dispensationalists—a group that
emerged in the early 1800s. This position does not affirm that Jesus is the actual fulfillment of God’s
promises to, nor is He the ultimate hope of, Israel. Instead, they assert that the real hope of Israel is
an as-yet-unfulfilled future politico-spiritual phenomenon in the Middle East. They base this on the
assumption that the Old Testament promises have never been fulfilled.

[ believe it can be demonstrated exegetically and historically that the company of those who
have held to the supersessionist position included Jesus, the apostles, the Church fathers, the
Medieval Church, the Reformers, and a large percentage (possibly the majority) of the modern
Church. Of course, the first two of these (Jesus and the apostles) would be disputed by
dispensationalists, though they would not deny that this was the historic view of Christianity from
post-apostolic times to the present.

Dr. Brown says he is not a dispensationalist, though (like me) he once was. He might refer to
himself today as a “historic premillennialist,” but this would not be accurate, since historic
premillennialists did not adopt dispensationalist ideas about Israel, as Dr. Brown does. Though a man
can obviously give himself any label he prefers, when it comes to this topic, Dr. Brown seems like a
dispensationalist, but lacking a pre-tribulational rapture. Every argument he makes about Israel and
Zionism seems identical to those of Dispensationalism, so my critique will apply to both.

Dr. Brown (like the dispensationalists) regularly refers to the classical view of Christianity—i.e.,
Supersessionism, which he rejects—as “Replacement Theology.” Those who hold this view do not
generally refer to their own position as “Replacement Theology” because the label is intended only
as a pejorative and is misleading. Dispensationalists (and Dr. Brown) think that Supersessionism is
well summarized by the statement “The Church replaced Israel in the purposes of God.” Hence, the
nickname, “Replacement Theology.” As explained above, this is not correct. Supersessionism does not
teach that the Church replaces Israel, but rather that the Church is Israel, and always has been—just
as the Church was Israel in Old Testament times (Acts 7:38). It is the same entity but defined by a
New Covenant requiring loyalty to Christ, rather than to Moses.

What has been “replaced” is the Old, Sinaitic Covenant, as the definer of membership in God’s
society. It is now the New Covenant (which is equated with Christ Himself, in Isa.42:6; 49:8) which
has superseded (or, rather, fulfilled) the Old Covenant. It is doubtful whether any Christian (as
opposed to a Judaizer) will wish to be found at odds with this position. This means that all true
Christians would be, in this sense, supersessionists, though most do not wear that label. Those who
do wear it prefer terms like “Fulfillment Theology,” or “Remnant Theology,” which provide a more
accurate description of the view than does “Replacement Theology.”

It would be very strange for any Christian to use “replacement” as a pejorative when the only
thing being “replaced” is the Old Covenant, which Jesus fulfilled. The truly objectionable replacement
is the dispensationalists’ own radical replacement: substituting for Christ a particular geo-political
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developmentin the end times as Israel’s hope. Who would trade Christ as one’s inheritance for a mere
piece of land? Is this the “princely price” for which some betray Christ’s role as King and as the
fulfillment of the promises of God? To seek the inheritance of a strip of land instead of the “spiritual
blessings in heavenly places” (Eph.1:3) is to sell one’s birthright for a bowl of pottage (Heb.12:16-
17).

This is truly a “replacement” that qualifies as an insult to God and to Christ. It is a modern-day
error (beginning in the 19th century) of the first order. My responses in these documents are intended
only to defend the apostolic faith and that of most of the Church of Jesus Christ for the past 2,000
years. If anyone has reason to take offense at one sector’s “replacement” of the historic faith with a
modern novelty, it would be those who stand with the New Testament and the historic Church against
Dispensationalism.

The support for the dispensationalist view of modern Israel is not exegetical (as these
documents will clearly demonstrate). Rather, the view is based upon the following:

1) Sentimentality (largely inspired by sympathy for the victims of anti-Semitism throughout
history—and, especially the Shoah, or mid-20t-century Holocaust).

This sentimentality can be so irrational as to lead a great number of Zionists to refer to non-
Zionists as “anti-Semites.” This, of course, is as absurd as any polemical trick that could be
employed, since Supersessionism, as a theological viewpoint, does not disparage or elevate
any race at all, but asserts (as Dispensationalism does not) that all races—Jews and
Gentiles—are in every respect equal in the sight of God. How could any such belief tend
toward discrimination against any race?

2) Failure to grasp the nature of the covenant promises made to Abraham and the historical
fulfillments of Old Testament prophecies. These will be discussed at length in the included
documents.

3) Confusion over the modern phenomenon of the establishment of a modern, secular state, in
1948, in the territory that once housed the Old Testament covenant nation of Israel.

This confusion has to do with a poor analysis of modern history. Dispensationalists have
long said (even before 1948) that the reestablishment of the State of Israel is a prophesied,
inevitable feature of the end times. [ referred to this as “confusion” for a number of reasons:

e Though the prophets did, in fact, prophesy the reestablishment of Israel, God brought this about
after the Babylonian exile, more than 500 years before Christ was born. After this fulfillment, no
additional promises were ever made about any subsequent restoration. There are literally no
promises in scripture about a restoration of Jews to their land at the end of time. The prophets
and Jesus did predict the second destruction of Jerusalem, which occurred in A.D.70. However,
no additional restoration of the nation from that judgment is anywhere hinted at beyond that
point.

e The return, of which the prophets spoke, was a return of the faithful remnant—not of every
ethnic Israelite—from the exile. The prophets described this as a return to God, not merely to
the Land (Deut.30:1-3; Isa.10:21; 35:9-10; Jer.23:3-6; Ezek.36:24-27, etc.). Modern
dispensationalists (in contrast to their nineteenth-century counterparts) argue that the
prophets foretold a return of unbelieving Jews to the land, where they would later be converted.
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They cannot produce any actual prophecies that say this, and this would contradict the passages
that specifically refer to the returnees as a faithful, repentant remnant.

Thus, the prophets spoke of a restored Israel as a politico-spiritual entity (which occurred in 538
B.C.). By contrast, the modern State of Israel is merely a religiously pluralistic, political
phenomenon with no spiritual component or covenant connections to Yahweh, such as uniquely
defined Old Testament Israel. The nation Israel was established at Sinai on the basis of their
unique status under the Sinaitic Covenant. That covenant is now defunct and no nation can claim
status on its terms. There is a New Covenant. Even if every Jew would embrace the New
Covenant, this would not make them distinct from the Gentile believers and would therefore
provide no basis for their being a special covenant nation.

To refer to the modern political phenomenon in the Middle East as a restoration of biblical
Israel would be as valid as if a group of atheists today were to gather in the ancient Turkish
location of Pergamos and thereby claim to be the restoration of the biblical Church of Pergamos
from the New Testament times. How can atheists be the covenant community of God? Not
geography, but spiritual continuity, would be required to make such a claim. Such spiritual
continuity does not exist between ancient and modern Israel, which today has more Muslims
(14%) than Christians (2%, most of whom are Arab Christians), and which has a slightly larger
percentage of atheists (20%) than of observant Orthodox Jews (<19%). This situation bears no
resemblance to anything the biblical prophets predicted—as a minority even of important
dispensationalists (e.g, ]. Vernon McGee) have reluctantly been willing to admit.

It is premature to speak of a general regathering of the Jews—even merely geographically. The
majority of global Jewry is still living in the diaspora—most of whom, as always, are seemingly
content to remain where they are. Since 586 B.C., there has always been a minority of Jewish
people residing in their ancient homeland. Nothing in this respect has changed, other than that
the minority today might be slightly larger.

Today it is still a minority. It may yet be that most Jews will someday live there, but the assertion
that they will do so is an article of dispensational faith, not an assured reality. It is not clear why
dispensationalists would even wish for more Jews to move there, since it is a point of
dispensational eschatology that a two-thirds of the Jews living in Palestine will be slaughtered
by the Antichrist. If most Jews at that point in time were to be residing in Israel, the body count
would then almost double the number of Jews as were killed in the Shoah. This gruesome
expectation is (fortunately) based upon a very non-contextual interpretation of Zech.13:8.
However, from the standpoint of those thinking this to be the case, it would seem that Jews
would be much safer remaining in the diaspora and that any attempts to get them to relocate to
Israel would be a particularly “anti-Semitic” enterprise.

