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fulfillment of God’s reign to a non-historical sphere, we
appreciate that this failure clears the ground for the e
faith meanings, Using this interpretative tool with respéct to anti-Judaic
texts will open \t{le door, Schreiter believes, for the /creation of a new
theology of Judaism.
It is certainly éq\couraging to find such a major figure in contempo-
rary theology as Schillebeeckx sensitive to the historic tension between
Judaism and Christianiiy\. His stress on the zer;;(on as more sociological
than doctrinal is a welcome contribution to the discussion of the question.
The same may be said for the theological met od he suggests for handling
the polemic texts. He lays firm ground for th¢ possibility of building a new
theology of Judaism in the Church that neéd not be totally bound by the
surface meaning of the classical, texts. This in itself represents a major
breakthrough in theological methé@olog 4
Still, it must be honestly stated-\th t Schillebeeckx, like Kiing, avoids
some of the central issues about the meaning of the Christ event vis-a-vis
the continuing validity of Judaism. Poes Christianity possess an essential
content of salvation which Judaism ack\sf.? Is Christ meant ultimately to be
the savior of the Jews, as Moltmarin irnpfigs? In this regard Schillebeeckx,
who shares with Moltmann a jbelief in the anticipatory nature of the
proclamation about the presenge of God’s ré‘ign, is much more vague than
Moltmann in spelling out thé ultimate impli‘c\ations of this position. Be-
cause of this lack of clarity in Schillebeeckx’s Christology, it is difficult to
know whether A. Roy EckArdt's critique of Moltmann could have applica-
tion to Schillebeeckx’s position as well. It can‘also be asked whether
Judaism contains essential revelatory elements thaf‘~peed to be incorporat-
ed into the Christian/understanding of human salvation. Given the fact
that Schillebeeckx gcknowledges that the Church may have lost some
important ingrediesits of its Jewish heritage when it separated itself from
the Synagogue, there may be room in his thought for a pesitive answer to
this question and hence constructive theological space for Judaism in the
post-Easter period. Finally, Schillebeeckx is not clear whether Judaism
after Christ
Jesus. Also,

one day/address this question directly. There is little doubt in my
that off the major European systematicians his writings contain the best
base for building a new theology of Judaism in the Church.
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Latin-American-Perspectives
At
Besides-the=European—systematicians;=anether group of theologians

exercising an increasingly significant influence on the shape of contempo-
rary Christology are the Latin American liberation theologians. While all
of them have their own particular way of addressing the Christological
question, they are united in several concerns, among them the need to
make praxis the basis of theological construction, the significance of
history for establishing authentic religious meaning in our time and the
importance of the communal dimension of Christian living.

Few of the liberation theologians have grappled in any profound
fashion with the Jewish question respective to Christology. This is certain-
ly a crying weakness in their thought. Yet, because of their growing role in
the Christian churches and the fact that some of them have made themes
like the Exodus event central to their systematic theology, it is necessary
for us to take a brief look at representative samples of their work. We shall
focus on four current theologians in this group: Gustavo Gutierrez and
José Miguez Bonino, two of the early liberation theologians in terms of
international recognition, and Jon Sobrino and Leonardo Boff, whose
works are only beginning to have an impact outside of their own continent.

We begin with Gustavo Gutierrez whose 4 Theology of Liberation™
more than any other single work catapulted the Latin American perspec-
tive onto the worldwide theological scene. His specific treatment of Juda-
ism occurs in the discussion of two questions central to his theology: (1)
the significance of the Exodus event for human salvation and political
liberation, and (2) Jesus’ relationship to the revolutionary political move-
ments of his day. In both areas Gutierrez shows some sophistication
relative to the realities of Judaism, especially if compared to classic
Christian theological portrayals. Nonetheless, there still remains a serious
lack of acquaintance with aspects of Second Temple Judaism, in particu-
lar, which results in a continuing theological distortion of Judaism.

For Gutierrez, any authentic theology of liberation must link itself to
the experience of Israel’s emancipation from slavery in Egypt, as described
and interpreted in the Hebrew Scriptures. As he views it, Israel’s liberation
from Egypt is an integral part of God’s creative activity. The Exodus event
is as fundamental and central to the salvific plan for humanity as the very
divine act through which the world and its inhabitants came into exis-
tence. Gutierrez terms the liberation of the people Israel a political act
which allowed them to break out of a situation in which exploitation and
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misery prevailed and gave them the opportunity to construct a just and
fraternal social order. The Exodus event suppressed the existing disorder
and helped in the creation of a new order.

