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CHAPTER 1

The Christian Canon

and the Problem of Antisemitism

PAMELA EISENBAUM

Many Christians and Jews today are genuinely interested in promoting positive
relations between the two faith communities.! Often an explicit awareness of
living in a post-Shoah world is articyilated by the various organizations devoted
to Jewish—Christian relations. But even when such awareness is not explicitly ar-
ticulated, most of these individualsfand organizations have been at least implic-
itly motivated by the Shoah and the long history of. Christian brutality toward
Jews.2 This desire for better relations between Christians and Jews often inspires
statements stressing our commoxﬁ heritage. The place where this common her-
itage is most plainly evident is in the sharing of some scriptures, w‘hat Christians
commonly call the Old Testament and Jews call the Tanakh or Hebrew Bible.?
The sharing of scriptures thus /éonstltutes the starting point for; ‘Christians and
Jews as they enter into dlalogue with one another; this seems espec1a11y true for
Christians.* A

Although the sharlng of scriptures evokes the sentiment that we have a com-
mon heritage, it also disguises the profound differences in the meaning of the
Bible for Jews and Christians. When+American Jews are speaking in their own
circles (that is, notin interfaith gatherings), they commonly use the term “Bible”
to refer 'gd their scripture. But “Bible” means something different for Christians.
Not only are the contents different (a Christian Bible contains a New Testament
as well as the Old Testament), but, by the fourth:century C.E., the two Testaments
together were thought of holistically as Christian.scripture. The earliest extant
Christian Bibles contain both the Old and New Testament, with all of the texts
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written in Greek.> The Greek Old Testament was based on the Septuagint, a
translation made by Jews during the third and second centuries B.C.E. The
process of canonization therefore caused a vast rereading of the scriptures of an-
cient Israel, a Christianizing of those scriptures that differed tremendously from
the way the rabbis came to understand those same texts.

One common assumption embedded in the notion that Jews and Christians
share a common scriptural heritage in the Old Testament/Tanakh is that the
New Testament (and its call to belief in Jesus) is the only thing that divides Ju-
daism and Christianity. For Jews, much of the New Testament sounds violently
anti-Jewish. Many Christians themselves have recognized this problem and been
troubled by it. The origins of Christian supersessionism, it is often assumed by
Christians and Jews, can be found in the New Testament. I intend to refute this
assumption by proposing that the texts of the New Testament themselves are less
of a problem in Jewish—Christian relations than the process of canonization
among Christians in antiquity.”

Modern Jews and Christians often do not realize that for most of the past 2000
years, our “common heritage” in the scriptures of Israel has produced more an-
tipathy than comradery.8 That Christians canonized many of the same scriptures
as Jews did not create common ground; rather, it created a battleground that
drove a deeper wedge between the two groups. As Christians came to see the
Holy Bible as made of two parts, the Old Testament and the New Testament, they
came to redefine Jews, Judaism, and Jewish scripture as having been superseded
by Christianity. In this essay I will highlight some events that led to the canoniza-
tion of the Christian Bible from the first to the fourth centuries while emphasiz-
ing the rhetoric that made up the debates about canonization. Historically, there
were some Christians who had different ideas about what writings should consti-
tute the Christian canon. Thus the biblical canon modern Christians take for
granted was hardly a historical inevitability. I will then demonstrate how the de-
bates of antiquity were eerily replayed by Christian theologians during the Third
Reich. I hope not only to show the dangers inherent in too facile an understand-
ing of our “sharing of scriptures,” but also to offer some insights about deepening
our understanding of this common textual heritage.

The First Century
In the beginning, the only sacred texts known to believers in Jesus were those
texts deemed sacred by Jews. The New Testament (hereafter, NT) is full of refer-
ences to “scripture” by which NT authors always mean the writings generally
considered sacred by Jews of the first century.® With one or two possible excep-
tions, NT authors never quote .other early: Christian writings as authorities.!0
Paul certainly would not have envisioned his letters.having the status of scrip-
ture. With the possible exception of the Apocalypse of John, which presents it-
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self literally as a revelation of the heavenly realm, none of the writers who pro-
duced the documents that now comprise the NT believed their writings had the
same scriptural authority of, say, the Torah and the Hebrew Prophets. Thus, dur-

 ing the first century there was no debate about the canon: Christian scripture

was identical to Jewish scripture. To be sure, there were debates among Jews of
different sects about the interpretation of the Bible, but not about the contents
of the Bible.,1!

