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A NEW TESTAMENT UNDERSTANDING OF THE JEWISH
REJECTION OF JESUS: FOUR THEOLOGIANS ON THE
SALVATION OF ISRAEL
JOHN J. JOHNSON*
Is Christian theology inherently anti-Semitic? Are the fundamental
teachings of the NT blatantly anti-Jewish? Is the church’s historical oppression of Judaism responsible (at least in part) for the Holocaust? More
importantly, does the Holocaust force Christians to re-think the matter of
Jewish salvation? A growing number of scholars, both Jewish and Christian,
are answering “Yes” to these questions, and are seeking alternative understandings of the Christian message which they believe will avoid the antiSemitic trappings of the past.
The landmark work in this area is Rosemary Ruether’s Faith and Fratricide, which was published in 1974. This book examined how Judaism has
been demeaned and vili˜ed by the NT, the Church fathers, and the states of
Christian Europe. Ruether called for a radical new openness on the part of
Christians toward Judaism in order to make amends for these sins: “Christians must be able to accept the thesis that it is not necessary for Jews to
have the story about Jesus in order to have a foundation for faith and a hope
for salvation.” 1 The solution to Christian anti-Judaism, Ruether claimed,
lies in a “revitalization of Christian absolutism which can accept the independent salvi˜c validity of the Jewish tradition.” 2
Ruether’s book has had a tremendous in˘uence on the contemporary
Jewish-Christian dialogue. The extent of this in˘uence can be judged from
the fact that Gregory Baum, who wrote a powerful apologetic work in 1968
vigorously defending the NT against the charge of anti-Semitism, penned
the introduction to 1974’s Faith and Fratricide. He there admitted that the
apology he presented in his earlier work was untenable. 3 Baum stated he
had come to believe that, in light of the history of Christian anti-Judaism,
especially the Holocaust, Christian theologians must “look for a formulation
of the Christian faith that does not negate Jewish existence.” 4
Baum is not alone in his abrupt change of position. For example, Krister
Stendahl no longer believes that Paul’s letter to the Romans teaches that
Jews must receive Christ as their Savior in order to experience salvation. 5
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There is a host of prominent thinkers, many of them Christian, who share
Baum and Stendahl’s views, and they continue to have an enormous eˆect
on the ongoing Jewish-Christian dialogue. 6
This article is an attempt to understand, from a decidedly NT perspective, some of the ways in which the Jewish people’s rejection of the messiahship of Jesus Christ has been understood. My aim is to challenge the
new orthodoxy that now prevails among many mainline Christian theologians regarding the matter of Jewish salvation. This new orthodoxy is
largely a result of theological re˘ection upon the Holocaust. Due to the sheer
horror of Jewish suˆering, and Christian complicity in that suˆering, many
now consider any attempt to link Jewish salvation with the Christian Savior
theologically untenable, if not dangerously anti-Semitic.
I wish to demonstrate that the traditional claim that Jesus is the Savior
of the Jews is not anti-Semitic, and that it is in fact a requirement if an honest interpretation of the NT evidence is to be maintained. Christian theology
must be based on revelation, not on human experience, however tragic and
far-reaching that experience may be. To assume that Christian theology
must change as a result of the Holocaust is to base our theological thought
on the tragedy of human evil rather than on the revelation of God. And while
the Holocaust is a particularly obscene example of human depravity, it is
diˆerent only in degree, not in kind, from all the sins of mankind throughout
the centuries. C. S. Lewis, responding to the alleged “new urgency” brought
about by modern man’s recognition of the riddle of evil, cogently remarks,
“[W]hat new urgency? . . . it is no more urgent for us than for the great majority of monotheists all down the ages. The classic expositions of the doctrine that the world’s miseries are compatible with its creation and guidance
by a wholly good Being come from Boethius waiting in prison to be beaten
to death and from St. Augustine meditating on the sack of Rome.” 7 And
while Lewis was not writing about the Holocaust per se, his comments are
plainly relevant to our discussion. Terrible examples of evil have plagued
mankind throughout the ages, but Christians never radically changed their
soteriology as a result. Why should the Holocaust be treated diˆerently?
What the Holocaust should do, and largely has done, is to make Christians
realize that their old anti-Semitic prejudices must go, that the vili˜cation of
Jews as “Christ-killers,” etc., must be repudiated for the sins that they are.
But this is far diˆerent from altering the central message of the NT: the gospel of salvation through Christ is for all, Gentile and Jew alike.
The ˜rst two theologians I address are Clark Williamson and Sidney
Hall, both of whom can be considered contemporary representatives of the
paradigm shift in Jewish-Christian relations that was inaugurated by Ruether some twenty years ago. They are both proponents of the so-called dual
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covenant theory, which holds that Christ is indeed the Messiah, but only for
Gentiles, not for Jews. They diˆer somewhat in their reasons for advocating
this view, but the Holocaust is the primary motivation in the thought of
both men. The next two theologians I treat are Karl Barth and Jakob Jocz.
