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Norman Cousins remarked sometime ago that "Christianity and Judaism
share one of the great reluctances of history. Both are reluctant

to live openly and fully with the fact that Jesus was a Jew. Chris-
tian€®® theology has never been able to explain to itself why Jesus
should have come out of Judaism. And Judaism has tended to dwell
outside the full significance of the Jewishness of Jesus énd.his vast
spiritual role in human history."l This cryptic statement hits dead
center on a central issue in the Christian-Jewish dialogue: Christo-
logy Both of our faith communities, it seems to me, have to re-
examine their traditional approaches to the significance of Jesus'
appearance in history. I shall concentrate in this essay on the scope
of the necessary Christian re-examination. My intention is to intro-
duce the dimensions of this new interreligious quest and indicate a
few of the roads it might profitably take. In no sense will I offer

a fully claborated hypothesis. This is something I plan to undertake

in a forthcoming book.

JTor Christianity today the guestion must be how it can articulate its
.self-identity without, automatically denying the continued validity of
Judaism as an ongoing express§ion of fundamental religious realities
after the time of Christ against the traditional background of the |
"New ljoses," "New Covenant," "New Jerusalem" vocabulary. Coming to
grips with this will not be easy for Christians because we are talking
about faith statements which have been central to Christian theology
from its earliest days

Some Christiéns have tried to solve the problem by appealing to Romans
9-11, Granted there are some sections in these chapters that convey a
positive tone, a deep feeling on the part of Paul for his peopie,.when
taken by themselves. And in fact these chapters do challenge any
simplistic Christian notions about the automatic end of Judaism as a .
1living religion and the consequent rejection of the Jewish people with
the advent of Jesus But ultimately Romans 9-11 ends on a conversionis:
note that I find unacceptable. Paul says that Israel's zeal is nmis-
guilded Jews have failed Lo recognize the rightoousneés that comes
from God and try to promote their own idea of it. The Jews can be
grafted back onto the true tree, but only if they give up'their un-

belief. Israel has become blind, albeit only tempprarily; the Jews



are disobedient. While the Jewish people remain loved by God and He
has revoked neither his gift to them nor their chosenness, tThey "aré
enemies of (od with regard to the Good News w2 This is hardly language
that will promote a spirit of equality and respect in any encounter
between the two faith communities. No, I am afraid that more radical
surgery than Romans 9-11 can offer us is imperative if we are to
achieve any genuine breakthrough in our contemporary dialogue with

Judaism

Several present-day biblical scholars ?nd theologians such as
Rosemary Mgather? J ' Coert Rylaars dam, Monika I-Ixellw.lfTS Gregory Baumé
' g

Ao Roy gckardt? James Parkes:and reter Chirico” have attempted such
surgery, reaching the conclusion that part of our traditional Chris-
tology is severly inadequate and should perhaps be discarded AS
Christians we must come to view the Jewish "no" to Jesus as a positive
contribution to the ultimate salvation of mankind, not as an act of
unfaithfulness or hauzhty blindness -- that is a major thrust of this

new theological search

Let us now look a bit more closely at some of the positiohs espoused
by the above-mentioned scholars. Gregory Baum insists on the need o
recognize that while Judaism is founded upon. the revelations of the
Hebrew ucrlpturcq(ﬁnd still draws inspiration from the Blble‘Dlt hasg
become throuzh a zreat variety of Iactopo a religion in its own right,
&{B i oﬁ\t@idigptdldfg_ﬁEhcurtor Qn_QhLLgtliﬂlLJ In his view Judzism's

1 daatlnj is hOu =%

- to disappear and give way to Christianity, Judaisn
+ | continues to exercise a positive role in Ged's plan
of salvation. The saving presence of God in Jewish
religion is the source of its extraordinary vitality
and its resilence against all its adversaries 10

. T~/ Baum's position would generally place him in that category of theo- |
ﬂ",,:-' ogians who sce Judaism and Christianity as two basically distinct
) £e]1"10nq @paplte their shared biblical patrimony) . Some label this
"the double covenant theory.'" ‘ithout making this category too hard

5...-

and fast, we might also 'include Rosemary Reuther, James Parkes, Peter
Chirico and J, Coert Aylaarsdam in this sroup

Rosemary Reuther takes the stand that the ilesslanic Age has not come,

something she believes emerges as an inescapable fact of history,



something with which Christians have not sufficiently rec&wened up .
till now In her eyes human history remains as much, perhaps even more,
mired in ambiguity, sickness, sin and death as it was prior to the .: - |

coming of Jesus If the church wants to affirm that the term "Christ"
refers to the .lessiah of Israel's hope, then it must also come to ap-
preciate that ‘

from the standpoint of that faith of Israel itself,
there is po possibility of talking about the liessiah
havevbomﬁ&u (much less of havinz come two thousand
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From that tlme until thlo), when the reign of God has
not come. 11

She bluntly postulates that
| what Christiznity has in Je is not the iessiah,
but 8 Jew who nuu-d for he mmlm of the Kingdom
of God and who died in that hope. 12
‘'he pioneer scholar in modern Christian~Jewish dialogue James Parkes
anchors his version of the "double-covenant" theory in what he.calls
the different but complimentary revelations of “"Sinai" and "Calvary,"

Sinai centering around the community while Calvary enlightened the un-
‘derstanding of the individual person:

That hizhest purpose of God which Sinai reveals
to men as community, Calvary reveals to man as an

end in himgelf ‘he difference hetween the two
events, both of which from the metaphysical stand-
point are identical as expressions of the infinite

in the finite, of the e¢iternal in the world of space

and time, lies in the fact that the first could not

be fulfilled by a brief demdnstration of a divine

communiiy in action; but the second could not be ful- !
' filled except by = life lived under human conditicns

from birth to death,13-

That is Parkes' central thesis. . = ‘ o
A stress on the indiyidual began to grow in Jewish literature in the
exilic and postexilic periods according to Parkes  Witness, he says,
the concern with the individual in Jeremiah, Ezekiel, the Wisdom

literature, Job and among bthe Pharisees It is out of this movement

that Jesus stepped into history. The rcevelation of Calvary did nat

replace Sinal, nor could cinal gimely absorb it and remain unchansed

In the 11fe and Leachlnv of Jesus the earlier revela tion_and the new

— _.____

revelation stand tdégether in creative tension with one another. In the |



Christian concern with man as person, nothing is taken away from thq
power or meaning of the working out in history of the revelation of
Sinai Sineai did not mark_ the beginning of human concern with the
moral problems of men in society. Behind Sinai were centuries of ex-
perignce which were both human discoverics and diyine revelations.
#hat W% occurred at Sinal was the full development of a long and
slow growth in man's understanding of community, even though it took
centuries to realize the full extent of Sinai and it still remain dif-
ficult to deline the complete meaning oif that revelation. In the same
manner what had been growing in Judaism since the period of the exile
attained“itahfulliagyg;ppmenﬁ_withigilvary and has been subject to in-
tervretation ever since: %

/ Phe divinc plan for human soclety is given its full meaning
when the divine plan.for man as person is revealed within
it In Jecus the ultimate unity is not destroyed; Paul
still strugzles to maintain it But in the complex setting
of first century life the two hdves broke apart, and the
beginning of the second century witnessed two religious con-

Jronting each other -- Judaism and Christianity ' 14

ror Parkes Judaism and Christianity are inextricably linked together as
equals, for the tension that exists between them is not rooted in some

Barthian metaphysic forced upon history from without, but in the peren-
nial and inevitable cxperlence of tension in ordinary human life be-
tween man as social being and man as individual person, as an ultimate
value in himself, as one formed in the likeness, of God. This tension
extends to the whole of life and will endure so long as the world en-

dures.

Jor J Coert Rylaarsdam the basic tension between Judaism and Chris-

tianity can only be understood by recoznizing the existence of two
distinct covenants in the Hebrew Scriptures ¢ The first, the covenant |
with Israel, represents the side of history and signifies a socio- '

relizious union called into being by God It includes a mutual pact
of faithfulness and responsibility between God and his people. This

covenant is characterized by the continuity betweenr Gospel and Law and
includes both the motif of the recital of the covenant and the motif of
oblization  The biblical themes of the first covenant reflect the 5
belief that the only significant world is that of man and history, es-

pecially as seen through the particularity of Isfael, the Chosen of |



Yahweh Phis covenant is future oriented and the events related con-
stitute a salvation history replete with "acts of divine rescue.”" It is
an open series. This salvation history cannot be reconciled with the
advent of Jesus and was not as significant for the New Testament writers
as the second covenant. ' '

The second covenant is the covenant with David As interpreted by
Rylaarsdam, it represents the eschatological tradition. The principal
characteristic of this covenant is the holiness attached to the moun-
tain of Zion and the divine, presence as revealed through the dynasty of
David This marked a new beginning and continued to be in tension with
the first covenant to which it was finally accommodated although never
absorbed This covenant alludes to and celebrates a supratemporal order
of significance God is King =~ of creation and of the nations. "Law"
and "history" are largely absent from the Davidic covenant.  Whereas
there is no Alpha-Omega aspect to the future oriented first covenant,
the second celebrates Alpha with emphasis on its significance for the
present and thus adumbrates many Christian "theological and liturgical
motifs " -

The tension between these two covenants ultimately produced several <. .:
sects, one of which became the eschatologically oriented Christianity.
This new faith contained the same tension but with a reversal of the
priority of the two covenants In the words of Rylaarsdam,

However Jesus may have understood his vocation, at the
outset Christians interpreted his career as an escha-
ftolozical event. He had overcome the world (olam), re-
Tativized history - or even abolished it Except for
some sectarian movements,(Judaism thought more histori-
cally than eschatologically; it awaited the transforma-
tion and redemption of the world. So the.Jews said that
the Messiah had not come ) But the Gentiles believed

And the Christians wrote’a commentary on the Hebrew Bible
and called it the New Testament  Its accent is overwhel-
mingly eschatological Therefore it has now become the

primary occasion for the dilemmas of Christology 15

‘As Rylaarsdam sees it, the Christians who authored the New Testament = .
were a Jewish sect They f?ré sect?r%%n pecguse gg%y.tdgk such a
one-sided view of the relation of the two covenants,to one another

For a moment they forgot about the paradoxical character of the rela-

tionship, and the&.thought that the full meaning-of the historical



\\could be fitted into the perspective of the eschatological But
Rylaarsdam believes that

they quickly began to discover: that they were wrong

And the story of nineteen centurieg of Christian hl%tory
can be told as the story of the progressive discovery,
exploration and rectification of that K initial mistake.

Their retention of the Hebrew Bible has served the Chris-
tians well in this matter. They have thought and said that
they retained it as the sign of a praeparatio; but, in fact,
it served as the source of their recovery of the knowledge
of foundations that are enduring because they are para=-
doxical. '16

There aré then for Rylaarsdam two covenants in the Christian Bible.
They are not the two covenants called Testaments, placed seriatim.

They are the two covenants that run through both the 01d and New
Testaments, the same throughout the entire Bible. In view of this the

relationchip between the two faiths emerges as something radically other

than the traditional Christian statement of it. (If both Judaism and
Christianity always continue to revolve around the same two covenants
that are paradoxically related to one dnoLhex,)Lhen their relationship,

whatever its tension, is forever mutually interdependent.