Although Christians have traditionally credited Paul with the notion that the
covenant with Christ has supplanted the covenant with Moses—thus setting up
the Old Testament/New Testament paradigm—a wave of scholarship has been
building in Pauline studies (often referred to as the “new perspective on Paul”)12
that argues that Paul never had any such supersessionist ideas. There is no doubt
that many negative statements about Torah can be found in Paul’s letters, But
many scholars have convincingly.argued that these statements are not intended
as a wholesale rejection of Jewish law. There are far too.many positive statements
Paul makes about Jewish law for such a view to be tenable. The more convincing
explanation of Paul’s negative statements about Jewish law is that he opposes
Jews or Judaizing Christians who wish to impose Jewish.law on Gentiles as a pre-
requisite for being in Christ; he is not rejecting the Mosaic covenant per se.13

Rather, building on the vision ffound in the Prophets, Paul wants to include
all the “nations” (the Greek word;is ethne, which can.betranslated either “gen-
tiles” or “nations”) in the same covenant Israel already enjoys. In other words,
gentiles—at least gentile believers in Jesus—can now be included in the heritage
of the Jews as made known in ﬂle scriptures, but they.do not need to become
Jews (thus do not need to be ciréumcised) to partake of that heritage. In Romans
4, Paul makes sophisticated use of the Abraham saga to argue that Abraham is
not just the patriarchal ancestor of the Jews, but of the gentiles, too; in other
words, of all the nations. Th”é:,linchpin of Paul’s argument is Genesis 17:5 in
which God promises that Abraham will be the “ancestor of a multitude of na-
tions (ethne).”14 As Paul sa);é, “according to grace, the promise is guaranteed to
all [Abraham’s] descendants, not to those who belong to Torah only, but rather
to those who belong to the faith of Abraham, who is the father of us all! As it is
written, ‘T have made you the ancestor of many nations (ethrie)”” (Romans
4:16b—17a; translation mine). -

Paul’s vision of Judaism had been expanded to a greater point of inclusivity
than many other Jews (including other followers Jesus) were willing to accept.
But Paul’s sense of continuity between first-century Judaism and Israel’s history
as rélated in scripture remains firmly in place. There can be no supersessionism
for Paul, because Judaism has not been replaced by anything. What will later be-
come the Old Testament for Christians is still very much the sum total of Holy
Writ for Paul.
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The Second and Third Centuries

The unquestioning authority of Jewish scripture that prevailed in the first cen-
tury began to change in the second century. The Epistle of Barnabas, a document
usually dated somewhere within the first half of the second century, is an excel-
lent example of how thinking for some Christians had begun to change, moving
far beyond anything seen among NT documents.!> The primary focus of the
writer of Barnabas (whom I will hereafter call Barnabas) is to argue that the
scriptures of Israel have been completely misunderstood by the Jews, both be-
cause the Jews have consistently been disobedient and because they have taken
the scriptures literally and thus have not been able to see how they point to
Christ. Interestingly, Barnabas takes some texts literally, usually those that re-
count the disobedience of the people.

Barnabas provides a good example of how a few generations after Paul some
" Christians began to develop a different scriptural hermeneutic. Barnabas writes:
“What then does [God] say to Abraham, when he alone was faithful, and it was
counted him for righteousness? ‘Behold I have made thee, Abraham, the father
of the Gentiles (ethne), who believe in God in uncircumcision.”16 Here Barn-
abas both mimics Paul’s use of Genesis 17:5 in Romans 4:16-17, and yet he
turns it upside down. Barnabas replaces Paul’s inclusive vision with an exclu-
sivist one. No longer is Abraham father of all the ethne as Paul says in Romans
4:16, or even a multitude of ethne, as the text of Genesis 17:5 itself says, but only
the ethne who specifically reject circumecision, namely non-Jews. In Barnabas’s
understanding of salvation history, gentiles have replaced Jews as the children of
Abraham (see also Barnabas 14.1—4). Barnabas thereby creates discontinuity be-
tween the people spoken of in scripture and his contemporary Jews.

‘As Hans von Campenhausen put it, Barnabas represents “the most thorough-
going attempt to wrest the Bible absolutely from the Jews, and to stamp it from
the very first word as exclusively a Christian book.”!7 But von Campenhausen
also points out that Barnabas does not deal adequately with questions about cir-
cumcision, the Sabbath, and food laws as they apply to a gentile context. Al-
though Barnabas used symbolic exegesis to dismiss peculiarly Jewish
commandments, his interpretations jeopardized the continuity of the two Testa-
ments (von Campenhausen, 70-71).

It is no surprise, then, to discover that some Christians of the second century
began to doubt the validity of the scriptures. They began to question how these
scriptures, which contained so much about Jewish history and practices, bore
relevance for Christians. By the second century, writings by Christians were be-
ginning to circulate more widely. There is strong evidence that Paul’s letters, for
example, originally written to individual churches, were copied and gathered to-
gether into collections. In addition, by the beginning of the second century,
there are at least four gospels in circulation.!® Although none of these early
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Christian writings hold scriptural status in the second century, they are gaining
in importance and availability. Furthermore, as more gentiles came to dominate
Christian communities, they understandably lacked the sentimental attachment
to the history and tradition of Israel that Paul and many of the gospel writers
had. Thus, Christians began to see the negative statements about the Torah
made by Paul as applicable to Jews and Judaism.