They represent the more conservative, pre-Ruether view that Jesus cannot
really be called the Christ if he is not truly Messiah for both Gentile and
Jew. These two (especially Jocz) rely more heavily upon the NT for the formulation of their views, but they diˆer greatly in their understanding of the
way in which Jewish salvation through Christ occurs. Barth believes that
the Jews will be saved en masse as a result of divine election. Jocz, on the
other hand, seems to be more aware that the NT treats the matter of Jewish
salvation in terms of divine election and personal choice. Jocz arrives at his
position because he is willing to take seriously the apparent dichotomy between God’s electing grace and the individual’s free will, which is evidenced
in Romans 9–11. I believe that Jocz’s view is to be preferred over those of
Williamson, Hall, and Barth, because his position has the support of the NT.
In order to assess the positions of these four theologians and to show the
superiority of Jocz’s view of the matter, I will turn at the end to an examination of each scholar’s view in light of what Paul says regarding Jewish
salvation in Romans 9–11. Since this passage is the most comprehensive
Biblical treatment of the relationship between Jesus Christ and the Jews,
any Christian understanding of this matter must honestly come to terms
with what Paul says in these chapters. 8 E. P. Sanders has said regarding
the salvation of the Jews via Christ, “it is only in Romans, and explicitly in
Romans 9–11, that Paul directly addresses the question of the status of the
Jews [regarding their relationship to Christ].” 9

I. THE POST-HOLOCAUST THEOLOGY OF CLARK WILLIAMSON
Clark Williamson has written extensively on the subject of anti-Semitism
for many years, but his fullest treatment of the subject is found in A Guest
in the House of Israel: Post-Holocaust Church Theology. For Williamson, the
Holocaust was the culmination of nearly 2,000 years of Jewish persecution at
Christian hands. Williamson does not believe that Christian anti-Judaism
was solely responsible for the Holocaust, but that centuries of Christian
anti-Semitism created the environment which made the Holocaust far more
likely. Because Christian theology played a role in this awful event, it must
8Ù
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necessarily be radically amended, altered, and reformulated to ensure that
it never again has a part in so great a human catastrophe. Williamson’s battle cry throughout his book is that no “statement, theological or otherwise,
should be made that would not be credible in the presence of the burning
children.” 10 For Williamson, any type of Christian theological statement is
unacceptable if it in any way suggests that Judaism is inferior to Christianity, or that Jews must convert to the Christian faith. Such statements,
he believes, helped pave the way to the Holocaust.
Williamson is concerned not only with eliminating harmful anti-Jewish
ideas from current Christian thought, but also with reinterpreting the very
Christian canon itself in order to remove the anti-Jewish tradition which has
propagated anti-Semitism for centuries: “[t]he anti-Judaism in the [Christian] tradition, including parts of the tradition de˜ned as canonical, must
be eliminated and a new interpretation oˆered that seeks both to be more
appropriate to the tradition and more plausible in a post-Shoah [Holocaust]
situation.” 11 The traditional Protestant reliance upon the sola scriptura
principle can no longer be maintained in light of the terrible evil of the Holocaust which was, at least in part, caused by anti-Jewish statements in
those Scriptures. Christianity is a living religion, Williamson maintains, and
an absolute insistence upon the primacy of Scripture does not permit Christianity to properly respond to the exigencies of human existence, especially
the Holocaust. Williamson writes that “we have stipulated one set of rules
for doing Christian theology after Auschwitz: that we will beware any theological statement made after the Shoah that is unchanged from how it was
made before [the Shoah].” 12
By rejecting Scripture as the sole criterion for the basis of Christian theology, Williamson must ˜nd a new criterion that will enable him to respond
to a post-Holocaust world. He ˜nds this in what he terms “authentic” Christianity. The only passages of the NT that may be considered “authentic” are
those that reveal “the gracious promise of God’s love freely oˆered to each
and all” and teach “the command of God that in turn we love God with all
our selves and do justice to, that is, love, the neighbor as ourselves.” 13 Any
NT passage that provides a basis for Christian contempt of Judaism or suggests that Judaism is an “inferior” faith which has been superseded by a
“superior” Christianity does not meet this standard and hence cannot be
considered authentically Christian.