Yahweh helped prick the consciousness of Moses, enabling him to
comprehend his vocation as the liberator of the Jewish people. Perceiving
his call, Moses worked long and hard to bring Israel out of bondage. The
process would take time, for, as Gutierrez puts it:

A gradual pedagogy of successes and failures would be necessary for the
Jewish people to become aware of the roots in their oppression, to
struggle against it, and to perceive the profound sense of the liberation
to which they were called. The Creator of the world is the Creator and
Liberator of Israel, to whom he entrusts the mission of establishing
justice. .. .%

The Exodus thus represents for Gutierrez a fact of history and a fact of
salvation which fundamentally shaped the faith of the Jewish people.
Through this act of political liberation Yahweh demonstrated his profound
love for his people who in turn received the gift of total liberation.
Gutierrez also ties the Exodus directly to Israel’s covenantal tradi-
tion. For him, the covenant and the liberation from Egypt constitute
different dimensions of the same basic movement, a movement whose end
result was a profound encounter with the Creator God. The Exodus event
inaugurated Israel’s salvific history, made possible through the covenant.
The meaning of this creative act of liberation on the part of Yahweh will
be remembered throughout the history of Israel, a history in which the

Jewish people experience continual re-creation. The God who transformed

he primitive chaos into the beautiful world of the cosmos is the very same
God who delivers Israel from a situation of alienation to one marked by
liberation.

It is against the background of the Exodus experience that Gutierrez
begins to develop his Christology. He ties the work of Christ directly to the
movement of salvation/liberation that the Exodus launched. In fact, he
claims that the redemptive activity of Christ brings the liberating process
to its complete fulfillment. The activity of Christ constitutes a new cre-
ation. This creative activity is again linked to a liberation which, in
Gutierrez’s words,

... fulfills in an unexpected way the promises of the prophets and

creates a new chosen people, which this time includes all humanity.
Creation and salvation, therefore, have in the first place a Christological

Current Systematic Theology 61

sense: all things have been created in Christ, all things have been saved
in him.”

Because of the connection he establishes between the Exodus_ev;nt and the
Christ event, Gutierrez also interprets the Christiar}_E_ggha‘nst in terms of
the Jewish Passover traditior; He stresses the thorough J e.w15h backgrou.nd
of the Eugharist as the meal which reveals the full meaning of the Jewish
Passover tradition. The Eucharistic rite in its essential elements has a
communitarian dimension. It is meant to develop a human brothe.rhood
just as the Exodus experience and its continued remembrance in the
Passover forged the Jews into a peoplehood. ‘ ‘

In connection with his treatment of the Exodus experience, Gutierrez
raises the question of the eschatological promises made by God through-
out the course of human history~The first of these wa_gt_lirlt
which, as we have seen, he has already intimately linked with th:e Exodus
liberation. Falling into very traditional Christian language regarding Juda-

ism, Gutierrez says that since the

_infidelities of the Jewish people made the Old Covenant invalid, the
Promise—mh in the proclamation of a New Covs:nant,
which was awaited and sustained by the “remnant,” as well as in t.he
promises which prepared and accompanied its.adsfent‘ The promise
enters upon “‘the last days” with the proclamation in the New Testa-
ment of the gift of the Kingdom of God."

Yet, in spite of his rather traditional approach to t.he qlfestlon. gf fulfill-
ment, there is a potential saving feature in Guh.errezs position. The\
ultimate future salvation, the promise as he calls it, is p:;lnpu_ngggd_j?y_t only|
partially fulfilled even in the Christ event. There continues to cAmst wh.at
Gutierrez terms a d‘i_algcﬁgglg;clatiqnﬂlj_p_bgween the final promise and its
partial fulfillment. “The Resurrection has not totally completed the work of
Christ. In some ways the resurrected Christ remains “futut"e to hlmself.
With the Incarnation, the self-communication of God v.vlth. his peou;_:le
entered a decisive stage, but the fullness of that communication sn.ll lies
ahead. For Gutierrez it is clear that the New Testament story 1s Fhe
realization of the promise only incipiently, and the human.commumlty,
thi%?giits self-generation within the hist_onc‘al process, CDntl.nueS to play
a vital and direct part in the ultimate realization of this promise. ‘
This understanding of the still “unfulfilled” nature of the promise

