
Replacement Theology – How it Evolved 

 

“Replacement Theology” is the commonly used term for the belief that, because most of 

Israel rejected Jesus as Messiah, the Church replaced Israel as God’s covenant people and 

inherited the promises originally given to the Jewish nation. The more formal theological 

term is supersessionism, from a Latin word meaning “to take the place of” or “supersede.” 

However, the doctrine did not appear all at once. It developed gradually as Christianity 

moved from being a predominantly Jewish movement to an overwhelmingly Gentile 

church. 

Its New Testament background 

The earliest followers of Jesus were Jewish. They did not initially regard themselves as 

members of a new religion replacing Israel. They understood Jesus as Israel’s Messiah and 

the fulfillment of Israel’s Scriptures. 

As Gentiles entered the Church, di*icult questions arose: 

• Must Gentile believers become Jews? 

• Were circumcision and the Mosaic Law still required? 

• How should Christians understand Israel’s widespread rejection of Jesus? 

• Did God’s promises to Israel now belong to everyone who believed in Christ? 

Certain New Testament passages later became foundational to supersessionist 

interpretations: 

• The kingdom being given to “a nation producing its fruits” — Matthew 21:43. 

• Believers in Christ described as Abraham’s children — Galatians 3:7, 29. 

• The Church called “the Israel of God” — Galatians 6:16. 

• Jewish and Gentile believers made “one new humanity” — Ephesians 2:14–16. 

• Christians described using language originally applied to Israel — 1 Peter 2:9–10. 

Yet Paul also warned Gentile Christians against arrogance toward Israel. In Romans 11, he 

described Gentile believers as wild branches grafted into Israel’s cultivated olive tree. He 

declared that God had not rejected His people and that “the gifts and calling of God are 

irrevocable” (Romans 11:1, 17–29). 



This created a tension that has continued throughout Christian history: the New Testament 

presents Christ as the fulfillment of Israel’s covenant story, while also appearing to 

preserve a continuing place for the Jewish people in God’s purposes. 

The separation of Church and synagogue 

The division became sharper after the destruction of Jerusalem and the Temple in AD 70. 

Judaism reorganized around the synagogue and rabbinic teaching, while the Church 

expanded rapidly throughout the Gentile world. 

The Bar Kokhba revolt of AD 132–135 widened the separation. Many Jews regarded Bar 

Kokhba as a potential messianic figure, something Jewish Christians could not accept. At 

the same time, Gentile Christians increasingly distanced themselves from Jewish customs, 

festivals and identity. 

Christianity and Judaism began to define themselves in opposition to one another. What 

had begun as an internal Jewish debate about Jesus gradually became a conflict between 

two increasingly separate religious communities. 

The second-century Church Fathers 

Some of the earliest definite expressions of supersessionist thinking appeared during the 

second century. 

The Epistle of Barnabas, probably written during the early second century, argued that the 

Jews had misunderstood the covenant and that Christians were its true heirs. 

Justin Martyr developed the argument more explicitly in his Dialogue with Trypho, written 

around AD 155–160. Justin described Christians as the “true spiritual Israel.” He believed 

the Old Testament promises found their proper fulfillment in Christ and therefore in those 

who belonged to Christ. Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho 

Justin’s language represents an important turning point. The Church was no longer merely 

claiming that Gentiles had been admitted into Israel’s blessings. It was increasingly 

claiming Israel’s identity for itself. 

Other Church Fathers—including Irenaeus, Tertullian and later John Chrysostom—

continued to emphasize that the Church had inherited the promises because the Jewish 

people had rejected Christ. In some writers, theological argument hardened into openly 

hostile anti-Jewish rhetoric. 

Constantine and the Christian Empire 



The conversion of Emperor Constantine in the fourth century transformed Christianity from 

a persecuted faith into an increasingly privileged imperial religion. 

The Church’s separation from Judaism now had political and legal consequences. 

Christian worship was organized around Sunday and Christian festivals rather than the 

Sabbath and biblical feast days. The Council of Nicaea in AD 325 separated the calculation 

of Easter from the Jewish Passover calendar. 

The Church increasingly presented itself as the new covenant nation under God. As 

Christianity became associated with the Roman Empire, the Jewish people were often 

portrayed as a scattered and defeated people whose condition demonstrated the 

consequences of rejecting Christ. 

This was not merely a theological distinction. It contributed to restrictions on Jewish 

communities and created an environment in which anti-Jewish attitudes could become 

institutionalized. 

Augustine and the “witness people” 

Augustine of Hippo, writing during the late fourth and early fifth centuries, gave 

supersessionism a more enduring theological structure. 

Augustine believed the Church was the true people of God and that the Jews had lost their 

former covenant position through unbelief. Nevertheless, he opposed their extermination 

or complete disappearance. He argued that the Jewish people should remain dispersed 

among Christian nations as a “witness people.” 

