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  TO


  YEHUDA MANSELL


  my friend whose life embodies Leviticus 19:33-34


  “When a foreigner resides among you in your land,


  do not mistreat them. The foreigner residing among you must


  be treated as your native-born. Love them as yourself, for you


  were foreigners in Egypt. I am the LORD your God.”
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    Introduction


    

      

        Virtually no histories of Zionism, Israel, and the Arab-Israeli conflict have paid much attention to evangelical support of the advancement of the Zionist plan and the Israeli state.1


        YAAKOV ARIEL, 2013


      


    


    

      THIS BOOK SEEKS TO PROVIDE an overview of the history of Christian Zionism by charting the genesis of the movement and tracing its lineage. Although it is an important contemporary phenomenon whose significance is now being widely acknowledged, its long history is little understood.2 As Shalom Goldman has observed regarding Zionist historiography, “For the most part Christians do not feature in this narrative except as antagonists.”3 This book seeks to understand the movement’s lineage, and how and why it has developed as it has. It is not a polemical work, either for or against Christian Zionism. It seeks more to understand than to persuade, in the hope that a fair-minded evaluation of the movement’s history will promote understanding.


      

        THE POLITICIZED NATURE OF THE TOPIC



        Christian Zionism is usually examined solely through a political lens. This approach often fails to take the role of theology seriously, which as Faydra Shapiro has argued, “misses a great deal about the culture of Christian Zionism. Focusing overly much on the political does a disservice to the complex and powerful motives and implications of this world view.”4 Christian Zionism has a political dimension, but its implications are complex and rarely straightforward. It is, as Matthew Westbrook has argued, “a long-developing and complex phenomenon that requires careful delineation and study in its various iterations and contexts.”5 There have been, and are still, differing “Christian Zionist streams from versions both historical and contemporaneous [that] take various positions on theological issues, each with their own (often significant) social effects.”6 The theological basis of the underlying Christian Zionist beliefs has kept on shifting over time, which makes tracking its history more difficult.


      


      

      

        DEFINITIONS



        Historically, the term restorationism was used to designate the belief that the Jews would one day be physically restored to their homeland in the Middle East. It was generally understood that this physical restoration would occur after the mass conversion of the Jewish people to the Christian faith. How that prophetic belief morphed into the political movement that I am defining as “Christian Zionism” is the central narrative of this book. This shift from a prophetic restorationism that envisioned the eventual return of the Jews to a political movement that promoted such a return in the here and now occurred in the nineteenth century.


        Defining Christian Zionism is fraught with difficulty. I begin by defining what I mean by Zionism. The term was first used only in 1890; the Merriam-Webster dictionary definition is: “an international movement originally for the establishment of a Jewish national or religious community in Palestine and later for the support of modern Israel.”7 The term Christian Zionist can be found as early as 1896, when the Jewish Zionist leader Theodor Herzl referred to William Hechler, the Anglican chaplain to the British Embassy in Vienna, as a “Christian Zionist” and the following year Herzl again used that term to describe Jean-Henri Dunant, a Swiss banker and founder of the Red Cross, and an observer at the First Zionist Conference.8 In 1899 Richard Gottheil, professor of Semitic languages at Columbia University, published a Zionist article in which he quoted “a Christian Zionist” (George Eliot) who many years before had written, “The sons of Judah have to choose, in order that God may again choose them.”9 The New York Times used the term Christian Zionist in obituaries, and it appears in letters to the editor from about 1903. Nahum Sokolow in his 1919 History of Zionism: 1600–1918 refers to Lawrence Gawler as a “Christian Zionist.”10 The earliest use of the term Christian Zionism (rather than Christian Zionist) appears to have been in 1899, but it was used very infrequently between 1899 and 1905 and then not again until 1939. It became more frequent in the 1980s and 1990s, and much more frequent after the year 2000.11


        Matthew Westbrook has observed that “no research has posited an ideal type of Christian Zionism from which iterations of the movement can be contrasted and compared.”12 My definition seeks to take his observation seriously. Thus, I define Christian Zionism across time as a Christian movement which holds to the belief that the Jewish people have a biblically mandated claim to their ancient homeland in the Middle East. Today the term Christian Zionism is widely used of Christians who hold that the state of Israel’s right to exist is based on biblical teachings. (I qualify this because before the twentieth century many “restorationists” envisioned a “Jewish return” and a Jewish “homeland” but not necessarily a Jewish state.)


        Of course, many Christians have believed in Israel’s right to exist without being “Christian Zionists” in the way thus defined. In 1948 many Christians supported the establishment of the state of Israel without a specifically Christian Zionist motivation. One can be a Christian and favorable toward the notion of a Jewish homeland without being a “Christian Zionist”—that is, not all Christians who are Zionists are necessarily motivated by a biblical-theological concern. Yet, to date, there exists no comprehensive history of Christian Zionism that demonstrates a close acquaintance with the nuances of Christian theology.13 This work hopes to fill this gap and is directed in the first instance to those who are puzzled by Christian Zionism.


        Robert O. Smith defines the term in a similar way, only applying it to Christians who have been politically engaged in supporting the idea of a Jewish homeland.14 Smith is reluctant to use the term of someone like John Nelson Darby, the father of dispensational premillennial theology, because he was apolitical. I agree with Smith’s point. While Darby and the Plymouth Brethren believed theologically in the eventual establishment of a Jewish homeland, Darby did not teach that it would happen in this age but only after the “Rapture,” and was unwilling to lift a finger to help accomplish it.


        My use of the term movement in speaking of Christian Zionism is deliberate because it captures a sense of its momentum, in that Christian Zionism has always been like the Amazon, starting small with its headwaters in the Reformation but moving more quickly at different times and places—even cascading through pivotal events like the Balfour Declaration, Israeli Independence, and the 1967 Six-Day War—as it moved forward. But it has always been “on the move,” adapting to changing circumstances and new events, morphing to adjust to various theologies and prophetic understandings. Christian Zionists, however, tend to view it as unchanging, forever true, and fixed. Sean Durbin’s observation is appropriate here: “While Christian Zionism and what it means to support Israel has varied (and continues to vary) throughout history, this form of Christian identity must be continuously enacted in a given context, as though it were a static thing—in this case a static form of authentic, and hence original, Christian identity.”15 Within the claim by contemporary Christian Zionists, like John Hagee, that their Christian Zionism is simply “an essential component of authentic Christianity is the further implication that they are the purveyors of a rarefied form of knowledge of the world about which others remain ignorant.”16


      


      

      

        PROTESTANT SUPPORT AND TRADITIONAL CATHOLIC OPPOSITION TO CHRISTIAN ZIONISM



        Until the twentieth century, Christian Zionism was an overwhelmingly Protestant movement and, as will be argued, was closely related both to anti-Catholic and anti-Muslim sentiments.17 Some well-known Roman Catholics supported Zionism prior to Vatican II, notably the British diplomat Sir Mark Sykes and a few Catholic theologians and writers: Jacques Maritain, the French philosopher who helped draft the International Declaration of Human Rights; and the English writer G. K. Chesterton. (Perhaps it is significant that Sykes, Maritain, and Chesterton were all born into Protestant homes.) More will be said of recent changes in Catholic attitudes in the final chapters of this book, but suffice it to say that until the 1960s the Roman Catholic Church was not part of the story of Christian Zionism. From the time of the First Zionist Congress in 1897, the Vatican had fairly consistently opposed Zionism. Jewish scholars have generally followed the lead of Sergio Minerbi, the Italian Jewish historian who believed “that the Holy See harbored an implacable theological animus against the very idea of a Jewish state in the Holy Land because of the ancient teaching of contempt which held that the temple was destroyed and the Jews exiled from their homeland because of their alleged collective guilt for the death of Jesus.”18 Even Eugene Fisher, of the Secretariat of Ecumenical and Interreligious Relations of the US Conference of Catholic Bishops, concedes that “this idea was commonly held among [Catholic] Christians before the Second Vatican Council’s declaration Nostra Aetate in 1965.”19 The anti-Muslim impulse will be explored in chapter two, when dealing with the rise of Calvinism, and then in the final chapters of the book, when this concern reemerged.


      


      

      

        RECENT WORKS



        I want to acknowledge my debt to a number of historians whose works have appeared since my Origins of Christian Zionism was published in 2009. Yaakov Ariel, the leading scholar on Jewish-evangelical relations, published his An Unusual Relationship: Evangelical Christians and Jews in 2013 and continues to produce important writings. Shalom Goldman’s book Zeal for Zion: Christians, Jews, and the Idea of the Promised Land (University of North Carolina Press, 2009) was published at the same time as my book, and thus I was not able to benefit from his excellent work. On the American side of things, Samuel Goldman’s God’s Country: Christian Zionism in America (University of Pennsylvania Press, 2018) has been especially helpful. Daniel G. Hummel’s Covenant Brothers (University of Pennsylvania, 2019) is also excellent, based as it is on extensive archival resources in both the United States and Israel. Sean Durbin’s study Righteous Gentiles: Religion, Identity, and Myth in John Hagee’s Christians United for Israel (Brill, 2019) is a fascinating assessment of the theology and culture of the most important Christian Zionist group working to “bless” Israel.