The first and most devastating argument for a full-scale rejection of the
scriptures of Israel came from a radical Paulinist named Marcion (c. 84-160).
He was excommunicated by Rome because of his radical ideas and subsequently
founded his own church (which survived until the fifth century). Marcion be-
lieved that the God who plays such an important role in the scriptures of Israel
is not the same God who is represented by Jesus Christ.1 They are literally dif-
ferent Gods. He identified the Jewish God as a creator-god, who meted out jus-
tice to human beings as they deserved. The God of Jesus Christ was a
Savior-God from another transcendent realm who was far superior to the cre-
ator-god.

Marcion’s hermeneutics and theology meant that he could no longer regard
the scriptures of Israel as divinely authoritative. Thus he identified a small selec-
tion of more recent Christian writings as having scriptural status. He included
only an edited collection of Paul’s letters and an abridged version of the Gospel
of Luke. Aside from his dogmatic allegiance to Paul, the reason for such a slim
canon was that he was forced by his fheological convictions to expunge every-
thing that referred to the scriptures of Israel. Many if not most of the writings
that now make up the NT include citations of, paraphrases of, and references
and allusions to these texts. Put simply, Marcion’s position was that these few
Christian writings should replace tthe texts of ancient Israel as scripture for
Christians. {

Although Marcion is not necéssarily thought of as a “gnostic” Christian,
gnostic Christians of the second and third centuries also typicallybelieved that
the God of Israelite scripture y(ras a lower god. There is no one consistent
hermeneutical orientation to scripture in the writings deemed “gnostic” by
scholars—some gnostic writers ridiculed it and some revered it as holding secret
knowledge if interpreted correctly. Many if not most gnostic Christians seemed
to have studied it earnestly and used it to justify their arguments. In most cases,
like Marcion, gnostic exegesis stressed the discontinuity between the revelation
of scripturg.and the revelation that had occurred in Jesus Christ (and their own
revelatory Writings).

Theseattitudes prompted a fierce debate about what constituted scripture for
Christians that continued throughout the second and third centuries. Eventu-
ally, the writings of Marcion and the gnostics were deemed heretical by the “or-
thodox” church. But the arguments of these “heretics” must have been a severe



8 THE CHRISTIAN CANON

threat and perhaps compelling to a number of Christians, precisely because the

church fathers began te construct a much more self-conscious and sophisticated

hermeneutic regarding the role of scripture within the context of Christian be-

lief. Justin Martyr, whose dates are roughly contemporary with Marcion’s, con-

verted to Christianity because he was transformed by the teachings of the

Hebrew Prophets, taught to him by an old Christian. Von Campenhausen cred-

its Justin with being the first Christian to develop “a doctrine of holy scripture”

(von Campenhausen, 88). Although most Christian authors before Justin use

scripture as evidence that Jesus is the Christ, in Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho, he

reverses the argument. Because everything foretold about Christ in scripture

came true, the scriptures must be the essential witness to the divine plan. In

other words, Justin makes an argument for the validity of Israelite scripture for

Christians, rather than simply assuming it. But Justin, like those before him,

must explain those peculiarly Jewish parts of the Bible—circumcision, the food
laws, the Sabbath, i.e., the ceremonial law—in this new Christian context.

Whereas Barnabas engaged in symbolic and allegorical exegesis, Justin opts for a
more literalistic, historical approach. The law was a kind of ad hoc necessity be-

cause of the disobedience of the Jews. “Thus, ‘circumcision, which derives from
Abraham, was ordained simply in order that, even in the dispersion, the Jews
might remain identifiable, and not escape their merited punishments.”2? Justin
appeals to the prophets to demonstrate what he sees as the obduracy of the Jews.

Elsewhere in the Dialogue with Trypho, Justin refers to Israelite scripture as
“your scriptures, or rather not yours, but ours.” In other words, the Law, the
Prophets, the Psalms, and the rest of what made up scripture at that point prop-
erly belonged to Christians. At the close of the second century there still was no
NT. Thus, there was not yet a textual concept of the Old Testament, just the
“scriptures” (that is, the scriptures of Israel), for which some Christians had no
use. Against the influence of Marcion and gnostic Christians, the church fathers
followed Justin in constructing arguments for the continuing validity of scrip-
ture in order to create a sense of unity between those sacred writings, to which
Jews also laid claim, and Christian faith. Meanwhile, Christian writings, particu-
larly those that had the status of apostolic authority—in other words, writings
having a close chronological connection to the life, death, and resurrection of
Jesus—were becoming more revered. Perhaps the first person to express textual
unity between the scriptures of Israel and these Christian writings comes from
Tertullian (c. 155-220), who says,

[The Church] knows one Lord God, Creator of the universe, and Christ
Jesus, born of the Virgin Mary, Son of God the Creator, and the resurrec-
tion of the flesh; she unites the Law and the Prophets with the writings of
the evangelists and the apostles; from that source she drinks her faith and
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that faith she seals with water, clothes with the Holy Spirit, feeds with the

Eucharist, encourages to martyrdom; and against that teaching she re-
ceives no one.2!

