


THE ESCHATOLOGY OF NEW COVENANT THEOLOGY
IN JOHN REISINGER’S ABRAHAM 'S FOUR SEEDS

@HE proponents of replacement or supercessionist theology usually argue that the
promised corporate seed of Abraham, confirmed to Isaac and Jacob, must ultimately
be, understood according to Christ the seed of Abraham (Gal. 3:16), who has given birth to
the authentic Christian church which has become the true spiritual Israel. At the outset, it is
worth pointing out that this line of reasoning is often presented in a manner that is, as S.
Lewis Johnson points out, quite illogical. “[S]ince the church is the seed of Abraham and
Israel is the seed of Abraham, the two entities, the church and Israel, are the same. The
result is a textbook example of the fallacy of the undistributed middle.”?

The historic progression of this line of reasoning, allegedly according to Scripture, requires
that national Israel, in having forfeited its conditional covenant privileges through unbelief,
has become, in the sight of God, everlastingly persona no grata. In Future Israel detailed
consideration was given to Albertus Pieters” The Seed of Abraham in this regard, along with
the obvious anti-Judaism that this Reformed author represents (FI 37-40). However in
another theological arena, that of New Covenant Theology, John Reisinger’s more recent
Abraham’s Four Seeds has also dealt with this outworking of the carnal and spiritual progeny
originating from the loins of the father of the Hebrew people. Even so, whatever differences
there are between these authors concerning other matters, and they are considerable, it is
fundamental to both that national and ethnic Israel, and consequently individual Jews, now
have no divine, covenental legitimacy, and never will have in the future. However, while
Pieters is guilty of explicit theological anti-Judaism, it must be pointed out that Reisinger is
more temperate with his expressed conclusions in this regard. His eschatology has some
similarity with that of Pieters, though his attitude is more peaceable. However, if it is
believed that national Israel is forever disinherited by God, and thus there is no such thing
as a covenant Hebrew or Jew in the sight of God, then, upon the biblical principle that belief
produces behavior, it is reasonable to expect that such replacement theology will be
productive of at best indifference toward contemporary Judaism, verbal denials
notwithstanding. And broadly speaking then, it is not surprising that this eschatology is
also producive of, at best, indifference with regard to distinctive missionary outreach
toward the Jewish people, both diaspora and the modern nation.

At a personal level, it needs to be understood that this writer has associated with those
holding to New Covenant Theology, henceforth referenced as NCT, for many years, and that
with deep appreciation for rich fellowship in the doctrines of sovereign grace that has
resulted. At heart, his convictions remain with the NCT community concerning the

1 S. Lewis Johnson, Jr. “Paul and ‘The Israel of God’: An Exegetical and Eschatological Case-Study.”
Mishkan, 6&7, 1987, pp. 59. This syllogistic fallacy is best understood if we argue that since all dogs
have four legs and all cats have four legs, then all dogs are cats!
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glorious, superceding character of that new covenant cut whereby the shedding of the
blood of Christ obtained the only necessary grounds for the believing sinner’s justification
and sanctification. However, in happily mingling with both local churches and conferences
in this regard, it became obvious that while this author’s pro-Judaic premillennial
eschatology, and that of others, was accepted at a certain level, yet the dominant thrust was
that of New Covenant Theology being most pure when incorporating a more amillennial,
anti-Judaic eschatology. This is plainly evident in John Reisinger’s Abraham’s Four Seeds,
which is now to be considered, as well as Steve Lehrer’s New Covenant Theology, also
reviewed in a subsequent file. John has been a leading figure in this whole movement, and
he remains, for this writer, as a dearly beloved brother in Christ. However, I wish to
strongly assert that New Covenant Theology at its best, in no way necessitates a repudiation
of a distinctive ethnic, national, and territorial future for Israel such as is plainly indicated
in Ezekiel 36-37, Zechariah 12-14, and Romans 11, etc.

JOHN REISINGER — ABRAHAM'S FOUR SEEDS, 1998

In Abrahams Four Seeds, hereafter referenced as AFS, Reisinger professes that his intention is
to steer a course between Covenant Theology on the one hand and Dispensationalism on
the other, and so arrive at the more biblical midstream position of NCT. Thus all three
positions are assessed with regard to the seed that issued forth from the loins of Abraham,
distinguished according to four categories. First, there is the Natural Seed, including all
physical children, Isaac and Ishmael, Jacob and Esau, Jews and Arabs. Second there is the
Special Natural Seed, the nation or children of Israel, all of the physical seed of Jacob. Third
there is the Spiritual Seed, all believers of all ages, David and Paul, Jewish and Gentile
believers. Fourth there is the Unique Seed, Christ the Messiah.? Now this author, being of
baptistic convictions, finds himself in substantial agreement with Reisinger’s critical
analysis of Covenant Theology and its c;ose relationship with paedobaptism. However his
antithetical representation of dispensationalism raises some serious issues, particularly with
regard to Israel’s eschatological status, that must be revealed as nothing new, but simply a
modified presentation of historic replacement or supercessionist theology which is as old as
Augustine. Of course the Bishop of Hippo would define the church very differently from
Reisinger. Nevertheless they both approach the issue of Israel, its conditional, typological,
displaced existence, etc., with regard to the church, in much the same way.

