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Jeszsus ., His Jesus regularly cffends "the Jeuwsz," attackKs "the
Jews "™ and is attacked by "the Jews." He offends them by
opposing the "werk of liberation" to the "'repose' of a
falze conscience,"” which is Croatto's interpretation of
Jesus' alleged violation of the Shabbat law (Croatto,
1984:183). Jesus' claim to be God's equal "offends the Jeus
even more" (Croatto, 1384:183)>.

In strikKking fashion, Jesus seeKs out the sick,
the lcocuwly, =inners, children, foreigners. What is
special about these categories of persons, or
common to them? They &l1ll 'lackK' something!
health, opportunities in life, prestige before the
'jJust' and the Jjudsgses, carpabilities, acceptance
among the Jepe. They are all marsginal ized
{Croatto, 18984:184; emphasis mine’.

Except for +the foreianers on his list, one might say
that Jesus went to =sicK Jews, lowly Jews, sinning Jews,
Jewish children, marginalized Jeuws, Jews without presztige in
society, and =0 forth. One might claim, indeed, that he
went te all the "lost zheep of the housze of Israel" (Matthew
15:24>. One might question whether he went to foreigners at
o [ Since the clzim that he did obvicusly squares with the
interests of the later first-century church's mission to
these very foreigners it would seem to be of questionable
authenticity. But Croatto pictures Jezus as going to
non-Jews whom "the Jews" did not accept. "The Jeus
marginal ized the sickKk" (Croatto, 13284:1604). Fharizees
marginal ized those ignorant of the law (Croattc,

1984:104-53, "Even todazy," claims Crocatto, "religious

circles in Israel oppose granting residence visas to
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non-Jews. The 'Hely Land' is for & particular, chosen race”
({Croatto, 18984:185; emphasis mine. Croatto, & biblical
scholar, should Know the difference betuween a peorle,
particularly the recple of God, and & race. In any event,
for Croatto, Jesusz, too, was marginalized and plotted
against by "the Jeus" and "the FPharisees" (Croatto,

1984: 1065 .

Croatto's Jesus directs his "conscientizing word"

(dhstraed

against the Pharisees and "the Jews" on behalf ofphuman
beings. He "empties the very meaning of the legalistic
Pharisees' concerns" (Croatto, 1384:187). Croattc repeats
the old theme of Pharisaic blindness= "The Pharisees
understood the truth but failed to 'see’' it. Therefore they
plotted against Jesus in corder to destroy him" (Croatto.,

1884:13?). ficcoerding *to Croatto, Jesus was concerned to

liberate the cocpprezsed, but not the oppressors: "As & matter

of principle, Jesus iz nect sbout to conscientize Israel's
leaders, but dencunces their =in against the light on the
accasion of a2 deed performed among the marginalized"
{Croatte, 12924:118; emphasis his).

Jesus ' ccnsciéntizing werd and liberating praxis led
necessarily to his death at the hands of "the Jews." "There
is no doubt, based on the convergence of all four
éuangeligts on this peint, that it is the Jews who proceed

against Jesus . . ." (Croatto, 1884:113>. Jesus "aroused

_the fury of the power groups-—--high priests, elders, =cribes,
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Pharisees—~§nd motivated their decision to eliminate him"
because his praxis unmasKed "the superstructural and
idenlogical universe that the leaders of Israel contrclled,
and whese axis of viability was the law understood as
'+radition’" ¢(Croatto, 1884:113). Jesus was therefore
condemned to die as.g "religious subversive."

Croatto's liberating Jesus turns out to be hardly new.
He is the Jesus of the adversus Judaeos ideclogy in slightly
new gars——old wine in a new sKin. He contradicts "a law
that oppre%ses“ {Croatto Knouws no other Kind of law> and
ceeks to liberate "a pecple oppressed by Jewish structures
and tradition" ¢Crcattc Knows no other Kind of structures
and tradition) (Croattoc, 1984:119). Thus , Jesus "brought
down on his head all the wrath of tHe Jewish authorities,
rather than that of the Romans" (Croatto. 198411137, This
Jecus needs to be saved from the tradition of oppressive
anti-Judaism.

after all the fancy hermeneutical foctworkK has been
done, little has changed. fhe Jesus of the adverzucs
Judaeos tﬁadition iz given a bit of a Marxist tinge,-but not

Segul ' .

much of chet! Ris criticism of the prevailing system begins
and aﬂii_uith +he criticism of religion. For Marx, the
criticism of religion Was "the beginning eof all criticism®
{Marx, 43). 1t was to lead on to social, eccnomic, and
political criticism. eratto’s Jesus does not criticize

Roman oppression or foreign demination. 0ddly, he was not
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opposed to Jewish "dependenceF on Rocman power; he "did
nothing to liberate the Jews from the Roman voKe" (Croatto.,
1981:620. Marx's criticism of Croattoc would be that he
plucks the religious flouers from the chains that bind the
oppressed, leaving the chains in place (Marx, 44).