Dispensationalists believe that the restoration of the nation of Israel in 1948—even though not
actually predicted in scripture—was a unique, last-days miracle of God. Thus, to fail to support
itis seen as setting oneself against God, as well as the Jewish people. However, since nothing has
happened in Israel that resembles anything scripturally prophesied, one is entitled to question
whether this development is in any way a miracle of God. Dispensationalists often exaggerate
the degree to which this phenomenon “defies all odds,” and few Christians seem sufficiently
aware of the history that led up to the recognition of the modern state to be able really to
evaluate how “miraculous” (or even how righteous) such a development was.
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There is little in the lead-up to, and creation of, the modern Zionist state that cannot be readily
explained in terms of natural trends and political intrigues. For example, few Christians know
the degree to which the creation of the modern State of Israel can be attributed to the tireless
political lobbying of the dispensationalists themselves—as has been acknowledged even by
modern Jewish historians and secular Zionist leaders. Few Christians know of the terroristic
activities of Irgun, the Jewish terrorist organization led by Menachem Begin, which contributed
significantly to the British willingness to abandon their interest in Palestine and to support
Jewish independence.

[ am not interested in delegitimizing the modern State of Israel, any more than I would
delegitimize the modern nation of America. Both have their share of shameful behavior for which to
answer, and both have their virtues. I would not even deny that God may have directed the
establishment of both of these modern nations (and many others—Acts 17:26). However, | would
flatly deny that either of these modern-day nations is mentioned in biblical prophecy.

The documents in this collection will justify these points in the course of my responses to the
transcribed statements made by Dr. Brown in his podcasts. Again, I am not picking a fight with Dr.
Brown (though I would welcome the opportunity for further debate or, better yet, discussion), nor
with anyone else. This is merely my answering common points frequently made in favor of a
theological position that I find to be unscriptural and of which Dr. Brown is a worthy advocate.  have
written these responses only at the request of my Indian friends, with a mind to helping them to put
these arguments into biblical context. I bear no malice toward those with whom I disagree and have
no motivation other than to allow the Bible to speak, as it always has, on this issue—and not to be
obscured or covered over by modern Zionist sentimentality.

Though Dr. Brown and I agree on many theological topics, in this particular set of documents, we
will be found to be in disagreement on almost every point. It will be obvious to the reader that both
Dr. Brown and I have spent the last 50 years, and more, in the study of scripture and that we both
have a respectable familiarity with the whole Bible. One may ask, “How can two men who both know
the Bible well be in complete disagreement on so many points?”

The answer is that we are only in disagreement upon, essentially, one point—and that is, “How
can we harmonize all that the scripture says about Israel?” Dr. Brown has adopted one paradigm, to
which all his individual points conform, and I have adopted another. Both of us hold to theological
templates upon which hang numerous individual sub-points. Where we differ is in the choice of each
man regarding alternative paradigms. We agree that the promises of Bible prophecy and those made
to Abraham, David, et al, were to find their fulfillment in the coming of Christ. The pivotal question
that is debated is: “Which coming of Christ—the First or the Second?”

It will quickly dawn on the reader how many different biblical opinions are tied to this one
question—and how costly and difficult it is for one to change his template. Such a change requires a
rethinking of a vast body of prophetic material—a rethinking that many will find too daunting even
to undertake. | began my ministry over 50 years ago, as did Dr. Brown, believing in his template. In
the years since those beginnings, I have not demurred from rethinking the whole topic, which
explains my having arrived at a different viewpoint on almost every point discussed in these
documents.
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I apologize in advance for the high degree of repetition in these documents. This was not under
my control. [ responded to the documents as they were transcribed and sent to me. Since Dr. Brown
is a regular podcaster, and frequently discusses Israel, Zionism and what he calls “Replacement
Theology” on his programs, it is not surprising that he makes frequent use of favorite arguments and
talking points. The reader is welcome to object to the tediousness of covering the same ground
repeatedly (imagine how tedious it was for me having to answer the same points repeatedly).

For this repetition, neither Dr. Brown nor myself can be blamed. I, because I have only dealt with
the documents as they come into my hands, and he, because he did not know that these talks would
be bundled into a collection and read one after another in one sitting. Also, when Dr. Brown repeats
a statement that I have thoroughly refuted in an earlier document, it is not his fault for ignoring my
response. These documents were not exchanged and responded to one at a time. I received all twenty
of them at once, and he (assuming he will see them at all) will receive them all at once. I beg the
reader’s indulgence in keeping these things in mind while reading.

Also, Dr. Brown may be at an aesthetic disadvantage in these documents, from a literary point
of view. This also is not his fault. His comments were made on the fly in verbal discourse, whereas
my answers were planned-out and edited as written responses with a mind to publication. Obviously,
if, upon seeing them, Dr. Brown should wish either to edit or amend his statements, I would be most
agreeable with his wishes.

The Index

Because of the frequent repetition of the same points, and the rambling, unsystematic nature of
some of the presentations, | have chosen to create an Index of individual arguments for the reader’s
benefit. In this Index, Dr. Brown’s points will be listed in the order of their first appearance in the
collection, followed by every time that the same argument is raised and answered. The convention of
notation for individual passages indexed will be, for example, 3:2. The boldface numeral will identify
the document number, and the un-bolded number will correspond to the specific paragraphs or
sections that I have so enumerated in the documents.
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Index of Dr. Brown’s 182 Arguments

The kingdom was not taken from Israel, but from their evil leaders, and given 1:1

to the apostles.

The Church is never called “the Israel of God.” 1:2,5

The “Israel of God” refers only to the Jewish believers. 1:3;2:12; 8:6-8

There remains a difference between Jew and Gentile, just as there remain
differences between men and women (Gal.3:28).

1:4,9;8:1;12:1,4

Paul writes as if the circumcised and uncircumcised are two distinct
continuing categories in the Church.

1:4

Unbelieving Jews are still “beloved for the fathers’ sake” (Romans 11:28).

1:6; 10:32; 14:2; 15:6;
18:8

God’s gifts and callings are irrevocable (Romans 11:29).

1:7;10:16; 14:2; 15:6,
11;18:8

There will be a vast national turning of the Jews to Christ (Rom.11:26; 1:8; 6:4
Jer.31:1).
Supersessionism says the Church has replaced Israel in God’s plan. 2:1;3:1

It should be called “Replacement Theology” over the objections of its
advocates, who say this is not an accurate label.

2:1-4; 3:4; 5:1; 18:3

If God regathered someone other than those whom He scattered, He broke His
promise to the latter.

2:3b, 4

Supersessionism is a sign of (or cause of) arrogance.

2:5;5:19, 26; 10:19;
11:32

Promises remain of salvation and restoration to the Land for ethnic Israel. 2:6

Some promises concerning the return from Babylon never were fulfilled. 2:7;7:5-7;10:6,9
Isaiah 11 has not been fulfilled in the return of exiles from Babylon, but is 7:7;10:7

being fulfilled today.

Zechariah predicts all nations coming against a Jewish Jerusalem at the end. 2:8

If you do not see a modern fulfillment in the present return, then your view 2:9

should be called “Replacement Theology.”

Romans 9:6 does not say that Gentiles will become Israel. 2:10; 5:14

After Romans 9:6, the ten remaining references to Israel in Rom.9—11 are
about the nation as a whole.

2:11; 4:45-46; 10:15;
11:7-9, 15, 30; 14:2; 15:4

To think “the Israel of God” refers to the Church is to cast away the grace of
God.

2:13

Anti-Semitism and Jew-hatred are the fruit of “Replacement Theology.”

2:14; 3:2; 5:24; 6:10-11;
10:40-41, 45; 11:9;
15:16; 18:2

(Walking-back the previous) Some who hold this view are not Jew-haters.

3:3;5:27;6:11; 10:41;
11:35

Alternative terms for Supersessionism are sneaky ways of escaping the label 3:4-5
“Replacement Theology.’

Fulfillment Theology says the promises are not given to Israel, but to Christ and | 3:6-10

the Church.

Fulfillment Theology asserts that God will not honor His promise to draw Israel | 3:7

back to the Land.

Fulfillment Theology thinks the disciples were stupid when they asked their 3:11;10:42

question in Acts 1:6.

We can tell the fulfillment theologians are wrong by the things Jesus did not
say in response to the disciples’ question in Acts 1:6.