      


      

      

        CHRISTIAN ZIONISM AND IDENTITY FORMATION



        Robert O. Smith’s work More Desired Than Our Owne Salvation: The Roots of Christian Zionism (Oxford University Press, 2013) and Andrew Crome’s Christian Zionism and English National Identity, 1600–1850 (Palgrave-Macmillan, 2018) have been especially helpful in understanding the British context and its impact on national identity formation. Crome’s observation that “projects to restore the Jews to their ancient homeland, whether expressed as eschatological hopes, utopian schemes, or in practical political terms, have consistently served as means of national identity construction”20 is particularly important in understanding both the past history of Christian Zionism, and its many new expressions in the twenty-first century. Crome’s work develops “a model of national identity formation fueled by prophecy, oriented towards the fulfillment of national mission.”21 It is applicable across the centuries as restorationists and Christian Zionists have often understood their particular nation as an “elect” nation, but not finally the elect nation. As Crome has argued, Gentile nations can only ever experience “a form of secondary election,” and they often understand “national identity primarily in relation to their nation’s service to the Jewish people.”22 In doing so Christian Zionism employs “a form of othering in which identity developed by comparison with an outside group.”23 The “other” is positively construed. “In fact, the Jews when restored would be superior to the nation aiding them and would return to their place as God’s first nation.”24 Chosen Christian nations never replace Israel as the elect nation, thus complicating the way one thinks about prophecy and national identity.


        The central thesis of my earlier book The Origins of Christian Zionism was that “evangelical interest in the Jews was part and parcel of a wider process of evangelical identity construction that took a decisive turn in the nineteenth century.”25 The thread that holds this book together is a further development of this thesis, both backward and forward in time. Restorationism/ Christian Zionism has been an important aspect of Protestant identity formation from the time of the second generation of the Reformation up until this present day, a concern that has had profound implications for Christian nations and the Jews.


        The “restoration of Israel,” then, has never been simply about the Jews, or “the land,” or even Christian understandings of prophecy; it has been in large measure about how some Protestants have framed and acted out their own identity. Since the Reformation, this identity formation has been hammered out on the anvil of their relationship with the Jews. The ethno-nationalism that Christian restorationists fostered in England in the seventeenth century was largely focused on Protestant England’s duties toward the Jews, and from there this ethno-nationalism spread to America and in the last few decades has flowed to the ends of the earth. Now any and all nations can be “elect nations” as they choose to “bless Israel.” Christian Zionism today is an ever-widening stream and is expanding rapidly in many directions; it is a river that has burst its banks and is flooding new territory. Understanding its genesis and mapping its genealogy are the concerns of this book.


        This book questions the significance often given to dispensational premillennialism in the standard narratives of Christian Zionism. While John Nelson Darby (the key formulator of dispensationalism) and his successors have been important, especially in America, this book argues that the influence of this movement is fairly recent in Christian Zionism’s long history. While Darby himself cannot be considered a Christian Zionist, it will be argued in chapter eight that others who drew inspiration from Darby and/or dispensationalism became politically active Christian Zionists by significantly modifying Darby’s teaching to insist that the restoration of the Jews would happen before the rapture, and they organized politically to enable this to happen. Ironically politically engaged American liberal Protestant supporters were more important to the American Zionist movement up to the 1970s than were the dispensationalists.26


        This book thus attempts to achieve a comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon of Christian Zionism, which takes seriously its history, theology, and politics. It does so by examining its rise in the wake of the Protestant Reformation, tracing its development and changes over time, and assessing its influence in the modern world. The approach employed is chronological—it begins with the biblical material, the early church, moves on to the Middle Ages and then the Reformation, but then focuses on developments in Puritan England, colonial America, and nineteenth-century British evangelicalism, with particular attention given to the influence of German Pietism. The last section deals with the ways in which the movement has morphed in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries and now is rapidly expanding in the non-Western world as Christianity’s center has moved from the North Atlantic world to the Global South.


      


      

      

        AN OVERVIEW OF JEWISH ATTITUDES TO ZIONISM



        It is profoundly ironic that the first modern Zionists were Christians, but this is understandable given that the talmudic tradition had long opposed any Zionist impulse. Following the fall of the temple in Jerusalem in AD 70, the Babylonian Talmud (Ketubbot 111A) had interpreted the first two of the three abjurations of the daughters of Jerusalem (Song of Songs 2:7; 3:5; 5:8) as involving two tasks given to the Jewish people. The first forbade Jews to return to ʾerets Israel (the land of Israel) “as a wall” meaning “en masse”; the second forbade them from rebelling against the nations in which they were dispersed. The long-standing rabbinic tradition focused on the messianic hope and the expectation of an eventual Jewish return to Zion accomplished by the Messiah alone. As Michael Stanislawski has observed, the rabbis had long opposed apocalyptic speculation: “Jews were forbidden to ‘advance the end’ or even calculate it. The messiah would be chosen by God in God’s good time, and any activism among human beings to intervene in this process was heresy, to be condemned and punished.”27 Shalom Goldman comments, “Most, but not all, European Orthodox rabbinical authorities opposed Zionist plans for a Jewish political entity in Palestine. Individual or small group settlements were acceptable to these Orthodox rabbis, but any larger political plans contravened the idea that Jewish redemption would only come through divine intervention.”28


        In keeping with the second abjuration of the daughters of Zion, rabbinic Judaism had adopted a policy of “passive resistance” in the face of anti-Semitism, maintaining that Jews should keep a low profile and not challenge political authorities wherever they lived. This strategy of passivity was reinforced by Jewish religious law (halakah). The approach, writes Milton Viorst, “contained a vow on the part of the Jews—for reasons that were not clear—never to organize to return to their ancient home in Palestine. This vow, too, became a fundamental tenet of rabbinic Judaism.”29 As Shalom Goldman has observed, “Until the late nineteenth century, most plans for a Jewish entity in Palestine were Christian.”30


        The political quietism of rabbinic Judaism was rejected out of hand by the early secular Jewish Zionist leaders. With the rise of ethnic nationalism in the nineteenth century, some Jews began to insist that Jews constituted not a religious group but rather a nation, and this implied a common history, a common language, and a geographically defined homeland. The Zionists stood in stark opposition to the traditional Jewish religious consensus. In 1806 the Great Sanhedrin of European rabbis had declared that the Jews were not a nation but rather a transnational religious group awaiting its messianic hope for transformation at the hands of God, not of humans.31


        Jewish nationalism predated the widespread outbreaks of persecution in the early 1880s in Russia and the rising tide of anti-Semitism in France and Germany. Zionists applied ideas of Jewish nationalism on their own; they were not simply responding to persecution.32 By the late nineteenth century, Jewish nationalists were prepared to turn their backs on the rabbinic consensus and take things into their own hands.33 Although the Russian pogroms in the 1880s aimed against the Jews and growing anti-Semitism throughout Europe undoubtedly led more Jews to support Zionism, these factors facilitated but did not create the movement.


        Most German Jews at the beginning of the nineteenth century were religious traditionalists, but by its end most were not. This shift, however, did not bring with it a groundswell of support for Zionism.34 In the mid-nineteenth century, Zionism was rarely entertained, even by liberal rabbis. The avant-garde minority of rabbis who met in 1845 in Frankfurt-am-Main hoping to adapt Jewish ritual and beliefs to the modern age were willing to give up on the traditional hopes of a personal Messiah; for them, “the Jews, instead of waiting to be redeemed by a Messiah, should themselves redeem the world.”35 They did not think redemption would be accomplished by resorting to a Jewish ghetto in Palestine; Jews should seek to be dispersed “still further into every land in the world till every nation should acknowledge one God alone, in the pure terms of the Jewish tradition.”36 As Christopher Sykes has observed of the mid-nineteenth century, “In Germany the influence of Moses Mendelssohn and his followers remained strong: the passion to be part of the civilization of the West was more powerful among German Jews than any sense of anger or embitterment.”37


        Even in the early twentieth century, Zionism was a tiny minority opinion within Judaism, rigorously opposed theologically by both Reform and Orthodox rabbis as well as by many more secular Jews who believed Jewish political emancipation required the integration of Jews into the political life of Western democracies, not identification with a Middle Eastern homeland. Furthermore, there was the pragmatic argument: in the nineteenth century the area known as Palestine had been an integral part of the Ottoman Empire, and the sultan was not disposed to cede territory to Jews. To do so was unthinkable, for he was the acknowledged defender of Islam and its holy sites. The Qur’an forbade the ceding of land taken by Islam. Even after the Balfour Declaration of November 1917 pledging British support for a “Jewish homeland,” most Jews regarded the Zionist ideal as profoundly impractical given the violent opposition of Palestinians to Zionism.38 In the period between the 1880s and 1945 Zionism was a minority view among Jews throughout the world; most rabbis and lay leaders were unsympathetic.39


        The secular Jews who gathered in 1897 at the first World Zionist conference were also eager to abandon the messianic hope, but rather than advocate for assimilation they sought a Jewish restoration to Palestine accomplished by secular Jews like themselves. There were a handful of deeply religious Jews in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries who were in favor of the Zionist cause, but they were a tiny minority.40 The early Zionist pioneers Theodor Herzl and Israel Zangwill, and the key founders of the state of Israel—David Ben-Gurion, Menachem Begin, and Golda Meir—were resolutely secular Jews who received far more opposition to Zionism from rabbis than they did support.