ST PR
leads Gutierrez into arguing for what he calls the, “uncentering of the
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.Church. For him, this means that “the Church must cease considering
ltsc!f as the ‘exclusive place of salvation and orient itself toward a new and
radical service of people.”"" Too often, he feels, to be for or against Christ
too .ea_sﬁy becomes identified with a person’s allegiance to the Church
Chrls_tlans lose their ability to discover fragments of the truth beyond tht;
fro.ntlers of the Church. While Gutierrez, without doubt emphaiizes the
universal dimensions in the Christ event, his hesitation, on the “fulfill-

mew@g ‘the boundaries of the Christian Church seem to open u
th'e possibility for some continuing pogf:]hi'és_té}”;ahz—fo;}ﬁaégrﬁ'nz‘ﬂong
with FJthEI.' non-Christian religions—despite his regrettable regression on
t::;agion, into classic Christian stereotypes of Judaism’s role. But Gu;ier-
re!atiiz ::}ni?lg:irngly not developed this perspective in any explicit way
. .The secpnd place where the discussion of Judaism enters rather
significantly into Gutierrez’s thought is his treatment of Jesus’ revolution-
ary (_)utlook. He takes the position that Jesus was not a political revolution-
ary in the Zealot sense. The outlook of the Zealots was too restricted. It
looke::l down upon such groups as the Samaritans and the pagans w};ile
..lesqs message was addressed to all men and women whatever their ’station
in life. The justice he preached knew no natural boundaries. Jesus also
taught a much more spiritual approach to the Law while the ie lot
fierce defenders of its literal observance. s
‘ _Yet Gutierrez insists that the question of Jesus and concrete political
activity cannot stop with a denial of his Zealot associations. There is little
doub_t that Jesus confronted head-on the groups in povs;er within the
Judaism of the period. This included, according to Gutierrez, the publi-
cans, the Sadducees, and the Pharisees. With respect to the lélst ofpthese
groups, t.he Pharisees, Jesus shared with them a distaste for the oppressive
domination represented by the Roman imperial authority. But he could
not go along with the complex world of religious precepts and norms of
beha.\flor. the.y had constructed in order to live on the margins of that
dorr.unanon in a spirit of co-existence. Jesus, says Gutierrez, lashed out
against the very foundations of the Pharisaic machinations r{;gardin_—the
Law. In unmasking the falsity of their stance he assumed the rolegof a
dang‘e.rous traitor in their eyes. Gutierrez, however, does not fall into the
trad1t1c?nal Christian assertion that the Jews were responsible for the death
qf Christ, even though he understands Jesus as fundamentally in opposi
tion to all the major Jewish groups of his time. e
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Further discussing the relationship between the Zealot revolutionaries
and Jesus, Gutierrez insists that the former were not off base in feeling that
they stood in a paradoxical situation relative to Jesus. They sensed that he,
to, stood for the liberation of the Jewish people. But they also recognized
that he spoke of a revolution more universal and permanent than they
were prepared to acknowledge. Gutierrez understands Jesus’ liberation of
the Jewish people as only one facet of a much wider revolutionary struggle.
It would be totally inaccurate in his view to claim that Jesus showed no
interest in Israel’s liberation. On the contrary, he exhibited keen interest in

it, while at the same time placing it “on a deeper level with far-reaching

consequences.”'”

The leaders of the other Jewish groups in Jesus’ day and the Roman
authorities who were responsible for his execution were likewise not
mistaken in thinking that Jesus posed a threat to their hegemony. They
were mistaken, as are their followers today in Gutierrez's eyes, only in the
belief that the impact of Jesus’ teaching and ministry would quickly fade
after his death. They failed to understand the true source of the Gospel’s
political dimensions, the nucleus of its transforming power. If the message
of Jesus has a subversive quality, says Gutierrez, it is due to its appropri-
ation of Israel’s life. The Gospel provided that life of Israel with its deepest
meaning. The life and preaching of Jesus posit the unending search for a
new kind of human person who will live in a qualitatively different social
milieu in which justice predominates and the possibility of communion
with God is opened up to all people.

With respect to the question of Christology and Judaism, the position
of Gustavo Gutierrez can only be assessed as a mixed blessing. It is
encouraging to find missing from his work some of the classic stereotypes
of Judaism, such as those connected with responsibility for the death of
Jesus. His attempt to link the Exodus and the Christ event has definite
possibilities for further development, and his emphasis on history as the
unfulfilled side of the promise will find a genuine resonance within J ewish

religious tradition. While he has far from an adequate understanding of the
Torah tradition in Judaism, he at least avoids framing his understanding of
the liberation to be found in the Christ event around the notion of freedom
from Jewish legalism in the way that Pannenberg, Moltmann and Kiing
do. Yet, enough of the traditional outlook in the Church regarding the
invalidity of Judaism after Christ has crept into 4 Theology of Liberation
to merit severe criticism of Gutierrez on this score. He has not really
grappled seriously enough with the ongoing meaning of Jewish religious
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existence for Christological interpretation. He has likewi apply
hls,pnnclplc__@l_)gut the fragments of truth to be found out51de the Church
to_the situation of | _gost -Easter Judaism. He lacks any thorough’ knowledge
of the Pharisaic movement, a condition that leads him to portray this
group and their relationship to Jesus in the usual derogatory manner, a
depiction incidentally condemned by the 1975 Vatican Guidelines for
Catholic-Jewish Relations.