3:12-19; 10:42-44

Peter predicted that all the promises God made to Israel have yet to be 3:20;10:25
fulfilled, and will be when Israel repents (Acts 3:19-20).
Jews do not have their own separate covenant with God, but need Jesus, like 3:21

everyone else.

God made unconditional promises to the Jews, which He will keep.

3:22; 5:11; 15:12, 14

God scattered Israel according to the Sinaitic Covenant and will gather them.

3:23
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As we see God sustains the Church by grace, we should think He also sustains
Israel by grace.

3:24

The covenant at Sinai does not annul the promises...

3:24,26,31; 5:32; 6:2;
10:36; 15:14; 16:3; 18:8

In Galatians 3:16, Paul did not mean to say the promises to Israel as a whole
have been nullified.

3:25

Romans 11 tells us that the promises apply to Israel as a whole. 3:27
Jesus is the apex of the fulfillment of the promises to Israel, but the other 3:28
promise is also still important.

Paul knew that the word “Seed” could be singular or plural. 3:29; 6:12

God promised Abraham the Land as an eternal inheritance (Psalm 105:7-11).

3:30; 10:36; 15:10-11;
16:2

In Romans 9:1-5, Paul says that the promises still belong to Israel.

3:32; 5:14; 10:13, 29;
11:4; 15:2-3,10; 18:8

If God does not fulfill the land promises to Israel in the last days, He is a liar.

3:33

Being a Zionist does not mean approving of everything Israel does, but only 4:1

that one believes the State of Israel is God’s doing and should be supported.

I find many people support Zionism, partly because of the Holocaust. 4:3

Many who oppose Zionism simply don’t see the big picture. 4:4-5
Jeremiah 31:31 says the new covenant is with “Israel and Judah”—not another | 4:6-7
people.

People draw wrong conclusions from Jesus’ cursing the fig tree, and the 4:8-9
destruction of the temple.

No matter what the Jews do, they will always have special privileges with God. | 4:10-11

If God doesn’t keep His promises to Israel, there is no basis for thinking He will | 4:12; 11:14, 40
keep His promises to the Church.

We should stand with Israel, which will not require forsaking justice to the 4:13; 10:4
Palestinians.

The promise of Jeremiah 30:10 has been fulfilled many times in history. 4:14
Jeremiah 31:10 applied to the return from Babylon, but only partially. Its 4:15

fulfillment continues to this day.

I have an argument no one has been able to answer: If God scatters and
curses a people, only God can regather and bless them. The present return
must be from God.

4:16-17; 5:32; 6:14-16;
9:4,17;16:6; 18:9; 19:21

No people could survive so long as the Jews did without a homeland, apart
from a miracle of God.

4:3,18-19; 10:37; 16:5-6

Standing with Israel is standing with God. 4:20;18:10
God is bringing Jews back to the Land in unbelief, as prophesied in Ezek.36. 4:22

Standing with Israel is standing against Satan, as per Zech.12:1ff. 4:23-24,50
Zechariah 12-14 describe an end-times Jewish Jerusalem. 4:25-26; 18:11
The history of anti-Semitism proves the devil is against Israel. 4:27-29
Because Jesus came through Israel, this proves God has a purpose for Israel 4:29

today.

If Satan wipes out the Jews, it will prove God to be a liar. 4:30

The Church is indebted to Israel. 4:31, 38-40
Romans 9-11 tell how God will yet keep His word. 4:32

Romans 11:11 indicates that Israel has not fallen beyond recovery.

4:33;10:28; 11:16

The conversion of Gentiles will make Jews jealous and want to get saved.

4:33-34,36-37; 11:17-
20, 23; 15:5

Romans 11:12 and 15 speak of the future salvation of the world when the Jews
get saved.

4:35,48; 11:21-22,24

Standing with Israel is standing for justice. 4:41-47

We must support Israel to hasten Christ’s coming, as Rom.11:25-26 says. 4:43-44

Matthew 23:39 says Jesus will return to a Jewish Jerusalem. 4:47,49; 9:4; 10:3, 24;
18:11; 20:6

A man with a PhD says God told him to pray for the success of Zionism. 4:51
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Supersessionism has God promising something to one group and giving it to 5:2-3,17
another.

The motives for one embracing Supersessionism are a mystery, requiring some | 5:4, 27
speculative psychological explanation.

Supersessionists (despite the view’s connections with anti-Semitism) is 5:5,20-21
attractive to Gentile Christians who would like to be Jews.

They forget that there are promises that distinctly apply to Israel. 5:6

They say, “it’s all about Jesus,” but need to realize that He came to confirm, not
end the promises to Israel. See Romans 15:8-9.

5:7-9,15;10:18, 35; 18:8

Zionism isn’t racism, because being a special race has been costly for the Jews. | 5:10
Supersessionists think we should be more heavenly minded, forgetting that 5:12
justice here and now are legitimate Christian priorities.

There is plenty of confusion over the actual ethnic identity of today’s “Jews.” 5:13

If you hold to Replacement Theology, you believe God did not bring Israel back | 5:16

to the Land.

Another reason people become supersessionists is their insecurity and 5:22,25
feelings of inferiority for not being Jewish.

If supersessionists want to be Israel, they should get circumcised. 5:28
Replacement Theology is ugly and wrong, for one reason or another. 5:29

If Palestinians hold to such a doctrine, they will not be supported by the 5:31
Christians in the West—so they shouldn’t.

If you believe there are no national promises that remain for the Jewish 6:1
people, that is “Replacement Theology.”

If you say that promises in the Old Testament were fulfilled in the Church, that | 6:3

is “Replacement Theology.”

The Jews today have been regathered by God. 6:13
Many of the Puritans, and others like them, expected the Jews to be regathered | 6:17; 7:4; 10:9
to their Land.

The return of the Jews in modern times has to be a miracle of God. 7:1-2
Galatians 3:28 only means all are equal in terms of salvation. 8:1-2,5;15:16
Being Jewish is a racial distinction, not related to religious affiliation. 8:3-4
Palestinian Christians will never have the fulness of God’s blessing until they 9:3
acknowledge that it is God who has brought the Jews back to the Land.

When Jesus returns, the kingdom will be restored to national Israel (Acts 1:6). | 9:4

In the “regeneration” the twelve apostles will reign over the twelve tribes 9:4
(Matthew 19:28).

Joel 3:1-3 does not necessarily refer to modern proposals of dividing the Land | 9:5
between Israeli and Palestinian states.

God repeatedly refers to the Land as “My Land.” 9:6-10
The land of Israel and the Jews have a unique role to play. 9:7,11:27
Christians should pray for the Land and Jerusalem. 9:11;10:10; 15:5
There are inevitable and legitimate questions regarding aspects of Ezekiel 40- | 9:14

48.

The history and identity of the Palestinians is complicated. 9:15-16

Ezekiel 36 predicts a return of exiles who are still in unbelief and rebellion
against God.

2:4;9:18;10:5,9; 15:18

Before the Jews regained control, the Land was barren and undeveloped. 9:19
Gentiles are helping the Jews return, which is a fulfillment of prophecy. 9:20
There will still be Jews scattered in the Diaspora until Messiah returns. 9:21
The writer of Psalm 137 invokes a curse on himself if he should forget 10:1
Jerusalem.

Current events, like the moving of the US Embassy to Jerusalem, only make it 10:1-2,11
more obvious that prophecy is being fulfilled.

Bullet-proof passages about the Jews’ return in end times: Isaiah 40-66 10:5
Bullet-proof passages about the Jews’ return in end times: Ezekiel 36 10:5,9
Bullet-proof passages about the Jews’ return in end times: Jeremiah 30-33 10:5
The whole nation of Israel will worship God together (Jeremiah 24). 10:6
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Jeremiah 16:14f tells of a return that eclipses the Exodus. 10:8
Jeremiah 31:35-37 says Israel will be a nation as long as the sun and moon 10:14, 30
endure.

Romans 11:26 speaks of the wholesale conversion of the Jews in the end. 3:27;17:11
F.F. Bruce agrees that Romans 11:26 is about the future conversion of Israel. 10:15, 19, 33

Preterism, which says “God is finished with Israel” needs to be debunked as
dangerous theology.

10:17-18; 11:33

In Romans 11:25, the expression “partial hardening” implies “temporary”
hardening.