The word “freely” in the above quotation plays so prominent a role in
Williamson’s discussion of authentic Christianity because of his disdain for
the many NT passages that are exclusivist in nature, teaching that salvation is possible only for members of the “new” covenant [Christians], not
those belonging to the “old” covenant [Jews]. Not only are such passages
10Ù
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inauthentically Christian, Williamson maintains, they actually promote the
very thing Christians have always accused Jews of: reliance upon worksrighteousness for salvation! “The claim that Jews lost the covenant because
they were not worthy of it is simply works-righteousness . . . works-righteousness contends that God is not free to covenant with whomever God pleases
but only with those who deserve to receive it.” 14
Obviously, Williamson rejects the traditional Christian doctrine of salvation through Christ alone, for this would imply that only Christians receive
salvation, and that God is not free to extend his love to anyone outside of the
Christian faith. Such traditional theology makes Jesus “a condition upon the
grace of God, apart from which God is not free to be gracious.” 15 In fact, Williamson goes so far as to claim that the Christ event cannot really be considered a “new” episode in salvation history as Christians have always
claimed. Rather, what God did through Christ is merely a continuation of
the salvi˜c action he began with the Jewish people and continues with
them to this very day: “Christ re-presents the same grace of God that had
earlier been re-presented to the people of Israel and that continues to be
re-presented in the synagogue. Hence, we must understand the grace of
God in Christ in the light of God’s continuous faithful dealing with the Israel of God.” 16
Williamson rejects any thought of a “new,” “better,” or “improved” covenant made possible by Christ. He even views the sacraments of baptism
and eucharist, the symbolic representations of the covenant established by
Christ, as a mere continuation of God’s grace, which had been extended to
the Jewish people throughout the pages of the Hebrew Bible. The bread of
the eucharist is tied to Jewish tradition and cannot be understood apart from
this tradition, because it “re-presents the bread the Hebrew people ate in the
exodus from slavery in Egypt,” while the rite of Christian baptism recalls
“the waters of freedom through which the Israelites passed at the Exodus.” 17
It is not that Williamson denies the e¯cacy of the sacraments for Gentiles:
he fully a¯rms them. But he insists that nothing new or superior is made
available through them: “Neither baptism nor the breaking of bread conveys
any diˆerent or ‘better’ kind of grace than is available to the Jews through
synagogue and family.” 18
It is no surprise that Williamson ˘atly rejects the idea of conversionary
missions to the Jews. The whole notion of evangelizing Jews is “premised
upon the theologically absurd notion that Jews are unacquainted with the
God of the Bible.” 19 Williamson also believes the NT oˆers no justi˜cation
for any such mission, and he explains that those passages which speak of
missionary activity (e.g. Gal 1:16; Rom 1:4–5; Luke 24:27; Acts 28:28; Matt
28:19–20) do so only in reference to Gentiles. There are no concrete passages
14Ù
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which can be used to support missionary activities toward Jews: “The pertinent New Testament literature oˆers no warrant for such a mission.” 20
Rather than viewing Judaism as an inferior religion, Christians must realize that Jews are their spiritual equals and that “Christian mission is a
shared mission, one in which both the church and synagogue are called to be
the witness of the God of Israel before the world and each other.” 21 Williamson’s solution to the problem of the Jewish rejection of Christ is plain and
simple: he denies that they need to accept him in the ˜rst place, and rejects
any passage of the NT which teaches otherwise.
Williamson is correct when he reminds Christians about their ancestors’
shameful treatment of the Jewish people for almost two millennia. He is
right to welcome the recent proclamations issued by various Christian denominations that repudiate the “teaching of contempt” about the Jews and
recognize the value and integrity of their religious heritage. And he is certainly correct that Christian anti-Semitism played a role in the Holocaust.
But do the sins of our Christian past mean that we must abandon the central
message of the NT, namely the doctrine that salvation comes through Christ
alone? I turn now to another theologian who seems to be more willing than
Williamson to grapple with the NT’s teaching about the primary role of
Christ in the salvation of both Gentiles and Jews.

II. CHRIST IS ONLY THE GENTILE, NOT THE JEWISH, MESSIAH
In Christian Anti-Semitism and Paul’s Theology, Sidney Hall, despite his
many similarities with Williamson, does not believe an approach like Williamson’s is su¯cient from a Christian perspective, for it ignores the Scriptures that lie at the very heart of the Christian tradition. Although he
calls Auschwitz the “normative event for doing Christian theology,” Hall,
unlike Williamson, tries to account for the NT’s insistence that all men,
Jews included, must embrace Christ to receive salvation. However, he does
this in such a way as to remain faithful to his belief that the Holocaust demands a new approach to Christian theology: “The death of innocent Jewish
children must be an event that helps determine the character of particular
doctrines of the Christian faith after Auschwitz.” 22
Hall devotes the main portion of his book to an exegesis of Romans. He
admits that in Romans Paul does indeed demand that all must receive Jesus
as the Christ, but he believes traditional interpreters have misconstrued
Paul’s meaning here. According to Hall, Paul does not demand that Jews
embrace Christ as their messiah, only that they recognize him as the messiah for the Gentiles. The gospel is an original revelation only for Gentiles:
“the good news already belongs to the Jewish people . . . Paul’s good news
was never intended to be bad news for Jews.” 23 Hall, unlike Williamson,
20Ù
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admits that God has done something new in Christ, but Paul, according to
Hall, “insists Jews embrace the gospel of Christ, not that they embrace
Christ [italics mine].” 24
Those passages in Romans where Paul seems exasperated with Jews
who rely on the law for salvation and reject Christ as Savior must be reinterpreted accordingly. “Paul’s frustration is not over the Jewish people’s
inability to accept Jesus as their Messiah, but over some Jews who boast in
Torah and their relation to God (2:17, 23; 3:27).” 25 The “hardening” of the
Jews which Paul speaks of in chapter 11 has “nothing to do with their not
becoming Christians.” 26 Rather, it pertains to the only real criticism Hall
believes Paul levels at the Jews in Romans: they are hardened to the idea
that God could possibly oˆer covenant fellowship to anyone outside the
law. 27 In fact, Hall believes the salvation of “all Israel” in 11:25 will come
about when Jews ˜nally cease boasting about their allegedly exclusive relationship with God and admit that he has decided to covenant with Gentiles as well as with Jews. 28
Referring to the traditional interpretation of Rom 11:25, which holds that
Jews will eventually be saved because they will accept Christ, Hall says a
“Christ-centered thesis that in the end God will make Jews into Christians
is inadequate and unacceptable. It retains an eschatological rejection and replacement theology of the Jews.” 29 Despite his attempt to oˆer a Scripturallybased reinterpretation of a Christian theology of Judaism, Hall ends in a
position akin to Williamson’s. Hall believes the idea of an eventual Jewish
conversion to Christianity is in eˆect a denial of Judaism’s continuing validity: “A theology accepting Jews as Jews now, but with an eschatological
vision that accepts Jews only as Christians, is not a credible faith. . . . Genuine pluralistic spirituality is a faith that permits one to maintain the integrity of one’s own faith while respecting others in the integrity of their own
faith.” 30 Hall believes that his position, which he refers to as the “inclusive
promise” of God, allows Christians and Jews to exist in an atmosphere of
mutual respect. Christians partake of the promise through Christ, while
Jews are included in the promise via faithful Torah observance.
