*
AMERICAN JEWISH
ARCHIVES
G406 4 b

% «

é’% +'O

7 S S
3>y

THE JACOB RADER MARCUS CENTER OF THE

AMERICAN JEWISH ARCHIVES

Preserving American Jewish History

MS-603: Rabbi Marc H. Tanenbaum Collection, 1945-1992.
Series C: Interreligious Activities. 1952-1992
Box 16, Folder 3, Crucifixion of Jesus, 1959-1964.

3101 Clifton Ave, Cincinnati, Ohio 45220
(513) 221-1875 phone, (513) 221-7812 fax
americanjewisharchives.org



DRAFT September 23, 1959
Dear Cardinal Cushing:

The religious and general press have reported the forthcoming
showing at the Donnelly Memorial Theatre of the series of film shorﬁs
entitled "The Rifteen Mystefies of the Rosary". Some months ago,
upon invitation, a number of us as individuals previewed 2 3/4 hours
of these films which had been put together for possible commercial
showings as a full length movie. We belisve you would wish to know
of our deep concern regarding particular scehes, character portrﬁfals
and reaction shots which, in our judgment, may have a most serious
unfavorable effect on interreligious felationships as between Catho-
lics and Jews not only in the United States but also abroad.,

Permit us to underscore three points at the outset. wirstly,
we are satisfied there was no intention on the part of the producers
of this film to malign the Jewish people and that those parts of tie
film which we find objectionable were inadvertent. Secondly, we are
unalterably opposed to censorship as a violation of the principle of
free Speéch. We recognize the right of producefs to make films of
their own choice and we are particularly sensitive to this point as
it relates to religious productions. We believe, however, that a
right entails a corresponding responsibility to be aleft to tﬁa_dah?
ger of unnecessarily increasing interreligious tensions. Thirdiy,
we recognize and respect the irreconcilable nature of the th§610g10a1
differences between our two groups. Therefore, we have no desire to
enter into further disputations in this regard.

We are addressing ourselves only to some non-theological pérts
of the film which we believe to be uﬂnecesaary and harmful to the
existing friendly relationships between Jews and Christians‘ which
we value and wish to maintain., We trust you may agree that‘particu-—
larly at this juncture in world affairs when collectively we.afe

faced with the aggressive and corroding machinations of Ccﬁnuﬂiém;'
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groups such as-yohrs-dnd ours should exercise care lest we may in-
adverteﬁtiy bting asbart a setback to our cobpefative relationshiﬁ.

The following, in no special order of pfiofity, ere some:ex-
amples of Wtk ‘we found particularly disturbing'in the film:

| I. The-pictﬁre includee scenes of cruelty ﬁhich we deem to be

excessive, such as the brutality bf the scourging and the bieeding
that ensues; the deﬁictian of the nails set to be driven into the
flesh followed by the sound of the hammer blows;‘intensificetion f
Iof the cruelty by pertraying the two thieves as bound enly.by repeé.
while Jesus is'neiled to the cross., | ‘ o |

2. The obvious relish and enjoyment by figures in the f£ilm
identifiable as Jews who watch the suffering on the cross: As one
of our group put it "There have been other crucifixion fiima and
paasien plays which have blamed the Jews'but, this is the first one-
which i:ortreys t_he Jews as enjoying it". . Only the family and friends
of Jesus and.the-steiid Romans who pefferm'tﬁe acts of torture are
shown in this film to be moved by pity. We believe this may persuade
audiences that an unregenerate laek of mercy appears to be a univers-
al Jew1eh trait. Particularly unfortunate is the appearance of Jews
on the screen wearing prayer shawls and pﬁylactaries. This is not
-only feiigieuslﬁ-ineecufate'bﬁt giéés the invidious impression of -
Jewish religious sanction to'crﬁelty._ In this connection, during
the crucifixien ecenes, reference is made to the leé of'Moees thus
furthering the inaccurate impression of Jewish religious senction
to the crucifixion. - s

3, Some of the casting in this picture is nost unfortunate.
Those who are destined to be the followers of Jesus, together with
the members of his.family, are all-portreyed by the same eﬁmirable

physical typee as are qsed to play the ﬁoman efficials and soldiers,
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In coatvredistinetion, those who ars the enemies of Jesus or who oc-
cupy ﬁpeéific roles as'Jews {for example, “he rabbi with whom
Joseph confers) are all ﬁistinguishéd either by selection or makeup
as'“caricﬁture Jewsh.

h,“Thé-mob'scenes in fromt of the palace of Pilate are particu~
larly unfortunate in our view and as shown in this film, the outcry
"erucify him" is unduly repstitive. In the same scenes, we were
also disturbed at the sadist, bestial axpressions and the Sturmer~
type stereotyping of sane of the members of the mob. In this con-
‘nection, we feel the scene in which the mob calls for the release
of Bafabbas is especially bad.

S. Jewish religious law is misinterpreted in a number of scenes,

(a) Jewish law prnhibits crucifixion as a method of putting
humans to death. | | | '

(b) The Sanhedrin is inaccurately porfrayed and unnecessarily
placed in a bad light. | |

(c) The picture includes a sequence between Joseph and a Rabbi
pertaining to the vow of chastity, This is cqntradictory to Jewish
religious law which has always required married couples to strive
f_qr children,

(d) There is a scene with dialogue, pertaining to the 5reaking
of Jesus' legs to insure his death before sundown. Jewish law pro-
hibits the breaking of the limbs of human beings.

(e) Depicting Jews at the Crucifixion wearing prayer shawls
and phylacteries 1s wrong on religious graunds in addition to being
offensive without justification. |

(f) There are scenes which shar Jews going to the Temple to
see the Rabbis, According to Jewish religious law, the Temple was

for the priests only,
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_ (g) Less important, but nevertheleﬂs inaccurate, is a scene
which shows stairs leading to the alter in tha Tsmple. Our Torah
calls far an inclina and proscribes stairs.,

6. The characterization of Pontius Pilate in this film is his~
torically 1naccunata. Pilate unquestlonably was a corrupt, wicked
and cruel person who at one time was recalled to Rame because of
his villainy. In this picture; he is sympathetically po;trayed as
a hero, Permmit us to edd that throughout th.is film, the Romans are
Ipicturad sympathetically as victims of circumstance while the Jews
are portrayed as vi}lains. n |

It is our considerad view thaﬁ after seeing such scenes, the
average ‘' aydience, which isilikely to be historicail# uninstructed,
cannot help but come away from the theatre with hostile sentiments
against the Jewish peoplé not only of those days, but of the Jewish
group of our time as well, This is especially true in light of the
past history of the canard which holds the Jews responéible for the
cfucifixion with a carry-over of'Jeﬁish responsibility io the pre-
sent time, ‘ |

Panmit us to take this opportunity to express our high regar d
for your consistent efforts in behalf of justica and fair play
whenever misunderstanding or malice has threatenad‘amicable
interreligious relationships. We are confident ﬁhat in this in-
stance also you will give rﬁil consideration to thé.subject matter
of this communication. | " - e

With all good wishes.

Sincerely,
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March 3; 1959

Mr. John Stone

Jewish Community Council
590 North Vermont Avenue
Los Angeles, California

Dear Jack:

This is to bring you up to date on developments here regard-
ing the crucifixion film which you included in your report #105
dated June 20, 1957 under the title "The Kiss of Judas". A repre-
sentative Jewish group recently saw the picture, not tentatively
called "Crown of Glory". . On November 2l;, following.a screening on
November 21, 1958, you: sent a memo of reactions and suogestions to
this film. . In this memo you refer to it as "Fifteen Mysterles".
e would very much like to have the entire story from your end,
but first let me summarize what has happened here. .

Through Ben Epstein and‘Arnold'Forstér; a group representative
of the National Committee for the Motion Picture Pro ject saw the
plcture at a apecial and confidential acreening on an invitation
from Mertin Quigley who has undertaken the task of cutting some
25 minutes. from the present running time of .2 .and.3/L hours. Mr.
Quigley wanted the 'reaction of  some of his close Jewish friends in
the movie industry. He showed it to one man who was greatly dis-
turbed by the picture. Mr. Quigley then called his friend and at-
torney Louis Nizer, who suggested the pieture should be. seen by. .
Ben and Arnold. They and Lester Gutterman first saw it on Thursday,
February 6. They too were horrified and so informed Mr. Quigley.
However, they said that other Jews might feel differently about it
and suggested the screening for our group which was held FTiday
morning, February 13.. :

" The screening was attended by some 20 or more persons repre-
sentative of the National Committee, including a number of rabbis.
All of us were deeply shocked. On londay, February 16, those who
saw the plcture met to exchange views. The unanimous reaction was
one of abhorrence. We feel the picture is bad.from start .to finish;
that it is so full of objectionable parts that no emount of cutting
could correct the damage which undoubtedly will be done to good
Christiaen-Jewish relations when this picture is publicly shown.

We agreed we have no right and no desire to make suggestions to
the producers regarding changes; that it is not only impossible,
but it would be presumptuous for us as Jews to tell Catholics how
to portray their doctrinal beliefs in a motion picture; that we
reaffirm our civil liberties position on the basis of which we
would not do anything which even by implication might be construed
&s censorship. Since Ben Epstein and Arnold Forster were to meet
with Mr. Quigley, we also agreed each of us would send to them our
objections to particular scenes, character portrayal, etc., and we
did this.right after the meeting. In this connection, enclosed is
a copy of my letter to Arnold Forster dated beruary 17 which
speaka for itself.
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Wednesday, Febrmary 18, Lester Gutterman, Ben and Arnold met
with Mr. Quigley for a couple of hours. They expressed the views
of our group as above set ‘forth. In turn, Mr. Quigley said that
he had come to us; that he was soliciting our advice; would ap-
preciate our suggestions and if we comply, no one could properly
interpret this as an act of censorship by us. Our representatives
said they were in no position to answer his request for suggestions,
but if he wished, they would give him some details which convirce
us this picture will do great harm to Jewish-Christian relations.
At nis request they did so as per the enclosed summary of the ob-
jections voicad in our group. They did not give Mr. Quﬁgley a
copy of this memo.

Mr. Quigley said he would spend the next weeks in cutting the
picture 25 minutes. When this is done, he wants us to see the
plcture again. He then wondered, assuming we thought the editing
appropriate, would we consider giving him a letter which would not
endorse or approve the picture, but would set forth what actually
happened, namely, that we saw the picture at his request; discussed
it with him; that he made some changes and therefore we are not
opposed to the distribution and showing of the film. ir. Quigley
said he wants such a letter, not for publication, but only to show
to one or two major exhibitors on a confidential basis. The re-
sponse was a polite but blunt NO! It was made clear that such a
letter was an impossibility because no matter how it might be
worded, it would be interpreted as approval of the picture and we
never approve or disapprove movies. Moreover, such a letter would
be meaningless because we do not control other Jewish organizations
nor motion picture distributors and if such a letter were to be
condemned by some other Jewish organizations, it might bring about
the very public situation Mr. Quigley would like to avoid. He was
also told that since we believe this picture will do harm to inter-
religious relationships, any letter to the contrary would be untrue
and useless to him.

Here is where you come in. In the course of the meeting with
Mr. Quigley, he asked if we know a Mr. John Stone on the West
Coast. Our delegation said they thought they did, whereupon Mr.
Quigley informed them you had seen the picture some time ago and
that he had a memorandum from you, a copy of which he would be
glad to furnish. Subsequently, he did so and we have copies of
your November 24, 1958 memo. We would like to have all the details
of what happened at your end. 'For one thing, send us a copy of
your memo of November 2l, 1958 for comparison purposes. Secondly,
can you account for the lapse of time between your report to us.in
June of 1957 and the second time you saw the picture on November 21,
1958 which resulted in your November 2l, 1958 memog Did anyone
else from the LA CRC Motion Picture Committee see the picture with
you? Either time? Both times? iias this film discussed in the.
L4 Motion Picture Committee? To what extent if any, were the rabbis
involved? Did any attend either or both screenings and did they
participate in such CRC discussions as might have béen held? Why
didn't we receive a copy of your November 2l, 1958 memo to Breen°
Please fill us in on the entire story.



-

_Last-Thursday, our group met again. .Wie received the. report

from Lester Gutterman, Ben Epstein and Arnold Forster on their
‘meeting with Mr. Quigley. . They also informed us that following
. their meeting, a letter was sent by Armold to Louls Nizer summariz-
ing the February 18 conference with Mr. Quigley as outlined above.
Arnold enclosed two copies of the memorandum which summarizes ob-
jections to the film. Mr. Nizer subsequently called .Arnold and
~ inquired about use of the sscond copy. Arnold told him we are en-
" tirély indifferent as to what he, iir. Nizer, does with the extra
copy. At our meeting on Thursday, we agreed (1) under no ‘circum-
stances will a letter be given to Mr. Quigley (2) the group. as a
~.whole does not want to see the picture again after it is cut (3) we
will be informed when and if Ben and Arnold are invited and a deci-
~sion will then be made regarding others  joining them in seeing it
" (4) because it is felt it would be violating Mr. Quigley's con-
- fidence, we are not circulating anything to the communities or the
~local affiliates of the respective national agencies for the time
"being (5) I am to inform you of all that happened here and to .get
your story. I

The only other point I would underscore is that everything
that happened here is on a confidential basis and should not be
publicized. Also, do tell us in advance and keep in very close
touch before anything is said or done in LA regarding this movlie.
Please reply quickly. I want to share the information you send
with our group as soon as possible.

Best from all of us.

Cordially,

JULES COHEN

National Coordinator
JC/pm
Enc.

CC: Joseph Roos



National Community Relations Advisory Council

55 West 42nd Street, New York 36, N. Y. * Telephone: LOngacre 4-3450

“cooperation in the common cause”

7 F- Broms
Meseoranduim CONFIDENTIAL

To The Group Which Screened the Film "Crown of Glory"
FROM: Jules Cohen
DATE" March 4%, 1959

# ‘
So your record regarding the crucifixion film "Crown of Glory"
will be complete, enclosed are the following items:

1. Copy of my letter to Arnold Forster dated February 17, 1959
which 1lists objections to particular scenes, character portraysls,
etec., and points out the context in which these objections are
listed.

2. Copy of the memorandum prepared by Ben Epstein and Arnold
Forster which summarizes and categorizes specific objections to
the picture.. .

3. Copy of my letter to John Stone informing him of what hap~
pened at this end and requesting full information of what took
place on the west coast with regard to this picture.

4, A list of those to whom I am sending this mailing. In
keeping with our understanding, I am not sending it to the full
membership of the National Committee for the Motion Picture
Project.

The moment I hear from Jack, I will be in touch with you.

Best regards.

J.C.

347



JOINT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

of the
‘Synagogue Council of America
_ and the
National Community Relations Advisory Council
10 Joint Advisory Committee |
FROM: .  Jules Cohen, Secretary
DATE: March %, 1959 |

SUBJECT: Shechita - Report on Ohio Hearings held Yesterday

Charles Posner, Executive Director of -the Cincinnati Jewish
Community Council, called this morning to report on the legisla-
"~ tive hearings which were held yesterday in Columbus for the op-
ponents of the humane slaughtering measure.

At the close of the hearing, the Agriculture'Committee, by
a vote of 14 to 1, postponed action on the bill indefinitely.
Mr. Posner tells me this is tantamount to killing the bill for
-this legislative session. . R

Rabbi Joseph P. Sternstein of Dayton testified by reading the
statement prepared by Leo Pfeffer and approved in the Joint Ad-
visory Committee. Rabbl Sternstein testified on behalf of:
“Cincinnati Board of ‘Rabbis; Orthodox Rabbinical Council of Cleve=-
land; and the Ohio regional associations of: Rabbinical Council
of Americaj Union of American Hebrew Congregations; Union of Or-
thodox Jewish Congregations of Americaj; Union of Orthodox Rabbis
of America and Canada; United Synagogue of America.

Rabbi Mordecai Gifter of Cleveland made a short statement for
Rabbi Eliezer Silver and the Agudas Harabonim. The Rabbi support-
ed the joint statement with some supplementary remarks.

Rabbi Hyman Cohen of Cincinnati also spoke for Rabbi Eliezer
Silver. Rabbi Samuel W. Rubinstein of Columbus presented a brief
statement for the RCA.

'Mr. Posner is sending us coples or excerpts from the sup-
plementary statements which I will make available to you just
as soon as I receive them.

Packers also testified in opposition to the measure.

J.Cs



National Community Relations Advisory Council

55 West 42nd Street, New York 36, N. Y. - Telephone: LOngacre 4-3450

_ “cooperation in the common cause”

memomnt!wm

TO: Morris Laub, Rabbi Eugene Lipman, Emanuel Muravchik,
Leo Pfeffer, Al Vorspan, Seymour Weisman, Dr. Samson R.
Weiss

FROM: Jules Cohen

DATE: March 4, 1959

SUBJECT: Child Adoption Across Religious Lines = Communication
From Bridgeport JCC Re Connecticut Senate Bill No. 190

Enclosed is copy of a self-explanatory letter from the
Bridgeport Jewish Community Council requesting the position, if any,
of NCRAC national member agencies on the issue of child adoption
across religious lines. You will notice Section 15 of the measure
which has been introduced in Connecticut provides

"Section 15. Religion. Whenever a child is placed

in a family home for board or care or for adoption,
such placement shall, whenever possible, be made
with a person or persons of the same religious faith
as that of the child or his parents, if such faith
can be ascertained by reasonable inquiry."

This bill was briefly considered at the February 8 legisla-
tive conference convened by the Connecticut JCRC when the Connecticut
humane slaughtering measures were discussed. It is my recollection
that the adoption of a position by the state JCRC was deferred
pending further study of the subject in the Connecticut communities
and consultation with the national agencies. I reported that to
the best of my knowledge, except for the American Jewish Congress, -
no other NCRAC national member agency has a definitive position on
the subject which is under study in the respective agencies.

Are you inclined to reply directly to Bridgeport for your
agency or do you see some value in our getting together informally
to consider the matter?® . :

NCRAC as such does not have a policy position on the subject.
It was agreed a long time ago that the Joint Advisory Committee of the
Synagogue Council of America and NCRAC should sponsor a national con-
ference on this issue, but pressure of other matters has held up the
convening of such a meeting. To complete the picture, I do not recall
off hand that any of our local member agencies opposed similar meas-
ures in other states, but I intend to check our files to make sure.

. Please let me know what you think and if you write directly to
Bridgeport, a copy to the NCRAC would be appreciated. '
J.C.
CC: Joseph Barr, Dorothy Beck, Samuel Brennglass, Rabbi Jay Kaufman,
37T Bernard Segal, Ben Stark, Isaac Toubin, Rabbi Marec Tanenbaum



COPY JEWISH COMMUNITY COUNCIL
360 State Street
Bridgeport, Conn.

February.27, 1959

Mr, Jules Cohen
NCRAC

55 West 42nd St.
New York 36, NY

Dear Jules:.
As per our telephone conversation the other day, our Community Re=-

lations Committee should like certain information for the National
Local Relations sub-committee.

‘One of the pending legislative measu}eS'before‘the Connecticut State

Legislature, Senate Bill No. 190, concerns itself with adoption:
across religious lines.. Enclosed is a portion of the bill relating
to this subject. We would be grateful for the following informa-.
tiOﬂ. i .

1. Do any or-all of the national agencies of the NCRAu have a posi-
tion on this subject? If so, what is it?

2. What is the history in other states where this type of legisla-
tion was introduced? Perhaps the American Jewish Congress could
furnish this information? -

3. Have'any of the national agencies or community member agencies
of NCRAC taken a position‘in connection with such state bills?

4. If any of the national agencies or community member agencies of
NCRAC opposed such state measures, what repercussions were -
there -- if-any?

5. What position would the national agencies of NCRAC recommend as
a course of action?

Although, at the moment, there is nodate set for the héaring of this -
bill, I would appreciate this information as soon as possible.

Sincerely,

Dorothy Beck



THE CRUCIFIXION
THE JEW AND THE CHRISTIAN

by
' Bernh‘ul_'d E. Olson

Reprinted from Religious Education, July-August, 1963

Published by
‘The Religious Education Association
545 West 111th St, New York 25, N. Y.



Faith and Prejudice is one of the most significant reports of research

to appear in some time. Based on several years of research and written

" in a most careful and interesting style, it deals with the victims and the
oppressors in the literature of Christian education, especially with the

understanding of the Jews.

The Crucifixion, the ,leW, and the Christian*

Bernhard E. Qlson

Direcsor, Research and Consultation in Intergroup Aspects of Protestans Curricula, New York City

ONB OF THE deep roots of tension be-
tween Protestants and Jews is fre-
quently said to consist of teachings found
“"in Surday School literature, especially in
connection with the crucifixion story . . .
Jewish apprehension on this score is well
known. Ira Eisenstein deplores what he
regﬂrds as Christian teaching “that Jews liv-
ing today are guilty of killing Ch.nst.'2 and
another spokesman says:

. In most Christian chu:chﬁ even very lictle

_ children are taught thar the Jews killed
Jesus. . . . The resule is thar countless Chris-
tian childre_n begin life with a prejudice:
the “Jews"” who killed Jesus, as they are told,
are the same to them as the “Jews” who live
on the next block.3

- The crucifixion dra.ma is also regarded as
having played a prominent pirt in Jewish

®Abridged from chapter 8, "“The Crucifixion,
the Jew, and the Christian,” Faith and Prejudice
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1963), pp.
195-222, by Betnhard E. Olson. Reprinted by
permission of Yale University Press. The four
series of lesson materials evaluated have the fol-
lowing designations: (MS) means Missouri Synod
(conservative materials); (SP) means Scripture
Press (fundamentalist); (PR) means United Pres-
byterian (neo-orthodox); (UN) means Unitarian-
Universalist (liberal).