10:20; 11:31; 15:8

In Romans 11:26, “thus” means “on the heels of this.”

10:21; 11:36; 15:8

Jeremiah 31:1 says God will be the God of “all the families of Israel.” 10:22;15:8
Zechariah 12:10 through 13:1 speaks of a future massive repentance among 10:23
the Jews.

Isaiah 59:20-21 predicts a last days turning of Israel to God. 10:26
The Church does not have the monopoly on grace. 10:31
To apply Romans 11:28-29 to the remnant is to “do violence to the word of 10:32
God.”

Isaiah 2:1-4 says the nations will stream to Jerusalem to be instructed. 10:34
An apostle cannot abolish these promises by a simple stroke of the pen. 10:35
Jesus came to fulfill, not to abolish. 10:35; 18:7-8
In Romans 9-11, Paul includes his teaching about Israel as part of the 11:2; 15:4
foundations of the Gospel.

Paul has great agony in his heart over the fate of [srael. 11:3
The problem Paul addresses in Romans 9-11 has to do with the reason the 11:3
leadership of Israel has rejected Christ.

When Paul speaks of the remnant of Israel, in Romans 9:6 and 11:5, he is not 11:5
talking about the Church.

Paul says it is the remnant who always have received the promises of God— 11:6
this refers only to Jewish believers.

Those who believe that individual Jews can be saved, but deny that the whole 11:10
nation will be saved, undermine the whole Old Testament. That is like

removing the first story of a two-story house!

Since the judgment was a literal one, the regathering cannot be a spiritual one. | 11:11
It is deceitful to make an unconditional promise and then to break it. 11:12
When God keeps racial promises, it is not a matter of racism, but His integrity. | 11:13
The fact that there is now a remnant of believing Jews means the whole nation | 11:15
will later be saved.

In Romans 11:13, Paul speaks to “Gentiles.” He does not call them “Spiritual 11:23
Israel,” or “Spiritual Jews.

Israel’s salvation is a prerequisite for Jesus’ return. 11:25
In Romans 11:16, Paul said that the firstfruits and the root are holy, so is the 11:28
whole batch and the branches. This means all Israel is holy.

Aloan is different from a gift. 11:29
Luther was anti-Semite and believed in Supersessionism. 11:33
Hitler was anti-Semite and believed in Supersessionism. 11:33
The broken branches in Romans 11:17ff refer to supersessionists, and are 11:34
doomed.

The only way we can understand “Israel” in Romans 11:26 is the same way it 11:37
was used in v.25.

To see Romans 11:26 as a reference to anything other than the Jewish nation 11:38
as a whole is to twist and turn upside down proper hermeneutics.

“Jacob” (Romans 11:27) is never used as a reference to the Church. 11:39; 15:5
In Corinthians 7:18 Paul tells Jews not to become Gentiles, so he sees some 12:2
significant difference and importance in being Jewish.

The true “Jew” of Romans 2:28-29 is actually a physical Jew (not a Gentile) 13:1,3

who has additionally been circumcised in heart.
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God will bless those who bless even disobedient Israel, and curse those who 14:1;18:8
curse them (Genesis12:3; Numbers 24:9).

The Jews today are still chosen by God. 14:3
God didn’t promise to give them the Land and then take it away. 15:9
God said that if we [the Jews] repent, He will bring us back to the Land. 15:13
God can do whatever He chooses. 15:15
Christian leaders make ridiculous statements bashing Israel day and night. 15:17
God is most certainly a Zionist. 16:2,7
Jesus was Jewish. 17:1
The original Christians were Jewish. 17:2
Christianity developed into a non-Jewish religion. 17:3,10
Paul warned Gentile Christians not to forget their Jewish roots. 179
The Church abandoned the Jewish calendar, and made Jewish converts decide | 17:4,12
whether they would follow the Christian or the Jewish religion.

The Church must honor its Jewish roots. 17:14
Palestinian Christians must stand against Hamas and the Palestinian 18:1
Authority.

Palestinian Christians must abandon all forms of Replacement Theology. 18:1
Palestinian Christians must place Jesus at the center and love Israel. 18:1
To tell a Jew fleeing from persecution that “Jesus is the Land” is like telling a 18:4
starving person “Jesus is the Bread of Life,” and doing nothing for him.

Israel has the right to Palestinians’ land due to the smallness of the territory 18:5
they are taking from them, and Israel’s need to defend themselves.

There are as many as 170 references in scripture to the land that God gave to 18:6
Abraham’s seed.

Twelve times the covenant is said to be everlasting. 18:7
Traditional Jews expect the Messiah to build the third temple. 19:3
Zechariah 6:12-15 says the Branch (Messiah) will build the temple of the Lord. | 19:4-5
The Church can’t be the temple referred to because it is unlikely that the 19:9
Antichrist could set himself up in our midst.

Since a physical temple was standing in Paul’s day, it is most likely he refers to | 19:10
a future physical temple in 2 Thessalonians 2.

Revelation speaks of a temple, but it may be symbolic. 19:11
The most important reference to a future temple is in Matthew 24. 19:12

Some of the Olivet Discourse was fulfilled in A.D.70, and the rest is future.

19:12,17,19, 22-23, 25,
26,28

Similar examples of partial fulfillments are Ezekiel 36-37 and Jeremiah 30-33, | 19:13-16
where there is partial fulfillment in the return of the exiles from Babylon.

The building of a third temple used to seem impossible, but the return of the 19:20
Jews to the Land in modern times makes it seem more plausible.

The disciples’ reference to “the end of the age,” in Matthew 24:3, cannot refer 19:22

to the end of the temple age.

Full-Preterism is wrong and often is held along with other heretical views. 19:26-27
Luke 21 also speaks partially of A.D.70 and partially of the future. 19:31
“This generation” refers both to the disciples’ generation and the last 19:32
generation in the end times.

The Old Testament sacrifices anticipated the sacrifice of Christ; so also the 19:34
millennial sacrifices will be a memorial of the sacrifice of Christ.

Isaiah 32:15-16 speaks of the Holy Spirit being poured out on Israel in the end | 20:1
times.

The Jews require a sign, and the Holy Spirit will be poured out with signs and 20:4
wonders.

Acts 2:14ff mentions the last days outpouring of the Spirit on Israel. 20:5-6
Ezekiel 36 also mentions God putting His Spirit in Israel. 20:9
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Document 1

Is the Church the Israel of God?

1. Dr. Brown: Hey Mike.

Mike (a caller): I was just wondering, in Matthew 21, it says that the kingdom of God, it is going to be
taken from the Jews and given to a nation bearing the fruits thereof it, when did that happen?

Dr. Brown: Yeah, it doesn't say that. You know what it says?

Mike: What does it say?

Dr. Brown: Yeah, so who's the parable spoken against? All right, it's about the religious leadership.
Mike: The Pharisees.

Dr. Brown:

The Pharisees and the leaders, okay. So, here's what it says, Matthew 21:43, "Therefore, I tell you the
kingdom of God will be taken away from you, and given to a people producing its fruit, and whoever falls
on this stone will be broken, but on whoever it falls, it will grind him to powder.”

Verse 45, "When the chief priests and the Pharisees heard his parables, they perceived that he was
speaking about them, and although they were seeking to arrest him, they feared the crowds."”

Right, who are the crowds? The Jewish crowds because they, the crowds held him to be a prophet, so
that transition happened. It was taken from them and given to the Apostles and the other believers.

So, the leadership was taken from the corrupt leaders and given to the apostles who are all Jewish,
and the leaders of the early Church were all Jewish. And the Jewish crowds, they held Jesus to be a
prophet.

e So, it wasn't taken from the Jewish people and given to someone else.
e [t was taken from the bad leadership and given to other Jewish leaders.

And then from there, the spiritual leadership is Jew and Gentile through the centuries, but it wasn't
taken from the Jews, never taken from the Jews. It was taken from the corrupt leaders.

Response:

The ones from whom the Kingdom was taken were those who were “miserably destroyed” when
the Master came (Matt.21:40-41; Mark 12:9; Luke 20:16). This was the whole nation of Israel and the
Jewish System that were destroyed by the Romans.

The Kingdom was then said to be given to a nation or “a people” (Gr. ethnos). The word ethnos
refers to a nation or “a people” (not to some minority group within a nation or people, like their
leaders). Itis the common word to speak of Gentile nations. (“the nations” as the opposite of “Israel”),
but when it is used of Israel, it refers to Israel as an ethnic nation (e.g., Luke 7:5; John 11:48; Acts
10:35; 28:19).