        It is important to acknowledge that in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries there were a few pioneering rabbis who argued that the secular Zionists were unwittingly doing God’s will in promoting a return of Jews to Palestine. The key figure who emerged in the messianic Zionist movement was Rabbi Abraham Isaac Kook (1865–1935), the chief rabbi in the British Mandate period. There was also a small number of Orthodox Jews who were neither secular nor messianic, but rather were seeking a pragmatic solution to the threats of assimilation and anti-Semitism. In 1902 they formed a small party, Mizrahi, within the larger Zionist movement under the leadership of Rabbi Isaac Joseph Reines.41 But such religious Zionists were very much the exception to the general rule. In fact, before 1945 most religious Jews regarded Zionism with deep hostility, believing that only the Messiah would return the Jews to their ancestral homeland.42 Thomas Kolsky maintains that even after World War II “Zionism remained a minority movement among Jews.”43 After 1945 Jewish anti-Zionism was overwhelmed, and opposition to Zionism from religious Jews went into decline; even many pragmatists who had balked at the idea of a Jewish state changed their minds. In all this, it was the Holocaust that persuaded many Jews to embrace Zionism.44


        The Holocaust brought about a significant change of heart on the part of many religious Jews, and their traditional anti-Zionist sentiments dissipated (but have not disappeared). Many previously hostile Jewish religious leaders came to embrace the establishment of the state of Israel. In view of the revelations of the extent of Hitler’s implementation of his “final solution,” a Jewish homeland came to be seen as the only way of safeguarding world Jewry. It is important to appreciate that this was perhaps the greatest U-turn in the history of Judaism, simply breathtaking in its significance but obscured by the narrative recently spun by many that the Zionist achievement was the expected fulfillment of traditional Jewish religious hopes. This abandonment of the traditional expectations of the Messiah led to profound disillusionment and questioning of the whole religious tradition by some Jews and led some to abandon any belief in God. The American Yiddish writer Kadya Molodowsky, who had been raised as a Zionist in Eastern Europe, expressed the profound disillusionment felt by some Jews in the opening stanzas of her poem titled “Merciful God”:


        

          Merciful God,


          Choose another people,


          Elect another.


          We are tired of death and dying,


          We have no more prayers.


          Choose another people,


          Elect another.


          We have no more blood


          To be a sacrifice.


          Our house has become a desert.


          The earth is insufficient for our graves,


          No more laments for us,


          No more dirges


          In the old, holy books.


           


          Merciful God,


          Sanctify another country,


          Another mountain.


          We have strewn all the fields and every stone


          With ash, with holy ash.


          With the aged,


          With the youthful,


          And with babies, we have paid


          For every letter of your Ten Commandments.45


        


        It is important to realize that Israel’s secular founders envisioned Israel as a secular state and a secularizing state. As Shalom Goldman has observed, “Political Zionism was founded and led by secular Jews, and . . . Israel’s ruling elites are to this day secular.”46 Israel’s founders wanted a home for Jews, not a homeland for Judaism. As Stanislavski comments, “Ben-Gurion and his minions were tied to a view of Jewish history based on the experience of the Jews in Europe, an expectation that once Jews were exposed to ‘modernity,’ they would undergo a fundamental transformation: First, they would shed their antiquated religious views and practices in favor of a new, secular worldview and style of life.”47


        Thus the 1948 Declaration of Independence made no mention of Israel as the divinely promised land for the Jews, although it closes with the words “With trust in Almighty God. . . .” The founders hoped the Israeli army and the government school system would work together to ensure that religious Jews coming to Israel would become like themselves—Haskalah Jews (or Enlightenment-oriented Jews.) This vision is captured in Naphtali Herz Imber’s rousing song, a favorite of the early Zionist movement known as Hatikvah (Our hope), first published in 1886. In 2004 it was adopted as Israel’s national anthem. Hatikvah projects a secular Zionist vision with no mention of God or Judaism, yet it claims the age-old longing for Jerusalem fostered by Judaism as an ethnic and cultural memory, but not as a religious one. A translation of the first stanza illustrates this:


        

          As long as deep within the heart of a Jewish soul beats,


          And to the far reaches of the East the eye yearns for Zion,


          Our hope, the hope of two thousand years, is not lost,


          To be a free people in our land,


          The Land of Zion, Jerusalem.48


        


        Ultra-Orthodox Jews, the Haredim, still strongly object to it. American Christian Zionists often sing it at their pro-Israel rallies, and some have incorporated it into the liturgies of their churches. Imber often acknowledged that Hatikvah would not have been written, except for the influence of Laurence and Alice Oliphant, wealthy and eccentric Gentile Zionists who shared his enthusiasm.49


        But the Jewish secularists’ hope for Israel was not realized, for while a loss of faith happened among some Jews (especially in the West), it was not characteristic of many others. As the prophets of secularization theory have had to revise their prognostications about the eventual disappearance of religion in the modern world, so too have those secular Jews who expected that Israel would become an increasingly secular society and turn its back on traditional Jewish belief and practice. In the immediate wake of independence, Israel encouraged unlimited Jewish immigration. The immigrants from places like Iraq and Romania and from other countries that were either communist or Arab were often very devout. By and large, the wealthy (and often much more secular) Jews from North and South America, Western Europe, and Australia did not emigrate to Israel.


        The influx of deeply religious Jews displaced from areas of the Arab world in the wake of the Six-Day War in 1967 and the immigration of Russian Jews since the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 have contributed to a steady growth of conservative forms of Judaism in Israel (although not, ironically, of the liberal movement known incongruously as Conservative or Masorti Judaism). Concessions made by Ben-Gurion (perhaps as early as 1947) allowing the ultra-Orthodox (the Haredim) to maintain their own schools (apart from the state secular and the Orthodox Zionist systems), exempting their young men who were studying in the talmudic academies from conscription into the Israel Defense Forces, and provision of government subsidies and allowances for Jewish religious groups have set precedents that the ultra-Orthodox have capitalized on. The Chief Rabbinate, an Orthodox Jewish institution, was given great power and considerable financial resources by the government. It regulates issues of personal status such as Jewish marriage, divorce, and adoption. Its religious courts for Israeli Jews are run exclusively by Orthodox rabbis. The Chief Rabbinate has “a monopoly over kashrut certification for businesses dealing with food, and a monopoly over conversion to Judaism (which in Israel is also the gateway to full citizenship for immigrants.)”50 The official days of rest were to be Saturday and Jewish high holy days; food in the army and eventually in all state institutions was to be kosher.51 Tensions today between secular Israeli Jews and the ultra-religious are deep and are a cause of great concern to Israeli policymakers.


        Many of the early historians of Zionism were either unaware or dismissive of any significant role for Christians in Zionist history. Ironically, the established Zionist historiography has been dominated by historians who chaffed at the suggestion that religion—whether Jewish or Christian—was in any way helpful in the founding of Israel. That has changed. Benjamin Netanyahu has repeatedly stated that Christian Zionist support was critical in founding the state of Israel in 1948. Netanyahu’s view would have been tantamount to heresy to the early historians of Zionism. This book hopes to make sense of the role, the motivations, and the impact of this little-understood movement.


      


      



  









  


  
1


    From the Early Church to the Reformation



  

    THIS CHAPTER IS INTENDED as background for readers with little knowledge of Jewish-Christian relations from biblical times to the sixteenth-century Reformation. Such an overview is hopelessly inadequate as there have been many more books written on these matters than there are words in the chapter! On first reading the matters discussed may seem disparate and unconnected, but each of them is important for Christian Zionism’s emergence as a movement in the sixteenth century.


    In the first century AD, ethnic Jewish believers in Jesus considered themselves to be faithful Israelites and not as the followers of a new religion. But as the Gentile mission expanded, the question of how to describe non-Jewish believers in Jesus became problematic. While not Jews, they had as the central figure of their faith a Jew, and his Jewish context and self-understanding are essential to understanding Christianity.1 While remaining Gentiles they have historically understood themselves as “the Israel of God,” a phrase Saint Paul uses to describe Christians in Galatians 3:29 and Galatians 6:16. How this “Israel of God” relates to the Jews is the central question underlying Christian identity making, and in turn, Christian Zionism.


    Gentile Christians have a new adoptive identity. Their forebears may have worshiped Odin, Zeus, Thor, or Vishnu, or no god at all, but they now have an adoptive ancestry as the spiritual descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, a lineage that is not a natural part of their cultural or spiritual history. Central to Christian self-understanding is the idea that Gentiles have been grafted into the Jewish family tree—an image that Paul develops in Romans 11:17-18: “You [Gentile Christians], though a wild olive shoot, have been grafted in among the others and now share in the nourishing sap from the olive root.” Christian identity making invariably involves Christians coming to grips with their Jewish roots. But how are Christians to relate to the Jews? How are they to understand the ongoing role of Jews as a people?


    Related to these questions is the issue of “the land,” a key concept repeatedly referenced throughout the Jewish Scriptures. Are the land promises to the Jews still in effect? Does the idea of a Jewish restoration remain valid? How does it fit in the history of Jewish and Christian thinking? The question of how Christians should regard the notion of Jews returning to a “Jewish homeland” is both complex and problematic given the nature of the Jewish and Christian Scriptures. Christian uncertainty in these matters has been paralleled by Judaism’s own ambivalence about how and when such a “return” might take place. Certainly the concept of “the land” is central to Jewish history and longing. For over a millennium and a half Jews have longed for such a restoration, have prayed daily for the rebuilding of the temple, but have believed that the return of the Jews would be accomplished by God’s Messiah, an exceptionally holy human, for whom Jews should patiently wait.