INewton D. Baker et al., The American Way
(New York, Willert, Clark, 1936), pp. 34-38.

2The Ethics of Tolerance, p. 70.

SRoland Gittelsohn, Modern Jewish Problems:

(New York, UAHC, 1951), p. 152.

disabilities through the centuries as well as
providing a major cause of negative atti-
tudes toward Jews today. In the Middle .
Ages; recitals of the Passion of Christ were
often followed by physical ‘violence against
Jews. - Medieval Christians so frequently
attacked Jews on Good Friday that in some
countries the latter were forbidden by law
to léave their houses on that day.t

Three of the four Protestant publishers
whose materials _w"e have been analyzing
agree that there is some relationship be-
tween antipathy toward the Jews and the
charge thar the Jews killed Jesus. Although
some fundamentalist writers make this ac-
cusation themselves, others attack many “so-
called Christians” and Gentiles for having
hunted down and persecuted Jews on the
mistaken assumption that they murdered
Christ. The neo-orthodox curriculum notes
that “in some localities Jewish people are
dubbed ‘Christ-killers,”” and poses for class
discussion the question, “What is unfair
about this kind of labeling?” Liberal au-
thors, in noting that “feelings of hate and

. acts of violence (against the Jew) have
a long history,” explain thar “Christians pro-
claimed a gospel thar condemned the Jews
as a people for the death of the Savior of
the world” On the question of the con-
sequences for Jews of Christian teaching

4Jacob R. Marcus, The Jew in the Medieval
Weorld (Cincinnati, UA.H.C., 1938), p. 35.

331
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about the crucifixion, only the omservnuve
texts are silent.

THE TEACHINGS: “WHO
CRUCIFIED JESUS?”

TO WHAT EXTENT do Protestant curricula
teach that the Jews crucified Jesus? Sa-
tistically, 42 per cent of the conservative
lessons dealing solely with the crucifixion
story contain variations of this generaliza-
tion. Fundamentalists make this accusation
in 36 per cent of of the crucifixion lessons,
and the neo-orthodox do so quite indirectly
in 2 percent of the cases. The charge does
not appear in Hberal materials.

Only the conservative curriculum fails o
dispute or deplore the charge thac the Jews
killed Jesus. About 6 per cent of the funda-
mentalist, 10 per cent of the neo-orthodox,
and 22 per cent of the liberal lessons de-
scribing the crucifixion criticize this notion.
There are also other teachings thac lay the
blame for the crucifixion elsewhere than
solely on the Jews. Thus Geatiles, the
Romans, Pilace, Christians,- all mankind,
and “the multitudes” are likewise named as
culpable. The neo-orthodox, for example,
universalize the guilt to include Christians
or all humanity in 40 per cent of the in-
stances.’

Clearly, not all fundamentalist generaliza-
tions about "the Jews” are meant to denote
all Jews, inasmuch as two lessons give a
narrow definition of the term. Such distinc-
tions, however, are usually omirtted, and the
assertion “the Jews crucified Christ” does
not usually make clear which grouping of
Jews is intended, or if the term “crucified”
is to be taken literally,

When such statements as “the Jews cruci-
fied Christ” are examined in context, the
acrual participation of the Jews in the cruci-
fixion seems to be viewed as indirect. Only

mf;!cm er only to the lessons
wlnch speczﬁmlly the crucifixion in whole

?a.n not to the total lessons in the sample.
Ont of a total of 2,304 lessons only 5-8 per cent
of the lessons in the four curricula expound the
crucifixion. Note that more than one rype of
statement about direct responsibility for the crud-
fixion teads to appear in the units.

THE CRUCIFIXION, THE JEW, AND THE CHRISTIAN

one lesson in the entire four curricula ex-
phady:scnbesmjmthe!mfdmd
carrying out the death sentence;® all other
lessons make it plain that the final sentence
was imposed and carried out by the Roman
authorities, even where the main responsi-
bility is arributed to either the Jews or
their religious leaders. A great number of
lessons, however, merely characterize “the
Jews” in a passing way as having crucified
Christ, and no matter how the writers and
editors might regard the meaning of this
assertion, irs plain meaning to the uniniti-
ated (in the absence of any elaboration) is
that the Jews not only instigated but exe-
cuted the death sentence.

THAT IT WAS the Roman authorities who
condemned and crucified Christ is recog-
nized by all four Protesmant groups, but
chiefly by the neo-orthodox and liberals.
The fundamentalists and conservatives name
“the Jews" as primarily involved, but their
expositions also hold the Roman authorities
guilty in 24 and 29 per cent of the lessons.
“Jews and Gentiles” are also linked to-
gethera.smmllyguﬂrybntmaveq

of crucifixion units. The
ahuenn: of primary accusations agsinst the
Jews by the neo-orthodox and liberals makes
more significant their more frequenr pam-
ing of the Roman authorities.” Given the
above range and diversity of artirudes about
the Jewish rolc, the question narurally arises
as to what is slgmfned by speaking of “the
Jews” in connection with rapmsxbxhty for
the crucifixion.

Writers often merely reproduce the term
from the Gospel of John withour explana-
tion. Some fundamentalist lessons attempt
to define it. Commenting upon the state-
ment in John 7:13 that "no man spake
openly of Him for fear of the Jews,” the

€"Being restricted by Roman Law from carrying
out the death sentence, the Jews took the prisoner
to the Roman governor Poatius Pilate, wbo upon
their demand turned Him over to them (the Jews)
to be crucified, even though Jesus was declared
innocent. . . . crucifixion and death of the
Savior, while a crime on the part of the jcws.
a part of God's plan for the redemption of
world” (MS, my italics).

7ln 57 and 56 per cent of the insmances.
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writer interprets: “In this vetse the word
‘Jews' is used of the leaders of the nacion,
the chief priests and Pharisees who made
up the Sanhedrin and who sought Jesus’
life” (SP). In the same text it is explained
that “the Jews” in John 12 are the Pharisees
and Sadducees. “The Pharisees were the
real Jews, passionately devoted to the
Torah,” and who engaged in debate with
Jesus. Bur the Jews of the crucifixion story
are Sadducees.

The Pharisees usually appear in connection
with theological controversy, but it was the
Sadducees, as “chief priests,” who finally took
over Jewish leadership, pussued a policy of
violence, and evenrually brought about
Christ’s crucifixion. Thus “the Jews” orig-
inally the name of & nation; became (in
John's Gospel) she name of a Mm .m:
(SP, my-iralics).

Both of these lessons use the word “Jews”
to denote .the Sanhedrin leadership, not the
xankandhleofjewry But other writers
are not this precise. The terminology of
John carries over without specification when
commenting on passages from the other
Gosepels: _ :

When Jesus was in the Temple for the
last time, a few days before His Passion, He
asked the Jews, “what think ye of Christ?”

Their answer was a great disappointment to

Him. Bur on Good Friday they showed what

they thought of Him. Their hearts were so

filled with hatred roward Him that they
shouted themselves hoarse, crying, “'Crucify

Him!"™ (MS).

The Jews in this pa:aynph of whom
Jesus asked the question were, in reality, a
group of Pharisees or Sadducees. The writer
proceeds as if he were talking of the same
group of people when, on Good Friday,
“they” showed Jesus what they thought of
him. Oge is left to assume that the author
of the lesson regards each of the hostile seg-
ments of the Jewish nation as symbolic
of the whole.

The tendency to make one Jew, or several,
represent all Jews — not only of ancient
but also of modern times — is demonstrated
by another writer for the same curriculum.
Whether he is speaking of the Sanhedrin
officials, the witnesses at the hearing before
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Caiaphas, or the mob before Pilate’s hall; he
calls them “the Jews."” Marthew, he says,
omits "the various accusations of the Jews.”
Then, --climactically, the clamoring mob
which exchanged taunts with Pilate emerges
as all Jewry of all places and all times. - The
Jews — through the mob’s words — be-
come fully accountable for the death of
Jesus, to this very day suffering under the
curse- which they brought upon themselves.
' THE GENERALIZATION “the Jews” can
thus easily be seen as a distortion on sev-
eral grounds:

1. It removes the crucifixion event from

its ‘proper context of time and place. Since
. “:he]m mmnmyoralljemmy-

‘where, it is highly inaccurate and

gmng leeway to every pupil to interpret this

in whatever illegitimare fashion he desires.

2. It divorces Jésus from his own people
and nation. “The Jews" logiclly should in-

 clude Jesus, the disciples, Mary, his mother,

. "the people,” and the many women who fol-’
lowed him from afar. To refer only to Christ's
enemies as Jews and not to his friends is
invidious,
.~ 3. The collective reference “the Jews"
fails to distinguish' between 2 mere handful

" of people who were involved in the plot
against Jesus and the vast populace who were
not. Even if limited to the Jews of this period,
the generalization still erroneously implies
"all the Jews" of Jesus" time.

4. Actally, it was the Romans who e
ecuted Jesus, whatever the reasons were and
whatever Jews were involved. Generalizations
which omit the role of the Roman authori-
ties are inexact -

5. The compmbensnve term “the Jews”
may originally. (in the New Testament) have
been provoked as much by Jewish self-ceii-
cism and by the habit of thinking of them-
selves collectively, as by alleged Gendile
emendations of the scriprural text. For non-
Jews, however, to transform this Jewish
prophetic terminology iato an accusation is
questionable to say the least.

THE BIBLICAL BASIS OF THE
COLLECTIVE JEWISH IMAGE

THE TENDENCY to think aboutr Jews as
a collecrive entity derives from biblical-his-
torical sources. The Jewish people thought
of their leaders' deeds, or those of any mem-
ber of the community, as ones for which
the group was responsible. They were a
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covenanted people, and as such acknowl-
edged their collective guilt and punishment
The Jews took seriously, in a2 way that many
Christians do not, this idea of “representa-
tion” — that the few may stand for the
many, and even that one righteous or evil
man can personify the whole.

In the conflict between Jesus and the
Pharisees and in the Jerusalem episodes, the
New Testament writers represent Jesus as
confronting not one segment of Judaism
but, in effect, the authorities who stood for
all of it Theeaﬂydmrd:, Jewish to its
core, spoke in corporate terms of what
had happened, just as the Old Testament
writers had. Bur they wrote this as Jews,
about Jews, and to Jews who thought repre-
sentatively and self-mucally- they did not
write as outsiders accusing amother people.

There are two characteristics of the bibli-
cal concept of “representativemess”: 1. The
Jews interpreted their own groups’ actions
in this way and not merely the actions of
others. 2. Collective thinking within the
covenant relationship enabled the prophets
to call on Israel to judge itself the more
severely. Because God chose Israel, God
demands more of it and punishes its trespass
with pre-eminent severity.

These biblical modes of thought are not
characteristic of the modern West. We
judge the action of an individual — whether
leader or follower of a group — as his own
action, for which he is directly responsible.
When the responsibilities of others are in-
volved, we take care in the interests of
justice, to make distinctions between differ-
ent degrees of involvement: accessory guilt,
for example.

However, Protestant writers often pre-
sent generalized images of Jews where only
atinygroupof:hemareamullyinqus-
tion. When the Sanhedrin arrested the
apostles, “the Jews hounded and persecuted
the Christians.” In respect to Christions,
however, responsibility for such evils as
anti-Semitism tends to be placed in indi-
vidual, not collective, terms. Qualifications
are always clear: "Some Christians,” “so-
.called Christians,” “nominal Christian,” or
“this man who professes to be a Christian.”

THE CRUCIFIXION, THE JEW, AND THE CHRISTIAN

In sum, partly because some writers have
not made clear to themselves or to the
reader the sharp differences between our
contemporary habits of judging our own
groups as individuals and those collective
ways in which the Bible judges Israel, the
way these writers think about Israel (or
Jews) is influenced by the textual sources,
while statements about the guilt of our own
groups are made according to the present-
day habits of individualistic thought. A
biblical notion of collective guilt is ex-
ternally applied to the Jews, but not in-
uema.lly to Christians.

THE QUESTION OF ACCOUNTABILITY
AND INVOLVEMENT

IN DISCUSSING teachings which assess -
guile for the crucifixion, it is imporrant o
note the several different, though over-
lapping, frames of reference that the writers
use.

The query "Who crucified Christ?” may
be understood historically, psychologically,
or theologically. In fact, curriculum writers
pass unannounced from one perspective to
another. While it is true thar the Gospel
writers never distinguish berween the nar-
rative and theological aspects of their ac-
count, curriculum writers need to be con-
scious of the ways in which their readers do
indeed make such distinctions and to in-
terpret to them the biblical events so as
to convey more exact meanings.

When directed to the historical evenc,
the question of responsibility may range
from "Who actually condemned Jesus to
death and carried our the sentence?” to
"Who are implicated, directly or indirectly,
in the crucifixion?” These questions are
historical. They deal with the faces of the
case.

But there is yet another kind of responsi-
bilicy which the writer may have in view —
the social-psychological one. Just as today
we weigh the responsiblicy of the German
people (or even Americans) as a whole
for the crimes of Dachau and Buchenwald,
so writers occasionally weigh the degree of
responsibility of Jesus' contemporaries, who,
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by their permissiveness, indifference, or in-
decision contributed to the agony of Gol-
gotha, We have alteady noted that the
practice of projecting this responsibility of
the Jews indiscrimiinately through time is
common among certain writers. Thus the
scene can suddenly shift from first-century
Palestine to modern Jews living anywhere
in the world, and the clause “the Jews
crucified Christ” can easily suggest to mod-
ern readers “the Jews who live down the
street.”

BUT THERE 1S also a theological dimen-
sion to the question. Thus the simple his-
torical accusation “the Jews crucified Christ”
signifies, theologically, for many Christians
thar this accusation is itself a denial of the
revelation of truth about man and God
which came through the Cross. For others,
who particularize it, it signifies the rejection
of the Jews and their abandonment to fate.
To those who universalize the cross, it
points both to the disobedience of all man-
kind (symbolized by Jew and Gentile to-
gether) and to the divine mercy conferred
upon all humanity.

These varying frames of reference in
which the questions of accountability for
the crucifixion are raised will produce an-
swers which, even if similar rerminology is
used, cannot safely be presumed to have the
same meaning. FEach separate term of the
unwarranted charge “the Jews crucified
Jesus” many differ in signification. Thus
the word “crucified” does not always mean
the literal torture and execution of Jesus
upon the cross, It may be shorthand for
expressing “the varying degrees in which
persons were implicated in the events which
led to his death,” or simply be a synonym
for any trespass against God. Also, as has
been pointed out, the designation “the
Jews" may be vague and undefined; or may
denote only those Jews who acrually partici-
pated (and no more); or the Jewish nation
of that time; or all Jews in all places and
ages since the beginning of the Christian
era; or a very restricted group, eg. the
Sanhedrin. The conception of the figure
crucified also alters the meaning of the
phrase. If the victim is God incarnare,
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obviously the name “Jesus” signifies some-
thing different, theologically, than if he is
thought of as a great Jewish prophet.

Any analysis of the crucifixion theme,
therefore, must necessarily . te as dis-
tinctly as is possible the historical from the
social-psychological and theological issues,
and seek to understand what the various
communicators mean by the phrases- they
use. However, in sorting out these intended
meanings, it is helpful to bear in mind cer-
uin differences in orientation that dis-
tinguish the neo-orthodox from the liberals,
fundamentalists, and conservatives. The lat-
ter three commuinicators stress, though for
tive implications of the crucifixion. The lib-
eral curriculum is. interested primarily in
the “Jesus of history” and nor in the "Christ
of faith." Believing that the Gospels obscure
the “real Jesus” beneath an accumulation of
theological interpretadion, their writers try
to reconstruct "what really happened.” Thus
whenever the liberal writers speak of the
crucifiers, they mean those who pronounced
the death sentence and acrually drove the

The fundamentalists and conservatives
both share this interest in the pure event.
But they cannot conclude with the liberals
that the Gospel accounts are fallible, nor
can they differentiate berween the Jesus of
history and the Christ of faith. To them,
the Scriptures are verbally inspired and in-
fallible, and Jesus is fully human and fully
divine. What is contained in the Bible
is to be understood as true history, so that
the only valid critical problem is “What do
the Scriptures say?”

These predominantly descriptive ap-
proaches of the liberal, conservative, and
fundamentalist communicators are sub-
merged in the neo-orthodox curriculum. The
neo-orthodox concentrate primarily upon the
meaning of the events — the ability of
scriprure to illuminate man's contemporary
life and to reveal to him the nature of God
and of man. Writers in this curriculum
are therefore free to differ from one another
about the historical facts.

These distinctions, however, while help-
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ful as a guide to understanding whar each

communicator stresses in the crucifixion,
must not be wmken ss absoluce ones. There
are, for example, in neo-orthodox literarure
full discussions of the what-happened aspect
of the Passion, in order that the problems
of what-is-happening in contemporary life
can be more fully illuminated by it Conse-
quently, while these levels of meaning pro-
vide convenienr divisions for the following
discussion, they will continually overlap one
another. .

HISTORICAL INVOLVEMENT OF JEWS

impossible for Christian groups to take: on
the one hand it calls into question the
veracity of the New Testament account, and
on the other it milks the event of any sig-
nificant universal meaning,

The liberals, in fact, argue that “"when
the Gospel records are examined with a
free and discerning mind . . . it becomes
clear . . . that _there was good reason for
the Jewish leaders to wish to silence Jesus.
He was ciricizing both the Law and .the
Temple rituals of sacrifice.”. Yet they con-
clude that “although the Jewish leaders in
Jerusalem surely shared the blame for Jesus'
death, his crucifixion was the result of Pi-
late’s decision” (UN).

The conservatives likewise recognize that
it was the chief priests and other more
limited groups who were involved in the
plot to urn Jesus over to the Roman au-
thorities. A lesson which ends with the
statement “the Jews condemned Jesus as a
criminal” begins by naming the chief priests
as the “instigators of His trial and cma-

THE CRUCIFIXION, THE JEW, AND THE CHRISTIAN

fixion" One lesson writer says:
The leaders had long plotred Jesus' death

The principals are in this instance isolated
as the chief priests, and, especially, Caiaphas,
who is significantly regarded as having
alerted only those members of the Sanbe-
drin who were dlready in favor of semtenc-
ing Jesus. In other words, in the con-
servative view not all members of the San-
hedrin were necessarily involved, and those
who were had apparently been selected by
the High Priest himself® It is possible that
where the designation “Jewish leaders™ ap-
pears in a lesson, either the high priests or
the group gathered about the chief priest
are intended. .

Similar accounts are provided by the
fundamentalists, except that the Pharisees
are also included at times. Pharisees did
in fact belong to the Sanhedrin, but the high
priestly clique was composed of Sadducees.
The significance needs to be noted. Up
to this point in the Gospels, the Pharisees
are Jesus' main opponents. Afrer Jesus
siezed the teémple, the Sadducees and high
priests became the major opposition. Quite
often, lesson writers of most Protestant
groups assume that the earlier hostility of
the Pharisees indicates that they were re-
sponsible for accusing Jesus before Pilate.
Acrually, the Pharisces were possibly not a
decisive group in the Sanhedrin at this time,
the Temple and civil government being
under the direction of the Sadducean-Boe-
thusian priests. It has also been argued that
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the scribes and elders named in connection
with the Temple were predominantly Sad-
ducees.?

WHEN VARIOUS writers trace the prind-
pal source of Jewish involvement in the ar-
rest and trial of Jesus to the Sadducean-
Boethusian priests, their lessons indicate
more cleatly that other groups such as the
Pharisees were possibly not involved, o, if
at all, only marginally. This approach is also
more likely to provide more convincingly
human reasons why these “Jewish leaders”
sought Jesus' death. Says a fundammmhst

writer:

The Sadducees were an organization of
Jewish leaders, semi-religious and ' semi-po--
lidical in nature. Their ip was com-
posed of the most aristocratic, wealthy, pow-
erful families among the Jews.. On the whole,
they were quite subservient to the Roman
government. ' One contributing cause of their
opposition to Christ may have been a geauine
fear that He would bring Jews into conflict
with Rome. Religiously, the Sadducees were
rivals of the more conservative P!nmau
(SP). -

This recognition of Sadducean subsérvi-
ence to the Roman government connects
Rome more closely with the events that led
up to the arrest and trial of Jesus than is
commonly done in most lessons. In fact,
the Jewish authorities involved acted more
for Rome than for Israel in the opinion of
one writer, who ‘explains:

In the days of Herod the Great . . . the
Temple and its management had fallen into
the hands of the Sadducees. They were a5
insignificans group among the Jews, there be-
ing no more than three thousand of them
in Jesus' day. ...