Although Tertullian writes before there is an official Christian canon, he clearly
stresses the unity of “the Law and the Prophets” and “the evangelists and the
apostles,” thus setting the stage for the concept of the unified Christian canon,
one made up of the Old Testament and the NT. Moreover, Tertullian clearly de-
fines a boundary between those who hold the correct view of scripture and
those who do not. '

Many of the arguments of the church fathers of the second and third cen-
turies were directed mainly at other Christians, but these arguments were made
at the expense of the Jews and Jewish claims to the same scriptures. The more
Christians argued for continuity between the scriptures of Israel and the life,
death, and resurrection of Jesus, the more they worked to sever the connection
between those same scriptures and their contemporary Jews.

- The Fourth Century

It is surely no coincidence that in the same century that Christianity moves from
being a marginalized, often persecuted religion to being the official state religion
under Constantine, it finally produces its official scriptural canon, made up of
Old Testament (hereafter, OT) and N'T.22 State sponsorship of Christianity led to
the mass production of Christian Bibles, which is the primary reason our earli-
est biblical codices derive from the fourth century: Although the word “canon” is
not used to refer to Christian scripture until Athanasius of Alexandria in 367, it
was Eusebius of Ceasarea in the early fourth century who, by virtue of his re-
search interests as a historian and having access to the works of Origen
(c. 185-253), made available to Qonstantine Origen’s revision of the Septuagint,
which Origen had referred to as the “Old Testament.” More importantly, Euse-
bius constructed a comprehen§ive understanding of history that made seamless
the material contained in the Old and New Testaments.

In his Preparation for the Gospel, Eusebius explains why Christianity is
founded upon the “oracles of the Hebrews” (as opposed to the sacred writings of
other cultures). First on his agenda is the distinction between “Hebrews” and
“Tews.”

And you may know the difference between Hebrews and Jews thus: the
latter assumed their name from Judah, from whose tribe the kingdom of
Judah was long ages afterward established, but the former from Eber, who
was the forefather of Abraham. And that the Hebrews were earlier than
the Jews, we are taught by the sacred writings.23
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He goes on to explain the Jews’ “manner of religion,” which is dependent on
the laws of Moses. The reader learns that the Mosaic legislation and the estfb~
lishment of the Jewish nation was caused by the people’s “.moral wee?.kness at
the time, making them unable to “emulate the virtue of their fa.thers, inasmuch
as they were enslaved by passions and sick in soul .. ” (Prez?aration, 7.9d).

Eusebius builds on Justin’s arguments, in which there is a Pnstme early pe-
riod, followed by disobedience and the giving of the law at Slnal out of necessity.
Christians are of course descended from Hebrews. The p.atr.larchs, Moses, and
the prophets become the ancestors of the Christians; the biblical hernes a.re. seen
as pre-Christ Christians. The Jews, on the other nand, are seen as ﬂ!egltlmate
offspring, a people rightfully deprived of their heritage because ’of thel‘r dc?praxlr—
ity. By making this neat distinction between Hebrews and Ievtrs, Euseblns is able
to maintain continuity between the OT writings and Christianity, while nt the
same time denying the continuity between the people of God spoken of in the

ews. 24
OTEE:?scellih:i’s writings are not polemically directed against Jews; he V.vrites for
Christian Rome. One of the strongest motivations for retaining the sc.rlptures of
Israel as the Christian OT was to demonstrate to Rome that Christianity was not
a new-fangled cult. For Christians to gain stature in the eyes of Rome they nad
to demonstrate they had deep roots in antiquity. Rome’s toler.anc’e for'Iudalsm
and peculiar Jewish practice was largely predicated on Judaism’s claims to a
long-standing tradition extending far back in time. The need to prove to Rome
that Christianity represented a long tradition exacerbated the need to push ']ews
out of the historical picture and claim the scriptures of Israel as exclusively
Ch;;(s)zilrlt Wilken has made the point that Christians probably suffered from a
kind of inferiority complex as they.tried to define themselves over agair.lst. Ju-
daism. “That Christians only had copies of the Jewish books, that few Qhrlstlans
kne\;v Hebrew, and that Christians read and studied the Bible only in transla-
tions put them on the defensive. Possession of the original books was no small
matter, for the rightful possession implied that one.understood 'Fhelr con-
tents.”25 Precisely because Christians had to make a case fo'r the OT .1n.the sec-
ond through the fourth centuries, had to argue for its validity as “Chrlzstzan fioly
Writ, they were led to dispossess the Jews of their scripture. For. if “scripture” was
equivalent to the sacred writings of Jews, then how could it tr‘uly belong 'to
Christians? For Jews of the rabbinic period, they understood thEII: sacred. writ-
ings to be the story of God’s covenantal relationship with them in particular.
Jews.understood themselves as constituting the exact same people as spoken of
in the Bible: They saw no historical break between ancient Israel and themselves,
much.as Paul-had. There is nothing comparable in rabbinic writings to the sense
of newness reflected in the OT/NT schema constructed by Christians.26 For
Christians of the second through the fourth centuries, the essence of the OT was
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_ that it constituted a harbinger of Christ; everything in scripture pointed toward
Christ. The OT by itself was, at best, incomplete.2”