For Peter Chirico a new Christian understanding of the continuing

validity of Judaism can come only if we move away from a "fixist" view
of revelation to a more modern "dynmaic" outlook. He rejects two
commonly held positions zssociated with the church's proclamation of
itself as the "fulfillment" of Israel: (1) the assumption that fulfil-
ment is an accomplishment rather than a mission; (2) the as ssumption that
Christ's fulfillment is found exclusively in those explicitly Christian.
Chirico holds that aspects of the revelational pattern are manifested
'in Judaism in ways different from the Christian community's role which
Ehas been and will continue to be that of manifesting the Christological
!meaning of revelation in its life and mission 'quggse Christians have

/’confused and still confuse the acceptance of God's revelation with the
acceptance of the'explicitly Christian articulation of the ultimate
neaning of that recvelation, they have concluded that Jews are rejecting

~ the revelation of God in Christ The only sure corrective for this,
says Chirico, will be

the explicit Christian recognition of theﬂndur;ngﬁyalJE:pf

the Judalc falth coupled w1th a ceaseless effort To 20w

el ' S iy



understand, integra te. and procldlm the Christological
meaning of that fac (Christians will never belleve that
15138 1deql that Je'vu do not recognize Christ any more
than they should ever believe that their own living out
of Christianity is ideal) But they must come to see in-
tellectually and to incarnate attitudinally the view that
the concrcte Jewish community manifests aspects of the
Ycr{ reggl vtion of God that they thembelves do not mani-
Test

So much for the so-called double-covenznt school While minimizing the
their éifference from the double-covenant position, it would be useful
to look briefly at a couple representatives of the single-covenant

school, The first is Monika Hellwig. She believes that the simul-

taneous and complimentary participation of Christianity and Judaism in:
the same covenant requirces a restatement of some central concepts by
the church The most cr@cial of these is the traditional Christian
assertion that the liessizh came in the person of Jesus of Nazareth and
that those who recognized him were welcomed into his kingdom while amon:
his own people many refused to believe in him with the consequent
punishment of being left in outer darkness This, she strongly main-
tains, constitutes an overalmpllflcatlon of the original stand of the
apostolic community. A more accurate formulation in her mind would be

1hat the cry of the early Christian community, 'Jesus

is Lord and Christ' was and remaius.a praophetic asser-
tion by which Christians have pledged themselves to &
tesk of salvation yet to be accomplished iEven to the

-Christian there is a most Important sense in which Jesu

s not yet llessiah. ' The eschatological tension has not

" been resolved. What may be expected in the liessianic
Tfulfillment has not yet become manifest in the world - .
that there shall be peace among men; that the weak shall
have no cause to fear the stronz; that a spirit of '
healinz and Jjoy shall be all pervasive.  Logically the
llessianic Event should be seen as lengthy, complex, un-
finished and mysterious 18 '

'_l-

Dr. Hellwig then proceeds to pose the central question:

It may well be objected that this line of reasoning evadec
the real issue at sLako- Jesus is recoznized by the Chris-

tians as divine and the inner realiiy o7 God ds unders
stood ag triune, while the Jew reJccts voth claims as
blzsvhenous 19

She believes that a new perspective is possible on this seemingly



insupcrable obstacle in light of the present Christian discussions of
the nature of religious language Recognizing that calling God a person
is necessarily an analogy and that the 5th century Christological defi-
nitions of one person and two natures were no more than

[N .
a cautious naming of the unknovms in, Christian experience
of divine intervention, then we no longer have a simple
cquation in saying that Jesus is the son of God or that
Jesus is divine, but an interpretive statement that is
quite elusive as to its exact meaning - a poetic statement
almost as leogically elusive as the saying, 'happiness is
a sunny day ln upflﬂT" 20

lMore p051t1velJ put, she fe 1s bhdt we must now speak oqugsu n

Jesus 1is the place of encounter of man with
71N

'__._.__. ey als

phenomenolos

the transcendsnt «od th h Christians have cxnerjonced as central in
A - ~ S e e o g

all hunen existence. udCh an interuretation becones even more meaning-

ful in_her eyes in the g:lu xt of the Jewish prohibition agaipgt idols
PROSGL G T WAl M5 D .

which messsssiz:—the making of divine images out of the deep conviction

that there exists only one image of Cod that really reveals anything,

am I-;-Lxr ™

an himgelf

For A Roy Eckardt who has wxlttﬂn widely on the JGWth Christian en-

couﬁter the 01d and New Testaments comprise one covenant The churdh
has not L»Pen I”rael') place and Israecl's divine vocation remains ;nLaq

inno our ime God'g fa aithfulnes s to Israel means that the covenant

con lnuc“ 1nh.oifn, and it is this very covenant that requires IfrPel
to reject Jes 5 as the llossiah ile holds that God's purpose was that a
majority of Israel should not accept Jesus. Lckardt concludes that
Israel and the Church stand in dialectical tension to each other within
- the one covenant IZach has a different function and a corresponding '
temptation  Israel's main function is to face inward to the Jewish
people and Christianity's function to face outward to the Gentiles.

The correspondinz temptations are that the Jew may let his election .
lead to self-exaltation and the Christian's reliance on grace may lead
to absolving himself from all duties under the law. Or, in opposing &
false dichotonizing between the sacred and the profane, Israel may
seeularize the incdom of Godi on the other hand, in 5ding forth into
the secular world Christisanity may e teupied to overspiritualize the
Kinrdom of God and negate the goodness of creation As Eckardt sees

it, : _ i /



Jesus of Nazareth, called the Christ, embodies the
paradox of unitingz Jews with Chris tlang and of SPPardtlng
Jews from Christians There is 1mply no way around or
beyond this stern fact. Any discussion of the Jewish-
Christian relationship must presuppose both elements in
this ultimate tension . ‘fhe mystery of Iarael' election
has found a2 continuation and fulfillment 'in the mystery
of the incarnation of God in Jesus Christ ' 21 i

But Ickardt continues that "if there is a true sense in which God has
manifested himself uniquely in Jesus of Nazareth, it must be ‘said that
the !siC“v of +hir divine act iz in »nrincinls no zZreater than th
sacred acts through which Israel was originally eélected.