They were the monied aristocracy of the
nation whose fortunes depended upon keep-
ing the peace and an alliance with their
Roman Overlords. They were, actually, col
laborationists, though they were thorough
Jews. Annas, the father-in-law of the high

9The consensus of New Testament scholars is
that the Council was under strict control of the
priestly and moneyed aristocracy, led by the high
priest and his followers. See Morton S, Enslin,
“New Testament Themes: LL. Palestine,” Inserpre-
ster’s Bible, 7, 106. Klausner believes that the
Council was made up primarily of Sadducees: Jerus
gé&m«i b (New York, Macmillan, 1945), pp.
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priest, Caiaphas, had served in that office for
a legal term, baving bought his way inw
power by a huge bribe paid to the Romans.
« + « No one could be allowed on the throne
withous the approval of Rome, and that per-
petuated Annas in power, even though be and
bis family were despised by the Jews them-
selves.
" When Jesus encouraged the people o be
_lieve they could by-pass the Temple system
in their approach to God, the whole financial
system was imperiled, and Jesus became the
obmo:f:he:mplaablehmedafrhe‘l‘em—
. ple'Hierarchy (PR, my italics). :
These authors who see the Jewish au-
thorities as dominated by Rome succeed
fairly well in avoiding the unwarranted gen-

eralizacion “the Jews” in connection with

the crucifixion story.

~ THE, EVENTS LEADING direcdy to the
actual trial before Pilate were the arrest of
]esns and the hearings before the high
priests and Sanhedrin. The treatment of
these initial events depends gready upon
cerrain ions: how writers

the relarionship of the high pncst.ly clique
and the Sanhedrin to the Jewish nation and
Rome respectively,” whether they regard
the hearings before the High Priest and

Sanhedrin as actual trials, and whether they

consider some of the charges broughe
against Jesus as containing any element of
truth or irony.

For conservative writers there appear to
have been at least three trials. Since they
assume that (1) the night session before
Caiaphas, (2) the morning meeting of the
Sanhedrin, and (3) the appearance before
Pilate were all crials, they tend to judge
them all illegal. '

For most neo-orthodox authors there were
possibly two trials, the morning session
of the Sanhedrin, and the trial before Pi-
late, with the night session regarded as a
preliminary hearing. The liberals agree on
this last point, bur also look upon the morn-
ing session of the Sanhedrin as a meering
called for the purpose of confirming charges
to be made to the Roman authorities, and
not as a formal trial conducted according
to Jewish law:

. As soon as it was day, Caiaphas, the High

Priest, summoned cermain members of his of-
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ficial council to meet in the palace to help
in preparing the written charges to be brought
before Pilate, the Roman governor. Afrer
some discussion, they agreed on three, . . .
When the group had agreed on the charges,
Caiaphas ordered the prisoner brought before
them for questioning (UN).

Since the conservatives regard the nigh?
session as a trial held by the “council,” they
hold that “This was a trial at which every
rule of law . . . was trampled underfoor”
The judgment is correct, of course, if the
Sanhedrin met at that time to conduct a
formal trial. However, the high priests,
who had the power to summon the aid
of Roman cohorts at any time of the day or
night, would nor be restricted as to their
convening of an investigative session. On
the basis of rules laid down by the Pharisees
in the Mishnah, a fundamentalist writer
finds both the night and morning trials to
be “illegal, by existing Jewish law, on at
least -five counts,” including these two:
Jesos “was arrested, condemned, and crud-
fied in less tham 24 hours, though the law
forbade execution until ten days- after con-
demnation.”
tary to regulations for capital erials.” This
first indictment ignores the fact that Jesus
was crucified by Roman authorities who
were obviously not controlled by Jewish
law, i.e. Jewish law could not make Rome’s
execution of Jesus illegal Likewise, the
second point is valid only if the hearing
before Caiaphas could be considered a
trial 20

Judgments differ also on the morming
session of the Sanhedrin, according to
whether one believes this to have been 2

10"The simplest way to unders:znd the story,”
says Sherman E. Johason, “is to suppose
Caiaphas and some of his friends assembled at
night .in the hope of gathering evidence against
Jesus. They were unable to find witnesses whose
testimony agreed on any point that would make a
conviction possible. It was a cardinal doctrine of
the Pharisees that witnesses must be cross-examined
_sepamr.ely and they would have taken every precau-
tion to protect any man accused of a capiral of-
fense. Thus it would have been quite impossible
to convict Jesus in a Jewish court. Accordingly
the Sadducean priests tried to get Jesus to say that
he was the Messiah, in-order to accuse him to
Pilate as a pretender to the Jewish throne.”
“"Matthew," Inferpreter’s Bible, 7, p. 486.

“He was tried at nighe, con- -
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“formal capital trial” or an “official con-
firmation of charges” to be made to the
Roman authorities* If one is convinced
that the real trial was conducted before the
Sanhedrin, called into session for the pur-
pose of condemning Jesus to death accord-
ing to Jewish law and all that was needed
to carry out the execution was Pilate’s per-
mission, then one’s belief that the proceed-
ings were illegal is probably warranted.
When writers conclude, however, that the
real trial was before Pilate and thar the
Sanhedrin session was for the purpose of
indicement only, then the charges of il-
legality are not made.

One nonconuoversial assertion of all
writers is that Jesus died according to Ro-
man and not Jewish law, and by Roman and
not Jewish methods.!? Nevertheless, the Jew-
ish authorities are also presented as having
various reasons for wishing to have Jesus

condemned: interference with the Temple

11Kilpatrick examines the historical and Go&-
pel evidence and notes a possible parallel berween
procedures permitted to local Egyptian suthorities
by the Roman guv:rnmem and procedures permit-
ted to the Sanhedrin in capitz] offenses. In Egyprt,
“Local authorities dealt with minor cases and held
a preliminary inquiry into graver ones. These last
were reserved for the prefect to deal with at the
nearest assizes. Thus in Egypt a prisoner in the
position of Jesus would first of all be examined by
the local authority dnd would then be reserved for
the prefects's judgement when he was available.
We must recognize thar the trial of Jsus could,
with but lile modification, be fitred into this
scheme. . . . The proceedings before the Sanhedrin
comamed an attempt to show Jewish opinion in
the Sanhednn that Jesus was guilty. For the rest,
the i interrogation of Jesus by the High Priest would
be the examination of a prisoner of a grave
offense before he goes before the procurator for
trial. And Jesus does go before the procuraror
for trial. Pilate tries him and passes sentence, and
Jesus is crucified, a Roman form of the death pen-
alty.” G. D. Kilpatrick, The Tréal of Jesus (Lon-
don, Oxford University Press, 1953), pp. 19-20.

12Had Pilate merely approved a Sanhedrin sen-
tence, he probably would have turned Jesus over
to Jewish authorities to be stoned. Whether the
local religious-civil authorities had the power at
this time to carry our a Romaan-approved death sen-
tence is disputed by critics. The followmg funda-
mentalist sentences are juxtaposed: (1) ... the
Jews could pass a death sentence, but had to get
permission from the Roman governor to execute
it” (2) crucifixion “was the Roman method of
execution. He was not to be stoned, which was
the Jewish method.” Are these statements contra-
dictions?
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management, alleged blasphemy, his teach-
ings about the Law, his violation of estab-
lished folkways and customs. At times, the
Jewish reasons given by writers are made
the compelling ones. The fundamentalist
and neo-orthodox also include a genuine
Roman anxiety over the messianic activities
of Jesus, and also acknowledge thar the
high priests and Sadducees were fearful of
messianic pretenders as inviting the wrath
of the Empire on the Jewish narion.

THE LIBERALS ALONE find the Sanhe-
drin’s condemnation of Jesus to be legal
Of all the accusations brought against him,
they take seriously only the charge that
Jesus "had been found transgressing the
covenant set forth by Mosés and according
0 Jewish law he should be stoned to
death."® The writer quotes from another
authority to support this point:

It is surely appropmate o ask seriously
why it is mecessary for Christian writers ©
He clearly modified prevalent teaching w
such an extent that the Jews could uthfully
say: “He stirred up the people, teaching

throughout all Judes, and beginning from
Galilee even into this place” . . . It is surely.
lsnnderthmgwbrukdtehwglonom!y
in the interest of truth than to abide by a
code now becoming obsolete, at a time when
the world required a better code for is own
true advancement.l4

Liberal writers, however, fail to state the
conclusion they imply — that but for the
activity of the Jewish authorities, Jesus
never would have been condemned to death.

Unlike the liberals, the neo-orthodox
writers believe that Jesus did make a
messianic claim, and thereby left himself
open to the Roman charges of sedition.
The title of Messiah had no fixed denota-
tion, but in the potentially explosive situa-
tion in Palestine it was generally associated
with the nationalistic hopes of Israel —
freedom from Roman bondage and the
establishment of the Davidic kingdom:

12A question one might ask at this point is,
“Why, then, was Jesus not stoned?”

14(UN) The liberals are quoting from Richard
'W. Husband, The Prosecution of Jesus (Princeton,
Princeton Umvemty Press, 1916), p. 13.
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Since the term “Messiah™ was an incendiary
tide, politically dangerous, there is every res-
son to see why Jesus should have wished to
avoid its application to him and his work
+ « « If Jesus had allowed his followers to hail
him as “Messiah,” he would surely have
aroused hopes of a sort that were out of line -
with his own intentions. That this would
have been the case is evidenced by the fact
that when “the messianic secret” was out,
when the confession was no longer silenced
. . . the immediate sequel was that Jesus was
crucified as a political threat to Caesar’s king-
dom (PR).

Roman fears of a potential messianic up-
rising is perhaps the single most neglected
feature of the crucifixion accounts. When
the Christians concede that the ruling Gen-
tile conquerors of Palestine — o whom
the high priests and followers were answer-
able — condemned Jesus to death as a pre-
tender to ‘the Jewish throne, the Gentile
world is inescapably implicated in the
tagedy of Golgotha. "It must never be
forgotten,” says the author of a neo-ortho-
dox lesson, “that . . . Jesus had been crud-
fied as a seditonist. That was the meaning
of the ascriprion fixed over his head It
was Rome's announcement of the reason for
purting him to death, and a warning to any
like-minded persons” (PR).

Historically, therefore, a case can be made
out for the basic involvement of some
Romans as well as some Jews. Therefore,
any view of the historical facts which ig-
nores the complexity of the causes thar led
to the death of Christ and isolates and ex-
aggerates Jewish responsibility runs a double
danger: first, of finding little or no signifi-
cance for contemporary man in the events
of the coss by overlooking cerrain vital
theological considerations;'® second, of fall-
ing into anti-Jewish artitudes that cransform
the cross into a weapon with which to
castigate Jesus's own people.

HISTORICAL INVOLVEMENT OF

JEWS AND GENTILES: PILATE

THE TRIAL OF Jesus before the Roman
procurator directly confronts the writers

15These are analyzed in Chapter 9 of Faith ond
Prejudsce,
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with the fact of Roman involvement. Com-
plex and different exegetical questions are
also posed by the scriprural account, not the
least of which is the tradicional interpreta-
tion that the Gospels present a relatively
innocent Pilate.

Their understanding of . the biblical
sources leads conservatives and funda-
mentalists to stress the greater raponsi
bility of “the Jews.” Even while recogniz-
ing Pilare’s guilt, they picture him as a
more or less helpless victim in the hands of
the Jews, An instance of this emphasis is
provided by one writer who directs the
teacher as follows: “In treating the trial be-
fore the governor, present Pilate as an ir-
resolute judge who ler himself be driven by
a bloody mob to condemn the innocent. The
Jew's sin was the greater”>®

The same lesson explains that Pilate “was,
of course guilry.” But the reader is direcred
to John 19:11, where Jesus says, “He who
delivered you to me has the greater sin"17
The point is that while Pilare passed sen-
tence, it was only the Jews who wanted him
crucified.

In these lessons Pda.u: is .«convinced of
Jesus’ utter innocence of all charges brought
against him and makes one attempt after
another to set him free. These attempts
are shown to have begun early in the trial:

He was convinced of Christ’s innocence
and told the Jews so. They had no evidence
to offer, but could only make a loud noise.

Pilate wanted to be fair, bur he lacked firm-

ness. He should have set Christ free at once

and driven the Jews from his palace. Cp.

Acts 18:12-16. Unfortunately, Pilate showed
that he was afraid of the Jews. . .. (MS).

These themes of Pilate’s weakness —
his futile attempts to free Jesus and his
overwhelming fear of Jews — are the ear-
marks of the consetvative approach to the
climax of the Passion story: “The Jews saw

18(MS) In Lbae and other lessons Pilate repre-
sents himself, not “the Romans,” while Caiaphas
and the h:gh priests are almose always identified
as “the Jews."”

17(MS) The “he" in John 19:11, however, is
believed by many scholars to refer o Judas (not
“the Jews" nor the Sanhedrin), although other
commentators make a case for the chief priest.

THE CRUCIFIXION, THE JEW, AND THE CHRISTIAN

at once that Pilate was beginning to yield
to them . . .-From now on, Pilate’s attempts
to set Jesus free were futile efforts.” He
offered to release a prisoner, but “the choice
of the Jews shows to what 2 low level .of
wickedness they had sunk.” Finally, Pilate
frantically attempts to appease the ]ews by
scourging Christ:

Foﬂedbytheunexpec:cdchmmof:he
Jews, Pilate tried o move them to leniency
roward Jesus by appesling to their feelings of
sympathy and humanity. He thought. that
when they saw Jesus suffem:gsreatboddy.
agony, they would feel sorry for Him. .
Severely bruised and with blood st.reuiing'
from His body, Jesus m-pmenmd to the
Jews by Pilate with the pitying appeal,
“Behold the man” (mhun.Eucho)
‘The hardhearted, unbelieving Jews oouldno:
even thus be moved to pity (MS). -

Few neo-orthodox I&ssons_emphasize-dxe
more aggressive role of the Jewish au-
d:oﬁﬁs,bmm:hesedonotmiﬁgat:
Pilate's guilt. “Pilate’s pare in the trial and
crucifixion was pitiable, and the world can
never forget that he lost a great opportunity
to demonstrate Roman justice.” The stark
picture of an urterly helpless Pilate canght
in the toils of Jewish -intrigue is greatly
modified by other considerations. Pilate was
indeed pressured, and be did indeed seek to
escape responssbility for his act; but so did
everyone connected with the incidens:

Though Pilate himself had given the orders,
he had tried to wash his hands of any respon-
sibility, placing the blame on the Temple of- °
ficials, The Temple officials had forced
Pilate’s hand by demanding that Jesus be
crucified, but they had shifted the load 1o
Pilate’s shoulders by making it an issue of
Caesar or Christ. No one seemed willing to
accept the responsibility (PR).

One neo-orthodox lesson clearly cautions
the teacher to make certain that the pupils
understand “that Pilate was generally a cruel
and contemptuous procurator, and one who
did not abide by the Roman policy of rul-
ing subject peoples with some fairness and
consideration.” This manual then warns:

Help the class o see the rurning point —
when Pilate’s own position was threatened.
Be sure it is understood that Pilate bad to be
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persuaded to condemn Jesus. But do not be
dogmatic abowut the reasons for this. For our
Gospels do nor make it clear exactly why be
was reluctant. Doubtless, it was in part be-
cause of the impact Jesus made upon him.
But remember that Pilate was very contemp-
tuous of the Jews, and he may also have held
back because he wanted to enjoy his feeling
of power over them (PR).

The possibility that Pilate -was pulled by
several feelings — a desire to taunt and
bait Jews, a superstitious awe of Jesus, and
a contempt for messianic pretenders — is
hinted at by several writers. Viewed in this
way, Pilate’s cry Ecce Homo could as easily
bedensm:andmockmgasanmemptto
arouse support for Jesus’ release. Pilate’s
protestations of Jesus’ innocence may have
béen partly a baiting of the high priest’s
mob, partly a vague fear thar Jesus was a
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“god,” partly a conviction of Jesus' harm-
lessless, partly a pretension.

The firm conclusion of neo-orthodox
writers, nevertheless, is that the trial before
Pilate mainly implicates bumanity itself and
does nor make any one group solely or
chiefly responslble. Assaying the roles of
the chief priests, the Council, Pilate, the
people, Judas, the mob, and the Roman
soldiers, one writer observes:

Yes, every actor had an alibi, and every
actor shared the guilt. Even the disciples who
had fled in fear, and who had left Jesus alone
in this hour of trial — ewen they were guilty
along with Pilate, the high priest, and the
mob. We have, then, a tangled human sitn-
ation: an awful crime with no one present
on whom the whole responsibility can be laid.
What happens, then, to the guilt? It is shared
by all l:hoscptesenx. No oane is exclusively
guilty; everyone is guilty with everyone else.
(PR).
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February 20, 1961

Rabbi Mark Tannenbaum
Synogogue Council of America
110 West L2nd Street - Room 628
New York, New York

Dear Rabbi Tannenbaum:

Enclosed are advance tearsheets of a forthcoming Look
article that I'm sure will be of special interest to you
and your organization.

As you will note, Bishop Pike cites numerous cases in
which Christian educational material contains prejudicial
ideas and impressions about the Jews, particularly what he
calls the distorted accounts of the Jews' role in the
Crucifixion.

This will appear in the March 1L issue of Look on the news-
stands Tuesday, February 28.

It occurred to me that you might wish to notify your
membership in your publications, memos, etc.

Sincerely,

Top
ack Sauj

" JS/ao
Enc.
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Raby pnilip S. Eernstein
Tgﬂl Stpith Kodesh

2 3 ood Avenue

Ple:se fol4ye my delay in replying to your letter of June llth.
Your corrégondence arrived waile was away from New York on an
extended ldgure tour; on my return, I wes so exhsusted from end-
of-geason adymulated fatigue that I left far an early vacstlon.
4 BooX your totepial with me, wnd I an responding to you from our

summer nome. -
\ :

Firat, let me s\y that I find your exchange of letters with Dr.

Anger Gjerding & gresat interest end potentially of serious im-
portince. A gonMdential word about Gjerding: he is cheirman of a
special WCC "CommiXtse on the Church and the Jowish People™ (not
executive secretary of the WCG; visser t'hooft holds that post.)

Under his predecessop the Committes was a proselytizing arm of

world Frotestantism emong the Jews and operated on the conviction

that baptism was the snawer to the Jewish problem and te antie
Semitism. Far multipls reasons, the Committee has been regonstructed
and hes undergone & signigicant reviasion of outlook, seeing 1% pre-
sent purpose as that of fostering greater understanding among FProtest-
ants about Jews, Judaism and the Synagogue. The objective of con-
version toChrist is inoreasingly viewed in more eschatelogical-
apofalyptic terms. The Committes's larger purpose is to develop

a "theology of Isreel” for Protestants, and the rreseni tendeney
@pears to lean in the direction of formulating a Protestant equivalent
to the lormstecher~Rosenweig-Euber thesis of theological complementari-

Dr. Gjlerding came to my office in May 1962 to discuss these questions
and we have been in frequent correspondence since then. %The fact
that he took the time and trouble to respond to your book review
with thoughtfulness is suppart for our feeling that he and his group
are working at this problem with fresh concern and seriousness.



(We sent him the AJC stimulated Yals University study of FProtestant
church textbookse-FAITH AND PEEJULICE--and Gjerding hes since in-
dicated thet they ere building a msjor program around these findings
for ths revision of world Trotestant teaching raterials in terms of
more accurate snd sympathetiec portrayal of Jews and g§udaism.) Against
this background, therefore, your reply to Gjerding assumes particular
Importance.

How to the substance of the questions: first, allow me to comment
on three arguments you precent in yowr review whica, I would urgs,
reguire reconsideration on your part~-then I wlll go cn to cuggest
~a reply to Cjlerding's questions.

You write (1) ",..Evory generation of Christienc has been polspned
by the Hew Testament accounts, snd their imberpretation, to hate
the people of Jesus."” This Is a generalization we should try teo
avoid. It is one thing to say that anti-Semites claim religious
ssnotion for tueir Vviews, or cven that an anti-Semitic (perhaps
anti-Judaic) blas iz imtedéod in Christian tradition, and another
thing to claim tnat overy gemeration of Christians is automatically
conditioned to hate Jsws because of the New Testament. In a real
sense, this iz "a collectivs guilt" accusation in reverse.

- (23 ",..Every crime against tho Jews in Chriztian iurope--
the Crusades, the ghettos, the irquisition, the .Jdazi bholocasubt==-
spreng from deep, irmmeviorial Chrlst ienm hatred of Jews." This is
a severe oversimplification. Again, it is ons thing to say--I be-
lieve justifiably--that the legi "final soiution™ could not bave
btcen saczessful without a deeg tradition of anti-femitiam existing
in Christendom, and another thing to characterize iazi §enoaido
ac merely ancther exampls of "Christian hatrea of Jdews." Christians
are slways astonished end outraged &t suoh & charge, becsuse they
telieve :.azzism was &s sati-Coristiac as 1t wes anti-Semitic.