As a summary judgment, I would have to say that despite its severe
limitations, Gutierrez’s position has the possibility of being transformed
into a Christology that could allow authentic theological space for Juda-
ism. Admittedly, this would not be easy and would require some wholesale
changes that Gutierrez himself might very well consider an abandonment
of his basic thesis. Though he does not show the same concrete sensitivity
to Judaism that Schillebeeckx does, Gutierrez’s work approaches the same
usefulness as Schillebeeckx’s for the construction of a contemporary Chris-
tology that would not invalidate Judaism. It appears that, unlike many of
the European theologies we have considered, the stereotypes of Judaism
- remaining in Gutierrez’s writings are not pivotal for his Christology. That
is, they could be dropped without asking Gutierrez to totally alter his
explanation of the meaning of the Christ event in terms of liberation. Thus,
in the world of contemporary Christologies, Gutierrez’s provides us with
at least a ray of hope for dealing with the Jewish question in a constructive
fashion. It may not appear so at first glance, since some of the classic
stereotypes leap out at the reader. Still, a more sober analysis will show
that the identification of the Exodus event with the Christ event as
fundamental moments in the liberation process leading to the single
promise opens some new doors for constructive theology. The real ques-
tion that remains unanswered with Gutierrez—and it is without doubt a
crucial question—is whether the Exodus event remains a ns a liberating event
for lggs_m__thl}E_p_m_tTEaster period | in light of their unwillingness to accept
the Christ event as liberating. Gutierrez’s sympathetic use of Jewish
authors relative to the explanation of the Passover’s meaning might hint
that he would answer the question affirmatively. Clarification of this issue,
however, constitutes one of the first steps needed in order to depict
Gutierrez’s Christology as truly ground-breaking in terms of the Chris-
tian-Jewish relationship, a Christology that could authentically serve as
the foundation for further development.

In any reading of Gutierrez’s Christology, it will also be necessary to
take into account the remarks of a Jewish commentator on liberation
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theology such as Leon Klenicki. He feels that from a Jewish perspective
Gutierrez's understanding of the Exodus is too one-sided. He writes:

Judaism recognizes that it (i.e., the Exodus) was a movement of libera-
tion, but sustains that the liberation from Egyptian bondage became
meaningful only when Israel received the Law at Mount Sinai and the
Promised Land. The process that starts with Moses taking out an
enslaved community culminated with the spiritual liberation of Israel at
Mount Sinai, and the possession of Eretz Israel.'™

Klenicki adds that Gutierrez’s volume leaves the reader with the distinct
impression that the Jewish people disappeared after the destructiop of the
Temple. There is much truth in this statement. It is an impression that
Gutierrez desperately needs to confront in future writings.

José Miguez Bonino’s writings have never reached the comprehen-
siveness found in Gutierrez. In fact, he does not offer us a Christology per
se, but as the principal Protestant exponent of the Latin American.theol—
ogy of liberation, his views, even if not highly developed, bear scrut:py.

In his volume Revolutionary Theology Comes of Age'™ he gives a
sketch of his approach to liberation theology. It centers around what he
calls messianic humanism, a term meant to contrast with humanist Messi-
anism where the exclusive emphasis in politics falls on the activity vity of the
human community. In Bonino’s version of liberation theology there is a
politics of God as well as human politics. It was first manifested in the
Exodus event in which the Scriptures make it clear that Israel conceived of
its emancipation from Egypt as due to the activity of God and not merely
its own effort. God’s power broke through a “closed future” for the Jewish
people, brought on by Egypt’s oppressive power which led to a “slave
consciousness” among the chosen people. This future was suddenly opened
by the action of God who showed himself free from the determinism of
history. .