Chrisiian theolosy of the Jewish-Christian relationship is called té

! "y fo. T ™ 3

to Lekardt, "what Franz Rogsenzwelg has expressed
from the Je c: Judzism is the 'Star of Redemption,® Christianit
the rays of star Phe church is 'successor' of Israel in cnly one

t
respect and no other: by virtue of the Christian gospel, the dividing

wzll between Jews snd Gentiles is destroyed once and Tor all The

abiding Covenant with lsrael is decisively and uexlnltelj opened to the

world in a way that Jewish faith does not provide. {

Recently Ickardt has begun to hedge somewhat about his single covenant
orientation. He feels that the Christian community must enable Israel
"to: be whatever she will be, even without us.."i Tl St DR 1 0 o Uk Fi

I think that my earlier and repeated insistence upon
thg membership of Cnr+ublnﬂ‘ in the Jewish family has
been determined in considerable measure by the neces=
sary warfare a=QLust thlutlgn uupcrocﬂﬂlonism, the
faniesy that the 'new Israel' has replaced oricinal
Isrzel.! Suppose that this fantasy is at last overcome!
imat the f”‘llJ stay together? I am uncertain how to
. : ~answer I do know that loved ones part from one
another and zo their different ways - though they need
not thereby cease their loving or their caring. Indeed,
it may be that the parting must teke place by the very

decree. of love and for the very sake of love. 24 G

The theological positions we have just examined offer a good cross-
section of the new thinkinz about the siznificande ol Christ emerging

o 2

within Christlanity as & result of 1%5 co nporary dialozue with

Py
,..5
e
(\

Judaisn Thile the views of the ahove Christlan acholars .must cecr-
— g

tainly be understood as provisional;ﬁ%hey are beginning a process that

will profoundly alter Christianity's self-definition and make possible

a more realistic relationship to Judaism and to all Otheflnon—christia

b “10



religions. The recent document of the French Bishops, while not as
radical as the views just quoted, would also serve as an excellent
introduction to the new thinking about the:Jewish-Christian relation-
ship'slowly emerging in Christian circles. The same holds true for

the statement released in June 1973 by the Israel Study-Group sponsored
by the National Council of Churches' Faith & Order Commission and the
Secretariat for Catholic-Jewish Relations of the National Conference of
Catholic. Bishops. This latter document goes well beyond Vatican II in
coming to grips with the issue of the basic relationship between Judaism
and Christianity and it bears the signatures'of some eizhteen Christian

scholars representing Protestantism, Catholicism and Eastern Orthodoxy 3

Certainly the task ol theologically re-interpreting the fundamental
ch%sh~0hristian relationship gtill requires much work and research

But what the scholars we have just examined are saying, decpite their

many differences, is that Christianity must re-examine its contention

that the Meseianic ase, the time of fulfillment, far more crucial to

Judaism than the notion of a personal iessiah, Look place with the

coming of Christ. However we may eventually come to explicate the
uniqueness and mystery of the Christ Lvent, and we can never lose sight
of this uniqueness without emasculating Christianity, it has become . :

obvious to them and fo-me that we can no longer simply claim that the

Jewish notion of the lessianic age was realized in the Death-Resurs . '°

rection of Christ

The question remains, however, what does such a recognition of non=-
fulfillment do to our understanding of Christology? Ilust it be totally
discarded? By no meansg. But this Christology nceds restatement and
clarification Permit me to briefly outline the direction in which I
feel this renewed Christology must move. Before doing this, however, a
word or two of critique relative to the theological views looked .at

above.

411 of the scholars mentioned above offer some important insights,
especially in theilr unif$ing thesis that Christianity must abandon its
simplistic interpretation of Jesus the Christ as the fulfillment of
Israel's Messianic expectations, musl acknowledge the continuing
validity of Judaism and must even recognize the positive side of
Judaism's rejectioﬁ of the church's Christological traditions. When it

11



comes to constructing a new Christology in the light of the Jewish-
Christian encounter, I fezl that some ol the examined theological
stances contribute much more than others. In.particular I would cite
James Parkes' model of Judaism as addressing the social dimension of
the human person while Christianity speaks to the person as individual,
Peter Chirico's insistence on the on-going nature of revelation and on
the presence in Judaism of revelatory elements that are missing in
Christianity, A. Roy Zckardt's stress that in principle the revelation
in Christ is no more crucial than the principal revelatory events in
Judaisg)and Qregory Baum's and lignika Hellwig's understanding of the
Christ Zvent as uncovering the divinity within humanity and human his-
tory J Coert Rylaarsdam's description of the eschatological/histori=-
cal tension within both the 01d and New Testaments also éontains some
important nuances. But in the final analysis I must reject it as an
appré}iate starting point for Christological construction because it
does not adequately deal with the development of human consciousness
rezarding the God-man relationship that took place in Second Temple
Judaism and in Christianity. A. Roy Eckardt's model is too deeply im-
. bedded in Ng¢€buhrian paradox that insufficiently expresses the positive
meaning of Christ and in a Rosenzwelg hypothesis that ultimglly reverses
the tables in making Christianity inferior to Judaism and deprives -
Judaism of perhaps its most prized possession -~ its uncompromising

rootedness in the processes of history.