Their preservation of the Hebrew Scriptures provided testimony that Christians had not 

invented the Old Testament prophecies concerning Christ. Their continued existence 

therefore served a purpose within Christian history. 

Augustine’s position was still supersessionist, but it helped establish a principle that 

Jewish communities should be preserved rather than destroyed. His enormous influence 

made this “witness doctrine” important throughout medieval Christianity. 

The medieval period 

During the Middle Ages, replacement thinking became the generally assumed Christian 

position. The Church was understood as the new Israel, while the Jewish people were often 

portrayed as spiritually blind, punished and displaced. 

Biblical Israel was celebrated, but contemporary Jews were frequently separated from that 

biblical heritage. The patriarchs, prophets and apostles were e*ectively absorbed into 

Christian history, while rabbinic Judaism was treated as a corrupted or obsolete religion. 



This theological climate contributed to: 

• Forced conversions 

• Restrictions on Jewish occupations and property 

• Segregation into Jewish quarters 

• Expulsions from Christian countries 

• Accusations of collective responsibility for Christ’s death 

• Periodic violence against Jewish communities 

Replacement Theology was not the sole cause of medieval persecution, but it supplied a 

theological framework within which mistreatment could be rationalized. 

The Protestant Reformation 

The Reformation challenged many Catholic teachings, but it did not generally reject 

supersessionism. Most Reformers continued to understand the Church as the covenant 

people in whom the promises to Israel were fulfilled. 

Martin Luther initially hoped that a clearer presentation of the gospel would bring many 

Jews to Christ. When this did not occur, his attitude became deeply hostile. His 1543 work 

On the Jews and Their Lies employed vicious language and recommended severe action 

against Jewish communities. 

Reformed covenant theology likewise emphasized one continuing people of God stretching 

from the Old Testament into the New. Its defenders normally prefer the language of 

“fulfillment” or “continuity” rather than “replacement.” They argue that believing Gentiles 

did not replace faithful Israel but were joined with believing Jews in the one covenant 

people of God. 

This distinction remains important. Not every theology that sees the Church as the “new 

Israel” teaches that God has completely abandoned the Jewish people. 

Dispensationalism and the restoration of Israel 

A major challenge to traditional supersessionism arose during the nineteenth century 

through the development of dispensational theology, particularly in the teaching of John 

Nelson Darby and later the Scofield Reference Bible. 

Dispensationalists distinguished more sharply between Israel and the Church. They argued 

that: 



• God’s promises to national Israel should be understood literally. 

• The Church did not replace Israel. 

• Israel’s present unbelief is temporary. 

• God will resume His prophetic dealings with Israel. 

• Israel will experience national and spiritual restoration. 

This teaching became especially influential among British and American evangelicals. It 

also contributed to Christian interest in the Jewish return to the ancestral land. 

The establishment of the modern State of Israel in 1948 was regarded by many evangelicals 

as confirmation that God had not finished with the Jewish people. 

Reconsideration after the Holocaust 

The Holocaust forced Christian churches to confront the consequences of centuries of 

anti-Jewish teaching. Although Nazism was racial and political rather than traditionally 

Christian, Christian contempt toward Jews had helped prepare European culture to regard 

Jewish people as rejected, inferior or dangerous. 

In 1965, the Second Vatican Council issued Nostra Aetate. It rejected the idea that all 

Jews—then or now—could be blamed collectively for the death of Christ. It also stated that 

Jews should not be presented as rejected or cursed by God. Vatican II’s Nostra Aetate 

A later Vatican reflection stated even more directly that the Church must not be 

understood as simply taking the place of a rejected Israel. “The Gifts and the Calling of God 

Are Irrevocable” 

Many Protestant denominations have undertaken similar reassessments, although 

significant disagreement remains. 

The modern theological spectrum 

Today, Christian thinking generally falls along a spectrum: 

Position Basic understanding 

Strong 

supersessionism 

Israel’s covenant role has ended, and the Church has permanently 

replaced national Israel. 

Fulfillment theology 
Israel’s promises are fulfilled in Christ and shared by the one 

people of God composed of believing Jews and Gentiles. 



Position Basic understanding 

Moderate 

supersessionism 

The Church is presently God’s covenant community, but ethnic 

Israel may still have a future role. 

Dispensationalism 
Israel and the Church are distinct within God’s purposes, and the 

national promises to Israel remain valid. 

Christian Zionism 
God’s covenant with Israel continues, and the Jewish return to the 

land has prophetic significance. 

The central issue is therefore not simply whether the Church participates in Israel’s 

promises. The New Testament clearly teaches that Gentile believers have been brought 

into the covenant blessings associated with Abraham. The deeper question is whether this 

inclusion means the exclusion of Israel. 