As with Williamson, one can appreciate the fact that Hall is attempting
to dismantle the legacy of Christian hatred toward the Jewish people which
has marred Jewish-Christian relations for so long. His attempt to seriously
wrestle with what Paul teaches about the Jewish law vis-à-vis salvation
through Christ must also be applauded. But it is doubtful if his interpretation of Paul will prove acceptable to those who ˜nd in the NT (especially in
Paul!) a rejection of the Jewish law in favor of the Christian gospel. I now
24Ù
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turn to a theologian who is, in most respects, far more “traditional” than
either Williamson or Hall. This may be due, in part, to the fact that he
wrote before the era of the sea-change in Christian thought ushered in by
serious re˘ection on the Holocaust.

III. KARL BARTH’S VISION OF THE CORPORATE SALVATION OF ISRAEL
In stark contrast to the views of both Williamson and Hall is the theology
of Israel advocated by Karl Barth. Despite many charges to the contrary,
Barth was not anti-Semitic. He insisted on the validity of the Jews’ designation as the chosen people, he strongly supported the state of Israel, and he
went as far as to say that “[a]ntisemitism is sin against the Holy Ghost.” 31
Barth told Pope John XXIII in a 1966 visit that, for Christians, “there
is ultimately only one truly great ecumenical question: our relationship to
Judaism.” 32 For Barth, Christianity was nothing but a “balloon trip [if] separated from the history of Israel.” 33 Barth had no wish to denigrate or revile
Judaism. He did, however, attempt to understand the Jewish rejection of
Jesus from an uncompromisingly Christian, and Biblical, point of view.
For Barth, the Jews were, are, and will remain the chosen people of God—
nothing can alter this divinely-ordained fact. So convinced of this is Barth
that he considers the ongoing existence of the Jews, in the face of centuries
of unparalleled persecution, to be the only real “visible and tangible” proof of
God’s existence. 34 Barth is fond of quoting a conversation between Frederick
the Great and his personal physician, Zimmermann: “ ‘Zimmermann, can you
name me a single proof of the existence of God?’ And Zimmermann replied,
‘Your majesty, the Jews!’ ” 35 Barth accepts this response, despite the fact that
the Jews, God’s special people, do not accept God’s Messiah, Jesus Christ. Israel still “upholds the Synagogue. . . . It acts as if it had still another special
determination and future beside and outwith the Church.” 36
Yet Barth does not simply dismiss Israel’s disobedience as an act of unfaithfulness which results in a reciprocal rejection by God, as have many traditional Christian thinkers. Rather, Barth believes the Jews’ disobedience is
temporary, and that it ˜ts within God’s salvi˜c plan for humanity, actually
serving God’s larger purposes: “Israel cannot alter the fact that even in this
way [the rejection of Jesus] it discharges exactly the service for which it is
elected.” 37 Struggle as they may against God’s purpose for them, their eˆorts
can never revoke their election, nor foil God’s intentions for them. The Jews
belong in God’s “elected community,” and Israel “cannot escape its appointed
31Ù
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service in it.” 38 Here Barth breaks radically with those more traditional
Christian thinkers who see in Israel’s refusal to receive Christ a purely human refusal, a merely human blindness to the messiahship of Christ. For
Barth, the Jews do not receive Jesus because God has ordained their rejection
of him.
But for what purpose has God ordained this unbelief of the Jews? The reason, according to Barth, is to re˘ect the judgment of God, to exemplify the
sorry state of humanity when it is in rebellion against God. 39 Barth interprets the long, sad history of Jewish suˆering not so much as punishment for
Israel’s sins (though it is that, if the OT is to be believed), but as something
God has brought upon them not so much because of their sin, but because of
their election. Barth writes that “it costs something to be the chosen people,
and the Jews are paying the price.” 40
Israel’s disobedience is really a sign of humanity’s rebellion against God.
The Jews have been “chosen” to represent the sinful state of all men: Israel
has been elected “to re˘ect the judgment from which God has rescued man
and which He wills to endure Himself in the person of Jesus of Nazareth.” 41
Barth writes: “in the Jew we have revealed and shown to us in a mirror who
and what we all are, and how bad we all are.” 42 The Jews, then, are a microcosm of the human race, in its sinful rebellion against its Creator and in
need of a Savior. Caution is needed here. Barth is not saying that Jews are
especially sinful, or that they somehow “personify” evil: “The Jew as a Jew is
neither better nor worse than other men . . . [the Jew represents] every man,
without exception.” 43
The Jews do more than simply make the Gentile world aware of its sinfulness. The Jews point all humanity toward the only solution to Gentile
and Jewish sinfulness: Jesus Christ. But in order to complete their role as
a guidepost to the Gentiles, the Jews must ˜nally receive Jesus as Savior.