    

      BIBLICAL BACKGROUNDS



      The Abrahamic promise regarding the land—Genesis 12. The starting place for these theological questions for both Jews and Christians is the call of Abram in Genesis 12:1-8:


      

        Now the LORD said to Abram,


        “Go forth from your country,


        And from your relatives


        And from your father’s house,


        To the land which I will show you;


        And I will make you a great nation,


        And I will bless you,


        And make your name great;


        And so you shall be a blessing;


        And I will bless those who bless you,


        And the one who curses you I will curse.


        And in you all the families of the earth will be blessed.”


      


      

        So Abram went forth as the LORD had spoken to him; and Lot went with him. . . . Thus they came to the land of Canaan. . . . The LORD appeared to Abram and said, “To your descendants I will give this land.” (NASB)


      


      According to Joshua 21:43-45 this promise regarding the land was at one point fulfilled:


      

        So the Lord gave Israel all the land which He had sworn to give to their fathers, and they possessed it and lived in it. And the Lord gave them rest on every side, according to all that He had sworn to their fathers, and no one of all their enemies stood before them; the Lord gave all their enemies into their hand. Not one of the good promises which the Lord had made to the house of Israel failed; all came to pass. (NASB)


      


      For Christians a key point of debate is whether this Abrahamic covenant is still in force or whether, like the Mosaic covenant and the Mosaic law, it was superseded by the coming of Christ.


      In the Hebrew Scriptures, the possession of the “land” was understood to be contingent on Israel’s faithfulness to the commandments (Deuteronomy 28:8-9). Gerald McDermott has observed, “The Torah never guaranteed eternal possession of the land. It made possession conditional on faithfulness to God and justice to the residents of the land.”2 Many modern Christian Zionists distinguish between “ownership” of the land by the Jews, which is understood to be eternal, and “possession” of the land, which is conditional. They argue that the land given to Abraham and his descendants will always be owned by the Jews, while they have at times not been able to actually possess it.


    


    

    

      THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE QUESTION OF TWO ISRAELS



      Early Christian writers grappled with the New Testament’s attitude toward Judaism. On the one hand, many regarded the church now as the “Israel of God,” picking up on Paul’s language in Galatians 3:29 and Galatians 6:15-16. A strand of thinking emerged that the church has superseded the religion of the Jews—“completed” or “fulfilled” perhaps would be a way some Christians framed this. Here is the origin of “supersessionism,” or what is often called “replacement theology” or “transference theology”—which advocates that the church has superseded the Israel “according to the flesh” (the Jewish people) and the church has now inherited the promises made to Israel in the Hebrew Scriptures. The position was put succinctly by Augustine in his commentary on Psalm 114:3:


      

        Let us therefore consider what we are taught here; since both those deeds were typical of us, and these words exhort us to recognize ourselves. For if we hold with a firm heart the grace of God which hath been given us, we are Israel, the seed of Abraham: unto us the Apostle saith, “Therefore are ye the seed of Abraham.” . . . [Gal 3:29] Let therefore no Christian consider himself alien to the name of Israel. For we are joined in the corner stone with those among the Jews who believed, among whom we find the Apostles chief. Hence our Lord in another passage saith, “And other sheep I have, which are not of this fold; them also I must bring, that there may be one fold and one Shepherd.” [John 10:16] The Christian people then is rather Israel, and the same is preferably the house of Jacob; for Israel and Jacob are the same. But that multitude of Jews, which was deservedly reprobated for its perfidy, for the pleasures of the flesh sold their birthright, so that they belonged not to Jacob, but rather to Esau. For ye know that it was said with this hidden meaning, “That the elder shall serve the younger.”3


      


      Another important passage that is often pointed to is Paul’s dealing with circumcision in Romans 2:28-29: “A person is not a Jew who is one only outwardly, nor is circumcision merely outward and physical. No, a person is a Jew who is one inwardly; and circumcision is circumcision of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the written code. Such a person’s praise is not from other people, but from God.” These passages raise the vexed question: Who is a Jew?


      This position tends toward the view that Israel is now entirely irrelevant and obsolete, no longer having an ongoing part in God’s redemptive plan. Supersessionists, however, would disagree with being told that they have a “replacement theology.” In their view the church has not replaced Israel, but it “has always been the true Israel by faith” (cf. Romans 9:6).4 As Andrew Crome points out, “The difference rests in the way the church is used (as a spiritual, rather than a national body) as God’s prime instrument, and the access now available to the gentiles. Supersessionists would therefore argue that their theology promotes continuity: the prophets and patriarchs are therefore as much a part of the church as the contemporary believer.”5


      On the other hand, Paul writing in Romans 11:1 argues from Jewish history: “I say then, God has not rejected His people, has He? May it never be! For I too am an Israelite, a descendant of Abraham, of the tribe of Benjamin” (NASB). As noted above, it is here that he speaks of the Gentiles being wild olive branches grafted into Israel but hopes that the “natural olive branch” might be grafted back in again at some point in the future (see Romans 11:17-24). Paul concludes his argument toward the end of the chapter with some of his most perplexing and disputed statements:


      

        For I do not want you, brethren, to be uninformed of this mystery—so that you will not be wise in your own estimation—that a partial hardening has happened to Israel until the fullness of the Gentiles has come in; and so all Israel will be saved; just as it is written,


   “The Deliverer will come from Zion,


           He will remove ungodliness from Jacob.”


           “This is My covenant with them, When I take away their sins.”


                      From the standpoint of the gospel they are enemies for your sake, but from the standpoint of God’s choice they are beloved for the sake of the fathers; for the gifts and the calling of God are irrevocable. For just as you once were disobedient to God, but now have been shown mercy because of their disobedience, so these also now have been disobedient, that because of the mercy shown to you they also may now be shown mercy. For God has shut up all in disobedience so that He may show mercy to all. (Romans 11:25-32 NASB)


      


      This passage is central in the history of Christian-Jewish relations. But it is not clear to all that when Paul uses the term “Israel” in this passage that he is using it in the same way each time. Does he mean when he says “all Israel shall be saved” that at some point “all Jews will be saved”? Or does he use “Israel” speaking of the unbelieving Jews in the first instance, “Israel has become hardened in part,” but then intend in the second reference to Israel, the new Israel of God made up of both Jews and Gentiles? Those who favor the second explanation maintain that Paul is not promising the salvation of all Jews at some point in the future, but means that when the formerly excluded Gentiles are brought into the newly constituted people of God, then the new Israel will be complete and thus all of the new Israel (“the Israel of God”) will be saved. Whichever interpretation one takes, Paul clearly expects a continuing religious Jewish existence apart from Christianity while at the same time insisting that the church should never conceive itself as disconnected from its Jewish roots. How Christians are to relate to the ongoing “Israel according to the flesh” is one of the most complex and difficult matters in the history of Christianity.


    


    

    

      JEWISH HISTORY AND THE LOSS OF THE LAND



      Jewish history has been ruptured by conquests, massacres, and exile. Yet remarkably, Jews have retained a distinct identity in spite of their widespread scattering throughout the world. History knows of no other people whose faith and identity has survived repeated devastations and the trauma of exile, and that not once but twice. In 722 BC the Assyrians conquered the northern kingdom of Israel and scattered its Jews; the search for whatever became of the “Ten Lost Tribes of Israel” dates from this period. The second Jewish Diaspora (dispersion or scattering) dates from 597 BC, with Nebuchadnezzar’s deporting Jews from the southern kingdom of Judah. After his conquest of Judah in 586 he allowed some to create a distinct exile community in Babylon. In 538 BC, Cyrus the Persian ruler permitted Babylonian Jews to return to Palestine, although many declined. Nehemiah (d. ca. 413 BC) ascribed the exile to God’s punishment of the unfaithfulness of Israel.


      At the time of Christ the great majority of Jews were dispersed throughout the Roman Empire, with many in Egypt and other parts of the Middle East. When the newly constituted Roman protectorate of Judaea revolted in AD 70, the Romans destroyed Jerusalem, annexed Judaea as a Roman province, and drove many Jews out of the city. Palestine’s Jews were devastated following the Bar Kokhba revolt of AD 132–136, following which the Romans banned Jews from living in Jerusalem. The Roman historian Dio Cassius claimed that the Romans had killed 580,000 Jewish men and more died from famine and disease.6 Another Jewish revolt in AD 350–351 was quickly crushed, and several thousand more Jews died. Following the permanent division of the Roman Empire in AD 395, the Byzantine rulers kept up the pressure on Palestine’s Jews, and by AD 500 Jews were a minority in the area.7


      Yet many religious Jews hoped the Messiah would eventually secure the settlement of the Jews back in Palestine and Jerusalem would again be the religious and cultural center of their faith. This hope still lingers among some ultra-Orthodox Jews who insist that only the Messiah can bring about this restoration and look with disfavor on the idea of a Jewish state established in large measure by people whom they regard as secular Jews. (In Hebrew the religious Jews refer to them as heeloni, “the profane.”)