In an essay entitled "Anti-Judaism is the Left Hand of Christology" Dr
 Rosemary Reuther hits upon a point that in my opinion must serve as the
beginning of any new Christology: :
Originally Christians also linked Jesus' .-messianic
role intimately to this final salvation of the world.
But as this event failed to materialize, Christian
theologzy pushed it off into a vague future-- i.e.,
the "Second Comong"” =-- and reinterpreted Jesus' mes=_- :l
sianic role in inward and personal ways that bore
1ittle relation to what the Jewish tradition had meant
by the "coming of the ilessiah.” 26
Dr Reuther is generally correct in her description of the gradual
chanze -from an historical, very Jewish based, interpretation of the
1ife and mission of Jesus to a much more inward and "mystical" explana-

tion. But I would ﬁlace a much higher valuation on this process than

12



Dr. Reuther seems to do. DBut her negativism is correct in this sense
The later Pauline writings and the Johannine literature which were
principally responsible for this change never made clear the funda-
mental re-~interpretation they had introduced into the church's Chris-
tological understanding This would lead as a resylt to confusion for
centuries as Christians utilized the older fulfillment language (which
perdures into our own time, especially in the liturgy) side-by-side with |
the more inward language. It is incumbent upon Christian theologians toi
work for the removal of this confusion by forthrightly acknowledging
the basic change in viewpoint introduced by Paul and John and ceasing
to pretend that the earlier ilessianic Christology and the later
Christology can be simply and easily dovetailed Such admission would

go a lonz way in stripping Christology of its anti-Judaic bias

The actual Christological transformation process, as I see it, went
something like this. After the early strata of the gospels and the
initial Pauline writings had proclaimed Jesus to be the expected

Jewish messiah, problems arose for the apostolic church. The signs and |
realities that were to accompany the coming of the llessiah were nowhere j
to be seen. Hencelthe mature Paul and especially John were forced to
re-examine the earlier Christologies. ZIventually they came to appreci-
ate a totally new and-potentielly more important aspect BE_Eg;;ngEE
Christ ¢ Through contact with his person and his ministry man had come

to glimvse more profoundly than ever before the intimate link that

exists, that has always existed, between God and man  Humanity and
divinity were more closely linked than man had ever imagined And |
their linkage had deep implications for the understanding of people's |
relationship to one another and to God as well as for the dignity
enjoyed by each human person. This realization, I would argue, was in _
part a development of the heightened sense of the dignity of the in- !
dividual person that had emerged as one of the hallmarks of the Phari-
saic revolution within Judaism during the Second Temple period.z? In
this sense, and I know many of my Jewish colleagues would be taken back
by this sctatement, I do not believe that the notion of “the Incarnation, |
the presence of God's divinity in human form, is as foreign to the '
soul'of Judaism as is usually maintained But nonetheless the Chris;
tologies of John and Paul do represent a quantum leap when compared to
the understanding of Second Temple Judaism - / iR

13



fo fully comprechend the lines of this Christological development one:

,must begin by examining the changes in human consciousness that arose

as a result of the Pharisaic revolution within Judaism ¢ At the heart

of this revolution lay a new conception of the God-man relationship.

Perhaps under Hellenistic influence, Pharisaism came to conceive of
the God-man relationship as far more personal and direct than any pre-

vious form of Judaism had envisioned it This was a change so funda-
mental that the Pharisees Telt obliged to find new names for God and
to employ the old ones only when quoting from the Hebrew Scriptures
One of the prln01pal names they applied to God was "Father". Now,tor
us, this may not sound very revolutionary.. But as developed by the
rharisees the Father-Son imagery bespeaks a new intimacy between God

and the individual person -- an intimacy which ult1mateiv undercut the

intermedicry/hereditary elite system that formed the core of the
Sadduccean/Temple understanding of the God-man relationship. LEvery
peicon, no matter who he or she might be, had such standing before God

o

that they could approach him didrectly; no intermediary was necessary.

This basic pergeptual change in the God-man relétionship on the part of
the Pharigees led to a total transformation of the practices and "I
structures ol Judaisnm Included were such new institutions as the
rabbinate and the synagogue The former enhanced the dignity of czch
individual person by mziking performance and concern rather than herc~
dity the basis for leadership in Jewish soclety; the latter, viewed as
A?Kt houue of the veople of God @nllﬁe the 1emnle which was conceived

as the house of God ) laid stress on the new closeness between humanity

and divinity, to put it theologically -- God could not be God withoutb:

p his veople 28 In their interpretation of Torah, the Pharisaic rabbis

handed down many decisions, such as the right of a laborer to go out on
N strike, which enhanced the status of the human person. Finally, one of
/ " - P - »

the central doctrines of Pharisaism, the resurrection of the dead, in-

a

troduced & new dimension ol human diznity and worth Dach. person would

vl

continue to live on forcfﬁr in his or her uniqueness after‘death - In
no way were individuals alter death simply to be absorbed into a God-
head or universal being What greater statement could be. made about
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As a conglomorate, the Pharisalc structures and ideas point to a new
closencss between God eénd man  The Pharisees as such were probably
not ready to grant the direct link between humanity and divinity that
eventually emerged in Christianity. But I would suggest that they wers
definitely hezding in that direction. The gulf between Judaism and
Christianity still remains wide on this point. But an understanding
of the Fharisalc basis of Christology may make passage of the gulf at
some future date at least thinkable

It was out of this Pharisaic context that Rabbi Jesus emerged and
devéloped his ministry. my contention would be that a prime, if not
' the minlstry of Jesus was emphasizine the utter
dignity of each individual person: o man or woman could really be .

fa] ]

the prime, focus of

cast out as useless and unnecessary because as part of humanity they
are thereby also part of God o reject them would be to reject a

part of God. A Jewich scholar of the New ‘estament David Flusser has
unigue

clearly recognized this quality of Jesus' message:

...1% is clear that Jesus' moral approach to God and
man... .1s unigue and incomparable.' According to the
teaching ol Jesus you have to love the sinners,/while -
accordinz to Judaism you have no% to hate the wicked,
It is imvortant to note that the positive love even
.toward the enemies is Jesus' personzl messsage Ve do
lnot find this doctrine in the New Yestament outside of
the words o Jesus himself. ... In Judaism hatred is
practically Torbidden. 2ut love To the cnemy is not
prescribed. 29

Pollowing out this notion of the hasic diznity of the individual person
Jesus ate with the tax collectors and harlots (the drezs of the society
of his day), constantly preached reconciliation, and in times-of con=-
flict tended to take the side of the individual Thislast theme in
Jesus' ministry is underscored by James Parkes in his interpretation.
of the conflict between Jesus and "the Pharisees" in the pages of the
New Testament. In the gospel of liark which refrains from the whole-
sale condemnation of the rharisees found in Latthew, their conflron-=
tation occurs us.a result of Jesus' healing on the Sabbath and his
/disciples plucking corn on the day of rest. The Pharicees, rarkes
says, were concerned with the survival of the Jewish community in the
midst of secularisd.and assimilationist teﬁdenc;es among some Jews.

f
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The Sabbath was a key element in maintaining the community conscious-
ness they felt to be a gine gua non of Jewish survival. Jesus also

shared their concern about Jewish communal survival when he said he had
not come to destroy Torah but bring it to perfection (a clear rejection
\\of the assimilationist position). But while in this conflict both
gsides agreed with the principle that "the Sabbath was made for man, not
/ man for the Sabbath", Jesus chose to carry the Pharisaic principle of
the utter and unqualified dignity of each person ‘to its ultimate con-
clusion ' His healinz of = diseased hand on the Sabbath was in itself
not a crucial issue, accord%ng to Parkes, but it was done deliberately

by Jesus "ag an assertion of the primacy of each man as person.“BO-

N
Yet Parkes wexfae insists that Jesus never attempted as far as we know®
to discuss with the Pharisees how to achieve a reconciliation between
the need of an individual person and the need of the community. Such
reconciliation, says Parkes, cannot be achieved by any neat formula
Jesus never tried to bridre this zap between his own vision and the
legitimate Pharisaic concern for the preservation of the community:

Within the divinely chosen community he proclaimed
the divine concern with each man as person. It is
for men to hold the two in a continously destroyed --
and continuously recreated balance Jesus did not

attempt to resolve the tension for us He challensed
us only to recognize that it existed. 31

/'So Parkes in effect is saying that both Jesus and the Pharisees were
right. It is essential to realize in his view that the Pharisees
could no more have simply accepted Jesus' teaching than he could have
given in to theirs. This is a crucial point, for it opens the door for
constructing a model of the Jewish-Christian relationship that . first of
all gives some credggce to the Jewish rejection of Christianity other
than unbelief anq:gEens the way for recognizing that each has emphasized

%pomplimentary but distinct aspects of the God-man relationship.

Another example of Jesus' stress on the dignity of man,(and another
instance of a clash with the Jewish leadership) is to be found in the
issue of the forgivenness of sins = For even the "liberal" Pharisees,
it-ﬁas unthinkable that anyone but the Father could forgive sins But
Jesus says no, goes ahead and forzives sins, and even transfers this
power to his followers. Viewed within the theological context of the

16



time, this action by Jesus constitutes a'significant assertion of the
diznity of man and the divine power that rests within him.

Finally, Jesu;é;rries_on the Pharisaic tradition of the resurrection of
the dead spokén of above There is not a great deal that Jesus added
to this most important Pharisaic view The only noticeable difference
would be that the Pharisees insistéd, in keeping with their community

orientation, that no individual would rise until the llessianic age since

no one could enjoy full salvation until the community reached its total
develop

»1'
As the apostoelic community began to reflect upon the meaning of Jesus'

person and ministry, the initial impulse was the casy one in a Jewish
context in particular -- He s the expected liessiah who had brought
inlo being the long-awaited iiessianic kingdom. But as time wore on and
the continued absence of the ilessianic kingdom's principal characteris-
tics became a problem that had to be confonted theologically, the apos-
tolic church bezan to explore a different approach to the meaning of the
Christ Zvent This new approach is the "inward," more "mystical" one
that Rosemary Reuther has correctly de€lineated in her writings. . But, as

' indicated above, I would view this development much more positively “than
iméé In fact 1 would assert that it was this development which gave
Christianity its most unique religious insight, one that still remains
its createst potential contribution to world humenity Part of the rea-
son for the delay in developing this new Christological‘consciousness
may have been due to something Raymond E. Brown has pointed out, namely
that "If Jesus presented himself as one in whose life God was active, he
'did so not primarily by the use of titles or by clear statements about
what he was, but rather by the impact of his his person and his life on
those who followed him.“32 It took the members of the apostolic church
some time to assess the full dimensions of this impact.

It may be legitimately asked at this point, what biblical evidence is
there for postulating this developmental theory of Christology? The
oreat Johannine scholar Raymond .Brown provides substantial backing for
such 'a thesis in his essay, "Does the New Testament Call Jesus God ?"33
He insists that we have clear evidence that the use-of the term "God"
for Jesus belongs to the second half of the New Testament period and

became frequent only in the latter part of that period. WC'have.no
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e evidence that Jesus was called God in the Jerusalem or Palestinian
communities of the first two decades of Christianity This judgment he
believes confirmed by the evidence of the earliest extrabiblical
Christian works ' -