2 John R. Reisinger, Abraham’s Four Seeds, p. 14. We hope that Reisinger’s suggestion that the Body of
Christ was “born in a day” is not an allusion to Isaiah 66:8. The context of the prophet here indicates
the rebirth of the “land [of Israel],” the “nation [of Israel], and “Jerusalem” cf. vs. 6, 10, 20, etc.
Concerning the final sentence here, surely the spiritual blessings of the Church are rooted in the
Abrahamic, not the Mosaic covenant. Furthermore, could the Church inherit “true spiritual blessings . .
. in the law” and not the attending curses? The Mosaic code was distinctively covenanted with Israel
(Exod. 24:1-8; Ps. 147:19-20), not the subsequent church.
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Lest such a charge be thought of as excessive, consider some concluding comments in
AFS.

The spiritual nation, the Body of Christ, was ‘born in a day’” and has become all of the very
things Israel never became. . . . The ekklesia of Christ is the true nation that was promised to
Abraham. . . . The Church inherits the true spiritual blessings promised to Israel in the law
covenant at Sinai simply because her Lord has kept the covenant for her.?

Further, the concluding emphasis of AFS leads to the incorrect conclusion that this
amillennial understanding of the place of Israel in the New Testament is not only
eschatologically midstream, but also the inevitable outworking of NCT. On the other hand,
it is implicit that if you take a more premillennial/dispensational position with regard to
Israel in the present and future, then you have not fully understood the ramifications of
NCT. Only the amillennial/replacement model does full justice to the New Covenant.
Reisinger has not been alone in this conclusion amongst those who have upheld NCT.
However it is this writer’s” understanding that such a perspective concerning national Israel
is historically an embarrassment and exegetically misguided, especially by means of Gentile
exegesis that neglects the vital Jewish emphases of Hosea 3, Jeremiah 31, Ezekiel 36-37,
Zechariah 12-14, Romans 11; Hebrews 8, etc.

A. Definitions.

To begin with we raise the question of terminology with regard to
“Dispensationalism,” even as Appendix 2 in AFS is titled. Now there are several
references to the “postponed kingdom” theory of dispensationalism which is
distinctively defined in terms of Chafer, Scofield, and Walvoord. However, although
the name “Israel” is numerously mentioned in AFS, none of these references are really
dealing with the distinctive understanding of the aforementioned authors concerning
Israel that is commonly acknowledged to be a vital distinguishing element of
dispensationalism.* Thus one discovers that throughout the book, the preponderant
consideration of Israel concerns not focus on the distinctive dispensational perspective
concerning Israel and the Church, but the more broad understanding of
premillennialism in which the one people of God incorporates a distinction between
national Israel and the Church. Unfortunately Reisinger argues in such a way that
anyone who differs from his Augustinian, baptistic adaptation of the Church as the

3 Reisinger, Abraham’s Four Seeds, p. 116.

4 Consider that Charles C. Ryrie is often quoted as declaring that the sine qua non of dispensationalism is
a distinction between Israel and the Church, Dispensationalism Today, pp. 44-47. However it will be
noted that Bonar, Spurgeon, Ryle (FI 8-14, 208-209, 39-348) and a host of others who have believed in
classic or historic premillennialism, also upheld a distinction between Israel and the Church within the
one people of God, while at the same time not in the slightest being regarded as dispensationalist.
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superceding New Israel is branded as dispensationalist and consequently lacking in
his comprehension of the New Covenant.

More particularly, while there is reference to “premillennialism” in passing on 4
occasions, the term “dispensationalism” is mentioned 115 times. Hence it seems ironic
that while this book resulted from discussion between a “group of Amils and
Premils,”> yet “dispensationalism” is manifestly the dominant term. Further, on 12
occasions it is distinguished as propounding a future “postponed” earthly millennium,
which element of “postponement” is not really under consideration in the book. For
Reisinger, “postponed” simply refers to a future earthly millennium which more
classically, according to premillennialism, could be termed a future, consummate,
glorious, earthly, Messianic millennium of fulfillment of that which was promised.
Apart from the reference to “Premils” on page 1, the only other references are in a
footnote on page 57 concerning “historic premillennialism,” which term is left
undefined, and twice in a footnote on page 61. Reisinger is aware that many, like
Spurgeon, who could in no way could be designated as being even partially
dispensational, nevertheless believe in the eschatological prospect of national Israel
being restored to the Land, of it being nationally converted, and then blessed in a
millennial economy under the personal reign of Christ from a glorified Jerusalem
while at the same time enjoying fellowship in Christ with surrounding Gentile nations.
It cannot be emphasized enough that this definition of a premillennial focus on the
future of Israel is not in the slightest dispensational, and Mr. Reisinger needs to come
to grips with this truth. His dealing with terminology here is confusing and lacks
necessary clarity. Though he is not alone in this regard since many bandy about the
term  “dispensational” without carefully distinguishing is from classic
premillennialism. We could further quote from David Baron, B. W. Newton, S. P.
Tregelles, Adolph Saphir, Joseph Seiss, Charles Simeon, Nathaniel West, etc., none of
whom were dispensational, and yet they believed the aforementioned restorationist
premillennial scenario.