    


    

    

      THE EARLY CHURCH FATHERS: UNDERSTANDINGS OF THE BIBLICAL BACKGROUND VIS-À-VIS THE JEWS



      

        

          The errors of Judaism are in fact central to the truth claims of Christianity. In the Christian view, it was precisely the errors of Judaism and the Jews that paved the way for the emergence of Christianity. Jewish error and Christian truth are thus intrinsically linked to one another. The Jews necessarily loom large in the Christian scheme of things, whether or not Jews are actually present.8


          ROBERT CHAZAN



        


      


      Among Christians a deep ambivalence toward the Jews developed in the post–New Testament period with the ongoing clash between church and synagogue being worked out in the first centuries of the Christian era. The New Testament writers were all Jews, as were the early leaders of the Jerusalem church, but by the second century virtually all the Christian leaders were Gentiles. The writings of the apostle Paul contained different emphases that proved difficult for the Gentile leaders of the Christian church to hold in tension. For them the biblical stories of sibling rivalry between Isaac and Ishmael, and between Jacob and Esau were representative of the Jewish-Christian conflict with primacy shifting from the older to the younger and the elder reduced to insignificance. The physical law had been superseded by the spiritual faith and, as Robert Chazan has argued, Paul’s “projection of the Jews as the elder brother passed over for primacy, created a negative view of Judaism and Jews in the gentile Christian community and constituted a powerful legacy for all subsequent Christian thinking about Judaism and Jews.”9 At the same time, in the book of Romans, Paul speaks with high praise of the Jews’ roles in divine revelation while castigating his fellow Jews for their stubbornness, and yet he expresses his deep love for them and his hope for their eventual restoration to God given that they are and remain the root of the olive tree into which gentile Christians have been grafted. As Chazan observes, “For subsequent Christian thinking, the Pauline oscillation between castigation and mitigation came to play a decisive role, especially for major Christian thinkers who sought to ascertain the normative Christian stance on Judaism and Jews. These thinkers regularly reinforced the complex Pauline message.”10 The Gospel accounts and the book of Acts have perhaps been even more important than Paul’s epistles in influencing Christian thinking about the Jews, particularly as they relate to assessments of Jewish culpability in the death of Christ.11


      A debate emerged in the early Christian church between those who were so intensely hostile to Judaism that they rejected the Hebrew Bible and the mainstream, which insisted that these books were also Christian Scriptures. The Old Testament was to be embraced as the “precursor and the predictor of the succeeding [Christian] phase of divine outreach to humanity.”12 This was an important part of defining the limits and nature of Christian identity. As Chazan observes,


      

        The process of absorbing the Hebrew Bible and the Israelites into the core of Christianity had to include pejorative contrasts between Christianity and Judaism, and it did. The Church Fathers of the early Christian centuries fashioned an extensive contra Judaeos literature, intended to portray Judaism and Jews in a way that would diminish any potential appeal they might have for unsuspecting Christians, who might be attracted to a more literal reading of the Hebrew Bible or might be swayed by Jewish views of it.13


      


      Central to this Christian apologetic literature was Paul’s contrast of physicality and spirituality. The unspiritual Jews had failed to embrace the arrival of a new spiritual era and clung to their ritual laws, which the Christian writers sharply critiqued:


      

        Ongoing Jewish observance of the ritual laws subsequent to the advent of Jesus was stridently criticized, condemned as an embrace of the physical; these practices were contrasted with Christian capacity to extract the spiritual —i.e., true—meaning of religious ritual originating with the Hebrew Bible. Jewish literal reading of the biblical record was a further aspect of Jewish failure and indeed the key to the quarrel between the two faith communities. Both communities saw their foundations in the Hebrew Bible, which Jews read incorrectly and Christians understood properly.14


      


      A new development in the anti-Judaic polemic arose from the political events that saw the Roman destruction of the temple in Jerusalem in AD 70. The hostility of the Jews toward Christians intensified with its destruction because Christians understood it to be the fulfillment of a prophecy by Christ (“not one of stone here will be left on another”), which is repeated in each of the Synoptic Gospels (Matthew 24:2; Mark 13:2; Luke 19:44). Origen of Alexandria (ca. 184–ca. 253) and Eusebius of Caesarea (260/265–339/340) both made explicit their view that the destruction of the temple was divine judgment for the crucifixion.15 The subsequent Jewish defeat in the Bar Kokhba rebellion in the 130s only reinforced the polemic. As Chazan points out, “The Church Fathers could and did interpret Jewish defeats as divine interventions intended to prove the errors of the Jews.” This assessment “became part of the standard Christian view of Judaism and Jews in late Antiquity and thereafter.”16 This fierce competition between the church and the synagogue in the succeeding centuries is entirely understandable given that the synagogue felt that it had lost many adherents to what they regarded as a new faith and wanted to emphasize the discontinuities between synagogue and the church, arguing that for all their similarities, they were in effect two different faiths.


      The idea of the millennium among the church fathers. Another factor influencing early Christian attitudes was the matter of eschatology (from the Greek word eschaton, which means “last,” hence the doctrine of the last things or end times). Christians of the Eastern (Orthodox) and Western (Roman Catholic and Protestant) Churches have commonly subscribed to the Apostles’ and Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creeds, which both state that Jesus Christ “will come to judge the living and the dead,” and affirm “the resurrection of the body, and the life everlasting” but are otherwise silent on issues of eschatology (the future). But one of the most important issues dividing Christians when it comes to interpreting apocalyptic biblical passages is the interpretation of the “thousand” (Latin = mille) years mentioned in Revelation 20. This is the only passage in the whole of the Old and New Testaments that speaks of this prophetic period of a “thousand years” (millennium in Latin). These mysterious words appear six times in six consecutive verses (Revelation 20:2-7) and yet nowhere else in Scripture. Ernest Lee Tuveson has observed that “surely no other passage of comparable length has ever had such great and long-lasting influence on human attitudes and beliefs.”17 These six verses have probably engendered more controversy over their meaning than any other passage in the Hebrew and Christian Scriptures.


      The early Christian theologians were divided in their understanding of the “end times,” with some of them taking a literal interpretation of Revelation 20:1-7, which speaks of Christ reigning on earth for a thousand years. The English word millenarian refers to those who believe in a literal thousand-year reign of Christ. Those who expect Christ’s return before (pre-) the thousand-year reign of Christ on earth are known as premillennialists. This early form of patristic premillennialism is often claimed as the forerunner of modern expressions of premillennialism, but this claim is both inaccurate and misleading. Modern exponents of what is often termed “historic/historical/covenantal” premillennialism have tried to find historical precedents for their views in patristic premillennialism, but this is not supported by the evidence. As Stanley Grenz has observed,


      

        A comparison of the view espoused today [by “historic premillennialists”] with that of Irenaeus and Justin, however, indicates that contemporary [historic/covenantal/historical] premillennialism is quite different from the ancient variety. In fact, as sympathetic a historian as D. H. Kromminga concludes that they constitute two distinct views of the end of the age.18


      


      Grenz summarizes, “Patristic premillennialism interpreted the Apocalypse in a preterist fashion, that is, as primarily referring to events transpiring in the first centuries of the church.”19


      Patristic premillennialists believed that the church would experience the period of tribulation before Christ’s return and thus are now often referred to as posttribulation premillennialists—that is, Christ will return after (= post) the tribulation.20 To confuse matters even further, there is a view called “historicist premillennialism,” which is often confused with “historic/historical/covenantal premillennialism.” These differing views will be discussed at length below as these different understandings were to profoundly affect Jewish-Christian relations.


      Preterism views the prophetic passages as concerned with events that happened in the first and second centuries. It is important to differentiate “full” and “partial” preterism or “classical preterism.” Partial preterists believe that while some events such as the destruction of Jerusalem and the great tribulation were fulfilled in the early centuries, they would not agree that the second coming or the final judgement have already occurred. “Classical” or “partial” preterism was embraced by Eusebius of Caesarea in the early fourth century and came to characterize the position of the Roman Catholic Church. Classical preterism fit well with both the premillennial and amillennial approaches to these issues.


      The premillennial view, however, while it did gain a significant following, did not become dominant in the broader church; in particular Origen of Alexandria rejected this approach and argued that the words should be understood as an allegory. Origen denied a literal understanding of the thousand-year reign of Christ, seeing the thousand years as referring to the age of the church (hence amillennialism or literally “no thousand”-year reign).21 In the fourth century the greatest of the church fathers, Augustine (354–430), while at first embracing premillennialism, came to reject it and argued against a literal millennium; the millennium was henceforth understood as the age of the flourishing and triumph of the Christian church. Augustine’s mature view came to represent the consensus of the church, both of the Eastern Orthodox Church in the eastern Mediterranean and the Roman Catholic Church in the West. His view was that Christ’s victory was being worked out now on the earth. Any form of millennialism thus came to be viewed as unacceptable and was condemned in 431 as superstition by the ecumenical church council at Ephesus.22 From the fifth to the sixteenth century the Roman Church was committed to the suppression of millenarianism. The emergence of new forms of premillennialism in the seventeenth century will be dealt with below, as will a third view that emerged—which held that Christ would return at the end of the millennial age spoken of in Revelation 20—hence, postmillennialism.