The word ethnos does not refer to “people” (like a certain group or class of individuals) but to “a
people” (an ethnic group or nation spoken of collectively). Israel was a “people,” but the Pharisees
were not “a people” (ethnos). They were a religious party. Likewise, the chief priests were not “a
people” (ethnos), but a group of temple officers. Even the combined leadership of Israel through the
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centuries do not comprise an ethnos. The Church, on the other hand, is a “people” (ethnos) and a holy
nation (1 Peter 2:9-10).

To whom did Jesus give the Kingdom? Clearly, to His disciples (Luke 12:32). These disciples were,
and are, the Church. It is true that they were Jewish disciples, but Christ does not make a distinction
between His little Jewish flock, and the Gentiles later gathered into that flock. He said that such
ingathering would result in “one flock, and one Shepherd” (John 10:16). Those who divide the Church
into Jewish and Gentile elements for different purposes, status, or privilege are sinning—like Peter,
when Paul had to rebuke him at Antioch (Gal.2:11-21). They are building again the partition that God
broke down, as Paul attests (Eph.2:15; Gal.2:18). They are dividing asunder what God has joined
together.

Even if we were to take the exegetically-flawed position that God simply took the apostles and
put them in the place of the Jewish leadership, we still must identify the group they led as the
Kingdom. What group did the apostles lead—the ethnic Israelites or the Church?

2. Mike: Well, why is the Church constantly described as the Israel of God, the New Jerusalem?

Dr. Brown: | mean, it's not, it's never, never. It's never once. Mike, never.

Response:

In Hebrews 12:22-23, “the general assembly and Church of the firstborn” is most certainly called
the “heavenly Jerusalem” (which Paul says is “the mother of us all’—that is, like Sarah, mother of all
the children according to the promise, as opposed to Hagar’s children according to the flesh—Gal.4:19).
Paul also says that the children according to the flesh (Abraham’s natural offspring) will be cast out
and will not share the inheritance of the Abrahamic blessings with the children according to
promise—whom Paul has identified with the Jewish and Gentile believers (Gal.4:29-31)—i.e,, the
Church.

3. Dr. Brown:
Now Galatians 6:16,

e "Peace be to all who follow this rule (speaking to the Gentiles in Galatia)
e and, "separate entity, "to the Israel of God."

Okay, it's two separate entities. "Now as many as lived by this rule, Shalom and mercy on them, and
on the Israel of God," which is Jewish believers in Jesus, like me, like Paul. That's the Israel of God.
Paul does not call the Church the Israel of God as the vast majority of translations recognize.

Response:
The verse in Galatians reads:

“and as many as by this rule do walk—peace upon them, and kindness, [Gr. kai = “and”] on the
Israel of God” (YLT)

Or, alternatively,

“May peace come to all those who follow this standard, and mercy [kai = “even”] to the Israel of
God.” (ESV)
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The question in dispute is this: Does Paul speak of two groups (“those who walk by this rule,” and
“the Israel of God”), or are these different names for the same people?

The word kai is alternately translated into English as either “and” or “even,” and is often translated
the latter way. This means the Israel of God could be another term for the group first mentioned or it
could be distinguished from them. If we assume the latter, as Dr. Brown suggests, then the first group
should have been referred to by some term speaking of their ethnicity as Gentiles to be distinguished
from the Jewish believers. Why would any reader assume that the sweeping phrase, “all who follow
this rule,” would exclude Jewish believers and designate only Gentiles among the believers?

As itis, to say that “the Israel of God” is different from, and does not belong to, the first group is to
say that Paul acknowledged two groups in the Church: those who “follow this rule” and then “the Israel
of God,” indicating that those who are called “the Israel of God” are not included among those who
“follow this rule.” Whatever rule it is to which Paul was referring, there is no separate group of rules
for Jews and Gentiles in Christ. Nor does Paul recognize any sub-group in the Church distinguished
by their race, sex, or social status, to which he must send greetings separately (Gal.3:28). All believers
are under the “law of Christ” (Gal.6:2). Is Paul saying that Gentile Christians obey the rule that Paul
recommends, but the Israel of God (as a different group) does not? What rule, then, do the latter
follow?

When Paul has spent six chapters demolishing the distinctions in status between Jews and
Gentiles in the Church—even saying that all the Christian readers are children of Abraham, that the
children according to the flesh (natural Israel) will be cast out, and that Peter had been a hypocrite
in acting as if there existed any difference between Jews and Gentiles in the Church—how bizarre it
would be for him then, at the end of the letter, reaffirm that very distinction?

It is true that most English translations translate kai as “and.” They apparently miss Paul’s theme
in the Book of Galatians entirely, and unnecessarily make him contradict himself. There are plenty of
translators who think kai should be translated as “even” in this verse (e.g., CSB, Phillips, Mounce, NET
(fn), NIV, RSV). I don’t care what most translators do with kai, because all translators of this verse,
including myself, choose the rendering of kai according to their theological persuasions—not from
any demands of the Greek language. In my view, the demands of the context rule out distinguishing
“the Israel of God” from the “Gentile” Church as a whole. If Paul builds again the distinction which he
previously destroyed, he makes himself an offender (Gal.2:18).

4. Dr. Brown:

So there's neither Jew nor Gentile in Jesus, but I imagine, sir, when you go to the bathroom, you go
to the men's room, not the ladies' room. It says there's neither male nor female, but male-female
distinction still exists, just like Jew-Gentile distinctions still exist. But in Jesus, we're one, there's no caste
system, there's no class system. We are equally children of God, equally branches of the vine, equally
priests to God, equally loved by God, and equal relationship with God.

But Jew and Gentile distinctions exist. That's why Paul writes in, 1 Corinthians 7:17 and following,
thatifyou're called circumcised, don't become uncircumcised. If you called uncircumcised, don't become
circumcised. So side-by-side in the body, we have Jewish believers and Gentile believers, one in the
Messiah, but not with identical calling in every respect, and not necessarily living the exact same way.
There's unity and diversity, so the Church is not the new Israel, it's not a biblical teaching.
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Response:

This is a popular argument, but it fails to do justice to Paul’s meaning when saying, “there is
neither Jew nor Gentile, there is neither slave nor free, there is neither male nor female.” No one
imagines that God has abolished the races or the sexes. In Paul’s day, slaves still played a different
role in society, and women fill a different role in the Church and family. Paul, elsewhere, delineates
these different roles. However, these observations are completely unrelated to Paul’s point in
Galatians.

Paul is saying that no distinctions between such groups exist in God’s valuation, including such
matters as privilege or acceptance. To say, as some do, “Since there are still separate functions for
men and women and for slaves and free men, so also there are different functions for Jews and
Gentiles in Christ,” naturally raises the question, “What are these separate functions, and where do
we find them mentioned in scripture?”

When Paul told the uncircumcised Corinthians not to become circumcised, and Jewish believers
not to become uncircumcised (1 Cor.7:18), he was not confirming the ongoing value of circumcision
or Jewish identity in Christ. As the following verse demonstrates, he was saying the opposite. His
advice was in the same context as his telling slaves not to care about becoming free nor free men to
become slaves. He was not saying there are continuing, inherent differences between Jews and
Gentiles or between slaves or free men. It is sometimes possible for a slave to become a free man, as
Paul mentions in situ, or for a Gentile to become a Jew (that is, a proselyte). These are not
unchangeable categories or identities in the purposes of God. He is telling all the Christians to be
content to remain as they are because there is no relevant difference before God between slaves and
free men, or between Jews and Gentiles.

If anyone thinks that Paul is saying there remains some non-trivial distinction between
circumcised and uncircumcised people, he or she might wish to explain why Paul (in the very next
verse) said that, in Christ, circumcision and uncircumcision “is nothing” (1 Cor.7:19; cf., Gal.5:6; 6:15).

5. Dr. Brown:

The Church is saved Jews and saved Gentiles. We make up the eternal people of God, saved Jews and
saved Gentiles, we are the ekklesia, but the Church is not the new Israel, nor has the Church replaced
Israel.