Croatto's 1984 essay is exactly ¥he Christological
position he tooK in his { H i :
His discussion of the Exodus event in that text never
arriueshat the revelation of Torah on Sinai., concentrating
only on the first fifteen chapters of Excdus (Croatto,
1881:12?. Liberation, for him, is from Egypt., not for Ged's
purposes for Israel. To the contrary, said the rabbis,
"When forah came into the.uorld, freedom came inte the
world" (Genesis Rabbah, cited in Montefiore and Loeue; 128>.
A biblical scholar who can understand Exodus without Sinai
can undercstand Jesus as= superseding Sinai. Jesus' PUrpose
wsz to "initiate his program of liberation by redeerming
human beings from the cetructural power of the law" (Croatto,
1981:683: emphasis his)>; he "generates & neu éymbolical
order" (Croatto. 1981:84).. Of Jesus' alleged Shabbat
araument with the Pharisees, Croatto claims: "Christ.is
replacing the old; he institutes & neu order . What is the
point of discussing the cld" ¢(Croatto., 1831:52)?

Such a reading of the significance of Jesus is

methodolegically built inte Croattc's work. He thinkKs that

"s hermeneutic reading of the biblical message occurs only
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when thé reading supersedes the firct contextusl meaning”
{Croatto, 1881:3>,

Methodalcgically, Croatto makKes =zeveral different
moves , any of which might maKe sense by itzelf but a1l of
which, tgken together, do not. He thinKs (1) that a
"hermeneutic reading" supérsedes the first contextual
meaning and, apparently, all prior meanings. He also thinks
(2 that in the text there i= a ;reseruoir of meaning not
exhausted by previous interpretation" (Croatto, 1881:12-133.
He helds (3> that the gospels, beginning with Mark, made
precisely such hermeneutic re-readings. "The first Geospel .
» « rereads the words cof Jesus 4rom a point of departure in
which it is being uritten--a situétion characterized by
cpposition betuween Christians and Phariszees" (Croatto,
1884:112: c+4. 1881:57). He also thinks (4> that Qe are
entitled to de, in cur timg, what Mark did in his! "We makKe

our ouwn rersading from our viewpcint, from a peoint of

departure in our cun real situation” (Croattc, 1884:112).
Yet it is also true, he holds, (5S> that the four gospels
"ﬁgﬁ;nlng Jesus of MNazareth . . . [and thatl we can clearly
recognize the contours of this august figure wheo pas Chfist,
the libkberator, {rom the moment of his prophetic consecration
at his baptism in the Jerdan to the drama of his cwn death
for thg'cause of human liberstion” (Cfaatto, 1581:48;
emphas iz mine?.

Taken together, these points are incoherent. I= a
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reading that supersedes, displaces, & fpricr reading a
re-reading or a brand neuw reading? Can & supersessionist
rereading from a new point of departure aléo claim to
describe what lies behind & te;t? Can a prior meaning be
both re—interpréted and displaced? _Doea not the metaphor of
a reservoir of meaning suggest that there is an infihite or
indefinite number of wvalid (uhatever that might mean in this
cocntext) interpretations of which Croattoe's, liKe the
oppressors', iz just one? lWhen the effort toc describe Jesus
of MNazareth allcws its proponent to refer to him as the one
who was Christ, has not a fundamental blunder taken place?
None of these comments intend to deny the strengths of
liberation theclosgy! its desperate attempt to re-discover a
1iving Christ, its determination to makKe Christian faith an
agent for change and 1liberation, the magnitude of its effort
to0 overcome a legacy of centuries in which the religipus
her itage has prowvided Marxists with confirmation that
religion is the'"opiate of the people," and its effort to
Qiﬁe Chriztianity intellectual and moral credibility.
Opposed to oppressive pouer.in anv.form and called to stand
with the pﬁor and cprressed, it proclaim & 1liberatins
gospel. I do not dizagree with this gospgl. I do thinkK wuwe
could provide better reascns for it.