      The early church fathers and the idea of a Jewish return. Whether an incipient form of Christian restorationism was an understanding held by some church fathers, or indeed by any Christian theologian in the first millennium of the Christian era, has recently been disputed.23 Nabil Matar has argued that there is no evidence that it was and his view appears to be the general scholarly consensus.24 It is difficult to find anyone in the early church who held the view that Christians should be working to enable the Jews to return to Palestine and be re-established there as a nation before the return of Christ. Some of the premillennialists like Tertullian, held to an eventual “restoration of Israel,” and Justin Martyr and Irenaeus agreed upon a rebuilding of Jerusalem in the distant future. In the nineteenth century the Scottish theologian David Brown carefully examined the church fathers and demonstrated that while they were divided on the interpretation of the millennium, none of them taught a literal restoration of the Jews to Palestine. Brown was a postmillennialist who believed that the Scriptures taught the future restoration of the Jews to their homeland. So, while he was a strong “restorationist,” as a scholar, however, he concluded that none of the early Fathers held this position; none expected the Jews to be so restored. (For Brown, this was of little consequence because he did not highly value the Fathers’ opinions on theology.) He concludes in his The Restoration of the Jews: “It is a curious fact, and one that will probably startle my readers, that the national and territorial restoration of the Jews not only never entered into the controversy at all, but seems not to have been believed in by either of the parties.”25


      All of the early Fathers, Brown observed, considered that “the distinction between Jew and Gentile to have been utterly and to all effects done away in Christ, [thus] they understood those predictions which relate to the restored condition of ‘Israel,’ ‘Judah,’ ‘Jacob,’ ‘Zion’—in short, the covenant people—simply of the Christian Church, or believers in Christ.”26 In commenting on Justin Martyr (AD 100-165), an early premillennialist, he writes, “With all the fathers, he understood the prophecies of Israel’s restoration simply of the Christian Church; and, with Irenaeus [ca. AD 120/140—ca. 200/203] [another early premillennialist] and other millenarians, he applies them generally to the resurrection state, though in a higher style of conception than Irenaeus.”27 Brown’s view is corroborated by a contemporary Christian Zionist apologist, Thomas D. Ice, who concedes that the ante-Nicene fathers “did not really look for a restoration of the Jews to the land of Israel, even though premillennialism was widespread.”28 And another scholar, Carl Ehle, also supportive of Christian Zionism, acknowledges, “One might expect to find a long tradition of commentary on the restoration doctrine stemming from the early church; however, one gains the impression from reviewing the equivocal or noncommittal statements of the New Testament and of the Church Fathers that the doctrine of restoration is an innovation of the second generation of the Protestant Reformers.”29


      The early church fathers and the idea of rebuilding the temple. Some have reasoned that among the early church fathers there was the expectation that the Jewish temple would be rebuilt and that this hope indicates a belief in a Jewish return. The Epistle of Barnabas (ca. 130 AD) speaks of the rebuilding of the temple, but on a close reading it is clear that the author is speaking allegorically: the temple is going to be rebuilt in the hearts of Christian believers.30 The premise that the hope for the rebuilding of the physical temple necessarily required a belief in the physical return of the Jews is further shown to be faulty in that there were those in the fourth century who envisioned the rebuilding of the temple without the return of the Jews. In the early 360s AD, Emperor Julian (known as “The Apostate” for his rejection of his Christian upbringing and his attempt to re-establish paganism) sought to encourage Palestinian Jews to rebuild the Jewish temple in Jerusalem and to re-institute temple sacrifices because he understood that this would discredit the Gospel account in which it was understood that Christ had prophesied that the temple would never be rebuilt. Christians thought the rebuilding of the temple was blasphemous, thus the idea that early Christians must have hoped for a return of the Jews in order to rebuild the temple is hard to credit.


    


    

    

      THE MIDDLE AGES



      The Augustinian legacy. Emperor Constantine’s conversion in 312 and the legal toleration of Christians soon led to a sea change in the life and theology of the Christian church. From being a marginalized and persecuted minority, Christians were being courted and promoted by the emperor. The patristic premillennial teachings that had characterized some of the early fathers went into rapid decline, and Augustine’s formulation of his version of the amillennial view won the day.


      Augustine’s attitudes toward the Jews were enormously important in shaping Western Christian attitudes. Two of his leading episcopal contemporaries, Ambrose of Milan and John Chrysostom, were virulently anti-Jewish, and their verbal assaults on the Jews were matched by encouragements of violent assaults on synagogues, Jewish property, and individual Jews. In contrast, Augustine’s views can be considered moderate: he argued that Jews should not be persecuted by Christians but rather protected. He understood the exile of the Jews from Palestine as divine punishment for Israel’s unfaithfulness; specifically, he believed their expulsion was God’s judgement on them for their role in the death of Christ. They had to remain a people separate and dispersed to show the justice of divine punishment for their deicide. The idea of Christians working to return them to their homeland would have been anathema.


      In his commentary on Psalm 59:11, Augustine identified David’s enemies as the contemporary Jews, and he interpreted David’s prayer—“Do not kill them; otherwise, my people will forget. By Your power make them homeless wanderers” (HCSB)—as a prophetic injunction as to how Christians should treat the Jews: they were not to be killed but protected and scattered. Their status as wandering Jews was to be a reminder of God’s judgment on them. In his City of God, he observed,


      

        Therefore God has shown the Church in her enemies the Jews the grace of His compassion, since, as saith the apostle, “their offence is the salvation of the Gentiles.” [Rom 11:11] And therefore He has not slain them, that is, He has not let the knowledge that they are Jews be lost in them, although they have been conquered by the Romans, lest they should forget the law of God, and their testimony should be of no avail in this matter of which we treat. But it was not enough that he should say, “Slay them not, lest they should at last forget Thy law,” unless he had also added, “Disperse them;” because if they had only been in their own land with that testimony of the Scriptures, and not everywhere, certainly the Church which is everywhere could not have had them as witnesses among all nations to the prophecies which were sent before concerning Christ.31


      


      The continued dispersion of the Jews “as witnesses among all nations,” not any sympathy for their return to their homeland, was central to Augustine’s thinking in regard to the Jews. Jeremy Cohen in his Living Letters of the Law has traced how the Augustinian characterization of the Jew as “witness” influenced the canonical legislation of Gregory the Great (pope from 590 to 604).32 Gregory’s letter of 598 instructing the bishop of Palermo not to destroy a synagogue is known as Sicut Iudeis and was frequently cited in the Middle Ages in church documents relating to the Jews.33 In the Middle Ages the general attitude toward the Jews was thus ultimately indebted to Augustine, who held that Jews served as witnesses in two senses: positively in preserving the Old Testament Scriptures for the Christian church while negatively their dispersal throughout the world testified to God’s judgment on them for their role in the death of Christ. As he put it, the Jews are “in their books our supporters, in their hearts our enemies, in their copies [scrolls] our witnesses.”34 Augustine’s legacy thus gave the Jews a protected place in the Latin Christian world so that they could carry the Hebrew Bible, which Christians believed contained the prophecies concerning Jesus Christ. Jews were to serve Christians by being object lessons whose circumstances were living proof that those who denied Christ would lose their homeland and yet survive, dispersed in Christian lands where they would prove useful as servants of their new lords.


      Another aspect of Augustine’s view needs to be appreciated, as Robert Chazan has pointed out: while Augustine emphasized God’s judgment on the Jews, “nonetheless, the merciful God always holds out love and hope, even for those whom he severely chastises. The Jews must be preserved within and by Christian society, because in the fullness of time they will yet return in repentance and win once more divine love and grace.”35 Augustine and his successors could thus hold together the idea of replacement while holding to the belief that the Jews would eventually, as a people, turn to Christianity. “ ‘If the Jews were utterly wiped out,’ Bernard of Clairvaux asked [in the twelfth century]: ‘what will become of our hope for their promised salvation, their eventual conversion?’ ”36 This view reinforced the Augustinian injunction to protect the Jews in view of this eventuality. Christian theologians have often held that “old” Israel has not permanently been superseded. They have not generally, however, embraced the idea that the Jews would physically return to establish a homeland in Palestine.


      In the year 1000, European Jews were only a tiny portion of the world’s Jews. The overwhelming majority of Jews lived under Islamic rule, and the largest European Jewish communities were to be found in those regions of southern Europe ruled by Muslims.37 The second largest grouping of Jews was in Byzantium, the Eastern Christian empire, which was shrinking under Muslim pressure. While in 1000 Latin Christendom was the weakest of the three religio-political blocks (alongside Islam and Byzantium), in the five centuries between the turn of the millennium and the sixteenth century, Europe began to expand economically and politically; its military successes pushed back Muslim forces in Spain and the Italian peninsulas with most Jews opting to accept the enticements on offer from Christian rulers to stay in place when Muslim rule ended. Jewish settlers were also attracted from Muslim territories and many new European Jewish communities were formed. By the early modern era, the European Jewish community was the largest in the world. For a time, many Jews in Europe were able to thrive in spite of restrictions, sometimes supported by civil rulers such as Henry IV, the Holy Roman emperor, who favored them in his ongoing disputes with the papacy. At the same time popular outbursts of anti-Semitism erupted as early as 1062, when Pope Alexander II had to intervene to protect Spanish Jews during the Spanish Reconquista.38 Again in 1096, when crusaders went off-script and decided to slaughter German Jews, they did so in spite of the pope’s admonitions to the contrary. But “attacks upon Jews during the Crusades, although not within the official mandate of the crusaders, undoubtedly awakened Christian society to the anomaly of the Jews’ position: enemies/killers of Christ whose lives and errant religion God had protected for the greater good of Christendom.”39 A huge change took place between roughly 1200 and 1500 that drove most Jews out of Western Europe to the east. In 1290 England expelled its Jews, as did France in the 1306 and Spain and Portugal in the late fifteenth century. The same occurred in some cities in the German territories after about 1400, but the dispersion of political power in that region enabled some Jews to remain in place and thrive.