Romans 11 provides the strongest biblical warning against such a conclusion. Paul does 

not describe Gentile Christians as planting a new tree after Israel’s tree was uprooted. He 

describes them as being grafted into an existing olive tree whose root continues to sustain 

them. Replacement Theology arose when much of the Church gradually forgot that 

distinction. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Concerning The Church 

 

Replacement Theology has sometimes produced misconceptions by reading nearly every 

promise to Israel as though it now refers exclusively to the Church. Examples include: 

1. The belief that God permanently rejected Israel  

Some interpretations treat Israel’s rejection of Jesus as the end of God’s relationship with 

the Jewish people. Paul directly challenges this conclusion: 

“Has God cast away His people? Certainly not!” — Romans 11:1 

Paul describes Israel’s present condition as a partial and temporary hardening, not a 

permanent rejection (Romans 11:25–29). 

2. Confusing inclusion with replacement  

The New Testament teaches that Gentile believers have been brought into the blessings of 

Abraham. However, inclusion does not necessarily mean that Gentiles have displaced 

Israel. 

In Romans 11, Gentiles are described as wild branches grafted into Israel’s olive tree. They 

do not replace the tree or its natural branches; they receive nourishment from its existing 

root. 

3. Applying Israel’s blessings to the Church but leaving Israel with the judgments  

Some Christian interpretations transfer Israel’s promises of blessing, restoration and 

inheritance to the Church while continuing to apply the warnings and judgments literally to 

the Jewish people. This creates an inconsistent method of interpretation: the blessings 

become spiritual and Christian, while the curses remain national and Jewish. 

4. Assuming the biblical covenants have been cancelled  

God’s covenants with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are sometimes treated as temporary 

arrangements that ended with the coming of Christ. Yet Scripture repeatedly describes the 

Abrahamic covenant as everlasting (Genesis 17:7–8), and Paul declares: 

“The gifts and the calling of God are irrevocable.” — Romans 11:29 

Christ extends Abraham’s blessings to the nations, but that does not necessarily mean God 

has revoked what He promised to Abraham’s physical descendants. 

5. Spiritualizing every promise of Israel’s restoration  



Replacement Theology often interprets prophecies concerning Israel’s return, national 

restoration and possession of the land as symbolic descriptions of the Church. 

Some prophecies certainly have spiritual dimensions, but passages such as Ezekiel 36–37, 

Jeremiah 31:35–37 and Amos 9:14–15 speak specifically about Israel’s people, land and 

national restoration. Interpreting every reference solely as the Church can remove the 

original historical meaning of these passages. 

6. Forgetting that Christianity is rooted in Israel  

Christianity has sometimes been presented as an essentially Gentile religion disconnected 

from Judaism. Yet Jesus, Mary, the apostles and the earliest believers were Jewish. The 

Scriptures of the early Church were Israel’s Scriptures, and the gospel was proclaimed “to 

the Jew first and also to the Greek” (Romans 1:16). 

Paul reminded Gentile believers: 

“You do not support the root, but the root supports you.” — Romans 11:18 

7. Treating the Old Testament as obsolete  

A strong replacement framework can encourage the idea that the Old Testament belongs to 

a failed Jewish system while the New Testament belongs to the Christian Church. In reality, 

the New Testament cannot be properly understood apart from the covenants, prophecies, 

symbols and promises found in the Hebrew Scriptures. 

The New Covenant itself was originally promised “with the house of Israel and with the 

house of Judah” (Jeremiah 31:31). Gentile believers participate in that covenant through 

Christ rather than through the erasure of its Israelite foundation. 

8. Believing that the Church began without Israel  

The Church is sometimes pictured as an entirely new Gentile institution beginning after 

Israel’s rejection. However, the Church began in Jerusalem among Jewish believers. At 

Pentecost, the apostles and the first converts were predominantly Jewish. Gentiles were 

added later to an already existing community of Jewish followers of Jesus. 

9. Turning Israel and the Church into rivals  

Replacement Theology can create the impression that Israel must lose for the Church to 

gain. Paul presents a di*erent relationship. Israel’s Messiah brought salvation to the 

nations, while Gentile faith was intended to provoke Israel to reconsider its Messiah 

(Romans 11:11). 

God’s purpose is therefore not based upon rivalry but reconciliation. 



10. Assuming Jewish identity has no continuing significance  

Some interpretations conclude that the distinction between Jew and Gentile has been 

completely abolished. Galatians 3:28 teaches equality in salvation, but equality does not 

require the destruction of ethnic identity. Paul continued to identify himself as an Israelite 

from the tribe of Benjamin (Romans 11:1), even after becoming a follower of Christ. 

The most serious misconception is that the Church stands in Israel’s place. Paul’s olive-

tree illustration suggests something more carefully balanced: Gentile believers stand 

alongside believing Jews because they have been graciously grafted into the covenant story 

that began with Abraham. The Church does not support the root; the root supports the 

Church. 

 