Thus, the OT was retained as scripture but it was, well, old. It was scripture in

so far as it related to the NT, But because Jews did not read it this way, and be-
cause Jews had traditionally been the caretakers of scripture, Christians had to
undermine the rival Jewish understanding of the Bible to establish their interpre-
tation as legitimate, Interestingly, Marcion’s rejection of Israelite scripture was
largely due to his rather “Jewish” understanding of it,28 He saw the OT as too par-
ticularistic. What was Prophesied was a kingly messiah who would restore the
Jews to the land. Marcion,a'greed with the Jews that a suffering messiah was never
envisioned by the Hebrew Prophets. For Marcion, all of this was proof that Jesus
and the message he brought was unprecedented, having nothing to do with the
Jews or their Bible. Thus, those Christian writers who wanted to defend the
Christian OT had to debunk completely the Jewish undetstanding of the Bible,
and thoroughly Christianize the texts of the OT. Of course, this hermeneutical
move saved the OT as scripture in a Christian-context. The irony is that the rhet-
oric of the church fathers that preserved the scriptures of Israel and provides a
common textual tradition for Jews and Christians today is the same rhetoric that
constructed a view of Judaism and Christianity as mutually exclusive,

Nazi Theologians Rey:%ve.“the Debates of Antiquity

Strikingly, Christian theologians of: the Third Reich reflect the same ironic ten-
sion regarding debates about the ';éanon as had occurred in antiquity. Many
Deutsche Christen theologians who' were loyal to Nazi ideology rejected the OT,
precisely because they thought of it as a Jewish book.2 But even before the rise
of Nazism, the famous Christian ‘historian and theologian Adolf von Harnack
argued that the OT should be pﬁblished separately from “Christian scripture”
because it is contradictory to thé New Testament-—a.suggestion resembling the
thought of Marcion, about who,fn Harnack'had written the definitive study,30

Of course, others argued against those theologians who wanted to reject the
OT. These Christians—who include both Protestants.and Catholics, those who
were Nazi party memmbers and those who were not—employed the same kind of
thetoric used by orthodox Christians during the second through the fourth cen-
turies. In their attempt to maintain the traditional Christian canon comprised
of OT and NT, they completely disassociated the OT from contemporary Jews,
Judaism, _and Jewish culture. Cardinal Faulhaber, the relatively moderate arch-

bishop ;d‘f Munich, preached passionately against any rejection of the OT. In de-
fense f the OT he says:

- By accepting these books Christianity does not become a Jewish religion.
These books were not composed by Jews; they are inspired by the Holy
Ghost, and therefore they are the word of God, they are God’s books. The
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writers of them were God’s pencils, the Psalm-singers were }.1arps iI.l the
hand of God, the prophets were announcers of God’s revelation. It is for
this reason that the Scriptures of the Old Testament are worthy of cre-
dence and veneration for all time. Antagonism to the Jews of today must
not be extended to the books of pre-Christian Judaism.3! '

The cardinal makes three distinctions or disassociations: that between an-
cient Israel and postbiblical Judaism, that between the O.T sc.ripture and other
Jewish writings like the Talmud, which are not divinel.y msplred', and that be-
tween what is of permanent value in the OT and what is of transitory value. Of

the first distinction he says:

We must first distinguish between the people of Israel before and after the
death of Christ. Before the death of Christ during the period between the
calling of Abraham and the fullness of time, the people of Isra?l were en-
lightened men who by the law, the Mosaic Torah, regulated their rellglo}ls
and civil life, by the Psalms provided them with a prayer bo<.)k f(?r family
devotion and a hymn book for the public liturgy, by the Sapiential books
taught them how to conduct their lives, and as prophets awakened t‘he
conscience of the nation with the living word. . . . After the death of Christ,
Israel was dismissed from the service of Revelation. She had not know,n
the time of her visitation. She had repudiated and rejected the Lord’s
Anointed, had. driven Him out of the city and nailed Him to the Cross.
Then the veil of the Temple was rent, and with it the coven.ant bereen the
Lord and His people. The daughters of Sion received the bill of divorce. .. .