This is necessary “if men are to read and understand the sign and testimony which is given them in the existence of the Jews, and are actually to
be convinced that they [Gentiles] too are the enemies of God.” 44 The Jews do
not fully convince the rest of the world of its need of God until the Jews themselves acknowledge their own need and enter the church. Then, the Gentile
world will know that “on its own it can only plunge into ruin, that it cannot
save itself from ruin.” 45
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In order for all of this to come about, there must obviously be a mass
Jewish conversion to Christianity. Unlike Williamson and Hall, this poses
no problem for Barth. In fact, it is absolutely essential to God’s salvi˜c plan
for humanity. Like Paul, Barth does not pretend to know when this conversion will occur. It is an eschatological event for which the church can only
patiently wait, con˜dent that God will bring it about. 46 So con˜dent is Barth
of this eventual God-inspired conversion that he attaches absolutely no importance to Christian missionary activity toward the Jews.
Still, there is one great problem. Israel has not yet become faithful to her
election. Israel is not yet an “active” participant in the church, although she
is still part of it. She is not yet a full member in what Barth calls the “one
community” of God, but even in her state of disobedience she remains a powerful witness to the sin of which all humanity is guilty before God. Barth
looks forward to a time when the Jews will ful˜ll their election, when they
will cease to be dormant members of the one community of God and accept
full, active membership in this community. They will then serve as a “reminder of the settled, the canceled indictment, the forgiven sin, its witness
[will] lend critical salt to the message of the accomplished reconciliation of
the world with God without calling it into question.” 47 Once this occurs, the
“special honor of Israel [will] then consist in continually consoling and exhorting the Church by magnifying to it the judgment which has overtaken
man . . . and therefore holding before it the cross of its Lord as its one and
only hope, not to assail but to con˜rm the faith that the Church as such has
to confess.” 48
Barth, like Williamson and Hall, repudiates Christian anti-Semitism.
Like them, he insists that the Jews remain God’s chosen people. But unlike
Williamson and Hall, he reminds us that the Jewish rejection of Jesus is
God’s mysterious work (in accordance with Paul’s teaching in Rom 11:25).
However, he has little to say about the role of personal choice in the matter
of Jewish salvation (which is certainly taught in Romans 9–11). I turn now
to a theologian who, in my opinion, is to be preferred over Barth, because he
builds his theology around the dual theme of divine election/personal choice,
which Paul teaches are both essential in the matter of Jewish salvation.

IV. THE INDIVIDUALIST CHRISTOLOGY OF JAKOB JOCZ
Jakob Jocz was a Jew by birth, a Christian by choice. All of his books are
concerned with the relationship between Judaism and Christianity, speci˜cally the relationship between Jews and Jesus. Like Barth, he wrote before
the advent of the change in theological attitudes caused by re˘ection on the
Holocaust (most of his books were published in the 1950s and 60s). Also like
Barth, he is insistent upon the Jews’ designation as God’s chosen people. To
deny this is a virtual historical impossibility for Jocz: there “is an aspect of
46Ù
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Jewish history which remarkably corroborates the faithfulness of God. No
theologian can seriously write about this people without paying attention
to the miracle of its survival.” 49 As with Barth, the Jews for Jocz were and
remain God’s chosen, and they cannot alter this fact, despite their eˆorts:
“Israel’s history is the supreme proof that there is no escape from a God-given
task.” 50 The Jews’ rejection of Jesus cannot change what God intends for
them, and those who have throughout the Christian era advanced the idea
that Christians are the “new,” “spiritual” Israel, which replaces the “old,”
“false” Israel, receive no support from Jocz. The very concept of a “new” Israel
has no NT basis, Jocz claims: “there can be no plural to Israel. The idea of
another Israel is utterly alien to the N.T., as alien as the idea that beside the
God of Israel there can be another God.” 51
While Jocz rejects the idea that Christians have replaced Jews as God’s
chosen, he is well aware that there is indeed one great diˆerence between
them: Christians know Jesus as Messiah, while Jews do not, to their great
loss. 52 On this point, Jocz is not willing to retreat. In fact, to compromise on
this clear distinction between Christian and Jew is to court disaster for Christianity. It is “a matter of fact that a bridge theology spanned between the two
faiths always means a compromise for the Church on the basic issue, namely
the Lordship of Jesus Christ.” 53 As much as Christians may wish not to oˆend
Jews, they cannot give ground on this crucial issue: “for the Church to
reduce her high christology in order to accommodate the Synagogue would
spell dissolution. She stands or falls with the confession that Jesus is Lord.” 54
Such compromise inevitably leads to the “dual covenant” theology espoused by Williamson and Hall, and Jocz does not believe such compromise
is an acceptable position for Christians. Surely it is not acceptable if the NT
is to be taken seriously. The Christian Scriptures know nothing of two Messiahs, nor of two separate ways to salvation. Jocz writes that the “Gospel is
only Good News if the oˆer of God’s grace extends to all men [Jews included].” 55 If Christ is indeed the messiah, as Christians believe, then he is
messiah for all, and this means there can be no ambivalence on the question
of a conversionary missions to the Jews. Not only should the church engage
in such a mission; it must do so. Mission to the Jews is the “inevitable result
of the claim that Jesus is Lord.” 56
But when presenting the gospel to the Jews, the church must never lose
sight of the fact that it also, no less than Israel, is in dire need of that very
gospel. In other words, the Christian church and Israel are both, at the same
time, what Jocz terms church and mission: “in the Bible Israel is at the same
time both Church and mission. Israel is Church as God’s people of election;