      Shifts away from Augustine. Cohen argues that this decisive shift began in the twelfth century with the Augustinian characterization of the Jew as “witness” giving way to that of heretic and enemy. The church’s historic commitment since Augustine had been to allow Jews to live safely and securely within Christian society, but fears were also growing that Jewish influence might inflict damage. The decisions of the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215 need to be understood in light of this shift. The council declared that Jews were to wear distinctive dress in public to signal their social exclusion; it changed the status of Jews both politically and theologically as “servants of sin”; it banned them from public office; it forbade them from appearing in public in Holy Week; and it imposed a tax on them to be paid to Christian clergy.40 Yet, as Anna Sapir Abulafia has shown, the Christian rulers of Europe were often protective of “their Jews” who served them well, which made uniform enforcement of the council’s decrees (including the wearing of distinguishing dress)41 impossible in Latin Christendom. Further, some princes and even clergy were happy to put Jews in positions of authority if it suited their purposes. As she notes, “This was especially the case in Iberia where Christian lords needed Jews with their mastery of Arabic to help them govern over the lands which they had newly conquered from the Muslims.”42 At a popular level anti-Semitism was undoubtedly stoked by the influx of Jewish immigrants that evoked fear of competition and change, which often issued in anti-Jewish rioting and outright persecution. Such violence had been specifically prohibited in ecclesiastical law by Pope Alexander II in 1063. Christian bishops generally sought to restrain such attacks, and even at times the attackers of Jews were severely punished, as occurred in the city of Speyer, where the bishop was strong enough to effect this.43


      Cohen has argued that the marked shift away from the Augustinian legacy of toleration and protection of the Jews was largely brought about by the new medicant orders—particularly the Dominicans and the Franciscans —in the period from the Fourth Lateran Council of 1215 through to the mid-fourteenth century. The friars “developed, refined, and sought to implement a new Christian ideology with regard to the Jews, one that allotted the Jews no legitimate right to exist within European Society.”44 Their attack was primarily on rabbinic Judaism and its talmudic tradition, which did not reflect the sort of Judaism rooted in the defunct Sadducean tradition, which was the lens through which Christians understood Judaism. Talmudic Judaism was not the biblical Judaism that Augustine had envisioned deserved protecting. Surprisingly, before “the twelfth century, there is almost no evidence of Christian awareness of the central role played by the Talmud in Jewish life.”45 But the Christian “discovery” of the Talmud changed perceptions of Judaism. As Cohen puts it, “When Christian theologians awakened to the disparity between the Jew they had constructed and the real Jew of history, they could construe the latter’s failure to serve the purposes allotted him as an abandonment of his Judaism.”46 In the view of the mendicants the Talmud had “distorted the true biblical Judaism whose observance theoretically entitled the Jews to remain in Christendom. Other friars subsequently concluded that if rabbinic Judaism had no legitimate place in a properly ordered Christian society, neither did the Jews who subscribed to its teachings, and they employed every available means of harassment to undermine the security of Jewish existence.”47


      Attention was drawn to the Talmud by a dispute in the early 1230s within the Jewish community over the teachings of Moses Maimonides, with one faction appealing to Christian clergy to adjudicate the matter.48 Following an examination, Pope Gregory IX condemned the Talmud in 1239 as “a heretical deviation from the Jews’ biblical heritage.”49 The following year he wrote letters to the kings of France, England, and Spain, asking them to have their medicants investigate allegations that the Talmud contained blasphemies against Christ and the Virgin Mary. In 1242 the Talmud was duly condemned by the king’s court and “carloads of Talmudic and other Jewish manuscripts were publicly burnt, to the horror of the Jewish communities of Christendom.”50 The Sicut Iudeis tradition was being clearly being undermined. The prohibition of the Talmud, however, was short-lived as in 1247 Pope Innocent III responded to Jewish protests by adopting a policy of tolerating it “with excision of sections deemed offensive,” which became the standard policy for most of Christendom in the West.51 Joel Rembaum notes that following the Talmud dispute “there is no indication that the papacy sought to intervene in other aspects of Jewish religious or institutional affairs” and that later medieval popes had little to say about the Talmud’s significance.52


      Cohen maintains that by the early fourteenth century the friars were openly advocating “that Latin Christendom rid itself of its Jewish population, whether through missionizing, forced expulsions, or physical harassment that would induce conversion or flight.”53 From the scholarly pushback on Cohen’s revisionist thesis, it is clear that medieval scholars are very cautious about his generalizations about what the friars did or did not do, or what they thought.54 The major orders, the Franciscans and Dominicans, were very different in their mentalities and approaches, often disagreeing with each other on many topics, and were often directly opposed to each other.55 There were anti-Semitic friars, but it was just such a Cistercian friar, Ralph, with whom Bernard of Clairvaux intervened, first to warn and then to personally silence, going to the Rhineland to stop his anti-Semitic sermons and order him back to his cloister.56


      In spite of popular expressions of anti-Semitism, the Augustinian tradition of toleration was not entirely snuffed out and, as Cohen acknowledges, “the medieval papacy never officially called for the expulsion or physical persecution of European Jewry.”57 The church hierarchy tended to retain the Augustinian perspective at least in theory. From about 1200 anti-Jewish violence increased across Europe and Christian art became noticeably more demeaning and hostile toward the Jews. In the mid-fourteenth century Jews were being blamed for the Black Death, and thousands died at the hand of anti-Semitic mobs, with entire Jewish populations of some cities being massacred. The expulsion of Jews from Western Europe was largely achieved by the mid-1500s.


      Accounting for changing attitudes toward the Jews. In trying to account for this shift from the Augustinian focus on witness to enemy and heretic, Cohen asks the question, “What led to the theological attack on rabbinic Judaism by the mendicants in the thirteenth century?” What could possibly account for “the ideational substance” of the alleged mendicant attack on the Jews?58 He has proposed three underlying reasons. His first is the influence of the eschatology of Joachim of Fiore (1134–1202), an Italian abbot, and its emphasis on the imminent transition to “the final, perfect age of the spirit.”59 Apocalyptic speculation was widespread in the Middle Ages and flourished at all levels of society. While amillennialism was the official view of the Roman Church, in practice many ignored this position. The study of prophecy was not a preoccupation of social outcasts and political revolutionaries alone, but attracted the sustained attention of serious theologians, historians, and politicians.60 In spite of the church’s rejection of millennialism in the fifth century, the idea of a future millennial age did not disappear.


      As Cohen acknowledges, it received a huge boost in the twelfth century through the writings of Joachim of Fiore, who believed he had been given a divine revelation enabling him to understand the book of Revelation. Joachim divided history into three overlapping eras, each of which he associated with a member of the Trinity. The Age of the Law (the Old Testament) had been overseen by the Father, the Age of Grace (New Testament) was begun by the Son, and the final era, the Age of the Spirit, was about to dawn—a period that he believed would be ushered in by a new monastic order. The messianic expectations “naturally contributed to the general conversionist spirit exhibited by the friars during the thirteenth century. Since of all the infidels the Jews were supposed to convert first, many probably viewed their conversion en masse—one means of ridding Christendom of Judaism—as a pressing task to be performed in order to pave the way for final redemption.”61 Joachim wrote his own polemical treatise against the Jews, Adversus Iudeos. For a time Joachim received the avid support of three successive popes, but eventually some of his teachings were deemed heretical by the church and a rather ineffective clampdown began on his apocalyptic views. However, the Spiritual Franciscans, a group within the Franciscan movement that held closely to his millennial teachings and developed a number of pseudo-Joachian prophecies of their own, made the case that the monastic movement Joachim had foreseen was the Franciscan order. Cohen is convinced that this shift in eschatology contributed to this massive sea change in Christian attitudes to Judaism.