(See Uordon Zahn's book, "German Cstholics end Litler's Wars,"
also Franklin Littell's, "The German Phoenix." =rmoth books document
and condemn the support that Christlen leaders gave to Hitler and
Naziam, tut at the same time present convincing evidence of the
persecution of the churches by the hazis who, under the influence
of Alfred Rcsenberg, regarded Christianity as "a Jewish trick".
All of thiz I am sure is well known to you.) Certainly, Christians
must accept sudstantial responsibility for the antli-Semitism in
Christian Europe which the Nazis ¢arried to its horrible extrems,
but Jews, on the other hand should recognize the distinction be-
tween the medieval ghettos and the Warsaw ghetto-=even if we insist
that the latter could not have been possible without the former. .
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(3) Your claim that the peligious factor in anti-Semitism
is playing a diminkshing role becauss of the reduced influence of
Ciristianity and the struggle with Communlism will be viewed as un=
grecious even by Christians wno ars devoted friends of our pecple.
You leave no room for the possibility of an awakered Christien
cons oience on this issue. Unquestionably the geo-polltical factors
are influential, but many sincere Christicna sre intersated in -
improving relirfous teachings on the question of the Jews cut of
purer motives, and this should be acknowledged. {+«ay i ask you
to read my enclosed articles, especially “Paths to Agape,” which I
think points up the theological, liturglcal and scriptural basis
of the present ecumsnical renewal, HNo one who studies Chrlstian-
both Catholic and Frotestant-thesological literature and who kanows thelr
Jeading perscnalities can dlsoccunt the 1lmportaince of the spiritusl
moti vation in the efumenical ferment. To ighore cr to discount this
foree 1s %o accuse Uhristians of rather crude opportunism-"hysterical
purvivalism®” as one observer caricatured thils response,) :

with regard to Lr. Gjerding's two questions to you:

The mejor pssumption underlying your article which Gjerding addresses
himgelf, i{s that the New Testamert renditlion of the Crucifixion
story must, perforce, predisposse the Christisn to hatred of Jews,

In other words, as long as we have the uew Testawent, we are going
tg have Christian anti-Gemitism, end this leaves us with a hopeless
situation. ; = ' :

Some of Dr. Bernhard Olson's findings in ths Yasle Livinity Sehool
study are very relevant to tnis question. ke points out that
extra Fiblical faotors are at work in the Jewiah partreit which
emerges from Proteatant teaching materials. "“Soripture can and
does affect the degree and kind of Jewish mention, imposes some
probiems on the curriculum writers, and nay even set some kXind of
1init to the scoress...fet whethsr Protestant views of Jews are to
be favorable, neutral, or unfavorable bears little relation to the
Seriptural sources.” _

In Olson's words, "A point of view i1s brought to Scripture as well
ag derived from 1t." {I do not want to burden you with extensive
citations that support this thesis. It is important that you read
FAITE AND PREJUDIGE, especially those chapters dealing with the
Crucifizion.) o

Similarly, in analyeing the Crucifixion lessons of different Prot-
estant grours, he points out that for some groups, the Crucifixion
becomes a source for ccndemning Jews, while for other groups it is
used to illuminate the faults of the preseant-day Christian. A good
- deal depsnds on the interpretation; the cpitical question is whether
the Christian is led to ifentify with Christ or with his crucifiers.
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I think we must agree that we can esk mainly for interpretation
which will guthoritatively repudiate the concept of exclusive

or collective Jewish guilt. le we might ideally hops for a
revision of the HNew Testament, we must be realistle; it isg out

of the Queation,) The New Testament macount of the Crucifixion
may not be accurate--in fact may be fictitious, but that isn't
going to change the Christian acceptance of that as saered litera-
ture one iotae = _ E

The constructive-and realistic-approach is that which I belleve
GJerding infers in his questions, and that which, in fact, we
are working on with him and with Cardinsl Bea--namely, helping
to formulate positive and historlieslly valld interpretations
which rely on a2 contextual understanding of the basic themes
which invoive the portrayai of Jews in the ¥New Testament., 1
coulé illustraete thip approack hers for you, but Dr. Olson dces
it comprehensively in hlg book, -

For jour personal inforantion, 7ou will find similar epproachea
developed in Catholic terms in Father Paul Dgmann's book JULCAISH,
and ir Father Gregory Eaum$ book, "The Jews and the Gospel --ale
though beth of these booxs coapllicate their positive spproachas
with references that imply that their openness toward Jews is
ecnditionsd by a hope for "their return to the mother shurch."

I am takinz the liberty of enclosing some correspondence from
Rebt! Jacob Agus with whom we huve Leen working erong Christians

in the Baltimore and Maryland erea with considerable effectiveness.
His letter %o Fatbor Comnelly contzains some interesting suggestions
which we have shared with Br. Gjerding and Cardinal Bea,

Again for your privete information, we are collsvoreting with
scholars et several of our seminaries in cdevelcpirg a systematio
arproach to thesé probiems, and thelr colisctive proposels we will
continue to chennel to Gjerding ard others who are receptive.

Porgive me, please, for taking so long to reply. I do hope %this
is of some help to you. I will be personally grateful to you if
you will keep me informed of any further developments in your ree
lati onship with Dr. Gjerding.

Should you visit New York in the near future, plsass come by and
visit with me. It would give me much pleasure to show you around
cur Institute of Human Relations building and I would greatly wele
ccre the chance to becoms acquainted wlih you in person.

Werm regards for a pleasant summer.

Cordlslly,

Rabbi Marc H. PTanenbaum, Dlreutorl
Interreligious Affairs Department "

»

.1a8
Encge. (M
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January 24, 1963

MEMORANDUM

To: Rabbi Marc Tanenbaum

From: Zachariah'shdstér

Subj: Ludwig von Hertling article in Stimmen der Zeit

I have asked a competent Catholic theologian who is at the same
time a profound student of Christian/Jewish relations to give me

his views
Der Zeit.

of Ludwig von Hertling's essay which appeared in Stimmen

I now have before me his considered opinion, and would like to
share it with you here, in summary fashion.

1. While the essay is obviously motivated by good intent-
ions toward Jews, it contains false premises and distortions. The
primary objection is against the concept of deicide which is pre-

sented by
ed by his
objective

Prof. von Hertling as accepted Catholic dogma as evidenc -
saying that according to Christian belief "Deicide is an
fact." Our expert strongly maintains that this is wrong

from a Catholic theological point of view and that the juxtaposition
of the terms murder and god is far from being as certain as submit-
ted by von Hertling. Our expert devotes many pages of his exposit~
ion to the discussion of this argument, which is rather of an in-
volved theological nature. ' '

2, . Qur expert also takes serious objection to the fact
that von Hertling omitted to deal with the important place in

Christian
framework

theology given to the relationships with Jews within the
of the message of redemption. He believes that particular-

ly in modern Catholic theology there is great stress being laid on

the point that the death of Christ was a fulfillment of prophetic
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vision and that in the light of ecumenic dbjectives there is pro-
jected a reconciliation between Jews and Christians as distinct
groups.

3. Our expert also points out that von Hertling betrays
a great deal of ignorance with regard to. the historic conditions
prevailing at the period of the life of Jesus. For example, his
statements concerning the role of the Sanhedrin are contradicted
by modern scholarship which demonstrates that the Sanhedrin played
no role in the so-called "trial of Jesus."

4, Our expert also ‘believes that instead of dealing with
the questien of how many individuals there were in the mobs who
. shouted to crucify Jesus it would have been more important to em-
phasize the fact that the group that was the rultng power in
Palestine at that time was anti-rabbinical and anti-pharisean;
and that it was they who made % possible the transfer of Jesus
to the Roman authorit1es. ;

5. Finally, our expert believes that at this moment;

. when the Church is ready for fundamental reconsiderations of the
Jewish subject, it should be the task of theologians and persons
like von Hertling to produce theological reasons for these consider-
ations which would be in conformity with contemporary scholarship
on the subject, instead of repeating false theologlcal premises and
doubtful historical assertions,

I shall send you shortly a photocopy of the text summarized above.



'THE ASSEMBLY THAT CONDCMNED JESUS

J. Spencer Kennard Jr.
The "aanhadrin“ of the New Testament when examined in terms of

Roman provincial policy is found to be an institution of the Homan im- -
perial cult. The essence of that cult was the doctrine of the Leader
chosen by God and equipped with divine powers. Thus it was comparable
ﬁo the Flihrerprinzip of modern times. It was 1naugprated by the dictator

Lucius Cornelius “ulla in 82 B.C., perfected by Augustus, and resurrected
two thousand years later by Mussolini, |

This "sanhedrin" was radically different from that of the Tal d.
ft was headed by a high-priest, included Sadducees, and had pclitical
rasponsibilities. In contragt, the assembly of the Talmud was concerned
entirely with religious affairs and was coﬁposed exclusively of Pharisees.
Its president was aiwaya a learned doctor of the Law, Although the rabbis
in rewriting the events of this period have appropriated to their body
the history and Judiclal functions of the rival institutiﬁn, there seem
to be no adequats grounds for diabuting the essentials of'the?r tradition.

Hénca the need to assume two contemporary assemblies.

The fact of two such assemblies was damonstrated a century ago
by a distinguished Jewish scholar named Dersnbourg. It has been developed
in detail more recently by Adolf Biichler, Lﬁuterbach, Solomon Zeitlin,
and others. The evidence they have set forth is important not only to
historical sﬁudiea but also to religious tolerance. By proving that
those who cried “crucify him, crucify him" consisted of a pro-Homan
aristocratic group wholwera whblly out of'touch with the feelings of
the Jaw;sﬁ masses, they have pinned the lie to the-chargelthat Jews
cruéified their lMessiah in religio-political cutlock the members of this
assembly had ceased to be Jews,

The foregoihg inferences have been arrived at chiefly from rab-
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binic sources. They are confirmed by a critical study of the Gospel narra-
tive, as your speaker once attempted to show in a docforal dissertation,”
They will be yet further confirmed when the aristocratic ‘sanhedrin” is
recognized as an instrﬁmant of loyalty,. .

In spite of its important pusitlve contributions, the two?aanha-
drin hypothesis as hitherto presented contains a number of serious de=-
fects. One of them has been the designation "political sanhedrin" for
the body of the New Testament and Josephus; we shall see that its func-
tions were as truly religious as they were political. Another error has
been the attempt to find analogy in the councils convened by Hellenistic
kings;'undav the Roman principate a radically d;fferent type of organi-
zation was fostered. Also we have been .left in the dark concerning its
history, functlions, and code of law that it administered. Finally, par-
ticipation in such a dominantly Sadducee assembly of distiﬁguiahed Pharie-
see leaders, as Gamallel the Elder and Johanan ben Zakkai, needs explana=-
tion. The answer may even supply the key to why the Judalism bhat develop=
ed after A.D. 70 under the watchful eye of Rome was so different from
that in the time of Jesus,

For answers to such queations we must turn to the provincial
policy of the conqueror. Rome appears to have dealt with the Jewish
nation much as she did with the other subjected peoples throughout the
empire. She rewarded those that submitted to her yoke and savagely
punlaggs §§§§§§§§§ :§°§31ae". Among the favors she gave to all those
who cooperated with her desires was a scrupulous respect for their cus-
toms and a measure of administrative autonomy for their ruling classes.
Her treatmnt of the Jews conformed to the same = ttern.

The unifying institution throuch which Rome sought to weld all
the diverse peoples of her empire into a unity was the imperial cult.

In aréas of doubtful loyalty -- a category to which Judea surely belong-
ed -- she was especially insistent on full participation. This cult must

# Josus in the Temple: Strasbourg diss., 1935.
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not be confused with the emperor worship that was imposed by Caligula

and Nero. Its theological formulation was so simple that any loyal sube
Jeet, the Jew included, could accept it without sacrificing his tradi-
tional bellefs, It affirmed that God, or the gods, had selected the
Roman people and the inspired Leader to be the agent of their peace. -

Acfually there were two cults, that of Roma -- the personifi-
cation of the Homan people -- being considerably the older. For the cult
of the Leader our chief information for its early development is sup~
plied by numismatic studies. They show that Sulla was its founder. He
proclaimed himself Pelix, thaj§£rorad of the gods, in order to commend
his dictatorship. Sulla seems to have conceived this trick while cam-

- paigning in Asla ﬁinér, where he was in contact with the “riental cult
of divine kingship. To use it, he first had to make drastic changes be=-
cause Romans had long ago tossed their kings fnto the trash-can and
had no use for rulers masquerading as gods.

Thus was begotten the doctrine of the Inspired Leader. Such a
man was chosen by the gods, the cholce often being attested by sundry
miracles. Also he was equipped with mysterious powers. These powers were
often depicted as attendant goddesses/.aWspakeiddsm, Also the Leader
might have a "genius", a kind of alter ego, which also was divine.

Each of the dictators who followed Sullgmgigiegha new cult,
Julius Caesar paid with his 1life for exceeding its limits. To avoid
sharing his fate Augustus made a great display of repudiating dictato-
rial powers when on January 16, 27 B.C. he assumed the name Augustus _
which carried overtones of quasi-divinity. Among other gestures made .
by Augustus was to take the innocent title Pfincags, the "First Citizen".

Its connotation, "Leader" is clarified by the usual Greek translation,

Hegemon. _ ; .
Thus the Roman imperial cult was in essence akin to the Fihrer-

prinzip familiar to us in the governments of Mussolini and Adolf Hitler.
How similar appears in the tribute to HMussolini by a distinguished
British archeologist, Eugénie Strong. The occasion was a celebration
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to honor his restoring of the Ara Pacis: "Voi, o Duce, lavora sotta
1'inspirazione di quella forza divina". This"forza divina" that inspires
the Leader expresses the difference between avowed tyrannies and those
thatlcommsnd thénaelvea through mystical sanctions,

Thia religiocus aspect of the person of the Leader was emphasized
in the panegyrics of court poets and in a profusion of symbols, which
employed every medium of pictorial art: coins, engraved gems, statucs,
paintings, mozaics, basreliefs. The coinage is espacially instructive
because it enables us to trace the chronological development of the
cult with Akl accuracy. Beginning with Sﬁlla. Roman dictators increase
ingly placed their images on the coins, even usurping the obverse which
hitherto Romans had restricted to the effigy of deity. Alsc there was
a wealth of imagery on ﬁha coin reverse that proclaimed the supernatural
virtues of the Loadar; Much of this was borrowed from the figure of the
ideal ruler of the Fertile Crescent, some of it directly from the Habrew
Prophets. The Wonder Child of Isaish chs. 9 and 11 was a favorite theme.
Each of his four impressive titles was translated into symbols and ap-
plied to the Leader. ‘hus we find the Homan emperor usurping the place

of God's Hessiah,
Because of the benefits they derived from the pax Augusts, the

Judean aristocracy must have regarded the dynasty of Augustus as achieve
ing all that could reasonably be expected from the ifessiah of Hebrew
prophecy. It had established an effective peace and achieved prosperity.
It had the further'advantage of protecting economic privilege, which
was something that could not be hoped for from the sort of lessiah
awaited by the Jewish masses. In accepting the Princeps as their Mes iah
pro tem they had precedent in Isaiah's hailing Cyrus, king of ?grslag

as the Lord'nl"Anointod" {Isa. chs. Lif), Hence ben David could waitj
for the present their Lessish was the Heaven-commissioned Leadere

The institution through which this cult functicned was the
Ethnic Assembly. Such asse 1lies were to be found all over the e pire.
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Each one represented an ethnic aristocracy and 1its appointmant was
autonomous. Iﬁ most areas such gssembliea were revivals of those that
had existed before the Homan conqueste. Ghaﬁgea may have been introduced
to assure full past;cipation of upper-class elements and to eliminate
vestiges of an oldef democracy. When no such bodies existed, as in nearby
Syria and Cappadocia, the local gentry were anooﬁragad to establish them.
Selection of members wes usually by each municipal bouls. In Judea this

would meBn choice by those of the eleven districts into which it was di-
vided, - | ‘
The importance given to aristocratic membership sprang in part

from fears by Rome's patrician conquerors for_rav1Va1 of democratio -
controls aessoclated with Greek culture. An added factor was the birth of
gglzha inspired Leader in an atmosphere of class war between Optimates
and Populares, which had been waged with bitternesa from the days of the
Gracchi. Sulla as champion of the Optimates neaded mystical sanctions
for his massacre of ¥f the adherents of Marius and Cinna. He found it in
the new cult. In this way the Filhrerprinzip originated as a weapon
against the Populares. And 1t cuntinuad 80.

A term used interchangeably with sunédrion to designate the pro-
vincial assemblies 1s koindn. In this comnection 1t may be translated
"ecommonality" . When a distinction is drawn, the commonality is the ac-
crediting body and the sunédrion its gtanding executive. It convened
every year at the season of a great national festival. On this occasion
its chief activities consisted of expressions of loyalty to the Leader.
These gook the form of games, choral singing.lggggers. and sacrifices.
also a ps8phisma, a "decree"” eulogizing the Leader, was voted and trans-
mitted to him by messenger. Further business somstimes included the inie
tiating of impeachment proceedings against oppressive Roman officials,

Among its privileges this was the mes t cherished. It also had to make

provision for handling its affairs until it met the following year -=-

hence the sunddrion. And above all, it had to choose a presid t. Becau
the functions of the gss bly were pri rily religious, its president



bore the title "hi he-priest.”

- This religious character of the Zthnic ﬁssemhiy 1s {llustrated
by tho "Commonality of the Hellenes of Asia™. It originated as an asso-
clation to conduct the Sfuclan games in honor of Q. Mucius Scaevola, who
a8 governor had conrerred'bonefita begarded as avi&ancaa of his divinity.
In 29 B,C, 1t petitioned for ths right to transfer these honors to fScta=-
vien. The convocation, formserly held every four years, now became annual |

and 1ts activities were enlarged. Its president, the "Asiarch" became &
person of importance. '
Full Jewish participation in the imperisl cult was demonstrated

with cogency by Jules Juster in his, Les Juifs dans 1'empire Romain (1911},
1.399-54). ihie brilliant French jurist showed in what ways the cult was

adapted to bring it into conformity with Jbulah custom, Such adaptation
accorded with the nature of the cult itself, which was supposed to be the
spontanéous responss of peoples svaryvhers to the divine benefits they re=-
ceived. Specific changes from the ususl pattern were the omitting of the

statue of the Leader, the offering of sacrifices for Rome and Augustus

instead of to them as divinities, and refraining from construction of a
separate temple in his honor with a collsge of separate priests.

As the body responsible for administering the imperial cult thR
Jewish Lthnic Assembly may be presumed to have conformed closely to the
other provincial asscmblies tarosu hout the empire. Like most of these
others it was an adaptation of one that had exiSted before the conguest,
in this case, the Beth Din Shel Kohanim. This Sadducean body had shared

in the defeat of Aristobulus and been abolishad st the time of Pompey's
conguest. Sixteen years 1ater, in 47 B.C.,-Juliua Caesar appéared upoﬁ
the scene. An ardent champion of the Scaevola doctrine of self-determini-
tion, he had already freed Aristobulus from his imprisoncent, and he pust
now have extended the amnesty to his companions of the prisst nobility.
Alao he must have given'tham permission to revive their assembly,

But the new "ssnhedrin" was no longer the sa body of pre-‘oman times



Changes were demanded to bring it into conformity with profincial policy.
Even though aristocratic birth 'llran more than ever a precondition of .
bership, all persons posceasing sufficient property qualifications were
now eligible. This included Pharisees.

Proof that tho_%ﬁgﬁﬁﬂin:- aristocracy lost no time in establish-
ing an'Ethﬁio Assembly is the arraignment of the young Herod before it
a few months later.uxlni: During the first two decades of its exist ce
it can hardly heve functioned as en instrument of loyalty. The attempt
to execute Herod for slaying a notcd patriot is an eiample'of its con-
tinued hostility to Rome, And this hostility must have continued during
the next two decades of war devastgtion and ruthk ss exaction., Added to
the consequent suffering was the humilietion of drastic alienation of
territory. The change must have taken place about 27 B.C, By then the
aristocracy of J'ude.a, in common with that of cther aquocted peoples, had

acquired a vested interest in the pax Augusta.