In addition to the silence about Jesus as God in the earlier strata of:
the New Testament materials, there are also passages that seem to ex-
plicitly deny such an association. It seems that in the earlier stages
of Christianity the 0ld Testament heritage dominated the use of the
title "God." In this perspective "God" was a title too narrow to be
applied to Jesus. It referred strictly to the Father of Jesus, to the
God to whom Jesus prayed Slowly ih the gpowth of Christian theology
"tod" took on an expanded meuning:- ;
Tt was seen that God had revealed so much of himself
in Jesus that "God" had to be able to include both Father
and son The Pauline works seem to 7all precisely in this
staze of development.. .. By the time of the Pastorals,
however, Jesus was well known as God-and=-Saviour, The
Johannine works come from the final years of the century,
when the usuoe is common., 34
Brown believes that the practice of calling Jesus God originated in a
liturgical setting. This theory carries with it some very importanff
implications concerning the meaning of this title as applied to Jesus,
In ‘the New Testament the title "God" is not directly given to the Jesus
of ministry. In the Johannine writinzs it is the pre-existent ‘ord or
the Son in the Father's presence gr the resurrccted Jesus who 1s hailec
as God. The doxologies confess as God only the triuwmphant Jesus. In

=
Hebrews the stress 1s on the Jesus whose throne 18 forever.3)

At this point it would be well to state in a more positive fashion the
meaning oi the church's Christological tradition as the-development
theory just outlined would have us understand it. Through the ministr}
and person of Jesus man came to see clearly for the first time that
humanity is an integral part of God This means that each human persor
is divine, that he or she somehow shares in the constitutive nature of
God Chrict is the theolozical symbol the church has chosen to ex-
pres: this reality is we learn from the latier strata of the New
Testament materials, this humanity has existed in the God-head from the
very beginning - S0 in a very real sense God did not bccome man in

/
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Jesus. That is the ultimqgiﬁmeaning of the infancy narratives' _
notion of the Virgin Birsth = God always was man The Christ LEvent was
nerely the occasion throuszh whicﬁ_gﬁié reality became clearly panifest®
to the world

The Christ Event was in a scnse the_culmination of another process. In
the act of creation part of the humanity that was the God~head was cast

out into a separate, thouzh not fully separated, existence. In the

period from creation To the Christ Event man was searching for an au-
thentic self-understanding that would recognize both his individuality
and his divinity Frequently man assumed he was greater than the

father, seekinzg to make himself into God The Christ Ivent revealed

both the incomparable zreatness ol man &8 well as his limits  The

e

growing sense of his uniqueness and dignity which Tirst surfaced in the
Genesis sense of man ags Co-Creator and was further developed in the
Pharisaic emphasis on the worth and status of eachi individual person

reached its zenith at this point. iian now saw that he ghared in the

veory 1ife and ex

stence of fod He was still creature; there remsined

a gulf between his humanity and the humanity that was the possession
of ‘the God-hca@.(;Perhaps,tiﬁcidentally, this is the ultimate explana-
had Lo die on the Cross -- to reiterate this gulj?)

tion of why Jesus
put  there was algo & direct lipk: the two humenities could touch. an's

struggle for self-identity had come to en end -- almost. In (fhis)sense
/ s =

we can truly say thet Christ brought and continues to brinz man salve-

tion in its root sense —~§EEEEEHEE§?) For in properly understending the

weaninz of the Christ Zvent man cen heal himgelf, can become whole,” cen

Pinally brins to'a close the stru :le between humanity and divinity
within himself e can pu~ . to his struzzle with God, his tempta

tion to try to become God, n will live forever in his uniqueness and
individuality cod will no. try to absorb him; in fact, God must

allow man his eternal distinctiveness to become fully and finally God

Phe implications of this understandine of Christolozy are ny.  First
L ()
of all, it zives a basic diznity to each individual person, one that

con never be erased, which has many conscquences in the realm of

PR

ethical behavior secondly, following this, it wmeans that no person

can perpetually reject another, cannot cast nhim or her out of their

presence forever . I'oT people now must recognize that since each .. -

/
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individual shares in the very humanity of Cod there is no way that one

can perscnelly achieve harmony with God in a full and complete fashion
unless he has attained communion with his brothers and sisters as well

Tﬁis is why Jdesus continually underlined the centrality of reconcilia-
Eigg_during his public ministry and preiched’ thé loveTof enemics which,
as we saw above, the Jewish scholar David Flusser acknowledzed as one of
the most distinctive features of J-sﬁs' teaching (‘quggie we are indeed

far from a realization of such communion we must say that the Christ
Event is far from its full actuationt)

This exposition of the meaning of Christology leads inevitably to the-

question, whaot meaning remains for the Jewish covenant Let me try.to
[ — X

offer a brief attempt at an ,explanation. While in one sense I see the
final version of the church's Christology as the culmination of the
Jewish tradition (not the fulfillment o¢f the .iccsianic prophecies, but
the fulfillaent of the zsrowing sense of the diznity and uniqueness of |

g

L) . 3 - SR T L SR T 4y . .
process of human salvation In the Cirst place, it has meintained the

cense of peoplahood, of community, the belief thet no individuasl persgn

the human person), Judaism retains a unique and distinetive role in the

can achicve salvation until the whole humen family has attained salva-

ngfyL Idezlly if the new Christological outlook had really remained in
real contact with the *‘Jewish spirit, there may have been no'further
need for a sevarate Judaism But this did not havppen; perhaps the-
break wes incvitable once Christianity expericncnd its Hellenistic'in-
flux ;hoﬁc iniluence was in part responsible for the development of

the Christolozy of the mature Paul and of John In the process of i

separation Christianity lost the sense of community, becoming more and

more individualistic in the bad sense of the term, turning in-.