Post-Holocauszt Christclegy

The relevance cof this discussion to the effort to

develop a pecst-Holeocauszt Christeclogy i= clear. Ruether
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suggests that the Key *o a new Christelegy 1= the nection of
prolepsis, that the fulfilment enacted in Christ was ocnly
partial and not complete. Her s=suggestion calls to miﬁd the
work of other theclogians, rFarticularly T;Ilich's idea of a
"fhagmentary but }eal kairas" (Tillich, 1863:148—186). The
di++icglty with her =uggestion is that the Liberation
theclogians agree so completely with it. They are Keenly
aware that liberation from oppression received only a
proleptic beginning in Jesus. Yet they are not driven
bevond traditional Christian anti-Judaism by this awareness.
Ruether 's suggecticn, therefere, while obviocusly valid, is
insufficient.

Eckardt's suggestion is to dismiss or deny the
recsurrection of Jesus, to admit that the Jew from MNazareth
£till =leeps with all the other Jewish dead. Yet for all
Chricstelogiez that base themselves on the historical Jesus,
+he resurrecticon is =zlready, in principle, dismissed. That
ie, if Jesus iz the Christ because certain empirical
statements aré +rue of his life, faith, teachings, and
praxis, then strictly speakKing we do ndt need the
resurrection in order.to say that he is the Christ. I bs .
at beét, optional (Griffin, iE). Yet Christclogies jhaf

have already accepted EckKardt's suggestion, at least in

principle, can =till be quite anti-Jewish.

Pawl ikocusKi's effort to reconstruct Christology alszo

worke cn the basis of *the modern model of appeal to
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empiri;al—historical statements about the cbjective Jesus
behind the gospels. Fawl iKowskKi attemprts to ocvercome
anti-Judaism by fedescribing Jesus as & Jew and particularly
as a Pharisee. Yet he pictures Jesus' vieuws &as so
challenging thosze of the Pharisees that they increasingly
lookKed upon him "as a potential threat to Jewish communal
survival " (Pawl iKouwskKi, 1832. Further , Pawl iKowsKi "bacKs
up " His claims about Jesus in the same way as do Harnhack and
Croatto. For Harnack Jesus was "the perfect believer:" for
Croatto he was "an extracrdinary believer." For
Pawl iKouwuskKi, Jesus' "Abba experience" involved a "degree of
intimacy ™ with God that "no Pharisee of his day would have
been ﬂillihg to grant” (PawlikocuwskKi, 183). The =z=ame model
here has the same problems: qe do not Know anythinag of
Jesus' exuperience of God and we certainly de not Know that
no Pharisee of his day uwould srant extfame intimacy with
God. lWe do not Know what 211 Pharisees of his day theought
{CooK, 1978>2. Nor can we.

An Alternative Model

The negative conclusion servihé as the impetus to
cearch for an alternative Christological model is that
Christology cannct be based on, warranted by, putative
empirical-historical statements about the hisztorical Jesus

Rithout being anti-Jewizh. The underlyving reason is that

\fcr theze Chrisztclegies what makes Jesus the CThrist is his

runiqueneas. Althouah they reject the dogma they retain the
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doama's central affirmation about Jesus--he who was
consubstantizal with Ged as to divinity and with us as to
humanity, vet writhout =zin, was certainly unigue. Yet on an

empirical-histarical medel this uniqueness cannot be shoun

{ other than by demonstrating the difference between Jesus and

all otheﬁ Jeus . Savs Hans Kung: "Jesus iz different" (Kung.
1976:212). ¥unga establishes this difference by setting up a
simultaneous, qdadrilateral cenflict between Jesus and the
four ideal tvpes of Judaism of his day, illustrating the
point made here.

That Christclogy apparently cannct be uwarranted by
reference to the empirical-historical Jesus without being
anti-Jeuish raises the question whether Christclegy should
be =o garounded. Assuming that the histqrical Jesus,
whatever elze he was, waz a relative and finite human being,
the questjon arisesz: is it theclogically appropriate to
absolutize the relative in his case? Or is deing sc not
merely another way of cemmitting idolatry? Is not
Christological anti-Judais=m the price paid for this
idolatry?

H. Richard Miebuhr argues that "the great source of
evil in life is the abszoclutizing of the relative, which in
Christiahity takKes the form of substituting religicn,
revelation, church oﬁ Christian morality for God" (Niebuhr,

[viii-ix>. He might well have added Jesus to his list,

Pazul Tillich was well zcquainted with the difficulties

28



187

of gaining warranted empirical Knowledge of the histarical
Jesus. We cannot even be certain, he correctly noted, that
his name uwas "Jesus." "No special trait of this picture [of
Jeszus 1 can be verified with certainty" (Tillich, 1857:114).
Tillich urestled inconsistently with this awareness,
incsizting also that there had to be at leasiIOHe personal
1ife in which existential estrangement had been overcome
¢(Tillich, 1957:98>, =& point which could not, on his oun
admission, be ofher than probablé.