      Cohen’s other two reasons can only be described briefly. His second is the new emphasis on the organic unity and universality of Christendom under papal direction under Innocent III in the early thirteenth century whereby the papacy became a monarchy claiming authority over all earthly rulers, a totalizing force in medieval Christendom that could no longer tolerate dissent in any form, either of wayward Christians or recalcitrant Jews. The support for the papacy from the mendicant orders did much to augment its power. Cohen’s third reason is the leadership role of the mendicant orders who spearheaded the anti-Jewish offensive. Cohen argues that they faced strong opponents within the church who accused them of theological innovations that mirrored the errors of the Jews, inventing new doctrines such as that of absolute poverty (just as the Jews had been innovative in creating the Talmud) and of Pharisaism in styling themselves as the true Christians within the church. The campaign against the Jews in the Latin Christian world was a means of the friars demonstrating their zeal for the true faith in seeking to pursue Jewish conversion—by incentives, by their inflammatory conversionist sermons that Christian princes were expected to require their Jewish subjects to listen to, and by the negative restrictions on European Jewry enumerated at the Fourth Lateran Council. Cohen’s concluding sentences of his book on the friars puts all of this in context: “The attack of these friars on the Jews might well be understood, therefore, as deriving from the overriding concern for Christian unity during the thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries and from their active roles in trying to realize it—whether as inquisitor, missionary, Semitist, poet, or itinerant preacher.”62


      The Augustinian hope for the Jews’ eventual conversion was strong in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and intense missionizing efforts were undertaken with some notable successes.63 Their return to Palestine, however, was not canvassed except, perhaps, by proto-Protestants like John Wycliffe and Jan Hus, both of whom Christopher Hill maintains had “interpreted literally the Biblical texts relating to the return of the Jews to Palestine.”64 Up until the late Middle Ages one is hard-pressed to find historical precedent in Christian history for the notion that Christians should expect the Jewish people to return to Palestine and reestablish their presence there as a nation.


      The Holy Land in Christian thinking during the Middle Ages. Although the notion of a Jewish return was not discussed by Christians in the Middle Ages, the Holy Land itself was at the forefront of the medieval European Christian imagination and of European politics, and this was a factor that would loom large in centuries to come. Up to the early seventh century, the Eastern Mediterranean had been under Christian domination and was part and parcel of Byzantium, which continued on for centuries after the collapse of the Roman Empire in the West. Most of the inhabitants of the region were in some sense Christian. All this changed abruptly and dramatically between 632 and 710 with the rise of Islam. Muhammad united many of the Arab tribes, and soon Muslim armies conquered Egypt and then spread quickly across North Africa, up into Spain and Portugal, vanquishing lands that had been under nominal Christian rule. The Muslim forces were only stopped at the Battle of Tours in central France when they were finally defeated by a Frankish army in 732. Beaten back out of France, the next several centuries were characterized by Christian resistance to the Muslim presence in the Iberian Peninsula.


      The conflict with Islam escalated sharply in the 1070s with the rise of the Seljuk Turks, a Tartar tribe from central Asia that established an empire in Persia; the stalemate between Christian and Muslim forces was soon broken, and the remaining Christian empire in the East experienced severe and prolonged pressure from Islam. This change came on the heels of the Great Schism of 1054, when, because of theological differences, the pope excommunicated the Eastern Orthodox patriarch and with him the Eastern Orthodox Church, thus driving a religious and political wedge between the Eastern and Western Christian churches. The Eastern Christians trembled before the power of militant Islam, and attacks on Christian pilgrims rose and atrocities against Christians at the hands of the Seljuks occurred—particularly massacres of Christians in Antioch and Jerusalem. The beleaguered Eastern Christians soon appealed to the West for help, and a response was forthcoming: in 1095 Pope Urban II preached the First Crusade with the goal of reclaiming Palestine for Christ, drawing on an already established link between penance and military activity. Those who fought on behalf of the church were promised remission of sin and release from the heavy burden imposed on sinners by the church’s penitential system. Others drew on Augustine’s “just war” concept, Old Testament precedents, and the well-established warlike tendencies of the Germanic tribes to urge the recapture of the Holy Land and to guarantee Christian pilgrims safe access to the holy sites.


      For our purposes it is striking that throughout this time, medieval Christians never thought of the “Holy Land” as a place properly belonging to the Jews. It was a territory special to God; he was the supreme Lord, and his honor had been diminished by the land being taken from Christians and occupied by hostile forces. Once it had been enriched by the blood of the Son of God, but now it was occupied by cruel and evil people. It was incumbent on Christians to reclaim the land for its rightful owner, Christ, not to secure it for the Jews. The European feudal mentality was built on social obligations of inferiors to their superiors—vassals to their temporal lords, the temporal lords to their kings, kings to the Lord of all. It was the duty of all Christians to see that what belonged properly to the Lord of all be restored to him, thereby vindicating God’s honor, something that made sense to people inhabiting an honor-shame culture.


      The Holy Land occupied a central place in the Western Christian imagination for several centuries before the Reformation. The struggle with Islam in Europe and in the Middle East was at center stage throughout the High and late Middle Ages; resistance to militant Islam was symbolized by the control of Palestine. The Christian West abandoned its attempts to recapture Palestine when the Seventh (and last) Crusade ended in 1395, but the loss was never fully accepted in Europe. Byzantium eventually capitulated to Muslim pressure in 1454, when Constantinople, its last remaining stronghold, fell to Islamic forces. The idea of the Holy Land belonging properly to the Jews never entered into Christian thinking. This background is important for appreciating the changes in thinking that occurred in the sixteenth century and for understanding the attitude of Islam to any perceived European intrusion into the Middle East. It also helps one to appreciate why the modern state of Israel is regarded by many Muslims as a new form of a crusader state, an intrusion into an area long controlled by Islam. In the minds of radical Muslims, the teaching of the Qur’an and the Hadith (the received tradition that has grown up around the Qur’an) is that Islam is destined to dominate the whole world; thus no Muslim is ever to sell land to “infidels,” and no land that has come under the domination of Islam is ever to be conceded to the control of the infidel. The implications of such views for the notion of a Jewish state in the heart of what had been Muslim territory are obvious.


      Perceptions of the Holy Land remained closely tied to Christian eschatology even at the end of the Middle Ages. Christopher Columbus was strongly influenced by Joachim of Fiore and perceived his conquest of the Indies as part of the fulfillment of prophecy that included the global spread of the Catholic faith, the defeat of Islam by a pincer movement from the east, leading to the reconquest of Jerusalem. So in spite of the church’s official rejection of millennialism, medieval Catholicism in general, and late fifteenth-century Spanish Catholicism in particular, exuded a “messianic milieu”65 affecting not only Columbus but also his patrons, King Ferdinand and Queen Isabella of Spain.


    


    

    

      TWO ONGOING QUESTIONS



      Two key questions emerge from our study of this period: What is a Jew? And what is Judaism? From the time of Christ to the 1500s Christians and Jews developed quite different answers to these questions. To Jews the answers were self-evident: a Jew was defined by faith and ethnicity and by association with the Jewish community. By the High Middle Ages Judaism was defined largely by adherence to the rabbinic tradition and its devotion to the Old Testament and the Talmud. For Christians, their tradition insisted that they were the new people of God, the true Jews by faith in the Jewish Messiah. Judaism, which they had understood to be rooted primarily in the Old Testament, had been traditionally protected in Christendom, but whether rabbinic Judaism should be became an open question. With the Christian discovery of the talmudic tradition, the older understanding largely gave way to a hostility to the talmudic innovations and to a subsequent Christian denigration of Judaism as it had evolved. Armed with an understanding of this background, we turn to the new developments in prophetic understanding and new wrestling with questions of religious identity that emerged among sixteenth-century Protestants, where we find the genesis of the movement known as “restorationism,” which eventually morphed into Christian Zionism.


    


    










  


  
2


    Geneva and the Jews


    TECTONIC SHIFTS IN THE LANDSCAPE OF


    JEWISH-CHRISTIAN RELATIONS



  

    THIS CHAPTER TRACKS THE IDEATION behind restorationism— examining how ideas emerged and evolved in the sixteenth century that were eventually to germinate in a movement that would work to return the Jews to the Holy Land. These ideas developed slowly, beginning with the idea of a “spiritual return,” followed by a “physical return.” Those who advocated a physical restoration of the Jews were known as “restorationists,” but they cannot at this point be classified as “Christian Zionists” because they often envisioned the “Restoration” as an apocalyptic event far off in the future, not something to be worked for in the here and now, although there might possibly be small steps (such as Jewish readmission to England) that could be taken to prepare for the ultimate end. For most restorationists the “return” was something God would accomplish, just as the devout Jews believed that the Messiah would bring about the “return” when he appeared.


    As has been seen, during the late Middle Ages Latin Christendom had developed what is often referred to as a “teaching of contempt” toward the Jews. From about the twelfth century an increasingly hostile attitude toward the Jews and Judaism emerged, which turned its back on the Augustinian emphasis on the Jews as “witnesses” to Christian truth, and began to view the Jews as heretics and enemies. In broad terms, Martin Luther early in his ministry tended in the Augustinian direction. In 1523 he wrote an essay, That Jesus Christ Was Born a Jew, which urged kind treatment toward Jews in the hopes that they would convert. But by the late 1530s, when he realized that this was not happening, he did a complete about-face and fully embraced the late medieval hostility to the Jews in all its ugliness, campaigned against their presence in Saxony, and became incredibly hostile toward them and their religion. In 1543 he produced two works—On the Jews and Their Lies and The Whole Jewish Belief—both of which are shockingly violent in their attitudes. Now no mercy is to be shown them: their synagogues and schools are to be destroyed, their prayer books seized, their rabbis prohibited from preaching, their property and assets seized, and their expulsion from Christendom mandated. Many books have been written examining Luther’s views and actions, often distinguishing between his theological anti-Judaism and racial anti-Semitism.1 For our purposes it is significant that Luther’s attitude differed sharply from the pro-Jewish views that emerged in Calvinism. The ideation behind Christian restorationism found no support in the Lutheran world in the sixteenth century.
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