Much in the same manner as Gutierrez, Bonino establishes a link
between the liberating action unlocked in the Exodus event and the
freedom offered by the Christ event. He writes:

Christian hope, far from taking the place of political action, invites and
demands that action in the present, in favor of the oppressed, in the light
and direction of the promised future. This is the language of the Gospel.
The community which enters this action, requires this consciousness,
and uses this language as God's People, in continuity with the experi-



66 Current Systematic Theology

ence of Is.rael and .ﬁ.le New Testament—whether they stay within or
more outside the visible ecclesiastical institutions. For an engagement

with man’s liberation and a i ?
pressing for God’s future are
B e the true marks

Ins?far as Bonino’s outlook parallels that of Gutierrez, it merits the same
F}t:sm\;le zfmd negative assessment applied to the latter. ,However, since his
o r?;gtivtcfs not nearly as developed, all judgments must remain somewhat

- Speaking about the nature of the Church toward the end of Revolu-
tionary Theology Comes of Age Bonino introduces some ideas which
appear to bear upon the Christian-Jewish relationship. He feels that in
constructing a theology of liberation it might prove beneficial for theolo-
g:an‘s‘ to pick up on the distinction between the “covenant of creation” and
the | . covenant of redemption” found in the Reformed tradition of Protes-
tantism. .jts Bonino would interpret this tradition, humankind finds itself
sKuaPed in a realm of responsibility which embraces a threefold free
relationship. This relationship includes the human family, the world of
nature, and Yahweh, the God of the covenant. Says Bonino?

The Christian dispensation will then be understood in relation to such a
c.()\:'e.nant as God’s active will to restore man’s relationships and respon-
51b1111'y, to reinstate him in his position as partner in the covenar?t of
creation, to put him back again on the road of his self-realization.'*

The distinct advantage that Bonino sees in the above approach is that it
n}akes room for the soteriological without downgrading the creational
dlme‘nsmn of Christianity. Christ becomes something more than a mere
step in t.he progressive evolution of history. Bonino insists that any authen-
tic Christology that stresses the soteriological function of Jesus’ comin
must be carefully placed within the dynamic perspective so characteristii
of the Hebrew Scriptures. If the worlds of creation, both human and sub-
hunfar‘l, come to be viewed as static, unchangeable realities, then the
(?hr{stlan myth of salvation of necessity takes on a purely re,storational
significance (the two-story view) or becomes wedded to a supra-historical
real{rl (the two-kingdoms notion) that reduces the world to the status of a
salvific roadblock. But Bonino insists that if the Church would

s t.ake seriously the dynamic dimension inherent in the covenant/pro-
Phetlc t.heology, the picture is altogether different. Creation is the
installation of a movement; it is an invitation and a command to man to
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create his own history and culture, creatively to transform the world
and make it into his own house and to explore the configuration of
human relationships available to him.'’

Jesus’ role in the Christological sketch offered by Bonino is not to super-
impose a different, transcendent, or heavenly reality upon nature and
history. Rather, he reopens for the human community the will and the
power to fulfill its vocafsonal destiny. Bonino admits that such a vocation-
al outlook involves granting the Christian dispensation a certain provision-

ality and temporariness:

Jesus' freedom before God, his love for men, his power over nature are
not an end in themselves, nor a merely substitutionary activity on our
behalf but a truly representational function, in order that and until we
ourselves may assume such relationships."

Faith in Christ for Bonino does not mean taking a step beyond humanity
but rather toward its full realization. People are Christian in order to be
truly human, not vice versa. In the order of salvation, the institutional
Church bears a distinctive but clearly provisional and subordinate role.
The Church gives authentic witness to the saving activity of God in Jesus
Christ when it makes clear the renewed authorization, command and
liberation given to men and women to become truly human, to shape their
own history and culture, to live and to transform the world, to claim and
to exercise the glorious freedom of the children of God. The distinctiveness
to be found in the Church lies in its contention that the fullness of
humanity is present in the explicit, faithful, and grateful acknowledgement
of Jesus Christ.