Yet Tillich had earlier and better grounds for aveoiding
this way of arguing. He defined final (i.e., definitive?
revelation as: "a revelation iz final if it has the power of
negating jtzelf without losing itself” (Tillich, 13851:1332.
Final revelaticn sacrifices its ocwn finite conditiens. The
bearer of it surrenders his/her finitude {including all
finite perfecticns, =such as beins the "perfect beiieuer")
and "becomes completely transparent to the mystery"
revealed. As Tillich zees it, had Jesus claimed for himself
the Kind of ultimacy claimed for him by modern Chri#tolegy,
he would have been demonic. The Qildgrness temptations and
Peter's uraing him to aveid the cross symbolize attempts "to
meKe him an cbject of idelatry.” "I1dolatry . - . is the
elevation of the medium of revelation to the dignity of the
revelation itself" (Tillich, 1851:133>.

Thic understanding of the revelatory pouer q+ the

svembol of Jesus Chr izt and of his cross as lying in their
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transparency to God "condemns a Jesus-centered religicn and
theclagy ™ (Tillich, 18S1:1349). Since Jesus is the Christ
because he sacrifices what is merely "Jesus" in him, he can
be revelzatory without being hetercrnomous. Noet only doces no
finite being impose itself on other finite beings in the
name of God, but Christianity's claim to univeraalityf.on
Tillich's view, is based on no supériority of its own over
other religions.

Tillich did net work out this Christology consistently.
He wavered between affirming these things to be true of the
"biblical picture of Jesus as the Christ," i.e., the
receptive pole of the revelatory event, and & desire to makKe
untenable empirical ~historical statements.abaut Jesus: "In
all his utterances, uweords, deeds, and sufferings, he is
tranzparent to that which he represents . . " (Tillich,
1951:13S>. Monetheless, he did begin to =s=takKe out an
alternative that is theologically fruitful and he did, in
his ocwn Christolesy, avoid Christian anti-Judaism.

How, then, do wue begin to construct an alternative
model? First, by abandoning the claim, which virtually all
modern Christolcgies assume, that the historical Jeszus is
the "measure of our theologies" (Miranda, 8@5. A= 1§n9 &5
Jesus is regarded as the norm of appropriateness cof our
theoleogies, hé will have to furnction in =zuch &a way as to
preoevide what we need. Let us take an example different from

Latin Amer ican 1literaticn theclcogy, that of feminist
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theclogy. The preblem with feminist theology, 1liKe
liberation theeclegy, is that in its constitutive assertions
it o isiright. But if the conly way to m%rrant being a
Christian feminist is by rgFerence to the norm of the
hictorical Jesus, then he will have to turn out to have been
a feminist., We will then have significant uorks.showing him
t+o have gathered zbout himself an inclusive community of
equals. Indeed, we do have such workKs. But here ue faﬁe
several problems: Is this really true of Jesus (uwhat if his
commuh ity can be s=tronsgly argued to have included only
Jews7?27? 1= it not anachronistic to thinkK that Jesus held a
post-Kantian understanding of feminist liberation as meaning
that women have the right to self-determination? If Jesﬁs
was hot a feminist in the appropriate zense, am I not still
free to be one? 1= it his role to authorize our conformity
to0 him or iz it to author our freedem and creativity? If
Jecue ies to have any transcendence over us, any freedom from
us, do ue not have *¢ allow him the right to be wrong?
Second, in place of the historical Jesus as the norm of
appropriateness, why nc{ hawve fhe goespel--the promise of the
love of God to each and all and the cdmmand aof God for
Justice to each and all of those whom_ﬁud loves?” This is
the main structure of 211 biblical thought--promise and
command , prcacclamation and pabanesis—-interpreted as the
Bible interprets itself when caught in a hermeneutical L’Y

juncture--by universalizing and monotheizing itself.
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Third, we note that the caonfessicnal statement "Jesus
is the Christ" can only be made in the present tense.
Statemente about past evernts and persons (Jesus included?
are made in the past tense. Caesar no longer crosses the