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but Israel is also mission as part of the rebellious world in need of conversion.” 57 According to Jocz, not only Israel, but also the Christian church, is
portrayed this way in Scripture, and he cites as an example Paul’s Corinthian correspondence. The Corinthians are the “church” in that they have
been saved through grace, yet they are still “mission” because they remain
“confused, struggling sinners” who need to be chastised by the apostle. 58
Jocz’s point is that “only a repenting Church can be a missionary
Church.” 59 The Christian community can eˆectively present the gospel to
the Jews if it does so with an attitude of humility, fully aware that it is
spiritually no better than Israel, and that it is guilty of all the sins of which
Israel is guilty. 60 Some would say that a church that did not do all it could
to prevent the Holocaust has no moral credibility, indeed, no moral right,
to preach to the Jewish people. But Jocz says just the opposite is true—the
nature of the gospel demands that just such a sick, unworthy church must
present the message of sin and forgiveness to the Jews: “[I]t is a sick and
humiliated Church which has to face the Jewish people and face up to
it. . . . In this encounter the Church can never assume an air of superiority,
but can only in humble penitence try to hear again what she says to others.” 61
By approaching the Jews in such a manner, the church not only improves
her chances of conversionary success, she also discovers for herself the true
nature of the gospel, namely, that it is entirely a matter of grace. Christians
and Jews are equally guilty in the eyes of God, and both ˜nd their hope only
in Christ. Jocz would say that Christian complicity in the Holocaust, far
from disqualifying Christians from presenting the gospel to the Jews, better
quali˜es them for the task, for it makes them realize that they dwell in sinful
solidarity with those whom they know so desperately need to hear the gospel.
There “is nothing that historic Israel is guilty of, that the Church is not.” 62
When it comes to the question of Jewish salvation, Jocz radically departs
from Barth. Whereas Barth saw corporate Israel saved en masse (if not now,
then sometime in the future) due to their special status as God’s chosen
people, Jocz strongly rejects such an idea. He does not accept the premise
that membership among God’s elect is based on only racial/ethnic heritage.
Only individuals, not racial or ethnic groups, can experience salvation, according to Jocz. Jocz says this is one of Paul’s central points in Romans, and
to claim that an individual is assured salvation as a matter of birthright
would “make nonsense of faith” in the Pauline understanding of salvation. 63
Jocz insists that salvation can occur for Jews “only by returning, by believing, by submitting to the regenerating power of the Holy Spirit of God.” 64
It must be stressed here that Jocz is not advocating Pelagianism; he is fully
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aware that human salvation is both initiated and completed by God. 65 Yet
he stresses the importance of the individual Jew’s personal response to
Christ because he believes it is necessary to refute the idea that Jews will
somehow “magically” be saved at the eschaton, simply by virtue of their Jewish heritage. This accounts for Jocz’s insistence on the need for Christian
missions to the Jews (something to which Barth gives no attention). “Israel
as a people cannot hear the word of the Cross; it can be heard only personally
by the individual Jew.” 66
The concept of personal faith in Christ is so important to Jocz’s doctrine
of Israel that he rejects outright the Barthian assumption that the unbelief
of the Jews is in any way compatible with the divine plan. Unlike Barth, Jocz
says that Israel’s unbelief is related not to its election, but to its humanity.
He thinks not in terms of collective “Israel’s unbelief but human unbelief.” 67
God does not will Jewish unbelief in Christ any more than he wills Gentile
unbelief. Nor is Jewish unbelief any diˆerent than Gentile unbelief: by not
receiving Christ, both Jew and Gentile rebel against God. 68 Whereas Barth
divided the Christian church and the Jewish synagogue into two historically
distinct camps, Jocz rejects such a demarcation based on racial distinction,
for “the Church is frequently Synagogue and the Synagogue is sometimes
Church.” 69 That is, Jews and Gentiles reveal themselves to either be within
or without the elect of God by their response to Christ.
Jocz acknowledges that Israel as a collective entity, as the chosen race
of God, as a people elected to do his will, is a Biblical concept, especially in
Romans 9–11. How does Jocz reconcile this fact with his insistence on the importance of the individual’s response to Christ? He explains that the key lies
in a proper understanding of what the NT, especially Romans, means by
election. “St. Paul uses election in a twofold manner: sometimes he speaks
of election in personal terms and sometimes in collective. The two are not
the same. Israel’s election is in respect of revelation; individual election is
in respect of salvation.” 70
While Jocz admits that Paul is rather ambiguous regarding these two
meanings of election, he insists that Romans 9–11 cannot truly be understood unless this distinction between the two aspects of election is maintained. 71 In Romans, Paul attempts to balance two diˆerent, yet related,
concepts: his belief in Israel’s corporate election as the chosen people of God,
and his belief that each person, Jew or Gentile, is elect only if he comes to
have personal faith in Christ. Both ideas are necessary, Jocz maintains, in
order to make the Christian concept of salvation possible. For if corporate
election did not occur, the individual would, in Pelagian fashion, elect himself; only an elect community can make possible individual election, and the
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personal choice it involves. The community, be it historic Israel or the Gentile Christian community, is elect in terms of the revelation it receives from
God; this revelation in turn makes possible individual Jewish or Gentile
salvation. 72
It is at this point that Jocz introduces an eschatological component to his
theology. While individual salvation occurs in the present, the salvation of
“all Israel,” which Paul refers to in Romans 11, is an eschatological event; it
cannot be understood in the same way as the conversion of individual Jews.