As a result of this perspective, Bonino says that the response of
Christians to those outside the institutional Church who give examples of
selflessness, generosity and faithfulness in the historical process must be
humility and praise. In a sense, all of us still live in pre-history. While the
Church has the responsibility ‘of proclaiming what the period after pre-
history will look like, this proclamation is in one sense secondary to the
actual doing of salvific liberation. Proclamation without performance
becomes not only useless but vain in the extreme. Therefore, the non-
Christian who embraces the same liberating historical praxis that is central
to any genuine interpretation of the Christ event is on equal footing with
Christians even though he/she might not be able to proclaim the ultimate
shape of the Kingdom in the same way as believers.
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From the standpoint of the Christian-Jewish dialogue, there are
several questions one would like to pose to Bonino. What, for example, is
the force of the term “renewed” when applied to the liberating effect of the
Christ event? Does it, or does it not, imply that the power originally given
in the Exodus covenant has grown cold? Or does Bonino mean to imply
that it represents a new burst of power without maintaining the end or
death of the liberating power inherent in the Exodus? On this issue Bonino
is less clear than Gutierrez who more directly ties himself to the traditional
Christian stereotype that Second Temple Judaism had lost the liberating
spirit of the earlier covenantal/prophetic tradition. Only in one place does
he even seem to hint at this old stereotype—in the quotation cited above in
which he speaks of the Christian dispensation in terms of “God’s active
will to restore man’s relationships and responsibility.” The frequent use of
the term “renew” relative to the Christ event may be highly significant.
For “renew” need not imply the end of the covenantal tradition of
Judaism. In fact, it would be quite in keeping with the Jewish vision. The
fact that Bonino nowhere describes the meaning of Christ in terms of
opposition to the Torah is another significant achievement, especially from
a person representing the Protestant tradition where this motif has been so
central. There are definite similarities between Bonino’s Christological
sketch and the position developed by E. P. Sanders, described in the
previous chapter. Bonino’s stress on pre-history, on the role of those
outside the Church in the salvation process, and on the covenantal respon-
sibility for creation would also make his thought more amenable to the
ethos of Judaism than most classical Protestant Christologies.

Yet the fact that Bonino never explicitly relates the significance of
Jesus to the Jewish tradition is a definite drawback. Several of his state-
ments, when read by a person with traditional bias regarding Judaism,
would likely reinforce many stereotypes. It may be that such a person
would in fact be misrepresenting Bonino’s thought. But only a direct
discussion of the question by Bonino would allow us to know for certain
where he would situate post-Easter Judaism in his conception of the role of
non-believers in the salvific process.

Turning to a third representative of the liberation theology school, we
encounter the writings of Jon Sobrino, 8.J. His volume, Christology at the
Crossroads,'” has brought him to the attention of people outside of the
Latin American continent, where his earlier writings have been known for
some time. Reading through his extended discussion of Christology from
the perspective of the Christian-Jewish dialogue leaves one in a state of
total discomfort. It is as though nothing had happened in the Christian
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theology of Judaism since Vatican Council II. Sobrino almqst _lgyﬂgi‘s._ﬂhris_l
entire understanding of the freedom and liberation inherent in the Christ
event on its contrast with the degraded form of Judaism present in Jesus’
day. No better example could be found for Charlotte Klein's thesis abc.:out
the anti-Judaism so prevalent in Christian theology. It is truly amazing
that a Christology so unaware of developments during the Second Temple
period in Judaism and their influence on setting the context for early
Christianity could still be produced in our day. Without doubt, from the
standpoint of an appreciation of Judaism, Sobrino’s Christology is one of _
the worst contemporary examples. _ .

"Over and over again throughout the volume Sobrino depicts Judaism
in Jesus’ day as totally inadequate, and nowhere does he attempt to rel.ate
the saving experience of the Christ event in a positive fashion to t.he saving
experience of the Exodus, as Gutierrez and Bonino try to do. Typical of his
outlook are the following comments. He insists that the poor “must believe
that God is infinitely greater than the God preached by priests and
rabbis.”""” Those with whom Jesus debated, says Sobrino, had all imagined
“that they had God neatly boxed in their tradition.”""!

While Sobrino does claim that Jesus was a religious reformer who
preached the best traditions of Israel, the clear implication %s given that
Jesus’ teachings alone represented this tradition in his own time. Sobrlpo
claims that the exile experience of Israel gave rise to the idea that the f_}alzth;
it had known thus far was without value. He writes:

This series of negative experiences, pondered in the light of Israel's faith
in Yahweh, gave rise to the conviction that it could not be the last ..w‘ord
about Israel. There had to be some other possibility because it certainly
was not the ultimate that Yahweh could do. There arose the eschatologi-
cal hope of a complete change in Israel’s situation. The Hebrew people
began to look forward to some authentic liberation and to a Messiah
who would fulfill their hopes.'"

This interpretation of Israel’s exilic experience is never put into Fhe
positive context of the Exodus covenant. What Sobrino seems to be saying
is that this whole covenantal tradition can only be assessed as negative by
the Christian believer; the Christ event really destroyed any value or
purpose it might have had previously.

Sobrino accepts without qualification the various anathemas that
Jesus hurls against “the Pharisees” in the Gospels. He shows absolutely no
awareness of the new scholarship in this regard. This is really difficult to
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understand in light of his call for beginning Christianity with the historical
Jesus. His “historical Jesus” unfortunately must be judged very unhistori-
cal in light of the new scholarsh:p at hand regarding the Pharisees.