Rubicon. Hence when Christians today confess their faith in

Jesus Christ, they are not talkKing about the historical

Jesus but about the 1living Christ. Christian faith is
contemporary faith, not faith at second-hand. One problem
with modern Christolegy is its assumption that the
proposition "Jesus is the Christ" is l1ikKe the proposition
"the wagen is red." That is, for it, whatever it means to
be the Christ is tied up with empirically cobservable
characteristics that can be associated with the figure of
Jesus. This is.positiviatic Christology. Rather , the
statement "Jesus is the Christ" is a statement triangular in
its meaning:! it is an assertion about the meaning of Jesu;
to us now and z2beut who we are given and called toc be by the
God whe is re-presented tco us in and through the church's
preachiﬁg of Jesus (Q0gden, passim?.
e _ :

Therefore, seadr= EcKardt, Jesus cannot be dead and be
the Christ. Nﬁateuer we dc with the resurrecticon, uwe can
ne ither deny it neor c%ll it opticnal--neither implicitly nhor
expljcitly. We must do scmething with it. I am happy
enough with =zaying that Jeszus 1lives in'the body of
Christ——in the church's preclamation and in its living

traditioens Clearly, this is & demvtheclosizing of the
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resurrection as an empirical ~historical event. Such szeems
to me required by any norm of intelligibility. The
"relevant Jesucs," as David Tracy calls him, is the "actual
Jesus ," the current Jesus:i
« +« «» the Jesus remembered by the traditiaon
and community as re-presentative of God's ocun
presence amohg us and as mediated to individuals
and community in a1l the clazsic words, sacraments
and actions expressing the Christ event in the
prezent community, in conformity with the original
apestolic witness (Tracy, 2338).
The church deoes not have to track down the historical
Jesus in order to believe in him. The historical Jesus
: Neeessacy ¥
(fourth point? may provide & good, critical checK on, a way
to criticize, dewvelecpments in the church's tradition that
are unfortunate. To s=av, e.g9., that Jesus was a Jew is a
good corrective to anti-Jeuwish ideoclogy. Knowing that he
uas precisely this or that Kind of Jew, hcocwever, (uwere that
possible? is not necessary to believing in him. Mor is it &
sufficient reason to do =sc. Catholics will likely detect
thzt this point is & Catheolic one: it is the Christian
tradition as & living, creative, self-correcting historical
process from the earliest apostolic witness toc the present
community 's "memory" of Jesus that grounds Christian faith.
Fifth, when we tal¥X zbout the living Christ as the
subhject of the Christeclogical preopcsition we are talKing
about Ged, in mere than cocne zense. It is throush the

church's preachine of Jesus that we Chriztianse have come to

know God and tco understand ocurselwves ultimately in terms of
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and only in terms of Goed's love for all (us included? and
God's command of justice to all (Jews included). Throusgh
Jesus, the church came tc Knouw God and caid of Jesus: "He
reflects *the glory of God and bears the very stamp of his
hature" (Hebrews 1:32. Jesus ¢ "Yahweh is salvation") for
the_cﬁurch has alwave been a theclogoumenon for God, & fact
clacsically expressed in the doctrine of the incarnation.
Christ "nameg“ God for Christians. Traditionally, Christ
was a way of naming the Logos. In =0 naming the Logos its
character asz creative, dynamic trustuothy love is brought to
effective realizaticn. God's creativity graciously grounds
our being, vet it is at the same time & threatEﬁing
creativity, eﬁer czlling us fcruward to novel adventures in
realizing {he divine purpocse in the uprld. God i=s,
according to Whitehead, “"the roet of the world, . . .
leading it By . . . [God's]1 vision of truth, béauty; and
gocodnez=" (Whitehead, 1278:32461. Such & God is a tremendum
(czlling what we are inte question) as well as a fascinans
(calling us foruward?. To name God Christ is te proclaim
that this creative, threatening Goed can yetlbe trusted.

189 The preaching of Jesusz in and by the church reminds us
that we are nouw related te God who is the creative and
aracious groeund and end of our being and of our meahning. e
now are to undersfand cur lives as arising from the creative
matrix of the divine life and as makKing a difference to that

1ife. Jesus a= *he living Christ calls us toc be open to



thazt divine call fcruward which ever ;eeKs tc renew and
empouer us to workK for God's hasileia. "So long as the
Galilean imzges are but the dreams of an unrealized world,
co lona they must spread the infecticn of an uneasy spirit”
(Whitehead, 1961:17).

in the providence of Geod, Jesus of Nazgfeth became that
Jew by whom, through the'preachins of the church, Gentile
Christiane came and still come to understand themselves in
relation to the God of Israel ag the gracious and creative
around and end of their being. We who sat in dgrxness have
ceen a great light in Jesus Christ, "a light for revelation
to the Gentiles and for glery to . . . [thel] pecple Israel™

{Luke 2:32).
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