Response:

How can one make such an artificial distinction? Of the many terms used to describe the family
of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, in the Old Testament, the most ambiguous and flexible was the word
“Israel.” This one word could refer to a man’s name (Gen.32:28), that same man’s family (Gen.34:7),
the nation formed of a racially mixed multitude at Sinai (Ex.19:2), the northern kingdom in contrast
to the southern kingdom (1 Kings 12:19), and that subset of the race who were the people of God in
fact, and not name only (Rom.9:6).

In the Old Testament ethnic “Israel” was “the circumcision,” the “seed of Abraham,” the “people of
God,” the “ekklesia” (in the LXX)—and was always comprised of faithful Jews and Gentiles.
Additionally, Israel was God’s “inheritance,” the “chosen race,” the “holy nation,” and the “kingdom of
priests.” All of these titles, which were originally given to Israel, are now given to the Church
(Eph.1:18; 1 Peter 2:9-10; Rev.5:10). By what artificial prejudice does one, while conceding all these
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titles to the Church, nonetheless jealously deny to the same entity the term “Israel” that is everywhere
else synonymous with them?

6. Dr. Brown:
Paul writes in Romans 11:28 and 29 that “As far as the gospel is concerned, they are enemies for
your sake; but as far as election is concerned, they are loved on account of the patriarchs...

Response:

This is a tricky verse. There are two “they are’s” in our English versions: “they are enemies,” and
“they are loved.” Actually, “they are” is not found in the Greek text in either clause, which is why both
occurrences are in italics in the NKJV. The Greek text reads: “as regards indeed the gospel, enemies for
you; as regards the election, beloved for the sake of the fathers.” Are the “enemies,” as regards the
gospel, the same people as “the election” who are beloved? Most translations add or subtract words
to make it seem so. However, the term “the election” (the subject of the second clause) refers to the
faithful remnant, whom Paul has already distinguished from the majority of Israel earlier in the
chapter (vv.5, 7). Paul speaks of two groups: 1) the hostile majority of “Israel;” and 2) “the election”
(ekloge)—the faithful remnant. Notice:

“Israel has not obtained what it seeks; but the election (ekloge) have obtained it, and the rest
were blinded.” (v.7)

“Concerning the gospel they are enemies for your sake, but concerning the election (ekloge) they
are beloved for the sake of the fathers.” (v.28)

The Greek word ekloge only appears in scripture six times—three of which speak of election
generically (Acts 9:15; 1 Thess.1:4; 2 Pet.1:10). The other three occurrences are all in this chapter
(vv.5, 7, 28), where it appears in the latter two instances with the definite article—making “the
election” a technical term in the present discussion. “The election,” in v.7, clearly refers to the faithful
remnant of Israel (the two terms are interchangeable in v.5)—which, unlike the nation at large, has
“obtained” what Israel sought. When Paul, in v.28, uses the same word with the definite article, he
must be referring to the same group of people he had so recently referenced by that title—the faithful
remnant. The connection between these two verses is obscured by modern translators, who often do
not render the terms the same in both cases.

Therefore, Paul has two groups in mind in verse 28, just as in verse 7. There is Israel, on the whole,
who has not obtained what they sought and who are the enemies of the gospel. Then there are those
called “the election” (the remnant) who have obtained it and who are beloved for the fathers’ sakes
(“only those who are of faith are the children of Abraham”—Gal.3:7). Thus, it is impossible to say that
this verse is telling us that the same people who are enemies of the gospel are nonetheless specially
loved by God (of course, all people are loved by God, but not in the special sense that Dr. Brown is
claiming uniquely for apostate Israel).

Of all English translations, | have found none that translates this verse faithfully, except the K]V,
NKJV, and ASV. All others translate the words in v.7 as “the elect” or “the chosen,” but when they find
the same word in v.28, they pretend that the definite article is not there, and simply use the words
“election,” or “God’s choice.” No wonder most readers become confused about Paul’s meaning. Unless
someone reads the Greek (or the KJV, NKJV, or the ASV) no one would notice Paul’s usage of this
terminology in both places.
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7.Dr. Brown:
...[Rom.11:]29 for God'’s gifts and his call are irrevocable.

Response:

Well, not all of God’s gifts are irrevocable, since we read of God taking permanently from some
nations—e.g., the Edomites (Deut.2:5), and the Babylonians (Dan.2:37; 5:28)—the lands and powers
that He had previously “given” to them.

According to Jeremiah 18:7-10, all benefits and promises given to any nation (including Israel)
are indeed revocable if that nation rebels against Him. The gifts and calling related to the remnant
will never be revoked, since their membership is comprised only of the faithful. By definition, they
are the ones who meet the covenantal conditions. All others are excluded (Ps.50:16-17).

Also, some who have received a “call” are not responsive, and are, as a consequence, not chosen
(Matt.22:14). In 1 Corinthians 1:23-24, Paul distinguishes between 1) the “Jews,” 2) the “Greeks,” and
3) “those who are called, both Jews and Greeks.” Certainly, to Paul, the “calling” of God that is never
revoked is that to which believers have responded.

In this context, Paul is saying that the calling and promises He has given to the true Israel (the
remnant) have not been repealed but fulfilled. Then again, Paul has already told us that they are not
all Israel (and therefore not among those “called” or “gifted”) who are of Israelite descent (Rom.9:6).
He also has told us that those who have been “called” include both Jews and Gentiles in Christ
(Rom.9:24). This calling has not been revoked. However, many in natural Israel have no part in the
gift or calling, either now or in the future, because this special status is not given to Abraham’s
“children [only] according to the flesh” (Rom.9:7-8), but to the faithful.

Throughout Romans 9-11, Paul has been explaining how God’s covenants and promises originally
given to Israel have not failed to come true, despite the unbelief of most of the Jews. There is a
remnant within Israel, who comprise the true Israel. They have received Christ and have therefore
experienced the promised destiny to which all Israel was called. It is a calling to which the majority
were unresponsive—but not the true Israel (see John 1:47; Zeph.3:13), who has now been joined by
believing Gentiles in the reorganized olive tree (Israel).

That is Paul’s message in Romans 9-11, namely, that it may appear that God has revoked His gifts
and callings offered to Israel, but He has not done so. He has bestowed them upon the true Israel of
God—the only “Israel” to whom they were ever promised. There has been no revocation, and
thousands of Jews in every age have heard and responded to the unrevoked call and have
consequently received the Messiah and His unrevoked gifts. In every age, most Jews have rejected
the calling and the gifts, and have gone to their graves having permanently forfeited what the
remnant has happily embraced. Reading any other message into Romans 9-11 is simply missing the
point, bringing eschatology into a discussion in which Paul has introduced none.

8. Dr. Brown:

That's why God will keep his word to Israel as Romans 11:26 says and Jeremiah 31:1, and other
verses, and there'll be a national turning of the Jewish people to Jesus at the end of the age. So vast a
harvest of the nations, and mass turning of the Jewish people, making up the glorious ekklesia, the
glorious Church, Jew and Gentile, together in Jesus.
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Response:

Romans 11:26 is discussed more fully in several other documents in this series [10:15, 19, 20, 33;
11:31; 15:8; 17:11] so we will save our discussion of that verse for later. As for Jeremiah 31:1, there is
no mention of the end of the age in that passage. It clearly refers to the present age inaugurated by
Christ’s birth (which is how verse 15 is applied in Matthew 2:17-18) and in which there is a New
Covenant (vv.31-34, which Jesus and the apostles apply to their own time, in Matt.26:28; 2 Cor.3:6;
Heb.8:6-13; 10:14-18). No New Testament author postponed the New Covenant to a future time of
the end.

In Jeremiah 31:1, belonging to the same timeframe, God says that “all the families of Israel” shall
be His people. Paul, in Romans 9-11 has already established that Israel is not equivalent to Abraham’s
children according to the flesh, but those according to the promise. In Galatians 4, Paul argues that we
are the children of the promise—so it is not surprising that 1 Peter 2:10 speaks of us as “the people
of God,” as does Jeremiah 31:1. Jeremiah’s phrase “all the families of Israel” is equivalent to “all Israel,”
in Romans 11:26. The completed and saved Israel is formed, Paul says, by God’s bringing in the
unhardened ones of natural Israel (the remnant) along with the fulness of the Gentiles (v.25).

9. Dr. Brown:

So, brother, we are one, there is nothing that separates us. I'm not better than you, you're not better
than me, but I'm not a Gentile, you're not a Jew, just like my wife's not a man, and I'm not a woman,
there are still distinctions within the body.