Throughout the volume the Pharisees are viewed as “prototypes of the
legalistic tradition. They are committed to the strict fulfillment of the Law
to which Jesus’ message of grace and the in-breaking of the Kingdom is
totally opposed. Sobrino shows no appreciation whatsoever of the Torah
tradition in Jesus’ day and the opening up of this tradition which the
Pharisaic revolution represented. We shall look at this Pharisaic revolution
in greater detail in Chapter 4.

Sobrino contrasts the teaching of Jesus and his disciples with that of
Jewish orthodoxy, which must of necessity be called into question. Au-
thentic discipleship in his perspective is the very antithesis of what Second
Temple Judaism represented. While perhaps not quite as explicit on the
matter as Pannenberg, Sobrino’s freedom Christology bears some of the
same scars. The freedom that Jesus provides in the knowledge of God and
in action for justice stands in direct opposition to Torah. This, the meaning
of the Christ event, is predicated on the abolition of the religious system
that the Law represented.

In a chapter devoted to the prayer of Jesus, Sobrino further reveals

“the deep anti-Judaism inherent in his theology. While acknowledging that
Jesus knew and used the traditional prayers of his own people, he centers
his whole discussion of the theme around the parable of the Pharisees and
,the publican in the version found in the Gospel of Luke. The Gospel story

iof one Pharisee is extended by Sobrino to exemplify the prayer of all
Pharisees and, by implication, the prayer of all Jews of the period.

In the discussion of the prayer of Jesus, Sobrino never mentions Jesus’
best known prayer—the “Our Father.” This prayer is profoundly Jewish
in its content and would counter the stereotype of Jewish prayer that
Sobrino builds out of the parable of the praying Pharisee and the publican.
Sobrino’s neglect of it is rather mystifying. Its emphasis on the transcen-
dence of God and its petition that God’s Kingdom come on earth would
seem to be in perfect harmony with the liberationist perspective. “What
prayer,” askﬂélarT{Williamséﬁ})f the Christian Theological Seminary in
commenting on Sobrino, “could be more authentic from the criterion of
liberating praxis? Yet what prayer is more Jewish? Perhaps that is the
problem—it doesn’t fit Sobrino’s anti-Jewish gestalt.”!"?

Another disturbing aspect of Sobrino’s Christology is his handling of
the death of Jesus. He seems to come very close to the traditional
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accusation that the Jews were responsible for the death of Jesus, a view
which Vatican Council IT and many national and international Protestant
documents have clearly repudiated. His seventh thesis on the death of
Jesus maintains that Jesus was condemned to death for blasphemy
Though Sobrino admits that the imperial authorities were directly respon-
sible for his actual execution, the real reason for his death was his
opposition to all the Jewish leadership of the period. Sobrino uncrincail){
accepts Mark’s account as straightforward history. At the bottom of ‘J esus
ongoing conflict with the Jewish religious authorities that brought him the
death sentence was “his particular conception of God.... In the last
analysis Jesus is hostile to the religious leaders of his day and is eventually
condemned because of his conception of God.™!*

The Pharisees, whom Sobrino on many occasions erroneously equates
with the Jewish authorities, have a notion of God that is too confined to
the Temple. The God of Jesus is distinct from and greater than the God of
the Pharisees. “In Jesus’ eyes,” he says, “the privileged locale of access to
God is people themselves.” Sobrino is unaware that the enr.lph.asxs on the
indwelling of God in people in fact constituted one of the principal themes
of the Pharisaic revolution. It only goes to show how ignorance of Second
Temple Judaism on the part of Christian theologians can falsely set
Christianity against Judaism in areas where they in reality share a genuine
commonality. .

All in all, the usefulness of Sobrino’s Christology for the dialogue will
be minimal. While his thought shares some of the positive features of
liberation theology vis-a-vis the dialogue such as the incompleteness of
history, the working out of the salvific process within histor)f, and the
constructive role of those outside the institutional Church in this process,
he has so developed his understanding of Christian liberation in opposition
to the Judaism of Jesus’ day that only a fundamental reworking could alter
this evaluation. His thought must be placed in the same camp as thgt. of
Pannenberg’s: totally unacceptable in its present form because the p(.)suwe
meaning of each Christology is inextricably tied to the devaluation of
Judaism. Despite the soundness of some of their major theses, both need to
remold their Christology on the basis of 2 much more thorough and real
understanding of the Judaism of Jesus’ day and how he related to it. .