The salvation of “all Israel” will occur in the future, although the “remnant,”
or individual Jewish Christians, such as Paul, are saved in the present. 73
By “all Israel,” Jocz understands Paul to mean all those Jews and Gentiles who will eventually constitute the one true people of God. For Jocz, all
Israel is “the Church of God in her completion, the Church in heaven.” 74 The
salvation of individuals is an ongoing process, but the full salvation of all
Israel “is an ideal to pray for, to strive after, to try to realize.” 75 In order to
bring about this one united Israel, Christians can only continue to proclaim
to the Jews (and to remember themselves!) the one thing that will make
the true Israel a reality: the cross of Christ. I turn now to a brief analysis
of Romans 9–11 as a basis for understanding and evaluating the four positions set forth in this article, with a view toward showing the superiority of
Jocz’s position.

V. ROMANS 9–11 AS THE BASIS FOR ASSESSING JEWISH-CHRISTIAN RELATIONS
Any theological attempt to explain such matters as the Jewish rejection
of Jesus or the nature of Jewish salvation will hardly be credible at least from
a NT standpoint, if it cannot claim the support of Paul’s teaching in Romans.
I hope to show two things. First, that an interpretation of Romans 9–11 that
sees Christ as Savior for Gentiles and Jews is in no way anti-Semitic. And
second, that the interplay between divine sovereignty and personal choice
found in Romans indicates that Jocz’s theology of Jewish salvation is preferable to those of Williamson, Hall, and Barth.
To put it bluntly, the dual covenant theory maintained by both Williamson and Hall ˜nds no support in these chapters, as just a few examples will
make clear. In fact, the theory encounters an immediate, insurmountable
problem in the opening verses of chapter nine, namely, Paul’s somber,
heart-broken attitude regarding his Jewish brethren: “I have great sorrow
and unceasing anguish in my heart. For I wish that I myself were cursed and
cut oˆ from Christ for the sake of my brothers, those of my own race, the people of Israel” (9:2– 4). While it is true that Paul does not speci˜cally state
that Jewish unbelief in Jesus is the cause of his anguish, Heikki Räisänen
rightly remarks that “no other reason makes sense.” If it were only a matter
72Ù
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of the Jews’ failure to understand that God had decided to include Gentiles
in his salvi˜c intentions (so Hall), then Paul’s deep anguish seems hard to
explain. 76 Why would Paul be willing to abandon his own salvation because
of a mere theological misunderstanding on the part of his fellow-Jews? John
Piper notes that Paul’s willingness to sacri˜ce himself must mean that his
unbelieving brothers are “in a plight as serious as the one he is willing to
enter for their sake.” 77 Räisänen bluntly declares that Paul’s attitude here
“presupposes that his kinsmen are for the moment outside the sphere of
salvation.” 78
If Paul maintains this attitude toward Jews who have not received Christ,
then clearly Paul does not consider the law to be su¯cient for salvation, contrary to both Williamson and Hall. Paul makes this point in 9:30–32, where
he contrasts Gentiles, who ˜nd righteousness through faith, with Jews who
cling to the law and fail to ˜nd it. Paul agonizes over non-Christian Jews because he believes the law cannot do for them what the redemptive power of
the gospel can. As Charles Talbert declares, “human nature is assumed by
Paul to be in bondage to sin, a bondage from which only God can deliver
one. Humans are, as a result of their sin, faithless in any relation [including
a Torah-observance relation!] with God, a faithlessness from which only God
can deliver.” 79
Faced with such evidence, Williamson can only designate as “inauthentically Christian” those passages in Scripture that demand that Jews respond to Christ. Hall, on the other hand, is forced to develop a radical
reinterpretation of the Pauline gospel which owes far more to his desire to
develop an acceptable post-Holocaust theology than to a fair assessment of
Paul’s teaching.
If Williamson and Hall’s position does not adequately address what Paul
teaches concerning Jewish salvation, what of Barth’s view that the Jews, en
masse, will be saved at some moment in the eschatological future? 80 Barth
surely cannot claim Paul’s support for his view. There is near-unanimous
consent among scholars that Paul did not think salvation was guaranteed
for all Jews by virtue of their ethnic origin. 81 Paul makes this quite clear in
Rom 9:6–9. In fact, Paul broke from the traditional Jewish understanding
of his day, which maintained that all Jews were destined for salvation on
the basis of birth. 82 Barth’s position that salvation is something all Jews
will arrive at necessarily, by divine ˜at, is at odds with the struggle Paul
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evinces in Romans 9–11. Paul believes the Jews, God’s chosen people, have,
for the most part, become enemies of the gospel.