Even though now its members had less rahf of’ aﬁhitrary removal
and execution at the hands of Herod, 1t remained subject to his whims.
Shortly after he had imposed his rule, he executed many of 1its members,
Their anti-foman sympéthies had afforded a convenient pretext for thus
getting rid of them in oxder to seize their estates, Yet Hercd gave tok 2
recognition to its authority, an instance being the claim in his memoirs
to have submitted to it incriminatin; evidence against Hyrcanus. Also it
administered mat'm affairs.SsPRERdaEy This seems implied by the re-

merk of Josephus that during this period certain high-priests were gover=
|
nors of Judea{Ant.20.251). iAs governors they must have had a court before

which to summon offenders,

The subordinate role of the Ethnic Assembly ended with the annexa-

tion of Judea in A.D. 6. Speaking of this occasion Josephus says of Korod(

the Great and his son Archelaus, |

after their death the government became an aristocracy :
and the high-priest was entrusted with dominion over |

the nation. -« Ant. 20,251 |



a !
The administration was now what Polybius calls a Synedriake Politela, i
"parliamentary government”, a consequence of the llrge degree of auto- |
nomy that had become vested in the 'ho{u?buling class, 1
The commonslity o the Jews was thus enabled to assume the
prerogatives which iferod hed usurped. They included the right to admin!a-|
ter the loyalty oath, to represent the nation in dealings with the Laadgr;
‘and to conduct the quadrennial Jerusalem Jlympice/ in his honor. As of=-
ficlal administrator of Jewish law it had alresady possessed ths right to |
inflict the death aantenno. How it wans able to carry out all such penal=-
ties without intorfarenno from Herodian princes. For proof consult Juacaq
8lso a rccent article by Paul Winter in ZNW. The Ethnic Assembly con#!;
tinued to perform these and other functions until its demise in A.D. 66,
By then the rising tide of revolutionary fervor ceused its place to be
taken by the war "sanhedrin", to wiich Josephus refers in his memoirs,
Meanwhile we must think of the anti-Roman Fharisee asssmbly
puraulné throughout this hundred and twelve year period s course aloof
from politics. "Seek not acquaintance with the ruling power”", was the
injunction of Shemaiah; and Abtalioﬁ. his associate in the Pharisee
assembly, warned "give heed to your words lest ye incur the penalty of
exile", Bscause it lacked official standing, tne official activities of
the Pharisees assembly were limited to fhe three functions for which
primarily it existed: cénserving tne text of holy Scripture, building
"a fence around the Law" through expanding tradition, and regulating
the ritual of worship.
The pertinence of these facts to the trial of Jesus may be sum=
marized briefly as: |
Pirst, by ite disrogerd for the niceties of Phariaeo la gal pro-
cedure the Ethnic Assembly demonstrated ai 6§no its dominantly Sadducee

chgracter and its zeal to demonstrate ite loyalty to Romse.
Second, this court bad a reputation for cruelty, a notorious
ex ple being the ns it employed a fow decades later in putting to
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death the daugntor of a priest, It would have punished Jesus with its
characteristic severlty had 1t possessed the right to do 80. That it
did-ﬁoﬁ ‘possess tais right proves tnat the indictments against him lgy
outside the Bupisdiction of Jewish law. |
| Third, itas inability to exacuta' Jesus tends to canfim_t;hs
historicity of the i'ndietmgnta ancgéd by luka. | Aﬁthoug;h exagggrabad
by his enemies, all three appear to aave contained an elamni: bf truth,
As I have mom-elaewharo*. this includea the charge concerning oﬁatmo-
tzon. of the tribute; Jesus had indeed discouraged voluntary 'Ipayment; by
the issue one of stewardship and his satire concerninz the denarius.
The charge of & messianic purgose included the others and thus became
the one on which he was put to death. | |
| Pourth, Imgégion reaction of the high-priést should also
be-accepted as historical. A Hellenistic 1ntarprota£1&n of theocratic
sonship, wnzc?ff:?mga to J&suﬁ by the Cvangelists, is not required
to have ev-okaﬂ' the cry of "bla.sphémy“. To Caiaphas, the inspired Leader
had been chosen by God to bs tiie agent of his peace. Hence for Jesus

to assert that he had been called to that office was presumption againsi

God, . .
FPar these reasons Jesus was handed over to the po rsonal ropre-

gsentative of the leader to receive the punishment to which he was en-
titled under Roman law,

% Render to God, Oxford_ Un. Press, N,Y.,, 1950
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The Guilt of the Jewish People for the Death of Christ

by Ludwig v. Hertling S.J.

In order to treat this question without getting lost in senseless slogans,
one must separate the various elements of it: (1) What kind of guilt is
inyolved here? Can one describe the execution of Jesus as "deicide?" _
(2) Who were the guilty ones at that time? (3) Can one speak of a collect-
ive guilt and accordingly describe the people of Israel as being "accursed
by God?¥ --- These questions have to be answered primarily in a theolog-
ical way, but also the Exegete and the historian have something to say about
- § i -
' P ' . in _
1. "peicide": According to Catholic teaching Jesus Christ is/ome and the
same person - the true God and the true man. Both natures, the divine and
the human, are united hypostatically in Christ, as the technical term is
used. Between the divine and the human nature in Christ there is what is
described in theology as Communicatio Idiomatum. This means that the same
things can be said about Christ the son of God as about Christ the man.
We also call Mary the Mother not only of the man Jesus but as the Mother
of God. We do not say only that the man Jesus died on the cross, but that
God died for us on the cross. Conversely, we say that homage is due to
the ¢htlak pédiid in the manger, or the blood of Christ or the heart of Jesus.
It is therefore dogmatically correct, although it may sound unusual to say,
that God was executed, and considering that it was an unjust and violent
execution, that God was murdered.

Thus,while according to Christian belief the murder of God is an objective
fact, it does not mean to convey that all or some who took part in the mur-
der of Jesus, thereby took upon themselves the subjective guilt of deicide.
This would have been the case only if the executioners had clearly realized
that Jesus was God. Otherwise, their subjective guilt could be described
as the murder of an innocent, or as legal murder, but not as deicide. The
question to be posed is therefore: to what extent have those who took part
in the crucifixion of Jesus recognized the divine nature of Jesus?

In his sermon after the healing of the lame person (Acts 3, 15) Peter re=-
proached the Jews of Jerusalem by saying: "You have killed the very source
of life,"” but added: "I know, brothers, that you did not know what you were
doing, any more than your leaders did." Similarly, in his address to the
Jews of Antiochia in Pisidien, Paul said: "For the people of Jerusalem and
their leaders refused to recognize him and condemned him, thus fulfilling
the very utterances of the Prophets which are read every Sabbath." (Acts
13, 27). The expressions used here "agnoia" and'agnoesantes signify not
recognizing as well as not knowing and not understanding. )



More difficult is the text of the First Corinthian letter (2, 8):
"It is a wisdom unknown to any of the authorities of this world,
for otherwise they would never have crucified our glorious Lord."
It is not certain who was meant by the Archontes (Great or author-
ities) of this world, whether Caipha, Annas, Pilate and Herod or
the non-worldly powers which stood behind them at that moment or
both sides together., At any rate, the Apostle expresses here the
same thought, pamely, that all those who contributed to the cruci-
fixion cf Jesus were lacking in the realization of his true nature.

In this concept the Apostles only followed the example of Jesus him-
self who prayed at the crucifixion: 'O Father, forgive them, for
they do not know what they are doing." (Luke 23, 24).

It should be further noted that Jesus as well as the Apostles speak
of "ignorance™ generally, not omly of ignorance regarding the divin-
ity of Christ, 1In the passage of Acts 13, 27, Paul seems to refer
primarily to the non-recognition of the Messianic dignity. Now,
when Jesus as well as the Apostles have attributed to the Jews ig-
norance regarding matters which are easily conceivable as the glory
of the Messiah, certainly a fortiori they attributed such ignorance
with regard to the two natures of Christ which are more difficult to
grasp. .

In studying these texts one may ask whether we have here a deliberate
act of benevolent excuse but which does not quite correspond to the
truth. For one cannot speak about a real ignorance of the Jews from
that moment on when Jesus spoke clearly and unequivocally of his div-.
inity and reinforced this statement by miracles accomplished,

Regarding this one must say that the passages in question do not elim-
inate every subjective guilt. The words of Jesus and the Apostles
are by no means a judicial verdict of acquittal, by which the full
innocence of the accused is stated; but they are that kind of exon-
eration which aims at forgiveness. The term "ignorance" in this case

' does not simply mean not knowing, but incomplete realization. Only

thus could Jesus ask the Father for forgiveness, If there were no
subjective guilt at all, then no forgiveness was needed, Jesus even
says in the farewell speech in the Gospel of John (15, 22): '"Thus they
have no excuse for their sin." This was said after they heard his ser-
mon and saw his miracles. He said the same to Pilate: "“Therefore the
one who delivered me committed a great sin.” (John 19, 1l).

Thus, in the texts where the Jews are excused we have, on the one hand,
no elimination of any guilt and, on the other hand, no empty express-
ions of friendship which simply glosses over the existing guilt. For
such phrases there was no place at that time. What concerns Jesus
himself he unequivocally pleaded for.forgiveness. That he based his
plea on extenuating circumstances shows, on the one hand, that there
was a real guilt and, on the other hand, that it was not so great as
to exclude any forgiveness.



What Jesus said about his dignity as the Son of God was clear and not
liable to misunderstanding, and furthermore confirmed by miraculous deeds.
One should not ignore, however, that his contemporaries had to overcome
serious difficulties, and which hindered particularly the leading spirits,
in obtaining a full understanding of his utterances as well as having a
full realization of the forceful evidence of his miracles. In this con-
nection one should think not primarily of nationalist and political pre-
mises or prejudices, although this too existed, but of the difficulty of
‘understanding in the purely religious sphere. For an Israelite who grew
up in the spirit of the Old Testament, i.e., in strictest monotheism, it
would have been actually too much to demand that he should understand what
Jesus meant by his assertions that he is the "Son of God” and "one with
the Father;"” that he should understand how this God who revealed himself
in the old alliance as a purely spiritual and invisible being and who even
prohibited his representation in any image should now become identified
with a simple man who hailed from Nazareth and whose parents were known.
He who grew up in the Christian belief, in the old tradition of nineteen
centuries, can hardly conceive the inner resistance which an Israelite
of that time had to overcome in order to face such truths. Jesus cer-
tainly has not failed to make ?is teachings understandable and to rein-
force them by the holiness of? ffe and his miracles. But we ought not
to forget that credal truths can never be demonstrated with mathematical
certainty and that belief must be reinforced by a free act of will and
the influence of grace. Not that God failed the Israelites of that time
in bestowing upon them such grace; but as always God has then not applied
violence to the power of man to make a free decision. In this sense the
Apostles can even say of the representatives of the Sanhendrin that they .
did not have full insight into what .they had been doing. - -

Thus if one cannot speak of the guilt of deicide it remains true, however,
that at least the High Priests and the members of the Sanhendrin were guil-
ty of the condemnation of an innocent person, of legal murder. They have
caused the condemnation of a great teacher and prophet, a man "mighty in
word and deed,” (Luke 24, 19)'Who went about doing good," (Acts 10, 38)

a man whose course of life was above suspicion.

To this one should reply: Actually this is without doubt correct, and
nobody of the Catholic Church is thinking of questioning it.  But the
actual events here too do not reflect the degree of subjective guilt.
That there was a subjective guilt there can be no denial; but here too
one must consider the extent to which the Jews of Jerusalem, including
their representatives, had at that moment the full realization of what
they had been doing amd what was the role of confusing passions and
timely circumstances, The "ignorance" referred to by the Apostles
and Jesus applied not only to the non-recognition of Christ's divinity,
but -is of a general nature. We ought not to demand recognition and
insight, which are to us retrospectively self-evident, from the wit-
nesses of the moment, when passions and confusing circumstances could
have obscured some things and affected not only insight but also the



freedom of decision. This will become immediately clearer when we
take an example from a period closer to us ~~ the Reformation in the
16th Century. Who would undertake to determine the degree of res-
ponsibility or guilt of each individual in the chaos of cross currents
of genuine religious movements human . paasions, -personal and political
intrigues and interests? '

2. The Guilty Persons: No matter how many reasons for exonmeration
and extenuating circumstances we admit, there remains, however, a real
guilt, a subjective heavy responsibility on the part of all those who
against better judgment contributed to the execution of Jesus. Leav~
ing aside Pilate and the Roman soldiers, the really guilty ones remain
the High Priests and the other members of the High Council who issued
the verdict of death, and obtained its execution from Pilate; the ser-
vants of the Temple who captured Jesus on the Mount of Dlives; the mob
who by their cry: "Crucify him," so intimidated the Procurator that he
yielded to the High Priests. Finally, there must be counted among the
guilty ones Herod who gave the trial free rein when he could have pre- .
vented it, and the traitor Judas. This however closes the circle of
those who are guilty for the death of Jesus. One cannot consider as
accomplices in the crucifixion all those who in some way and at some
time adopted a hostile attitude toward Jesus or showed resistance to
him, e.g., the Pharisees and Scribes who thought to "entangle him in
his speeches,” or the inhabitants of Nazareth who wanted to throw him
off from the mountain (Luke &4, 29) or the people who threatened to stone
him (John 10, 31), even though they acted 6n certain occasions against
better knowledge and thus in a guilty fashion.

Among those who were more or less active participants in the execution
of Jesus, numerically the strongest group was the mob who by the cry:
“Crucify him" had a decisive influence on the condemnation. The Evan-
gelists do not show how many they were, but from the location it is
reagonable to assume that they did not count hundreds of thousands.
‘There did not exist gigantic free place in Jerusalem for such large
masses to gather, except in the Temple region which does not come in-.

to consideration in this case. That the square or the road of Burg
Antonia where this shouting took place was not very spacious, can be
seen from the fact that individual speakers, Pilate and the High Priests
or their representatives had, it seems, been understood everywhere. The
mob could therefore not have counted more than several thousand individ-
uals. How these calls and shouting were organized we do not know, but
it is probable that individual agents of the High Priests shouted the
slogans, "We want Barabbas!" "We need no King, we have enough of Emper-
ors!" "Crucify him!" "It involves your position with the Emperor."
and that the masses repeated these slogans or simply gave their appro=-
val by saying "Yes."” That this course was organized and was not a
spontaneous affair is explicitly stated by the Bvangelists (Mark 15,2;
‘Mathew 27, 20). It is therefore not necessary to assume that all with-
out exception shouted these slogans. But even if all understood what



is involved and all without exception shouted, the maximum number was
a few thousand. Jerusalem then had a population of 50,000 residents.
Thus one cannot say that the inhabitants of Jerusalem 1n their over-
whelming ma jority approved the death of Jesus.

One is still less entitled to assert that the Jewish people as a whole
took part in the execution of Jesus. Although we do not have any-sta-
tistical information about the number of Israelites who lived in Pales~-
tine and the Diaspora at that time, we can presume that no less than

half a million lived in Palestine. With regard to the Diaspora, the
Jewish community of Rome is estimated by archeologists to have numbered
30,000, which is probably somewhat exaggerated, At any rate, when ome '
considers that in all large cities, also in the West, there were Jewish
communities and that in addition there existed such communities in many
smaller localities,as we know among others from the Acts of the Apostles,
then we are entitled to assume that the totality of Diaspora Jewry was
--at least another half million, even if the individual communities did

. not number many thousands. All these were not only Israelites by origin,
but they had their own civic organizations, practised the Jewish religion
and Jewish customs and felt in every respect members of the Jewish people,
although they used in daily life the local language; mostly Greek.

1f thug the Jewish people then numbered at least a million members and of
these about three or five pro mille shouted "Crucify him" on Good Friday,
then one can hardly reasonably state that the Jewish people demanded the
execution of Jesus. One can also not say that the rest of the Jews only
abstained from shouting "Crucify him" because they were not present and
that if the Jews of Galilee or Tarsus or Bphesus were on the spot they
too would have shouted the same. This is possible, But when we speak
of responsibility and guilt we must retain only what actually happened

: anﬂ not what could have happened

The collective form of expression which we find in certain passages of
the Bvangelists, particularly in John, and even outside of the Passion
Story, does not . represent any serious difficulty. “"The Jews answered,
"Are we not right in saying that you are a Samaritan and are possessed?'"
(Jobn 8, 48). Or during the healing of the blind: "His parents adid
this because they were afraid of the Jews, for the Jews had already made
an agreement that if anyone acknowledged Jesus as the Christ, he should
be excluded from the synmagogues.” (John 9, 22) "'Then the. Jews brought
stones in order to stone him." (John 10, 31) Such passages do mnot
indicate with any clarity whether all or many or few or one was involved.
The passage about the blind refers to the leaders of the Sanhendrin.
Otherwise the expression "The Jews" means simply the same as ‘'someone.”

- One may dttémpt to decLare guilty the entire people inasmuch as it was
represented by its heads. Actually the High Priest and the High Council



the Sanhendrin, were the only authorities or body which had something
in the nature of central power also outside of Jerusalem. Saul de-
sired to imprison Christians in Damascus with the authorization of the
High Priests (Acts 9, 1). The Synagogue representatives in Rome told
the Apostle Paul that they had not received any instructions from Jeru-
salem regarding Christians (Acts 28, 21). At any rate, this authority
involved only religious matters. One could, however, attempt to con-
sider the Sanhendrin as exponents or as representation of the entire
Jewish people and therefore reach the conclusion that because the San-
hendrin condemmed Jesus, therefore the Jewish people condemned Jesus,
for in a certain sense it was in solidarity with the Sanhendrin., Such
a conclusion, however, would be based on the premise that the Sanhendrin
was a kind of parliament to which the Jewish people from all over the
world sent men of their confidence. However, this was not the case.
The Sanhendrin consisted of prominent men and a judgment of the Sanhen-
drin could under certain circumstances influence public opinion. The
Sanhendrin could issue ordinances (Acts 5, 28, 40) but it could not
speak in the name of the people; it had not received its power from
the people, Therefore one cannot make co-responsible the people for
the individual acts of the Sanhendrin, as one cannot make responsible
the people of the Roman Empire for a decision of the Roman Senate.

Thus no matter from what angle this subject is considered; nowhere does
a collective guilt emerge as though the Jewish people as a whole would
have contributed. to the execution of Jesus. The only thing one can say
~is that the really guilty omes with the exception of Pilate were members
of the Jewish people. . But one cannot make out of a crime that was com-
mitted amongst a people the crime of a people.

3. Rejection and Accursement of the People of Israel: The less we can
assume historically a collective guilt of the Jewish people, the more
difficult it becomes to explain the texts of the New Testament in which’
it is clearly spoken about collective punishment. Jesus bewails the
fate of the cities of Chorazin, Bethsaid and Kephernaum as punishment
for their obscurantism, "The land of Sodom will fare better on the.
Day of Judgment than you will,” (Mathew 11, 24) 'Jerusalem will be
destroyed as punishment ‘because you have not recognized the time of
- the warning” (Luke 9,44). Or the passage in which Jesus says: . *You
shall suffer for the innocent blood that was shed beginning from.Abel
the upright to the blood of Zechariah."  (Mathew 23, 35). :

These and other texts which appear to contradict our thesis only show
again the objective burden of t:z men's resistance against the creator
and his revelation. To demonstrate this objective difficulty is one
of the major tasks of the Evangelical message, but one should not draw
conclusions from such passages about any subjective collective guilt
which would embrace also those who took notpart at all, or even sub-

sequent generations.



At any rate, Jesus spoke of punishments which apply to the Israelite
people as such, in its totality, but here there appears a new angle,
The Israelite people were chosen to transmit God's Revelation to the
whole of mankind. This mission was not intended to be effected as
much by words as primarily through its own history. According to St.
Augustin (Contta Faustum 13, 14) the entire Chosen People is to be rec-
ognized as the Prophet of Messiah and His Kingdom. This is ciearly
evidenced by the books of the 0ld Testament. Their authors often con-
sider it their task not as much to write a history of their People in
the sense of a chronicle, but primarily to present God®s rule amongst -
his People and for his People, so that God could be recognized in this
rule, and by the whole of humanity to whom the Scriptures were finally
directed, The Apostle Paul says it explicitly when he writes: "This
all came to the Jews as an example. It was written as a warning for
us who live in the last period." (I Corinthians 10,11). "'Bverything
that is written is written for our instruction.” (Romnns 15, 4).

' This mission of his was carried by the Jewish people also during the
time of Jesus; furthermore, it reached its summit at that time.

What God effected in Israel at that time served then as before the

" one purpose; The Revelation of God to humanity. As during the old
alliance, so during the time of Jesus, the history of Israel and God's
rule in it was destined to make known the great message of Redemption
to humanity; and therefere the objective weight which lies in a rejec-
tion of this grace. This entailed God's severity as expressed in tang-
ible events as a punishment for the Iedgmption of his grace. The fate
that befell the Jewish people was a real punishment for a real subject~
ive guilt, because such a guilt tezisted at least of the leaders. But
it was a punishment with a long-range tedemptive goal and should there-
fore not be compared with any kind of individual punishment, and cer-
tainly one should not judge from the severity of the punishment the
degree of subjective guilt. Here one should recall what Paul said

as written to the non-Jewish Christians living in Rome. "Observe then
the goodness and the severity of God -- severity to those who have fal-
len, but goodness to you, provided you abide by his goodness, for other-
wise, you in your turn will be pruned away. Those others too, if they
do not cling to their unbelief, will be grafted in, for God has the pow=
er to graft them in again," (ROmans 11: 22; 23),

A difficulty is represented by the text of Mathew 8: 11, 12: "I tell
you, I have not found anyone in Israel with such faith as this. And

I tell you, many will come from the east and from the west and take
their places at the feast of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, in the Kingdom
of Heaven, while the heirs to the kingdom will be driven into the dark-
ness outside, there to weep and grind their teethi Here there seems
to be an implication of a pronounced rejection of the entire people,
but this is only apparently so: we really have here a manner of ex~
pression which is alien to us but was current in the New Testament.



- B =

One should compare Luke 13, 18: "The last will be the first and the
first will be the last." The sense of this is obviously not that
everything will be turned about but that there are those who are last
who will be in the first place and those in the first place who will
be last. 1In a similar way, one ought to interpret the passage about
the- Children of the Kingdem who shall be thrown into darkness. "It
can very well be that Israelites of origin will not be saved while
Pagans will reach Redemption. Do not rely on your physical origin."”
Frem this passage too one cannot derive a rejection of the entire Jew-
ish people.