(Faulhaber, 257-258).

Like his predecessors in antiquity, Cardinal Faulhab:,r’s defense ot.' the ”OT 11s;

made at the expense of the Jews, not because he felt any “common heritage” wit
ish people. o

theéivzl;};fticslarly interesting Christian thinker who a}llie.d himself with the
Nazis but also argued against the Deutsche Christen rejection of the OT was
Gerhard Kittel.32 Kittel was a New Testament scholar anc.l 01.1e of thc'e foremost
authorities on ancient Judaism. Kittel took pains at his trllal 1.n 19f16 in Nure'm—
berg to defend his views, because they were based on his historical expertise,
not on vulgar antisemitism. He, too, made a distinction between thé goo.d ]ews
of ancient times and contemporary Jews who were cor.rupt, f)nly h.e did not
make the cut-off the death of Christ, but the Babylon'lan exile. Prior to the
exilé, Israel was a state with its own laws and boundaries an(?. land. But after
the.exile, some Jews chose not to return home. 'Ith.us,‘the diaspora }ed tp a
whelly new form of Judaism; “Jewry became a religion and a race without a
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homeland.”33 Furthermore, because they had no actual political power, they
became parasitic on other nations. The “Jewish Question” in Kittel’s view
could therefore be intellectually and historically substantiated within OT
scripture itself. Although Kittel’s interpretation of biblical history reveals his
Own perspective—obviously informed by the concept of nationalism that so
dominated postenlightenment thought—making the point of disconnection
between Israel and Judaism the Babylonian exile, rather than the death of
Christ, offered one more argument in favor of seeing the OT as an exclusively
Christian book, His interpretive context may have been different than that of
Tertullian or Eusebius, but like them, Kittel defended the OT as a Christian
book by seeing it as the history of the Jews’ failure and God’s eventual rejection
of the Jewish people. Christians were therefore the true Israel, whereas the Jews
were God’s outcasts, or, worse yet, God’s enemies.

Concluding Thoughts

It took nearly 300 years to establish the Christian canon. Not only did Christians
have different views on the matter, but the Jewish connection to the Hebrew
scriptures, through language, culture, and observances, made claims to continu-
ity seemingly easier. That is why Christians of the past worked so hard to con-
struct a rhetoric of exclusion toward Judaism; that was the only way to be
persuasive in retaining the OT. Since part of the meaningfulness of the study of
the past is to see that historical eﬁ}ents are not inevitabilities, but develop
through a series of choices people make, T cannot help but wonder what would
have happened if Christians had settled on a canon that did not overlap with the
Hebrew Bible? Would there have been the same hostility?

At the same time, I recognize that there were good reasons for the Christian
canon to turn out as it did. For at least the first 200 years of Christian history, the
only sacred authority ‘to which Ghristians could appeal was Israelite scripture,
and many Christians, whether o/f Jewish or gentile origin, revered those texts as
much as any rabbinic Jew. Justin' was converted by studying the Prophets, not by
reading the gospels. Furthermore, many of the texts that would eventually make
up the NT are so full of quotations, allusions, and paraphrases of the Septuagint,
that some of these writings would barely be comprehensible if the OT had not
been included in the Christian Bible.

The resemblance of ancient debates about the Christian canon to debates

- during the Third Reich provides not only one more connection between ancient
- Christian /anti-Iudaism and modern antisemitism (and thus, at least implicitly,

the Shoah itself), but should force Jews and Christians to ask whether their

~ “common” heritage is really something we hold in common. Indeed in most re-
- cent scholarship, there is widespread acknowledgment that both Judaism and
- Christianity represent radical transformations of the religion of Israel, and that
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the.meaningfulness of Israel’s sacred writings was dependent on reinterpreting
them 50 as to make them vital in a world profoundly transformed during the
Hellenistic and Roman periods.?4 It may sound outrageous initially, but the
premise upon which Kittel based his antisemitic view of Jewish histqry was not
totally unfounded. There is no doubt that modern Judaism differs immensely
from:the religion of Israel. The question is whether the difference reflects dege.n~
eration, as Kittel, like Eusebius and so many other Christians, had argued. Chris-
tianity, too, differs radically from Israelite religion. Kittel’s primary ;ri‘c.erion for
seeing Judaism as degenerate was that it no longer had the status of nationhood.
Tronically, Christianity was from the start supranational—“no longer Jew or
Greek,” as Paul had said—much as diaspora ]udaism was and still is.