This apparent contradiction in Paul can be best explained by Jocz’s position that there are really two types of election described in Romans: the
Jewish community is elect in terms of revelation, while individual Jews
(and Gentiles) are elect in terms of salvation. Admittedly, there is a tension
between these two themes which Paul never resolves completely, 83 but
Jocz’s theory goes a good part of the way toward relieving it. His belief in the
two types of election enables him to fully a¯rm a passage like Rom 9:4,
which calls the Jews the recipients of the covenants, the law, and the
promises of God. It also allows him to take seriously the Pauline doctrine of
salvation through Christ alone, which shows no partiality toward Jews (e.g.
Rom 10:12).
There is a problem with Jocz’s understanding of the duality of election,
however. It seems to work well only if one’s salvation depends solely on one’s
personal response to Christ. But in Romans 9–11, there is clearly more than
human free will involved; the thorny issue of predestination throws a great
theological wrench into Jocz’s understanding of Paul’s teaching. John Piper
rightly points out that in Romans 9, membership among Israel’s elect is
based only on the electing will of God, not on the actions of the individual. 84
In fact, Piper makes the case that it is precisely by invoking the doctrine of
predestination that Paul can be con˜dent that God’s promises have not
failed, despite the contrary response of most Jews to the gospel. 85 In chapter 11, the predestinarian overtones are even stronger. Paul says that God
himself is responsible for “hardening” Jews against Christ (11:25). Jocz’s
position has little room for such divine hardening: Jewish unbelief for him
is a matter of sinful, human rejection of God.
Karl Barth’s position, on the other hand, is much more amenable to the
predestinarian currents in Paul’s thought. For Barth, God is in control of the
Jewish rejection of Jesus, and ultimately it is God’s responsibility to resolve
the problem of the people who have rejected their own Messiah. At the end
of chapter 11, one gets the impression that Paul, too, assigns ˜nal responsibility for human salvation to God: “For God has bound all men over to disobedience so that he may have mercy on them all” (11:32). Elizabeth
Johnson agrees, concluding that the matter of Jewish salvation is “God’s
problem, and Paul is willing to let God solve it.” 86
Despite the strong predestinarian elements in chapters 9 and 11, it
would be wrong to assume that it is the sole basis of Paul’s argument. For
in chapter 10, faith in contrast to works-righteousness, not divine election,
is Paul’s criterion for determining salvation. 87 It has been said that chapter
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9 looks at the matter of Jewish salvation from God’s vantage point, while
chapter 10 looks at it from Israel’s point of view. 88 Even Piper, despite his
insistence that Paul’s approach to the Jewish problem is thoroughly predestinarian, still believes there is more to Paul’s position than predestination
alone. He warns against succumbing to “the naive and usually polemical
suggestions” that prayer and evangelism are pointless. 89 Barth’s theology of
Israel, followed to its logical conclusion, would inevitably fall prey to such
dangers. There is no mistaking Paul’s message in Romans 9–11, as well as
his other writings, as inextricably bound up with preaching and missionary
activity. 90 Paul asks in Rom 10:14, “how can they hear without someone
preaching to them?” If Jewish salvation is entirely in the hands of God, as
Barth claims, Paul’s language here would make little sense.
Obviously, Barth’s stress only on God’s role in Jewish salvation is not
su¯cient. It makes no allowance for the importance of personal response to
the gospel, which Paul insists is necessary for salvation (10:9–13, 11:20,
23). Still, in Romans 9–11, Paul seems to be saying that one’s response to
Christ is initiated by God. 91 Therefore Paul’s teaching on predestination
should humble us, moving us to recognize that we have no choice but to cast
ourselves upon God’s mercy. 92 Nowhere is God’s mercy more apparent than
in the Savior whom Paul urges everyone, Jew and Gentile alike, to confess.
Even Jocz is compelled to write, regarding the interplay between individual response to the gospel and God’s electing grace, “even man’s ‘Yes’ can
only be a humble ‘Yes,’ a sponsored ‘Yes,’ prompted and encouraged by the
Holy Spirit of God.” 93 And although Jocz may make this admission somewhat grudgingly, his position is preferable to Barth’s, since it allows for the
priority of God’s electing will, while at the same time preserving the importance of personal response. Thus can Paul in chapter 11 speak of Israel’s
rejection of Christ as both divine hardening (11:25) and a lack of Jewish
faith (11:20). If Romans 9–11 is indeed the clearest NT statement regarding
the matter of Jewish salvation, then surely Jocz’s position is superior to
those of Williamson, Hall, and Barth, for Jocz’s theology is faithful to the
teaching of Christianity’s greatest apostle.
Christians should follow Paul’s teaching in Romans honestly. They
should, along with Williamson and Hall, repudiate the sin of anti-Semitism.
They must a¯rm, with Williamson and Hall (and Paul!), that the Jews are
and remain God’s special people. Let Christians also recognize, along with
Barth, that the “hardening” of the Jews is God’s mysterious work; it certainly
should not lead Christians to believe that they are in any way “spiritually
superior” to Jews. After all, it is because of this hardening that the gospel
became available to Gentiles (11:25). Christians are, as Williamson puts it,
“guests in the house of Israel.” Christians can only stand in puzzlement—
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and gratitude—at the inscrutable will of God. But Christians must also
insist, along with Jocz, that Jesus Christ is Messiah for all, Gentile and
Jew, and that personal response to him is essential for receiving the mercy
God intends for his elect. Even the demonic evil of the Holocaust does not
alter this.