There are some for whom rejection is not sufficient, but want to con-
clude from the punishment of the Israelite people that this people has
beenaccursed by God." This, however, would mean that God has become
unfaithful to his promise. The Apostle Paul is far removed from such
an assumption, and never thought of an accursement by God. He does
not even permit the thought of a rejection as a punishment by God of
Israel, as though God has withdrawn the promises given to their fore-
fathers. He says: "I too am an Israelite, from the stem of Abraham,
from the Tribe of Benjamin. (Romans 11, 1). He meant to say that if
they were rejected, particularly if they were persecuted, I myself would
not have received the grace I did and furthermore been permitted to
spread the happy message throughout the world. "Has God rejected his
People? This is far removed." (Idem) 1In another passage he gives
the reason. "If some ef them did not believe, would this unbelief
remove God's faithfulness? Ne and never."” (Romans 3, 3). "God's
grace and his call are not withdrawn.” (Romans 11, 29). '"With re-
gard to the selection, it remains the beloved people for the sake of
their Fathers." (Idem)

Paul could cite also the other Apostles who belonged to the people of
Israel the same as he was. Even after the representatives of the San~-
hendrin rejected him and put through his condemnation, Jesus built his
Church on these Apostles, Paul could point to the 3,000 Israelites

who joined him at Easter (Acts 2, 4l1); this number was increased to
5,000 (Acts 4, 4) so that a few months after Jesus' crucifixien in
Jerusalem, Jesus had more followers than the number of those whe shout-
ed "Crucify him"” on Good Friday, and among them many Levites (Acts 6, 7).
He could also have pointed to the ether numerous groups of Jewish Christ-
ians subsequently in the Diaspora. Furthermore, Paul.gives the myster-
ious assurance that all of Israel will in the end become worthy (Romans
11, 25), again demonstrating that there can be no questien of rejection
or accursement.

Thus, everything that could appear as simple punishment is removed from
God's benevelent intentions. Also in suffering, this people was and is
always the bearer of divine revelation. Its history incarnates God's
severity as his charity, and also God's goodness towards the other peoples,
whom he has permitted, without their having merited it, to take part in
the redemption which was at first promised only to Israel. It can be
expressed thus: Also under the punishment, the Israelite people remains

a valuable instrument with which God is pursuing his intentions fer. the
Redemption of Humanity. It (Israel) still has a mission in the world.
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Congregation Temple De Hirsch o E
Seattle 22, Washington i

July 18, 1961

Dear Rabbi Tanenbaum:

Thank you for your letter. | am happy to
learn that you will be at the convention of
the UAHC. | am looking forward to seeing
you then.

As you requested, | am enclosing a copy of
the transcript of "Who Crucified Jesus".
If you have any suggestionswhich might be
incorporated | should be very happy to
have them and consult with my colleagues
about including them,

| do hope that this message can be given

a wider circulation because | do feel that
it is an important contribution to the
better understanding of one of the most
difficult problems in Jewish-Christian
relations.

Thank you for your interest.

Yours sincerely,



" CHALLENGE"
(WHO CRUCIFIED JESUS) X

The qﬁestion before the jury is this: "Who Cruc!fjed Jesus?' So 1
' we are quick to point the flngef.so that the blame won't fall upon us,
In a sense we do share the responsibility, are we not part of the
factors In a society that crucify the best In any age, whether it be the
dawn of Christlanity or the exploslon of the twentieth century? Good
evening, the program Is "Challenge" - it brings tcgether a Rabbl, a
'Min!stér. and a Priest, who offer their counsel to many of the challenges
we face In today's complicated world. Tonight we explore the subject
"W Crucified Jesus?" '

Now may | introduce the Catholic, Father Willlam Treacy, Director
of the Catholic Ipformation Center; the Rabbl, Raphael Levine, Senior
Rabbi of the‘femble De Hirsch; and the Minister, Doctor Martin Goslin,
Pastor of iﬁe Plymouth Congregational! Church.
Gésiln: Thank you, Don. As we enter what the Christians call "Holy Week",
it is well for us to stop tonight and consider thils question of "Who
Cru€ifled Jesus?" Across the ages thls has stood as one of the tragic
moments in all of human history. A crime perpetrated against the best,
and yet as we look at It across these nearly two thousand years we are
conscloﬁs that the same elements are in owr society teday, which basically
were the cause of the crucifixion of Jesus.

Tonignt aa the three of us talk about the basic responsibility |
hope that you will understand that we are conscious always of our own
problems In our life today In relationship to that tragic event so many
centuries ago. As we think about those who were Involved In this affair,
we know that the Pharlsees and Sadducees had their part., We also know
that the Imperial Government had its place, we know that a King Herod
Antlpas, was responsible in a way as was Judas, the discliple of Jesus.

The crowd that took part in the lasr scenes before the cross and the

R
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Roman soldlers who actually carried out the crucifixion. The people
the city were not without responsibjiity too. Who Crucified Jesus?ths
the question before us.

Father Treacy and Rabbl Levine, |'m sure that you too have your
opinions as to the responsibility and It Is In this regard that we are
to talk tonight. _ : _ ,

Jreacg - Flrst of all, I'm very happy to sit down and discuss.this
subject with you. In spite of all the emotion that has surrounded  the
discussion of the relation of Jews to Christians in the past it is -
indeed a milestone in human relations thét we can sit down here tonight
and calmly discuss it. _Thattrlal of Christ Is a more Important one than
_ the trial of Dreyfus, Joan of Arc, or the trlal of Socrates. It I§ more
important than any of the ofher great trials In history, because Christ
claimed to be God. Today almost two thousand yearssiater He is regarded
by millions of people as having validly established that claim. |

. In the course of tonight's discussion, | for one would.1ike to go
back to the remark of tie first Pope, when he was speaking to the Jews,
some of whom may have been present at the death of Chrlst; St.Peter,in
in speaking to them of the crucifixion in the Third Chapter of "Acts of
the Apostles", sald "i inow that you acted In ignorance as did your rulers.'
The trial of Christ is a continuing thing andlno century must dissoclate
itself from it and no one people can be assigned full responsibility for
the death of Christ. |
Levine: That's true. I would 11ke to suggest in this connection that If
we can possibly place ourselves in the frame of reference of the people
who lived during that period two thousaﬁd years ago, and realize first
of all that to those people there was no recognition of what Jesus
ultimately became In the Christlan tradition.
Gosljn: Not even among his disciples.
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Levine: No, not even among his disciples. To most of the people of

his day Jesus was just another ftinerant preacher who was travelling
through the country preaching and teaching. Some of the things he taught
some people 1iked very much, and some didn't 1ike what he said because

they elther didn®t understand his message or If they did, they regarded
‘some of his observations as radlical and unorthodox Interpretations of the
Judaism they knew. The established religious authorities saw In

his new interpretations and attitudes a threat to the established religion
even as the Orthodox of every age and generation resist thange in |
réllglous interpretations and practice. !f we understand Jesus in the 1ight
‘of the time and the environment In which he iived | think we will under-
stand the whole problem of his life and deatn in truer perspective.

Goslin:  In most of our Christian teachings we are consclious of the

fact that Jews are played up as the villalns of the crucifixion story

" and this is rather tragic because we know, for instance, that the
strongest sect among the Jews In the time of Jesus were the Pharisees.

They were the great middie class group; among them were the greateét of

the rabbis and leaders of the Synagogue. They were the-haiéé;ifo the

best in]thS'Jewlsh tradition and in an earlier day were the most courageous
in thelr resistance to paganism. They were the custodians of the religion
‘of'the'synagogue. the creators of fts rituals and practices. "It was pro-
bably because Jesus seemed to them careless about the rituals which to
them seemed Important that they rejected him.

Levine: That is true, Dr. Goslin. But there Is perhaps another reason

ﬁhy they didn't accept him as the Nesslah they were looking for. In thelr
oplnlon Jesus did not fulflll thelr’ expectations Ofd=:7:a:?:nMESSIah

They expected the Messiah to free Judea from Rohan{ to usher In the Kingdom
of God, a world of justice and peace and love and brotherhood. And they
did not see Jesus accomplishing these fh!ngs.' The world seemed little

different and no better as far as they could see. We must understand thelr
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attidues In terms of thelr own age not in terms of what developed
centuries later.
Treacy: Of course there Is something different about the death of Christ
that we must keep In mind and that Is the fact as St. Peter po1ﬁtéd out,
everythlng.about Him had been foretold and that it mkght have been
possible to fdentify or recognize Him as sucﬁ He was i treChristian.

' vlewpolnt clearly recognlzable"approved of God by miracles".

‘Levlne- '} am glad you said'In the Christian vlewpolnt“ Father Treacy.
" For you know that from the Jewlsh viewpoint the question whether “everythiq

‘about Jesus had been foreto]d that it might have been posslb!e to identify
him or recognize him as the Christ® is the very question at issue between
Judalsm and Christlanlty. The fact ls that the majority of the Jews of
his day did not recognize him as the Christ. '

One thing that many people fall to understand is that:among the peopl
"of his day Jesus did not hold the position which he has since assumed In
Christian theology and tfadltion. To those who knew him and heard hjm
he uas‘a good, kind and wise teacher who emphasized the moral and the
spiritual values of Judaism more than the }ituallstlc. even as the great
' Hebrew prophets before him stressed “to do Justly, to love mercy and to
walk humbly before God' as the essence of the rellglous 1ife.
Treacy: You know, Rabbl Levine, we Cathd lcs are grateful for the Jews
: who did accept Christ; for if they had not accepted him In those early
days of his ministry we Irish would not have had St. Patrick who brought
“the faltﬂlto ireland, and March 17th, wouldn't be the great day it is for
us. ' | | |
Levine: I'm glad that we made the (rish happy, Father Treacy, aad | am
glad ybu polnted out this historic fact. It Is too often forgotten that
all who were involved in thé story of Jesus were Jews, except the Romans
whd actually executed the crucifixion. Jesus was a Jew; all his disciples

were Jews. Those who were for him were Jews and those who criticized him
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were Jews, Tﬁa epic film "Ben Huﬁ"brlngs this out vividly. When Jesus
was on his way to Calvary the people stan&lng on the street watching the
Roman soldlers leading him to the cross and the many who were weeplng to
see thls lnnocent man led to his execution, were all Jews.

Goslin: It is Important to understand that the whole of the early
Christian Church was Jewish; In fact, It was only undef St. Paul that it
was led Into the Gentlle'wurid; What about fhis otﬁér-group. the Sadducee
the rather elite church men, the broadrminded trad!tionallsts. the cul-
turally elite of this communlty? | have an Iidea that they were not unllike
some of the people of today, They felt that any change was dangerous,
Tﬁey looked upon Jesus as a radical or subversive. They uaré brobably
afraid of the threat that he would destroy therrehpie. Thef ﬁére politi-
clané as many people with vested lntereﬁts are, and they were looking to
their own particular'bailiwick to keep it protected. We have people like
that today who are ﬁlillng to saérlflce.princlples and ideals for the
protectlon of thelr own little nook and cranny. o »

.¥reacx Vhat's truc; | mean lt's true that not just of rulers, It's true
of Indlvlduals. We have'a devotion that probably Dr. Goslin Is famlllar
with, you may not be familiar with uniess you visted a Romah Cathol ic Churc
Rabbl'Levlne. It Is concarned with fourteen palntlngs or representatlons
of events in the last days of Jesus deplcted on the walls of every Cathol ic
Church, They are cal!ed the “Stations of the of the Cross". We meditate
‘on these fourteen incidents In the iife of Christ leading from bls._
condemnation to the crucifixion and deétﬁ.._nge Is Just one Brlef'
meditation we make before the first stat!oh compééed by Bishéﬁ Shéén It
brlngs out the polnt of Dr. Goslin that it's not do much the Pha:lsees or
Herod orr anybody else that crucified Chrlst. lt says: "My consclence Is
the tribunal of Pllate. Daily and hourly and every minute of the Qav.
Christ comes before that tribunal as virtue, honesty and purlty; Barrabas

comes as vice, dishdnesty. and uncleanllﬁess. As often as | choose to
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speak the uncharitable word, to do a dishonest act, or consent to an
evil thought, i say In so many words, 'release unto me Barrabas' ard to
choose Barrabas means to crucify Christ." , . . o
_Goslin: And thls goes on day in and day out; this is a-thing that we
fall into inevitably In our cholces, slmple and-unimportant though they be.
Levine:Dr, Gosllﬁ, | would 1ike to make a comment on what Father Treacy
Just sald, | think that Is a beautiful thing that you have just now
quoted. Vhen you sald whenever we choose the wrong, the-hatefhl. we are
actually choosing Barrabas, as you say, lnsfead of Cir ist. In other words,
" Christ feprasents everything that certainly you Christians regard as the
true; the beautiful ,the good and the holy.f'Auf'évary time, any of us,
Christian or Jew, expresses a heteful-thnught towards anoiher ﬁergon. we
are In a very real sense cruclfying goodness and truth ahd beauty.
Goslin: You're not preaching Judaism, you're preachfng Christ!an!ty.
Levine: No, | am preaching JUdalsm, There is a poetic fantasy in our
Jewish traditlion that carries a message not unlike your fourtee&'Statlons
of the Cross", Father Treacy. | |

It tells thét in front of the throne of Glofy is a cup-Ihto which God
sheds a tear every time man turns agalnst his fellow man in anger, In hate,
in persecution In war. And the fantasy goes on to say that when the cup
in front of God's throne of glory is filled with the tears which God sheds
for his chlldren's suffering because of man's inhumanity to man, then the
Messfah will come. _
Treacy: Oné of our greatest theoleoglans, Bishop Sheen,in a book of his
entitled “The Life of Christ" makes this comment on the Crucifixion of
Christ: “"The gquilt for the Cruciflxion is not to bg fixed on any oﬁe nation,
race or people or any individuali. Sin was the cause of the crucifixion and
all mankind shared in the sin; Jew and Gentlle, shared In the guilt. How-
ever, the Important thing Is that both shared In the frujts of redemption,

and it is wrong for us to try to pinpoint extra blame on any one race or
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nation."
Goslin: Well, this is a continudng experience, but as we look back across
the centurles, we find In certaln aspects of that which took place then,
some of the things that happen In the life Qf today. For Instance, the
Imperial Government rgpresented in a sense by Plla;e Is partlallj_r_esponsibleﬂ
the over-rule of any people by another group of people [5 bad‘for bbth

parties, Yet today across the world we havé many [nstances where this is

still true. We find this trouble showing up today In Africa bgcau;e_of
colonlalism, which is basically wrong when qﬁeapaoplg aﬁ;emﬁt to domlnaté
another people. ' |

it Is probable'that Pilate would have released Jbsds thrpugh eipadl cy |
because he did not want to get involved. He tried to sh!ft_fhe rqquns!billty
by sendling Jésus to Herod Antipas to have him pass sentence oﬁ him but
when it came to the final declsion, Pilate's loyalty uas_prlmarl!y to Caesar
rather than to the ideas of justicq or righteousness. He was concerhed
with his own position. We are constantly seeing in the world ébout us that
when a man is pushed Into a corner._where a declislon has to be made on |
principle If possible, he often w!lilput the principle behind him and
decide for his own advantage. , | | _I | |
- Xreacy: One of the great challenging things about the subjéct.thatls under
discussion tonight, "Who Cru€ified Jesus", Is how we can best present the
answer, upon which we have more or less agreed. here. to the young Christian,
say the first grader or the pre-school child. This is one of the things
that causes uneasiness In the minds of Christians today. They feel that s e
of the misunderstanding aﬁd biéotry toward tﬁe Jews in the past may have
been the result of the seeds of prejudice that were sown In those early years
in the life of a chlld.

Back In 1947, in France, a noted French Jewish historian, Jules lsaac,
wrote @ 1ife of Christ, "Jesus and Israel". Part of jt was written in the

homes of Protestant minlsters.uhen he was hiding from the Nazis, part when
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he was with priests, and In It he analyzed some of tﬁe ideas that he had
come across. He also had an audience with Pope Plus X11 in 1947, who
encouraged him to write it, He presented the Pope with a copy of It, |t
- caused quite a bit of misgiving In France, so much so thgtitherelis a -
§pecial_comml§slon now studying the Catechism used in the French schools,
~.In 1960, as a result of this book.,é new Catechism, called "Jesus and the
~.People of the Bible", was produced. . It presents a more understand ing |
pl#ture of the role of the Jews In the crucifixion of Christ,- ﬁe In the
‘Church can uhderstand thelr role but it ls'very lmporfant not téllabel
1them'as a guilty nation or race respbnslble for the death. of Christ to
the little child wﬁo is learning for the first time the crucifixion story.
LeQine: - Thank you very much, Father“Treacy, for making that statement.
It is a great state@ent, a statement that is urgently neéded in our troubl-
ed world. _ _

| would 1ike to recommend an article which appeared In the March 1k
. Issue of Look Magazine. It Is called the "Roots of Bias" and was written
by Bishop James Pike, Episcopal Bishop of the San Francisco Diocese. |
Bishop Plke reviews a book by a Protestant Min!ster, Dr. Bernhard E.
Olson, who analyzed the educational materials of four Prbtestant groups,
classified as fundamentalists, conservative, |liberal and-“heo-Orthodox".

The book entitled"Victims and Oppressors: Intergroup Relations in
Protestant Curricula" points out that there is much anti-Jewlsh and
anti-Catholfc teaching in this material, often unconsclous and unwitting,
but because It Is used often by Inexpert or biased teacners has been very
harmful to a fair understanding of non-Protestant groups. And no - you
te!l us, Father Treacy, that the Cathollic Church Is mzking a similar
study of Catholic Textbooks.... |

Treacy: | read the article, Rabbi Levine, and | think that article aiso-
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points out that §t. Louls U?ivers!tv Is conducting a speclal study of

our catechism. | would also like to refer to the fact that we have a chelr
of Judeo-Christian studies at Seaton Hall Unjversity in New Jersey.

In 1952 the French hierarchy made a study of French catechism as a
result of the book by Jules lsaac to which | referred, with an introduction
by Cardinal Salee. As a result of this study many catechisms were with-
drawn and a new one came out last year.

GOSLiN: | dare say thay this same-klnd of action Is under way in Judaism,
Lg!lﬂg: Yes, Dr. Goslin, There Is a §tudy being made :to eliminate from
Jewish textbooks whatever prejud}ced attltudes agalnst.other'groups may be
found In them qlther directly or by implication.

GOSLIN: We are all guilty of this prejudiced thinking regardless of our
particular backgrounds. We do this so easll§ by using a word 1lke Jew as
an epithet or "Mick" ,or whatever you call us Protestants. We use the word
Dago, Gringo or half a dozen other words that are common to us all and it
is this derogatory kind of thing that carries on our bias and prejudices
through the years. -

Looking at some of the other aspects of the Crucifixion, | think it Is
well to realize that the man whb perpetrated It directly, Judas, is to be
found In the soclﬁty of which we are a part today. We have the disillusion-
ed idealist, the repeated incidents whre people have betrayed their country,
primarily because the objectives for which they had hoped or for which they
have worked, seem to have been frustrated, and in a sort of a rebound they
turn around and say "Well, if they uoﬁ't do It my way, | will force the
Issue". We have pecple llke that In Eur own community, If things do not
go thelr way, they will have no part of it.

LEVINE: May | say In connection with the-last Supper. | hope you don't
mind my speaking of an event sacred to Christlans.

GOSLIN: It's quite all right, Rabbl, They were all Jews at the Last
Supper. '
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LEVINE: | am glad you understand. When Jesus was with his &isc!ples at
the Last Supper, one of them, Judas, Informed against him; but there were
eleven other Jews there who were his devoted followers, his brothers, who
looked to him as their leader and Master.
TREACY: One of the Popes(Pius X1) said we are spiritually Semites as we
have Abraham as our Father. One of the most encouraging events of our
times Is the movement for greater understanding between the Jew and the
Christian. There have been mistakes In the past certainly on the Christian
side which led to misunderstanding. But one of the bright stars of a new
day lﬁ ;hat though Christian 1s a dividing point between us, yet we can
agree in His spirit which is a fulfiliment of the law, that In charity we
can llve as brothers with respect and understanding for each other as
children of the same heavenly Father and spieitual descendants of Abraham.
GOSLIN: What about the aspect of the mob In the Crucifixion? Obviously It
was the pressure and the shouting that influenced at least Plilate who had
the final word on the decision to crucify Je#us.
LEVINE: May | explain my understanding of the mob. To understand why
the mob chose Barabbas Instead of Jesus one must understand the political
situation in Judea in the time of Jesus. Judea was a Roman province ruled
by a procurator, Pilate, and there were those among the Jews who were very
restive under Roman domination and were carrying on a constant guerllla
war. They might be called the underground fighters who wanted to free thelr
country from forefgn{Roman) rule. Barabbas was a leader of this under-
ground movement and to many of the Judeans he was a popular hero. So when
Pilate gave the mob the cholice between Jesus and Barabbas the mob cried
for thelr underground fighter hero.
GOSLIN: Isn't this often so with any mob, they do not think, they act om
their emotions and instincts and of course unconsciously we become a part

of such mobs today, with communications as they are, T.V, or radio.
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We become a part of a mob so that misinformation and distorted viewpoints
and half truths can set us off,
TREACY: That Is right and, of course, the story brings out that It was
not the mob sitting down and thinking things out but some of the leaders
stirring up the meb to ask for Barrabas Insteé& of Christ. Thls brings
out In a way the famous dictum of Lenin, that revolutions are made by
mititant minorities, It is the individuals who control mobs. However,
one of the most beautiful paintings of Christ, Rabbi Levine, that is known
to me Is one that | came across recently In a book called'The Bridge” .
It is published at Seton Hall University and dedicated to promoting better
understanding between the Jews and Christians, It is a painting of the
Crucifixion by Marc Chagall.