For most of history, having a set of sacred texts in common has led to a rhet-
oric of hostility, not a sentiment of kinship. The reason is obvious: the. interPre—
tation of those scriptures within the respective faith communities of Judaism
and Christianity mattered more than the texts themselves, and that interpreta-
tion was one of the keys to self-definition between the two religions. Jews and
Christians must both recognize that they each constructed their understanding
of scripture within the contexts of their separate faith communities-after t%le
biblical period. The rabbis of the Mishnaic and Talmudic period made_ t.he writ-
ings of Israel into the Tanakh. The church fathers made those same writings, ‘fo—

* gether with the NT, into the Christian Bible. Both were born out of a creative
need.to retain-the past and yet make it vital to the present. Historically, the mo'st
important difference between the two is that Christianity grew-much Iarger' in
number and stature once it allied with Rome and, from then on, its rhetoric was
backed by political power and force. Ultimately, Jews suffered horrendously.
Christians today, therefore, should not simply assume a corr%m.on te.:xtual her-
itage with Jews and Judaism as a starting point.for ]ewish—Ghrlst}an dl.alo gue. As
a Jew, I encourage Christians to acknowledge the historical relat,lonsh.lp that ex-
ists between the making of the Christian Bible and the anti-Jewish attitudes that
resulted from the rhetoric of canonization. That would be the first step toward
recognizing the otherness of the Jewish understanding of scripture and the oth-
erness of Judaism. If that were the starting point, I think we could work towar(.i a
genuine sense of what we share in scripture, but that sense of commonality
would come at the end of a dialogical process, not at the beginning.

NOTES .
+'17":Ari-earlier version of this article was presented at the Fiftieth Annual Conference of the Ameri-
.% - can Theological Library Association; held at-the Iliff School of Theology, ]une. 1996. N
..2, Perhaps the best place to go for information on organizations devoted to Jewish—Christian re-
lations is the Jewish~Christian Relations Net (www.jcrelations.net). o .
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- “Tanakh” is an acronym composed of the first letter of the Hebrew word for each of the three

parts of the Hebrew Bible: Torah, Nevi’im (Prophets), Kethuvim (Writings).

- See, for example, the founding statement by the International Council of Christians and Jews

(www., jcrelations.net/stmnts/iccj__theol_statement.htm).

- Our earliest extant codices of the Christian Bible are all dated to the fourth and fifth centuries.

They include Codex Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, Vaticanus, Ephraemi, Bezae.

. For a concise explanation of the differences between the Jewish and Christian canons, see the

entry on “Canon” in the HarperCollins Bible Dictionary, ed. P.J. Achtemeier et al,, rev. ed. (New
York: HarperCollins, 1996).

- For the purposes of this essay, my focus will be almost exclusively on the Christian canoniza-

tion process; I will say little about the process among Jews of the same period. Although I occa-
sionally use the word “canon” when speaking of the scriptures of Istael in the first and second
centuries C.E., to emphasize that they were widely regarded as having divine authority, the term
oversimplifies the matter. Whether there was a well-defined Jewish biblical canon by the first
century is highly debatable.In my own view, Israelite scripture was constructed into the official
Jewish canon by the rabbis at about the same time that Christians were establishing their
canon, during the second to the fourth centuries C.E, (although for Jews if may have been more
firmly fixed by the end of the second century). Evidence from the Dead Sea Scrolls, for exam-
ple, indicates a freer and more fluid understanding of sacred texts during the first century c.E,
For an excellent discussion of the development of the Hebrew canon using evidence from the
Dead Sea Scrolls, see E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1999).

. T'will use the phrase “scriptures of Israel” in this essay as a neutral (and historically more ap-

propriate) way of describing the texts that]/ become the Tanakh for Jews and the Old Testament
for Christians. /

. The scriptures of Israel are referred to in gfi}afiety of ways in the New Testament. Even the same

author can refer to it in different ways. See, for example, Romans, where in 3:2 Paul calls them
“the oracles of God;”in 3:21 “the law and the prophets;” and in 4:3 “scripture” The point, how-
ever,is that there is no ambiguity abom‘;\ the scriptural authority of the texts cited.

. See 2 Peter 3:15-16, which mentions the writings of Paul. Although some writings of the New

Testament use the writings of other New Testament authors, e.g., Matthew and Luke use the

Gospel of Mark as a source, there is rlo evidence that such sources have any kind of scriptural

status. /e /

. See J. Blenkinsopp, -“Interpretation/énd the Tendency to Sectarianism: An Aspect of Second

Temple History,” in Jewish and Chfistian Self-Definition, Vol. 2 (Philadelphié: Fortress, 1981),
'
1-26. / :

. The new perspective on Paul is réi)resented in the works of K. Stendahl, L. Gaston, J. Gager, D.