creasingly to arn I-Cod relationship that misguidedly believed men could

_

reach full comzunion with Jod without achievin~ communion with the

rest of humanity This is the false type of mystical inwardneés that

Rosemary Reuther has rizhtly condemmed One prime example of this ten-
dency has been the privatization of the Eucharist that is only being
reversed since the II Vatican Council. The Eucharist stands as the
ultirate symbol in *

is aftecornition that in cowmmon people become in a very real way the

he church that man can only be saved communally It

body of Christ This is an iantegral part of the mature rFaul's Chris-
tologzgy It i5 one of his most important statements about the unity ol
man, the diznity of humanity and the ultimate link between humanity and

e, o O R AN
divinity - Yet this symbol was allowed to deterioate into a private
“A
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me-God action

Christian contact with Judaism is necessary for Christians to overcome

this deep-seated and long-standing tendency towards false privatization

of religion.q?Secondly, the church's Christologiczal tradition lost
T o Y.

sight of the . sense of man as Co-creator, as responsible for history and

for the world Zod created Part of this irresponsibility was due to a

continuation of the older Christology which said that Christ had brought
about the ilessianic kingdom. But it was likewise due to the fact that

| most Christians had lost sight of the fact that salvation is ultimately
communal, that one cannot b&-pass other people in trying to achieve

unitr with God There was no perception that a part of that God re-~
sided in the family of man The Jewish sense of man as Co-creator, as
concerned about history as a way of helping to build the final kingzdom,

is not a materialistic concern. It is rather a recognition that in the

creation of soclal and political structures which is the business of
history man is advancing or restiraining the ultimate communion of
people Social and political structures are a rcflection of human con-
sciousness But they also qdvance or retard the development of con-

sciousness Judaism has recognized that what man is doing in and . /=~

g

through the historical process 1s trying to find political and social
(=)

structures that will bring about the ultimate communion of people

while preserving their individuality and uniqueness. The Christ Zvent

is still not complete; the llessianic kincdom is not yvet here  iie have
a clearer vision of its final dimensions as a ra)ult 01 the coming of

o

Christ  But.men will be unzble to brinz about 1ts om letion unless

the Jewish sense of man as Co-creztor,(as resoonglble for the world

during historical time))becomes deeply ingrained in his soul. Likewise

it cannot come to pass until man recognizes that communion with God

of necessity involves communion with the rest of the human family. Any
attempt to find a shortcut by going "directly to God" in the final
analysis amounts to cutting oneself off from part of God's life

This understanding of the: rclamlonﬂhlp potween the Jewish and Christian
covenants overcomes the type of concern about my appfoach expressed by
some of my colleagues in the Jewish-Christian dialocue When I first
presented some -of the above ideas to the Israel Study Grouﬁ in New York
last Spring, Franklin Littell raised the very important question as to
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whether I was too "creational" in my position, standing in danger of.
losing that Jewish sense¢ of rootedness in history that he feels to be
so crucial fbr human survival. If this were so, I would in fact be
falling into the type of approach that has merited the just reproach

of theologians such as Rosemary Reuther. But in emphasing the sine qua
non nature of the Jewish spirit for-any authentic ﬁnderstanding of
religion and graspinz the interconnection between human consciousness
and history, I believe that I have succsessfully avoided the pitfall
that Professor Littell has rightly cautioned against

In closing,, let me indicate'some additional tentative conclusions that

are forthcoming at this point for Christian theologians as a result
of the Christological thesis I have outlined above. First of all, it
is imperative to recoznize that Christianity in and by itself does not

* |contain in their fullness all the ideas necegsary for a complete under-

standing of man's religious dimenﬁiﬂnféhd that only through inter-
l Qgiiﬁ_sharihq can a person even begin to approach such an understanding

(Such recognition is demanded now even though we cannot as yet articulate
in any complete fashion a new definition of Christianity's role vis-a~

vis Judaism and the other world religions. Humble acknowledgment that

our previous viewpoint was shortsighted is the call of the hour for.
Christians)

Secondly, such a Christology as that I have sketched above, in no way

invalidates Judaism, its covenant and its distinctiveness. Despite

their shared biblical heritages and other similarities, Judaism and
Christianity-arc essentially distinct religions, each emphasing dif-

' ferent but, bmt as I have tried to show, complimentary aspects of human
religiosity. This would support the contention of sucthewish.scholars
as Arthur Cohen and Hans Jonas that reference to a single Judaco-
Christian tradition represents a basic distortion of reality 3

/This new Christology will also force Christian theologians to probe
non-Christian religions to sce whether it might be possible that the
fundamental reality lo which our religion has applied the term "Christ"”

may not in fact be present under some other name or symbol

Finally, this new Christology will force us to re-think the idea of

tgliggwﬁg_ﬂgonveftﬁ Jews (or any other non-Christian peoples).j; Some:
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of my Christian colleasues have saild that the church should explicitly
exclude the Jewish people. from its missionary efforts. 1In so far as
they are speaking of the old style proselytizing attempts to convert
Jews I would applaud their view. But the question is too complex to
leave it at that First of all, I would be unwilling to simply ex-
clude the Jewish people from the missionary enterprise if similar ex-
clusions were not urged for the other great world réligions. Secondly
I still believe Christians have a responsibility to present the meanin
of the Christ Event to the world, including the Jewish people. But
this must be done through dialogue in which we first of all respect th
faith of the non-Christian and secondly realize that in this process w
too will have to be converted. I would hope that in such a dialogue

Jews would try to "convert" Christians and other non=Jews to_thelir ser:

of hiétory and the role of man as Co-creator ('Chpistians, the world «

large, desperately need such Qonveraipn;) Chgiéﬁians cannot continue i:
an hauchty fashion to pretend that they have the full understandinz of

salvation, that knowledge of Christ is the only requirement to be
gsaved -- that was the thrust of the old style of proselytizing But
in'their Christological tradition Christians do have some unique and
central insiczhts into the ultimate shape of human salvation which thé;
have a gzospel mandate to first understand for themselves and then to

present to others in love and respect, through dialogue, and, in imi-
tation of Jesus, through works of healing and mercy.
e "
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