He painted the Crucifixlon In 1947, and according to some it may be
the f{rst time in two thousand years that a Jew painted Chrlst,lwhlch shows
progress for good In our relationship. In this particular painting Christ
Is wearing the Jewlish prayer shawl. The artist has lald down his brushes
and to the left of him 1s adock and the hands of the clock have slowly
come to three, the hour that Christ died. B8eside him Is a sad faced
donkey, the donkey who had so often been mistreated, but perhaps had
memorjes of the kind master who had ridden on his back at some particular
time. It Is painted with reverence and respect and brings ocut in a very
special way a new spirit of understanding. Other paintings by Chagall show
a ladder beside the Cross which has perhaps varlious meanings, but some
artists think it may mean for a brother Jew to take a brother down from
the Cross. But it Is to me a very heart-moving painting of the
Crucifixion. '

GOSLiN: This whole affair brings us to a consciousness of our personal
responsibilities as individuals In the coomunity. One would womder what the
people of Jerusalem were doing the day of the Crucifixion, the indifferent

folk who carried on business as usual, who allowed something to take place
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in their city b{ Ignoring it, by failing to be concerned, maybe by not
wanting to get nvolved. We have folks 1ike that today.

TREACY: There ls one lndlvldual in it, Dr, Goslln. who brlngs out that
polnt of yours very well, the one who did not uant to get Involved and
became famous for his reluctant cooperatlon. Simon of Cyrene was golng
. back into tﬁe Eity to get ready fo} the Passover when he met the processlon
of the condemned with Jesus on the way to Calvary, and tbe last th!ng he
wanted to do was to be lnvoived in it., The stor{ gées_tﬁa: the Romans
constrained him éo take up the Cross, which gave him thelopportunlty to
help Christ. This brings out the fact that when we least expect it, the
opportunity is glven us to do something good, to do the vlrtuous. klndly.
helpful thing rather than to selfishly turn down the opportunity_because
it is not cbnvenlent for uslét that time. In hg[plng a fellow human
being we afe helping Christ to carry His cross to.célvary.
GOSLIN: It is a contlnulng thing. | o _
LEVINE: May [ make a cnmment? As a Jew thls Is, of course. a very
del lcate subject to discuss, partlcularly before Easter, but | think that
the splirit which has been expressed hera tonight by you, Father Treacy, and
you, Dr. Goslln, and | know that you are expresslng the feellngs of
multitudes of Christlans, especlally thinking Chrlstlans, ls one of the
most hopeful things that has happened In many, many years, It is jndeed
good that we can sit here and discuss this problem with as ﬁuch under-
standing and real love for one another. |
GOSLIN: This is the way it should be and | think we are all conscious of
our shortcomings. One of D.A. Kennedy s brief poems that | think wlll live
down the years expresses this In a real sense.

"When Jgsus came to Golgotha they hanged him on a tree,

They drové great nails through hands and feef. and made a Calvary;

They crowned him with a crown of thorns. red were his wounds and deep,

For those were crude and cruel days, and human flesh was cheap.
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When Jesus came to Birmingham, they simply passed him by,
They never hurt a halr of him, they only let him die;
For men had grown more tender, and they would not give him pain,

They only Just passed down the street, and left him in the rain,

Still Jeﬁus cried, "Forgive them for they know not uhﬁt they do."
And stil] it rained the winter rain that drenched him through and
through; “ ‘
The crowds went ho&e and Ipft'the streets wlthout a soul to see, -
And Jesus crouched against a wall and eried for Calvary."
: ; G.A.-Studdertkennedy

LEVINE: What a beautiful thought and so eloquently expressed!.
GOSL IN: Maybe we should know that many of us crucify Jesus day in and day
out by our own moral callousness and sptrlgual bl Indness.

So back to you, Don.
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How cen this be? How can the inatitutions of our greﬁt
religions, which are committed to the teaching and practice of lové
of God and" neighbor, support negative end distorted attitudes
toward other groups? HNoted psychologist, Gordon Allport has
ﬁhggonted, "The chief reason why religion becomes the focus

‘of prejudice is that .i.t ususlly stands for more than faithee -
it is the plvot of the cultural tradition of '1-5 group." Or,

put enother way, we are sll somewhat the victims of polemical
histories. At xkekt oriticel periods over the past 2,000 years
6ur separate religious communities have c¢lsshed in serious

~ conflicts, both theologically and histcrically rooted, often
accompanied by great bittémasu; pafsanution and bloodshed.

In the heat of ergument, meny hostile or negative comments

were made regarding one enother, end, unfortunately, these have
_bocme embadded in our _hintoric traditiona; uncritically carrisd
forward from generation to generation, and mey.still be found -
in religious teaching. |



This, plua'a aumeﬂhht-defenhive tendnncy to view our own group as

.the viotima of peraacuxion and oppreaaion inrlicted by the othera,

csn lead to totally polarinod and polemioal viows of one another,
" Reed 8 typical Cetholic Church history textbook, ‘for example,

‘on the Crusades. Thuy are almost 1nvar1ah1y praaentad as noble

': and chivslroua efforts on behalr of a holy cause, If slaughtor

--\ is mantionad. 1t is tha alaughter of Ghristians by Turks, |
Seldom will you find the 1nthrmation that for was. the Oruaadoa
mrant e blood bath, the first ayatamnt;o massacres of Jews 1n ‘
Europe. On the opoaéion_or the capture of'Jeruahlap_in‘1099—-a
Iglpriouagvictorf_in'Ghristiah'tattbopka-—Jbﬁidh faxtbooka will
. relate that the-waa of 3o§naa1:m were driven by the victorlious
_ cruﬂhadero into & synagogue end burned alivo. _ |
Similarly, read Proteatant and Catholio lessons dealing with
the Rerormation, or wiﬁh certain areas of contemporary cumpatition.
The aame ‘thing happena --not only vulgar nama-calling (“obstinata
haretica“ or "Luthar 8 unreatrainod paaaiuna“ from the catholic
aide, snd the Gatholic Church “tecming with legalism like a
filthy kltchon teams with vermin" from the Protestanta)-wbuq,
| aonathing mich deeper and more dlfficult to correet because less
l obvious to see: a're;nsal to 1don£1fy with the plight of othefh.
a'ﬂafensiv;noaa-uhldh sacrifices eharity and_aométimes Justice to
the interests of'an §nrer1eat1ve group loyaltj.' When tﬁis pqpéona.
o5 $1111en Jemes puts it, "plety is the mask, the inner force 1is
-tfihal instinct.” - |
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The task of freeing the vital core of feith from the culturel

end temporal encrustetions which have accumulated around it over
the centurlee is not an easy one. It requires honest self '
criticiem on thst nart of all our religioue cemmunitiee, diligence
_and skill, But it is a tesk that myst be eccomplished. Other-
wiee. we wlll find thet our professions of noble moral teaching

about the brotherhood of man under the feﬁherhoodfoflﬁed,:when '

ot cenbreeted‘egeinet'the.deily beheviof and entrenched biased

attitudes of “religious% people will sew the seeds ef'eecuieriem

and skepiélsm, : | ‘ :
Fortunately, the'ﬁroceea has long since begun here in the

_ ﬁ.,S; There is evident & new openness, 2 willingness ib examine

- educationsl meteriele,‘teacher'tfeining-proceduree--the total oro-

cess throurh which the religlous messaze is peemulgeted and trans-

mitted to young and impressionsble minds. Heeponeibie! Protestantd,

‘Catholic snd Jewish scholars have undertaken.eerious'end ob jective

studies of the religieus,educetion-meteriale‘ueed in their re-

- snpective communitiee,-te.eee how other racial, religious and ethnic

groups are portreyed_initheee materisls, where the problems lie,

end what imerovemente muet be made. I am pleased that my oﬁn

or enlzetion, the American Jewish Goqmittee has stimulated end

- encouraged these 1moertlal research nrojects. The roteatent

gsolf etudy, undertaken over a seven yeer period at Yele Divinity

School by Dr. Bernhard E, Olson, was published last year by Yale

- University Press under the title Fsith and prejudice. The

Cetholic resesrch, undertaken at St, Louls University under the
direction of Trafford Meher; S.Jep included an shalysis of Cstholic

literasturs materisls by Sr. ¥ery Linus Gleasson, social studies



B

textbooks by Sr. Rite Mudd, and relizion textbéoks by 3r. Rose
Albert Thering. The findings of the letter study have recently.
been made public. Thelfewish self study.,carried on st Droﬁsie
College for'Hebréu and Cognate Lesrning underthg directian_éf
Dr. Bernard Weinryb pad_just been completed and its findings will
. be aunounced in the near future. 7
These studies provide us with imoortant ihsights regerding

the way we feach sbout oue enother. Fifﬁt of gll, thaf.indicata
that our rnliglous teitbooka are very fevorably disposeditoward
raciel snd ethnic gfoupa. Bias and distortion occurs when other
groups are written ebout. As might be expected, the negative
and hostile references tend to intensify eround certain critical
conflicts between our various faith communities. Thus, Protestantsf
and Catholics tend to write negétively about one adothéf in lessons
.dnaling with the Reformation;“ddctrinél diffarenqea'on sucﬁ
questions és the suthority of the Church, etc. Both Pgdtestanta
and Catholics tend to writelneghfively-and sometimes with shook-
ing distortions about Jews in 1a596na dealing with the Crucifixion,
the Jewish rejection of Christianity, the struggle between Jesus
énd the Pharise2s, etc. While all-of our textbooks stress charity
end love of neighbor in genersl terms, end include meay expreasione

of general good will, this charitable and loving sttitude is
often tbrgotten in writing sbout specific groupg-and parficular.
situstions. Since I sm e raboi, and honestly believe that the
Jewish people, beyond any other group, have aufferad #hroﬁghout
histbry from the conseguences of distorted and mnreflectdve
Christien teachings, I would likeé to direct my remsrks to the

question of Christian t~zching about Jews, and to poiﬁt to some

‘of the more serious problems as I see them,



In reviswing the findings of the St. Louis study, and in
much of my ovm readiﬁg of Cstholic édﬁcation materials, 1t
seems to me thet there are certein reoeasted patnerné.and themes
‘which are orefjudicisl., I should like to 1d§ntify and.illustrate
these problems for-ﬁou. i -

First and forénosf;'thene ia.a'very'strong tendency in
Cstholic textbooks to place upon the Jews exclusive and
collective reapdnaiﬁility for the Crucifixion of Jesus,

I need not tell you thﬁt_the.cry_of "Christ killer" g:-ainst the
 Jews has been used by anti-Semeﬁiaélthroughout tha sges to excuse

or justify the most violent snd brutal persecution, Noreover,
is
authentic Cstholic teaching on this qunstion/clearly end forth-

right, I refer you to the words of the Eburth-catechiam of the
Council of Trent:. ; o

"It wes the pecular privileze of Christ the Lord to have
died, when He Himself decreed to die, and to have dled

not so much by externsl violence, a8 by internal assent
«++e5hould sny one ingquire why the Son of God underwent

Hig most bitter passion, he willfind that besides the gullt
inherited from our first parents, the orinciple csuses
were the vices and crimes which have been nerpretrated
from the beginning of the world to the pressent day and those
which will be committed to the end of time....ifh this suilt
are involved gll those who fall frequently icto sing for,
as our gins consigned Christ the Lord to the death of the
crosg, most certainly those who wallow In sin and iniquity,
cruclify to themselves aain the Son of God, as far as in
them lies end maekes 8 mockery of Him. This gulilt seems
more enormous in us than in the Jews, since according

to the testimony of the zame Apostle: if they had known £4,-
they would never have crucified the Lord of glory; wnlle
weé on ths contrary, professing to inow Him, yet deny Hdim
by our actions, seem in some sort to lay violent hands
uoon Hdim....Men of sll rankas and conditions were gathered
together agalnst the Lord, and szainst hls Christ,  Jentiles
end Jews were the advisers, the suthors, the ministers of
His passion; Judes betrayed Him, Pater denied Him, and the
rest desbnhe&"ﬂfﬁ?..
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Despite this splendid end suthoritative tesching, despite
the statement of Fr, Lewis Hertmann, EZXR Cssr. Gen. Secy. of
the Cetholic 3iblicsal Association pf America, that, "‘1storically
spéaking...thero is no beéis for the claim thet the Jews of that
time as 8 people were guilty of'thé death of-Christ and obviously
. there is not the slightest reason for bringing this accusation
against thelr descendents ofﬂ2;060 yearé later," end despite
many similar sféteﬁents by éoqténﬁorary Catholic cuthorities,
a number of Catholiclteaqhibg:materiala persist in atatiﬁg or
implying that the Jews as @ paoﬁle are responsible for the death
of the éavinr and are-conséquently condemned and rdjacted by God.
Let me glve you some verbattm axamplea from textbooks used in
Catholic aecondary perochisl schools. f

The Jews: wauted to ‘disgrace Christ by having Him die on the
cross. _

Show us thet the Jews did not want Pilate to try Ghriat but
to give oermission for His death. : _

“hen did the Jews decide to kill Christ?

The Jews &s & nestion refused to sccept Christ and since
that time they have been wandering on the earth without a
temple or a sacrifice and without the Messias.

In a Lenten mis-~al we reed the followlng:

‘His Jewlish nation was suffering an exile of seventy years., .
In captivity they were atoning for the worship of false gods.
‘In thése modern days the Jews sre still. dispersed in every
nation in a condition worse than exile.. They have been
etoning these nineteen hundred years for the greatest of all
crimes, committed when an entire nation rejedted, crucifled,
and shed the blood of the Son of God, Among such Chrstians
they are witnosses of 8 lost vocation without prince or profit
or sacrifice or a temple in Jerusalem. Divine punishment
hanga over them until the end of time, when God, because of
Iis oromises to the prophets, will, in some extraordinary
way bring them to bring them to believe and live in Jesus Christ.
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‘Statements 1ike'tﬁese ere liekly to 1nst111nthe conviction
that the Jews bear e collective ruilt and somahow deserve the
sufxer*ng end versecutions that have marked their long history.

.This concept 1s extraordinarily 1nv;§ious because it cuts off
the Jews from the cpmﬁoﬂ body of‘humahity andimﬁy héké_caﬁholida
t_indt”ferent to the.fata of tkeir fellow human beings,
! - A second problem I have-notad in the textbook raterisls is
» partiality in tha use. of the berm “the Jews._ ;n many inqtances.
the enemies of Jegus are conaiatently identified es “the Jews,"
while his friends and rollowers who were also Jews are not, Con-
f trast tha followling sets of excerpta'_
' Altogether numbering well over ' .The Jews stirred up the rabbl e‘
- five thousend they listened = ' ageinst Him,
- to the 'faster all day, for- . :
- getting even to eat. N ; _
In the beginning of His pﬁblid With what words of Eis did the -
life Jesus was held in great Jews attempt for the second
adriration by the people "~ time to stone Him?

A perticularly vivid examﬁla of this kind of partislity ‘
is found in the following ststement: . "It was on the day Christ |

‘raised Lazsrus from the tomb that ﬁhé Jéws declded to ki1l Him,
'Veverthaless, they were afreld of ‘the people." Who were "the
oeople?“ Martisns? Jesus lived his antire 1life among his own
people, and scarcely addressed a word to e non-Jew. "The people”
who lovad, revarred and followed him es well as apecific religious
sathorities who oppbséd hin snd pldtted egainst him were all Jews;

Another example of-parti&lity is thé frequent ugse of the

genebic term “tha.Jéws" .applied to situationﬁ where only a few

1ind1viduals, comprising an insignificant proportion of the popula-

. tion were involved. Unfbrtunately, exoressions such as,
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"the Bood thirsty Jews, " "the csrnal Jéwa.“ ”the envious Jews,"
"ghe blind hatred of the Jews" do not nake these distinctions.

I ask you to consider the im osct an young and 1mcres¢1onable minds
of the repetition of such ophrases without properudistinct;ons and
1qterbretation of the matorial, Ts it not possible for students
to associate tbeae avil characteristics ‘with all Jaus? -

| ;qothar intarasting pxgmple_pf partiality in tenminology

. --and'; do not think.ﬁﬁis is di}ihebate,'bﬁt is a question of
dyle rather than . lntenté-ié thét Jews are then'rsferred to
diffarently in Hew ;estament aud 01d Testament contexts. In

I'Old T2stament lassons, where Jewa are nraaentad in s very positive
fashion, they are. often dasignatad "Hebrews" or "Isrselites.”

In the Hew Teatement 1e§sona, "the nga appears to be more fre-

| quentiy used. In a récently oublished textbo*k-f&r cﬁildfen—;

and I wish to emphssize strongly that it s one of the best
bextbpoﬁs I have seen--there | an - example of this, 6ne passage

resds:

This kind of stéta:eﬁt iaanot-a souﬁce of anrious concefn, but 1t
is 1nterest1ng if only because it appeara in such a splendid and
-senaitive childrens' book._ Of course God choae Abraham' But
Abrsham is not a people. A people are the Jews. Christien
‘studéuts must never lose sight of the fact that "the Jguaﬁ

of the New Testament lessons sre the same people who‘ﬁré preised
asfﬁebrewa xmdx or Israelites, thé gamé living people tq whom God
revealed Himself, who upheld even tﬂﬁﬁgh mertydom the fsith in the
‘one living God which msda!Christianity-ppaaible. '
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Another sore point, in much of thé tqachinginattar is the
trestment of the Pharisees, lNaturally, we cen not expect that
) Chriétianity ﬁust_sbare.our views of the Pharisees as, for the
most part, saintly dévote and courégeous men on whose moral _
an& scholarly #nterpretations of the Law normative Judelism rests
today. In recent yesrs, outstanding Christisn gcéholars have
presented & more balahced'and:affirmative view of the Pharisees,
but we must understand and accept that our evaluation of this
group will continue to be éifferent.  But all to frequently
"the Pharisees asre described as absolutely inhumen, HNo true
relizious motivation is ever ascribed to them. Seldom if ever
1s it sugeested that some 6f'themumight have'actedioﬁt-of sincere
‘conviction. Tha student is given a bicfure‘of s_group of people
utterly debesed, comnletely nypocriticel, motivated by nothing
i ks : 2
but blind hatred end vengeanee. The words of Fr, Paul Bemana,
the French Catholic scholar.'are perkrayr particulerly relevant
here:_' T -
.The manner and spirit of apnrdach with which we Jjudge the
Pharisees would seem to constitute a.true test of the ,
spirit of our taaching. Too often instead of seelng in them,
~end in the reproaches that Jesus directed to them, the mirror
of our hypocisy, our own narrowness, our own formaligm,
we are tempted to take exactly tre same attitude toward
them which they were termpted to teke towsrd the slnners
~and publicans., To present the “harisees in an historically
and theologically accurate way means to show -the very tempta-
tions, the sins, the renroaches directed to them are to be
teken, not in a collective sense, but rather in & permasnent
and universal sense. It means to understand and to make it

understood that the question is not they as against us,
but we besides them.
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In *xnounding'Chr%ntianity, unjust snd inaccﬁféﬁa compbriﬁons
with the Jewish feith ere bfteq ﬂede. Occaslonally, grabuitbua _
slurs to Juisism are intﬂboduced to Haghten the contrast to Chrisk-
ianity., In consequence Uudaism emerges as a legalistic reliwion
corcerned with external obsa"vances devoid of love, mercy and
'covpa-aicn. fcr example: "The Jews believed that one should hate
.an enerny but Christ taught the onposite.”" (I cannot resist |
the corment that St, Paul's injuretion, "I your enemf is
kungry feed klm" Romans 12:20, is a direct quote from Proverbs
25.21, ' '

Similaerly consider tho following stetement from a textbook:
REEXXF #EZHEEE "Little progrola has bean made in the conversion to
any form of Christianity of groupa ﬂho regard their raoe or religion
as the antithesis of Chpiatianity. such as the Jews and Mohammedsnsggss
Both of these lafge bodies are more anti-Christian then they are
pro-something.” How unchsriteble--to say nothing of inaccurate-e
a gen?ralization.- I prsctico,gy’fdiigion for 1ts own values and
in tﬁll‘approclation of the richness end depth of its tradition,
not in opposition to¥Bther faith. And I do not consider Judeiem
the antitheais_of-Ghristlanity.' What 1s left outlof a lesson may
be es 1nportanf in forming of atbitudea'aqd velues as what 1is
put in. By 1§nor1ng certein facts - olthéf intentionaily or
- under the 1nr1uanca or-ﬁnconncioua prejudice =~ authors of educa-
‘tional 11tarature may stimulete or abet bigotry.