While Sobrino’s emphasis on Jesus’ Abba experience and some of his
other points relative to the meaning of Jesus’ message abOuF God could
well prove useful for contemporary Christological con.strucnon,'they re-
main problematical so long as they remain mired in his theological anti-
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Judaism. Williamson’s concluding remarks about Sobrino summarize the
situation very well:

Sobrino’s whole project of a Christology for liberation theology is
Jeopardized critically by his way of approaching the historical Jesus. A
liberation Christology that cuts itself off from the liberating event of the
Bible, the Exodus of a people from oppression, from real slavery to real
freedom is self-defeating. . . . What was proclaimed in the days of Moses
has been also said to us Gentiles: namely, that evil, oppression, torture
and death are real, all too real, but that they are not the last reality. The
last reality is always God's new beginning, God’s new initiative, the
freedom, life, liberation, and righteousness that come from the gentle
workings of a good not our own, a good redemptive of all people, even
of those who resist God’s new beginnings. Christianity will become a

force for liberation when it rediscovers the connection between Easter
and Exodus."*

The most recent major Christology work from the Latin American
perspective to appear on the international scene is Leonardo Boff's Jesus
Christ Liberator."* Boffs approach parallels that of Sobrino’s in many

respects relative to the Jewish question. While he acknowledges some

positive aspects in the tradition of the Hebrew Scriptures which he says
brought God into history,

and while he admires the eternal optimism of
the Jewish apocalyptic vision, his interpretation of Jesus’ liberating spirit
rests almost entirely on a rejection of the Judaism of Jesus’ day. Like
Sobrino he totally ignores the liberating dimensions of the Exodus coven-
antal tradition. Christ’s preaching differed entirely from the Messianic
expectations common to Judaism. Christ never fed the nationalism of the
Jews nor did he strike out in rebellion against the Roman authorities. He
likewise never alluded to the restoration of the Davidic king.

Boff plays down the historical discussions about the various titles
attributed to Jesus (i.e., Son of God, Son of Man, Lord, etc.). They are not
important in themselves. They all point in an incomplete way to a deeper
and more pervasive reality—the liberation of the human community expe-
rience through the preaching and ministry of Jesus. This ministry and
preaching postulated a new image of God and a new approach to God.
Here Boff is on the same path as Sobrino. “God is no longer the old God
of the Torah,” he insists, but rather “a God of infinite Goodness, even to
the ungrateful and the wicked. He draws near in grace, going far beyond
anything prescribed or ordained by the law.”'""
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Concluding Observations

This cursory look at how several key figures in contemporary system-
atic theology relate their Christological ideas to Judaism clearly shows that
many of the long-standing stereotypes remain in force. A few of the
continental writers have begun to seriously question these stereotypes,
particularly as a result of the Holocaust experience, but their attempts are
still far behind the type of thorough rethinking found among the scholars
whose views we examined in the previous chapter. This is to admit that the
theological reflection that has taken place within the dialogue has yet to
penetrate the Christian theological mainstream in any significant way.
Among the Latin American liberationists there has been even less impact
than among the Europeans. Several of the former have in fact only
reinvigorated the long-standing stereotypes of Judaism by trying to define
the freedom message of the Gospels in direct opposition to the imagined
oppression of the Jewish Torah system.

Thus while there have been some breakthroughs among major Chris-
tian systematicians on the Jewish question, the general conclusion for the
moment must still be that Christology continues to suffer from a deep anti-
Judaic malady. Yet it would be wrong to assume an entirely pessimistic
posture. There remains the hope that theologians like Moltmann and
Kiing, with their evident general sensitivity on the Jewish question, will
finally begin to integrate this sensitivity more profoundly into their Chris-
tological construction. Also the universal emphasis among the theologians
we have examined on the fact that the Kingdom of God must be seen as a
Tuture rather than a present reality breaks down one of the most pervasive
distortions of Judaism in the Christological area, even among those theolo-
gians who have not specifically alluded to this point in their own writings.
History has not yet come to an end as a result of the Christ event, as much
of traditional Christian theology had claimed for so long a time. This
assertion, gradually becoming a cardinal principle of contemporary Chris-
tology, will of necessity force Christian theologians to rethink the meaning
of Judaism when formulating their Christological positions.

The Continental theologians have also more or less agreed upon the
fact that Jesus can no longer be explained simply as the one who (fulfilled
the Messianic prophecies of the Hebrew Scriptures. This represents—dn-
other breakthrough with positive ramifications for the discussion of Chris-
tology in a dialogue setting.

One inescapable conclusion from the study of the Continental and
liberation theologians is that they all seriously lack a proper understanding
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