Response:

Again, the male/female, slave/free, Jew/Gentile dichotomies in Galatians 3:28 are being misused
in Dr. Brown’s comparisons. Paul is not here listing these three dichotomies as examples of
distinctions in function, as Dr. Brown does. In other epistles (e.g., Ephesians and Colossians), Paul
does acknowledge different roles for men and for women in the home and in the Church. In those
places, he also acknowledges distinctions between slaves and masters in the household. In those
discussions Paul’s context and interest is miles away from his context or interest in Galatians. The
“household codes” of Ephesians, Colossians, and other passages, comprise no part of Paul’s concerns
in Galatians. Here, his point is the matter of how one identifies, without such distinctions, in Christ
(see vv.26-27). This has everything to do with status and destiny. There is no separate destiny for a
Christian male or female, a Christian servant or master, a believing Jew or Gentile—because there is
no separate status among Christians with reference to these categories.

In this passage, Paul is not mindful of the distinctions, nor the lack of them, regarding their
functions within social institutions. He is discussing the fact that the Gentile Galatians ought not to be
circumcised or become proselytes, because it means nothing to be a Jew or a Gentile. Circumcision
and uncircumcision count for absolutely nothing (Gal.5:6; 6:15)—though this is the only thing that
distinguishes between the identities of Jews and Gentiles, respectively.

That there is no significant distinction between Jew and Gentile is the whole message of Galatians,
and when he states it again in 3:28, he bolsters the point by naming two other categories which, like
that of Jew and Gentile, matter only in human estimations. As Christians know that slaves and free
men, males and females, are no longer status distinctions in the Kingdom of God, so also, Paul argues,
are the categories of Jew and Gentile.
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If someone would have said to Paul, “But aren’t there still physical differences between men and
women, and economic differences between slave and free men?” Paul could have said, “Yes, but that
is entirely off-topic here.” We are not discussing day-by-day social functions here, but identity in
Christ. All are one in Christ.

On the entirely dissimilar subject of the distinctive social and domestic functions of different
groups, one might consult Paul’s “household codes” in Ephesians, Colossians or Titus—but these
issues take us far from Paul’s concerns in Galatians. It is interesting that these household codes, while
delineating roles of husbands, wives, children, fathers, slaves, masters, etc. somehow fail to identify
any distinction in the roles of Jews and Gentiles. There were certainly both groups in the Churches to
whom Paul wrote. Why did he leave them (and us) in the dark over such allegedly significant
differences? The whole Bible neglects to identify any such Jew/Gentile distinctions in function—and
yet such distinctions are alleged (by Dr. Brown) to exist as a reality qualifying Paul’s otherwise
absolute-sounding statement in Galatians 3:28. If such functional distinctions between Jews in Christ
and Gentiles in Christ exist, what are they? And why does the Bible never speak of them?
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Document 2

Has the Church replaced Israel?

1. Dr. Brown:

I often refer to what I believe is wrong and potentially dangerous doctrine called Replacement
Theology. I refer to it as Replacement Theology, or it's more technical term Supersessionism. What does
it mean?

It means that people believe that the Church has replaced Israel in God's plan of salvation, or
superseded Israel in God's plan of salvation.

But folks who believe this say to me “We don't believe it the way you're representing it. You're
misrepresenting it, you're misunderstanding our position. We believe in Fulfillment Theology, not
Replacement Theology—that all the promises to Israel are fulfilled in Jesus, so whoever is in Jesus, Jew
or Gentile, they're recipients of the promise.” Or, “We believe in Expansion Theology—that God has
expanded the Commonwealth of Israel”.

And in fact when I had a friendly debate with Gary Demar about some related issues, he pointed out
the use of ekklesia, the Greek word ekklesia, which is used in the New Testament a couple of times by
Jesus, in Matthew 16:18, translated Church, but better-translated congregation or messianic
community.

That's now used in the book of Acts repeatedly and the epistles, the ekklesia, the Church, the
messianic community, the congregation, and that's the same word that's used for Old Testament
Israel. So, this is just a continuation of the people of God, and it's always been the people of faith, and
now unbelieving Jews drop out and believing Gentiles join in, so nothing is being replaced.

Response:

I agree with Gary DeMar’s points—and so does Paul. There is no clearer discussion of Israel in
the New Testament than that which is found in Romans 11:16ff. Israel is an olive tree. This image is
borrowed from Jeremiah 11:16. Individual people are branches—either attached or unattached from
Israel. Attached branches are part of Israel. Unattached branches are not. Simple!

Paul says that unbelieving Jews are former branches in the tree, who have been broken off, and
are no longer part of the tree (Israel), just as unbelieving Gentiles never have been.

On the other hand, believing Jews (the remnant) remain a part of the tree (Israel), and have been
joined by Gentile believers, who have now become part of the tree (Israel).

Therefore, “Israel” is comprised of Jewish and Gentile believing “branches.” The more common
biblical word for the entity comprised of Jewish and Gentile believers is the word “Church”—whose
constituents are identical to those of the tree and equivalent to “Israel.” This is no different from the
case in the Old Testament, where faithful Jews and faithful Gentiles made up the covenant nation
called Israel and the ekklesia.

There is no “replacement” of Israel by the Church because Israel is, and has always been, the
Church. What has been “replaced” are the individual unbelieving Jews, who have been cut off from
Israel by their rejection of Messiah, and in their place, Gentile believers have been added. This is the
simplest concept, and nothing about it can be considered controversial among Christians. To say that
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Supersessionism “replaces” Israel with the Church is a complete misrepresentation. Israel is the
Church and always was so throughout the Old Testament. Certain Jewish individuals, who have
defected from Israel by rejecting their King, have been removed and replaced by certain Gentiles
individuals who have believed, but the tree has not been in any sense replaced, nor changed its
identity. The faithful Jews are, and have always been, part of it—just as the unfaithful have always
been excluded from it. Israel is the same tree it always was, and it was never “replaced.”

2. Dr. Brown:

I appreciate those arguments, and I certainly understand those arguments. But let me explain why
it's right to call it Replacement Theology, all right, and then I'll answer the question, has the Church
replaced Israel?

Here's why it's right to call it Replacement Theology. There are promises that God gave to the
physical descendants of Israel in the Old Testament. \

Response:

One slight correction. God never made unconditional promises to the physical descendants of
Israel, other than to those who keep His covenant. This condition was attached to all the promises
given to Israel’s descendants (e.g., Ex.19:5-6; Deut.28:1ff, 15ff).

3. Dr. Brown:
And even Israel in its unbelief was preserved by God, and he said, I will scatter you in my wrath, but
I will regather you in my mercy.

If he regathered someone other than he scattered, then they have been replaced. If he says to the
Jewish people, I will scatter you, physical Jews, descendants of Israel in my anger, and regather you in
my mercy, and the regathering is a spiritual gathering of Gentiles and Jews who believe in Jesus, then
those recipients, the original recipients have been replaced.

Response:

Technically, God is under no obligation to regather every individual who was scattered. With
reference to the Babylonian exile, most of those scattered were never gathered back, and they died
in exile. God only regathered the remnant. The rest were never gathered nor entitled to be gathered.
Did God, then, fail to keep His promise? No, the promise from the beginning was that only that “the
remnant shall return” (1sa.10:22).

The promise of regathering was not to the same individuals who were scattered (since many of
them would be dead 70 years later) but to Israel as a corporate entity consisting of the faithful
(Jer.23:3). God has never unconditionally promised anything that would apply to everyone of any
particular race. All of God’s promises are to the faithful, both of the Jews and of the Gentiles.

4. Dr. Brown:

If God says in Ezekiel 36, about the Babylonian captivity, and the end time captivity, he says there
that as he scattered his people Israel, he will bring them back. Who? Physical descendants of Israel,
Jewish people, even in their unbelief, he'll bring them back to the land. If it now refers to somebody else,
then they have been replaced, it is Replacement Theology.
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It's just another way of saying it, whether it's fulfillment or expansion. If the original recipients of
the promise are not the recipients of the promise today, then they have been replaced. And it is,
therefore, Replacement Theology.