Boyarin, N. T. Wright, and J. D. G. Dunn, to name just a few. They themselves hardly comprise
a perfect unity of perspective, but they all read Paul as standing well within the context of first-
century Judaism,

. For a good discussion of the problem of negative and positive statements about Jewish law, see

J. Gager, Reinventing Paul (New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 1-15.

. All bib}ical quotations come from the NRSV unless otherwise indicated and will be cited in

text. 7

. Somie scholars have argued that an attitude of supersessionism is already present in Hebrews or

Luke-Acts, if not in Paul or other NT writings. Although I do think Hebrews Tepresents a sig-’

-nificant hermeneutical shift from Paul—to be sure, Hebrews speaks of the new covenant in

Christ as having replaced the old, which is even called “obsolete” by the author—Hebrews
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treats the scriptural texts reverently and sees the old covenant as having established certain
paradigms that are continued in the new covenant; they have just been perfected.

Epistle of Barnabas 13:7; hereafter cited in text as Barnabas. Translations for Barnabas are taken
from The Apostolic Fathers (LCL; London: Heinemann, 1919). For a more detailed discussion
of the role of Abraham in Barnabas, see J. Siker, Disinheriting the Jews (Louisville, KY: West-
minster/John Knox, 1991), 148-151.

H. von Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1972), 70;
hereafter cited in text as von Campenhausen,

It is likely there were more than four. Some scholars argue that the Gospel of Thomas can be
dated to the first century. See also Luke 1:1—4, in which the gospel writer reports that “many
have undertaken to set down an orderly account” of the story of Jesus’ life, death, and resurrec-
tion.

The classic study of Marcion was done by A. von Harnack in 1921. A later English translation
was made entitled Marcion: The Gospel of the Alien God (Durham, NC: Labyrinth, 1990). More
recent is the study by R. J. Hoffman, Marcion: On the Reinstitution of Christianity: An Essay on
the Development of Radical Paulinist Theology in the Second Century (AAR Academy Series 46;
Chico, CA: Scholars, 1984).

See Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho 16.2; 19.2; 19.5; 23.5; 92.3.

Prescriptions Against Heretics, 36. Translation taken from S. L. Greenslade, Early Latin Theology
(Library of Christian Classics; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1956).

See the discussion by J. Carroll in Constantine’s Sword: The Church and the Jews, A History
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2001), 178-207. Carroll argues that Constantine was driven by the
need to unify the empire (which was divided at the time) and virtually all his political, reli-
gious; and military undertakings, including his attempts to unify Christians, were designed to
establish a singular, common understanding of what it meant to be part of Rome.

Preparation for the Gospel, 7.6¢; hereafter cited in text as Preparation. Translations for Eusebius
are taken from Preparation for the Gospel, Part I (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981).

For a fuller discussion, see P. Eisenbaum, The Jewish Heroes of Christian History: Hebrews 11 in
Literary Context (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 218-225.

R. Wilken, John Chrysostom and the Jews: Rhetoric and Reality in the Late 4'h Century (Berkeley:
University of California, 1983), 81.

S. Cohen, From the Maccabees to the Mishnah (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1987), 21, 230-231.
See E. E. Ellis, “Biblical Interpretation in the New Testament Church,” Mikra: The Translation,
Reading and Interpretation of the Hebrew Bible in Ancient Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. M.
J. Mulder (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990), 691~725.

See S. G. Wilson, Related Strangers: Jews and Christians 70-170 c.e. (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1995), 215-216.

See E. C. Helmreich, The German Churches Under Hitler (Detroit: Wayne State University
Press, 1979), 150.

See H. J. Kraus, Geschichte der historisch-kritischen Erforschung des Alten Testaments von der Re-
formation biz zur Gegenwart (Neukirchen Kries Moers: Buchhandlung des Erziehungsvereins,
1956), 351; and R. Ericksen, Theologians Under Hitler (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1985), 50, 209, See also n. 19.

English quotations for Cardinal Faulhaber are taken from Nazi Culture: Intellectual, Cultural
and Social Life in the Third Reich, ed. George L. Mosse (New York: Schoken, 1981), 258-259;
hereafter cited in text as Faulhaber. .

Kittel was a Nazi party member but he was often critical of the Deutsche Christen theologians,
because they argued for historically untenable views such as that Jesus was not Jewish, which

33.

34.
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Kittel knew to be ridiculous. The best discussion I have found of Kittel is in Ericksen, Theolo-
gians Under Hitler, 28-78.

Ericksen, Theologians Under Hitler, 61. Ericksen refers to an article by Kittel entitled “Die
Entstehung des Judentums und die Entstehung der Judenfrage,” Forschungen zur Judenfrage 1
(1936): 47-48.

See, for example, A. Segal, Rebecca’s Children: Judaism and Christianity in the Roman World
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986).