B. Major propositions.

To get to the heart of the matter, we first quote from Reisinger with regard to what he
declares to be central to a right understanding of the seed of Abraham. He writes that,
“We now come to Abraham’s special natural seed, the nation of Israel, and its
relationship to the church today and in the future. This is the heart of the issue.”® With

5 Ibid., p. i. Reisinger claims that his book originated when, “a group of Amils and Premils got together
(along with some of us who are not convinced of any prophetic position).” This gathering in 1995
would certainly have also included some Dispensationalists. Why not admit this? Any who read this
book will undoubtedly conclude that Reisinger cannot now claim to be prophetically midstream
concerning Israel.

¢ Tbid., p. 68.
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this we would unquestionably agree and consequently set forth five propositions that
are upheld as being not only essential to Reisinger’s central assertion in AFS, but also
are in fact vital to general amillennial eschatology, and thus inevitably lead to
alignment with supercessionist theology. This being the case, it is proposed that AFS
does not at all uphold eschatological middle ground.

1. The Christian Church is the Israel of God.

We quote: “Dispensationalism [hence also read Premillennialism] does not see the
Body of Christ as the true Israel of God in fulfillment of the promises made to
Abraham and his seed. This system of theology insists on different promises for
Israel and for the Church.”” Certainly original Dispensationalism made an
extreme distinction between the two people of God, namely the church being
destined for heaven while Israel was destined to reign upon earth. However
Classic Premillennialism, believing in one people of God, has at the same time
acknowledged a diversity within this unity, namely Israel and the church, after
the manner of male and female being distinctive yet one in Christ Jesus (Gal.
3:28), as well as personal diversity within the unity of the Godhead.?

Consider the statement: “The Nation of Israel was not the ‘Body of Christ,” even
though the Body of Christ is indeed the true ‘Israel of God.””” However,
concerning the first part of this statement here, having reference to no biblical
support, the relationship between “the nation of Israel” and “the Body of Christ”
is best indicated in Romans 11:17-24 according to the analogy of the fig tree. Here
the mainly unnatural Gentile Body of Christ is dependently engrafted into the
trunk of Israel rooted in Abraham (FI 258-259, 282-285). Then Reisinger
incorrectly indicates, again without biblical support, that to deny the second,
normatively amillennial part of this statement, is to be dispensationalist. Here he
might at least have referenced the only explicit supporting verse in the New
Testament, Galatians 6:16 (cf. FI 263-269). Reisinger adds as well that,
“Dispensational Theology cannot get Israel and the Church together in any sense
whatever,”1? though while this is true for classic dispensationalism, it is not true
for progressive dispensationalism and classic premillennialism.

7 Ibid., p. 117.

8 We prefer to use the term “classic premillennialism” since many, in referring to “historic
premillennialism” are in the main identifying with the premillennialism of George Eldon Ladd that,
although significant, is hardly historic in line with Simeon, Newton, Tregelles, Baron, Saphir, Seiss,
West, etc. Also refer to Gary Long, Context! pp. 32-48, who, in refuting “historic premillenialism,” deals
almost exclusively with Ladd.

o Reisinger, Abraham’s Four Seeds, p. 19.
10 Ibid.
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not only those who are Israel that are Israel,” but ‘it is not all those who are of
Israel that are Israel.””20

Reisinger concludes from these verses: “Nothing that God ever promised or
covenanted to the nation of Israel guaranteed, in any sense whatever, that they, or
their children, would receive spiritual blessings.”?! There are absolute comments
like this on numerous occasions, all being rooted in Romans 9:6-7. However, the
problem here is that the author so settles on this point that he gives scant
attention to the subsequent flow of Romans 9-11, and especially careful exegesis
of critical verses in Romans 11 that we believe uphold the ongoing role of national
Israel in the mind of God

20 Moo, Romans, p. 574. Also Fred Zaspel notes that the previously listed Jewish blessings are not
expounded here by Paul as being “now realized in the church; . . . they belong to Israel; . . . they have
not become ineffectual for them; they offer no less a real hope today than ever.” Jews, Gentiles and the
Goal of Redemptive History, pp. 12-13.

21 Reisinger, Abraham’s Four Seeds, p. 80.
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