Response:

If the same millions of people who were scattered in the exile were promised to be regathered,
then God’s promise has failed for all of them other than that small remnant (approximately 50,000)
who returned with Zerubbabel. The rest of the Jews of that generation (and most generations since)
died in the diaspora and will not be returning.

Again, God’s promises were only to the remnant of Israel (Rom.9:27). These promises have
always been open to ethnic Gentiles, as well, since Gentiles could always become a part of Israel—as
Ruth and Rahab did. To say that God has promised either to save or to regather all the ethnic Jews
would make His promise a lie, since the vast majority of the Jews have not returned and have died
without being regathered.

Even if the generation of Jews that were scattered died and every one of their distant
grandchildren were gathered, these descendants were not the same individuals who were scattered.
The actual people who received the promise were, in that case, “replaced” by their descendants in
the receiving of the fulfillment of the promise. If God can scatter one multi-ethnic people (the nation
of Judah, in 586 B.C.), and gather another multi-ethnic group of people living generations later, why
can’t that latter group be the multi-ethnic people who are in Christ? How would that compromise
God’s faithfulness to His promise. In no case are the very same people regathered who were originally
scattered.

5.Dr. Brown:

And that's what Paul warns against in Romans 11, to the Gentile branches, don't be arrogant, don't
think the natural branches were cut off, the Jewish branches, so the Gentile branches could be grafted in
as if the Gentiles were any better. No, you stand by faith, and you can be cut off too, and God will
ultimately graft the Jews back into that tree.

Response:

Arrogance has nothing to do with this. I am surprised that Dr. Brown thinks this to be the
motivation of those who believe what the Bible teaches. I don’t know what translation Dr. Brown is
using. There is no verse in scripture that says (either in the Greek or any translation I could find) that
“God will ultimately graft the Jews back into that tree.”

I know that Paul wrote, of the unbelieving Jews, “they...if they do not continue in unbelief, will be
grafted in” (Rom.11:23). That is a big “if,” making this an unequivocally conditional statement. Paul
says that an unbelieving Jew who has currently been cut off by unbelief, can be reconnected if he
becomes a believer. Has anyone ever disputed this? However, Paul does not predict that any future
Jewish person or persons will be converted. He is merely stating the terms for re-inclusion. Why
would this not be obvious to any reader?

Technically, Paul has only referred to the unbelieving Jews of his own day who had been broken
off for their unbelief. When he says, “God will graft them in again,” the only antecedent to “them”
would be those ones, previously mentioned, who, in his day, had been broken off, but who might turn
again to Christ. If this is to be taken as an unconditional prediction, then it miserably failed to come
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true. The overwhelming majority of the Jews to whom he has alluded—namely, those who in his day
had been broken off due to their unbelief—died in unbelief and were never re-attached.

Paul nowhere says that all Jews will someday be believers (he clearly did not believe this and
plainly denies it in Rom.9:27), nor that they will be grafted in again. Paul mentions nothing about any
Jews of a future generation, since he is not talking about eschatology, but about Israeology. This
chapter is identifying those whom God regards to be Israel (since Paul had earlier said this does not
include all “who are of Israel’—Rom.9:6). They are the believing branches—both Jew and Gentile.

6. Dr. Brown:

In other words, there is a promise of salvation, national salvation for ethnic Israel. Not only so, the
promises of physical restoration to the land, they apply, not because of Israel’s goodness, but because of
God's grace.

Response:

These “other words” are not a faithful restatement of anything that Paul has said. There is no such
promise. Dr. Brown cannot identify one. He has tried to do so but can only cite statements that do not
predict any such things, and restate them “in other words” (that is, words not found in scripture) that
they in no sense can be said to mean.

Throughout scripture, the promise of salvation is plainly declared to be only for the remnant—
which are the believing Jews among us to whom this promise has been fulfilled in Christ. Being
“saved” does not refer to geography, so being in the Land has nothing to do with salvation, nor with
Paul’s statement. There are millions of Jews currently in the Land, but very few are saved. How does
being in the Land correlate scripturally with salvation? Salvation is not related to being in the land,
but in Christ.

7.Dr. Brown:

And I say, Ezekiel 36, is one of those passages because what's promised there, and never happened
with the return from the Babylonian captivity, it is still to happen. And with the Jewish people in the
land, mercy would be, will be poured out on them.

Response:

It is not true that these passages have failed to be fulfilled. Ezekiel 36 and 37 predict the
restoration of the Jews from Babylon. The restoration was to have two phases. The first (36:24;
37:12) is the physical restoration of the remnant of the exiles to their land from Babylon. It is likened
to dry bones assembling from their graves into physical bodies of men.

The second phase (36:26-27; 37:14) refers to the outpouring of the Spirit of God upon the
returned exiles, likened to breath and life coming into those resurrected bodies. The first phase
occurred in 538 B.C,, and in successive waves of returning exiles. The second occurred at Pentecost,
almost 600 years later. This fulfilled multiple prophetic predictions about the Messiah’s Age being
also the Age of the Holy Spirit (e.g., Isaiah 32:15; 44:3; 59:21; Ezek.39:29; Joel 2:28ff; Zech.12:10; 14:8
[cf., John 7:37-39]). Both phases are now fulfilled, as Peter plainly announced (Acts 2:16-18).
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8. Dr. Brown:
And Zechariah tells us that all nations will come against the Jewish Jerusalem at the end of the age. So
they have to be back in the land.

Response:

This is simply not the case. Zechariah never says a word about the end of the age. Zechariah
speaks of a second destruction of Jerusalem, similar in effect to what the Babylonians had
accomplished previously. In Zechariah’s time, Jerusalem and the temple had been rebuilt, but they
also would someday be destroyed (i.e., by the Romans), as Zech.14:1ff tells us. This happened long
ago—not in our future. For those interested in more lengthy exposition on this subject, [ recommend
my lectures on Zechariah 12-14 (at www.thenarrowpath.com, under “Verse-by-Verse”).

9. Dr. Brown:
If you don't see them as being restored to the land by God, then it is some form of Replacement
Theology, even if you don't like the term.

Response:

There are replacements in scripture, but not a replacement of Israel by the Church. There is a
replacement of the Old Covenant with the New Covenant (Heb.8:13), of unbelieving olive branches
with believing ones (Rom.11:17), and of “the Land” with “the whole earth.” Abraham’s Seed is to
inherit the whole world (Rom.4:13), a promise of which, in the Old Covenant, and in prophecy, eretz
Yisrael was only a token and earnest. Christ is that Seed (Gal.3:16) as well as all those who are His,
whether Jew or Gentile (Gal.3:29). The land, and the rest of the earth with it, are to belong to the
Messiah and His joint-heirs (Ps.2:8; 72:8-11; Matt.5:5). Since they are, biblically speaking, “Israel,”
there has not been a replacement of Israel with any other entity.

10. Dr. Brown:
But what about Romans 9:6, Paul says, not all Israel is Israel, is that saying Gentiles will become
Israel?

Response:

The true “Israel” is the remnant (Rom.9:27; 11:5), to which not all Jews belong. A few verses later,
Paul speaks of the same remnant as vessels of mercy, and the called ones. This remnant—these
“called” ones—Paul refers to as “not of the Jews only, but also of Gentiles” (Rom.9:22-24). Clearly, he
identifies this “Israel” with the Church.

It is amazing how some scholars want so jealously to guard the word “Israel” (one of the most-
flexibly-used words in scripture) to keep the Gentile believers from being included in that definition
(contra. Paul, in Eph.2:11-19). Even the Old Testament did not exclude Gentile believers from
“Israel”—since any Gentile proselyte was part of Israel “like a native of the land” (Ex.12:48)—but
modern dispensationalists wish to impose this novel exclusion under the New Covenant!

There is no question whether Paul viewed saved Gentiles as “seed of Abraham” (Gal.3:29), as “the
circumcision” (Phil.3:3; cf., Rom.2:26), and as “the children of promise, as Isaac was” (Gal.4:28). The
one term which they do not wish to yield (for some reason) is “Israel”—which is generally, in
scripture regarded as a synonym of these other terms!
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Those who reject Supersessionism mostly want “Israel” to refer to the nation (which they believe
was significantly restored in modern history), or a race (excluding Gentiles). However, ever since the
Exodus, the nation Israel has been comprised of a racially “mixed multitude” including Gentiles
(Ex.12:38). The bond that defined the nation was not that of race (since a Jew could be cut off from
Israel, a