For exesmple, it would be truo to atate that in the Hiddlo
Ages many Jews were moneylendera.- But the statement would be
misleading unless 1t were explained that Jews had few other ways
of supporting the elves, being barred fr giilds and forbidd t0
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own lsad, , N .
Some omissions likely to foster prejudice are illustrsted
here: - - e

II The Jewish background of Chriatianity 13 of ten ignored
- Many Cetholics aere largely unawere of Christianity's
Jewlsh roots. Some passeges zive the impression that
the Bible did not exist previous to the Catholic Churdh.

o§7 tnspired men whom He chose to write the
d ffersnt smaller books which comprise it
Bible/. There can be no doubt that the world mnat
thenk the Catholie Church for the Bible."

There are few, if any, references to Judaism as s religion
after the birth of Christisnity. Jewlsh religious
practices, holy dnza. etc., are described only in the
context of the ancient paat. The Cathollic student 13
given the 1lmpression that Judeism as a faith ceased to
exist with the founding of Chrijtianity, or with the
destruction of the Temple. The Jews of later ages thus
nay appear, by implicetion, as an irreligious peocple.
Even though Catholics believe Christianity to be the
fulfillment of Judaism, is there not: & responsibility
to mantion that Judaism cbntinuon a8 a8 living faith?

Through omisaion of fscts, later phases of Jawish hiatnry
ere presented ln a felse light. For exampla:

"The Jawa.'aa religionists, were not subjoct to
£ the Spenish Inquisiticn, but only as baptized
Christians, known es Marrsnos. Jews who practiced
. their own religion were not molested. Jewish
scholars admit that many Jews, of their own free
will, embraced the Catholie Church, were baptized.
fbllowod Catholic practices, yet were 1nainoore.

(It 13 not mentlonod that Jews who practiced their own raligion
were severely molested by the clvil guthorities if not by the :
Church. Moat Marranos oonﬁertad, not of their oun_free‘uill,

but under preusuéo-and the threat of exp@laion.)



Rﬁcommnm nmnlms:-

JUDAISM, by- .Father Paul Demann
(Hswthforn Press)

A richly perceptive and factually reliahle

introduction to the main doctrines of Judalsm,
Jewish worship and prayer, and the highlights
of Jewlsh history, written by a Romen Gatholic

priest.

_BRIDGE TO BROTHFRHOOD by Stuart E. Rosenberg

&

(Abelard-Schuman)

In popular non-technicsl language,

‘the author, a rabbi, outlines the -

shared and the differing views of
Christianity end Judsism towards
sacred times and. seasona, and

“‘gsacred ideas, -

_ THE JEHS AHD TﬁP JOSPEL -~ A Reexamination of the New Testament

by Gregory Baum, 0.S.A.
(The Newman Press)

Exsmines in detsil the teachings of
gospels and the letters of St. Paul

- to support the suthor's o ntention

'THE TTACHING OF CONTEMPT

"that "there is8 no foundation for the
‘accusation that & seed of contempt

and hetred for Jews csn be found in

.the New Testament."

- Christian Roots of enti-Semitism
by Jules Issac. _
.(Holt, Rinehart and winston)

“ A grest French historien traces

certain "themes of contempt” in
historic Christian teaching about

‘the Jews and calls upon Christian

leaders to redress these teachlngs,
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RTPRINTS AND ARTICLTS: All of the following may be obtained
: from the Americen Jewish Committee,

165 Tast 56th Street, New York 22, K. Y.

VATICAN MOVE: A BODI TC JE%ISH-CATHOLIC'D;ALOGUE
by Rabbi N¥are H, Tanenbaum

The mesning of the Ecumenical Council's. proposed
pronouncement on Ghristian-Jewish relations........0 ¢ _

_A"SN“RIWb YUUH QH_STIOJS ABOUT JEWS AND JUD&ISY

by Rebbi Bsrnett R. Brickner

Questions and snswers sbout Jewish tradition B
ar_ld r81igious Iritual..l.t..‘..."..'...‘...-..-.......‘.10¢

THS JEWS
by Hartzell Spencs

Cne of a series of articles on religions in America.....l0¢

WHAT IS A JTW?
by Horris 1. Kertzer

Questions and answers on the beliefs, traditions, ,
&nd pl‘&ctices Df Judaism..iou.lluﬁott-tltlt' ...II‘I......05¢ .
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David Denzig
Lucy S. Dawldowicsz

The Illegel Trial of Jesus

We recently lesrned that the EobbseMerrill Compeny;
Ine., published in August 1962 in its series Charter |
Books ("modern masterworks” in papgrback) Eerle L,
wingo's The Illegel Trisl of Jesus. |

The Illegel Trigl of Jesns is a crude Pundamens-

talist version of the trial nﬁﬂ‘crncifixlon of Jesus, in
effect antisemitic. Educated Fundamenmtsalists today, for
inﬁtanca, the so-called neo~-evangelicals (those mssociated
with the National Association of Evangelicals and opposed
to the diehard American Council of Christien Churches), would
likely be embarrassed by the historical snd theological
111iterscy of this book. Yet the blurb on the back cover
{attached) talks of this book's "totally new insight.®

The book shows how efil, brutal, degenerate, hypo-
eritical, selfish, mesn, carnal, usurious, narrow-minded,
and smug the Jews were (and still are?). Wingo is also
sure that the Jews were more to blame than the Romans for
the erucifixion. Some extracts sre attached which illiustrate

the quality of the text,
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Larl L. Hingo first published this book himself in
1954 in his home town of Hattiesburg, Mississippl, shere
he 1s regarded as a "prominent lawyer" end a "Christien
gentleman,” according to the pastor of the Baptist church
he attends., (This tcstimonisl, in the original edition,
was omitted ip the Bobbs=Merrill version.) Wingo is @
past proé!.t_lant of the Hiqs:lsaf!.pp,i Bar Assoclation. _*fh'é_
Bobbs-norrillhbook eppears to be a photo-offset edition
of the 195l origimel, with only the testimontel omitted
~ and some of the front matter rearranged.

Efforts should be made to have this book withdrewn
from further distribution.

¢ct Milton Ellerin
Eduin J. mkﬂﬂ
Marc Tanenbsun



THE GREATEST

 COURTROOM DRAMA

- OF ALL TIME

Entlualhng as any detectwe story,vital and star- .

~ tling as any front page trial of today, this book
tells the shocking, real story behind the accu-
. sations against Jesus, His arrest, trial, conviction,
His agony, and the “legalized” murder which
‘ensued. '

More than forty thousand copies of this
stunningly dramatic illumination on the “great-
est story ever told” have been sold in the high-
priced hardcover edition.Teachers and students
of the law have found endless fascination in its
fiery,eloquent pages which present a totally new
insight into the last days on earth of Jesus Christ.
Here now, for the first time in paperback, is the
violent and moving story of the most famous
trial in world history.

)
. st
rE.

= "

s ity

uu"s&";"s'fi_-ié’trﬂ IO IVINL TVOITII TH.L =

o8

— - e S

et e i . i, e e iy M e

LW PRIy

s S

P e
[ S

Charter Books 0
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/Extracts from The Illegsl Trisl of Jesus by Earle L. Wingo/

It was Paul of Tarsus, the great convert, who described
the two Jewish religious groups Egadducees and Pharisees/
in this manner: -

"Being filled with unrighteousness, fornication, wicked-
ness, covetousness, maliciousness; full of envy, murder,
debase, decelt, malignity; whisperers, back-biters, haters
of God, despiteful, proud, boasters, inventors of evil things,
disobedient to parents, covenant-breakers, without natural
affection, implacable and unmercifull"

What & stinging and yet truthful indictment ageinst the
so-cslled religious grouvs and leaders in Judea in the time
of Christ! And Paul knew whereof he spoke, for he lived among
and preached to them for several yesrs, Yes, Psul had seen
the evidence of that with which they stood accused by him /p. 87.

What the Jews had hoped and prayed for was a Kingdom of
God -- not in righteousness and joy and peace in the Holy
Ghost =-- but in meat and drink! They cherished the thought
of and insisted upon a Kingdom on earth which would, beyond
doubt, rival all others; and one which would also produce a

- miraculous triumph over their despised Roman rulers /p. 11/.

While the Sadducees were never very friendly with the
opposing religious group, the Pharisees, the two were ever
resdy to combine their miserable talents in any conspiracy
to embarrsss and humiliate the Christ =~ as well as the final
plan to destroy Him! Enmlity toward Jesus was the one, main
thing which they had in common. All that Jesus was teaching,
and sll that He preached, ran counter to the thoughts and
creed and teachings of both the Sadducees and Pharisees_[ﬁ. 3}7.

1

The Pharisees taught that fasting for long seascons, with
mournful countenances, was most pleasing in the sight of God.
With them it was a great sscrilege and crime for one to partake
of 2 single meal without having first washed his hands to the
elbows; and they never failed to condemn any person found to
be ignoring that tradition of theirs, Of all the people ever
to inhabit this earth, since the time of Adam and Eve, to the
present day, there has never been a more egostistical and
thoroughly hypocritical group! They were haughty, narrow-minded,

—



overbearing, self-satisfied, and strong in the belief that
they, elone, were infallible, impeccable, and better than
all the rest--including the Christ!

One could easily recognize them anywhere, for they
invariably wore the loudest colored, flowing robes with
enormous hems, so &s to attract others by their presence.
Loud and long were their prayers in public places, as they
sought to impress the bystanders with thelr pretended

‘righteousness and false piety! Moreover, they were quick to

sherply condemn and criticize all who failed to do the things
which they preached and taught, but di1d not themselves practice.
Their 1list contained a very limited number of things which

one nmust do, but set forth hundreds of acts which were by them

condemned as unlawful, and contrary to tradition and custom!

The above explains thelr persistence in regarding Jesus,
with His great message of brotherly love and eternal salvation,
as an enemy of thelr society and thelr school of thought.

Thelr harboring of malice towerd Jesus came, primarily, because
of divergence of teachings and thinking, They could never
approve of what Jesus had ever said or done. They would never
follow His leadership, because He brushed aslide, as being of

no consequence, the countless, absurd traditional practices

to which they clung with abiding devotion and unswerving

faith /pp. 33=3L7.

The records of court proceedings, in all the world, from
the days of Adam to the present time, reveal that there can
be found no parallel and no precedent for condemning one
upon his own confession, without supporting witnesses., Civili-
zation just would not tolerate such a practice. And, where
it has happened before, it wes outside of courts, and, in
limited and isolated instances, only where mob=-rule prevailedl
So, then, the only exception can be found in the "trial" of
Jesus before the Jewish highest court in Judea, in the year
A.D, 30! And the pages of that record gre so dark, and so
disreputable, that, for the next almost two thousand years,
none have dared to exemplify such tactics, or to use them
as justification for taking humen life /p. 727!




following basic points:
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) February 17, 1959

1

Mr. Arnold Forster. k

Anti-Defamation League

515 Madison Avenue

New York, N.Y.

Dear Arnie:

Following is a list of objections to specific scenes, charac-
ter portrayals, emphases, etc., in the film "Crown of Glory". They
have been pulled together from telephone tal ks with a number of the
individuals who saw the picture last Friday morning.. May I empha-
size as strongly as I can that they should be read in lizht of the

'l. Those who attended the screening did so as individuals
and are reacting as such and not on behalf of any organization.

2. Everyone found the picture shocking and abhorrent.

3. This film is harmful to good Christian-Jewish relation-
ships and is likely to foster anti-Semitism.

Ly. They believe this i1s a hopelesssituation in the sense
that the victure cannot be made acceptable by cuts or deletions.

5. They are not urging that the specific suggestions which
follow should be adopted and if those connected with the film
should make deletions, this does not imply any approval on the part
of those who made these suggestions.

6. e are opposed to censorship as a violation of the prin-

'ciple of fre speech. We recognize the right of producers to make

films of their own choice is a constitutional right, but like all
other rights, entails corresponding responsibilities to exercise
care not to do anything which will increase religious or racial
tensions. While we would not question the legal right of those .
who produce the film or the rizght of any exhibitor to show it, by
the same token, we would be remiss if we did not exercise our
rizht to express our opinion that the picture is harmful to good
human relations.

Keeping the above  in mind, following is a summary of thoughts
regarding particularly objectionable portions of the film. They
are listed in no special order and I have tried to the extent pos~-
sible to avoid repetition.

1. A number of those who saw the picture objected particularly
to the mob scenes. Comments were made particularly regarding the
sadist, bestial expressions and the Sturmer-type stereotyping of
some of the characters in the mob.- The comment was also made that
some of these mob scenes-were too.long, with too meny close-ups.
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2. The scene between Joseph and the rabbi pertaining to the
vow of chastity is a'mis-statement of Jewish law. I understand
that Jewish law requires married couples to strive for children _
and a vow of. chastity for married couples is contradictory to
Jewish law,

3. I am also informed that the Torah does not permit stairs
to the altar in the temple., The Toreh calls for an incline and
. proscribes atairs.'~ ' :

4. 'You may remember the scene and dialogue pertaining to the ..
braaking of Jesus' legs to insure his death before sundown. Again,’-
I am yziven to understand that Jewish law prohibits the breaking of
1imbs of human beings.

6. The portrayal of Pilate is historically inaccurate, . o Bt
Pontius Pilete was unquestionably a corrupt, wicked, cruel villain- J
ous person who at one time was recalled to Rome because of his. ;

'~ villainy. In this picture, he is sympathetically portrayed as ‘a
hero.

5. Crucifixion is prohibited by Jewish law.

7. The dialogue between Pilate and the Roman in which Pilate_.f’
calls the Jews a queer lot is a figment of a writer's imagination
. .and ean unnecessary scene.

8. The same applies to the'scene in which the Jewish mob
watching the crucifixion objects when the soldier raises the water
soaked sponge to Jesus' lips.

9. The Romana are plctured as victims‘of circumstance and as
. sympathetic characters. The villains throughout are the Jews.

10. There is no theological basis for the .over dramatization
of many scenes in this plecture

11l. The scene in which the mob calls for ‘the release of
Barabbas is particularly bad.

12. At the beginning of the picture there are words to the ..
effect "the world was in darkness from the time of Abraham to =
Jesus" This casts en unfair and unnecessary doubt upon Jewish
Scripture and the rise of monotheism. Also, it 1s historically
incorrect. % s v

13. Many scenés are unnecessarily protracted particularly "
those which show Jesus bleeding. A number of those who saw the
film found this particularly shocking.

1. The Sanhedrin is 1naccurately portrayed and unnecessarily
placed in a bad 1ight.

15. At least one viewer found the portrayal of the rabbi whom
~ Joseph consults to be objectionable. Granting the portrayal was
- unintentional, he nevertheless believes the features of the rabbi
*. are.not in keeping with the peraonality portrayed. -
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16. The impression is ziven that the Jews watching the cruci-
fixion seem to be enjoying themselves. It is unbelievable that no
one was disturbed by the torture.

17. Depicting Jews at the crucifixion wearing tallesim and
tephillin is wrong on religious grounds, offensive and without -
justification.

18, It is reiigiously wrong to portray Jews soing to the tem-
ple to see the rabbis. The temple was for the priests only.

19. Early in the picture, a remark was made with reference to
Moses. This was considered particularly objectionable although
the exact language could not be recalled.

20. A question was raised as to why Jesus was nailed to the
cross while the two thieves on each side of him were tied to the
cross with rope.

21. The sizn which was nailed to fhe cross just above Jesus'
head seemed to have langiaage both in Hebrew or Aramic and in Latin.
I believe this is incofrect even according to non-Jewish history.

.22, As one viewer put it - other crucifixion films have
blamed the Jews, but this is the first one which portrays the Jews
as enjoying it.

It is obvious both from the overall reaction and the number
of particular objections that we wish the picture had not been
made and would not be shown, althouzh for civil liberties reasons
and out of respect for the other fellows religious beliefs,; we
would not do anything beyond making our views known.

Thanks for the invitation to the screening.
Cordially,

JULES COHEN
National Coordinator
JC:SL



% ks Shifting responsibility for the death of Jesus from the Romans to the Jewish

Su—"

A

‘ \ s .
b L . - I_-.“:a, v F ) £ 7 1'_' F ..'!
E j fé'? bty "Eh i (_-*.-:"*‘ C 0“_1u.'fv':ri‘.‘-.-. L0 F &= ¥4 e

MEMORA NDUM

l. The complete absence of "a middle section" in which there is presented Jesus
the Man, the Scholar, the Teacher and the Miracle Worker who had great prophetic
stature among a large group of Jews in Palestine., Because of this omission, the

total impact is t.hat of Jesus and his twelve Apostles pitted against "the Jews."

2+ Showing merel,v the birth of Jesus and then jumping to the last day of his life
obviously omits motivation for the trial and punivhment. This makes the Crucifixion

the result of wild, unreasoned mob brutality by Jews.

3. The sheer cruelty and bloodiness of the film = all the ostensible fault of the
Jews. Many of these instances have been detailed:

a, The inhuman brutality of the scourging and the bleeding that ensues, o

be The infliction of the special cruelty: seeing the nails set to be
driven into fleshy and then hearing the hammer blows,

ce The special treatment imposed upon Jesus, intensifying the cruelty by
having him nailed to the C“oss while the two thieves are only bound by
TOpBSo

b1

mob, This is the clear intent of the movie manuscript. In a religious civiliza=-
tion where capital punishment was rare (and then only by stoning) modern scholarship,
in interpretation of the Gospels, makes the Romans responsible since all the methods .

" used were Roman forms of punishment. Flaying, the imposition of thorns and nails

Vs S

into the flesh, the breaking of limbs, and prolonged suffering by crucifmon are
all strictly forbidden by Jewish law,

S« The obvious reliah and enjoyment by the Jews who watched the suﬁ‘enng. As one
viewer put it, WOther crucifixion films and passion plays have blamed the Jews but
this is the first one which portrays the Jews as enjoying it," Only the Disciples,
the friends, the family of Jesus, and the stolid Romans who performed the acts of.
torture, are moved to pity in the film, thereby convineing the audience that an
unregenerate lack of mercy appears to be a universal Jewish trait, Particularly .
unforturate is the appearance of Jews on the screen wearing tallesim (prayer shawls)
and tephillim (phylacteries), Not only is this religiously inaccurate, but it
invidiously gives religious sanction to the cruelty,

6. - The picture begins with an assertion that the world was in darkness from the
time of Abraham to Jesus. Tnis derides the Old Testament, throws doubt upon the
Hebrew Scriptures and deprecates the rise of ethical monotheism.

7. The failure of the film to show that. the high priestq,,_ﬁnnaa and Caiaphas, were
not the properly constituted heads of the Jewish people.t They had obtained their
Tucrative office from the Roman governor Wirough bribery and had, through connivance,
gsecured control of the so-called Sanhedrin and therefore were able to help engineer
the death of Jesus. They, the high priests, were as much the minions of Rome as

was Pilate and yet this relationship never appears in the film, Furthermore, the
film does not show that these high priests, actually venmal politicians, had usurped
power. They organiged and controlled a small mob which they produced before Pilate
to agitate for them against the man who had protested t.heir illegal seizure of

puwer./‘"}




*Q
—
8. Nowhere is the fact made plain, although it constantly appears in the Gospels,.
hat a vast number of the Jewa in Palestine were fayorsbly disposed towerds Jeaus.)
Here agein, the ebsence of & 'midd.e section’ of the fiim is importent; there 1is
no record of Jesus' travel and teaching of the multitudes; there i1s no reference
to his triumphal entry into Jerusalem and to the hosts of Jews who had spread
palms before him as he entered the city, This enhances the impression that Jesus
wes crucified by "the Jews."

9. The mob who gathered to watch the agony is never ildentified as a small band
of Ceiaphas' henclmen. There is no suggestion that the Jews of Jerusalem and
Pelestine, aside from this tiny bend, were not involved, re is nmo recognition
that at that time the vast mejority of Jews lived outside of Palestine and that
few of them had ever heard of Jesus of Nazereth until later when the Apoetles
came to preach to them.

10. The cesting of the picture. Those who ere destined to be the followers of
Jesus, together with the members of his femily, sre ell portrayed by the seme
admirable physical types as are used to play the Roman officials and soldiers.

In contradistinction, “nose who are the enemies of Jesus or who occupy specific

roles ag Jews (for example, the ratbi with whom Joseph confers) are all distinguiehed
either by selection or mekeup as "caricature Jews." These stereotypes are
particularly unfortunate; it is netursl to assume that Mary, Joseph, Elizabeth,
Zechariah and the Apostles were Bll Palestinian Jews who would mormelly have
appeared to look no different than any of their neighbors.

11l. Specific unfortunate scenes:

8. The mob scene in front of the palace of Pilate and the second mob
scene before Pilate's seat of Judgment,

bs The undue repetition of the outery "ecrucify him" in those scenes.

¢+ The torture in the prison yard performed by those who had obvious
"Jewish casts of features" although the Gospels show that the torture was
performed by the Romans.

d, The dialogue of the Roman soldiers in which they discuss "the queerness
of the Jews."

a. The reference during the Crucifixion to the Laws of Moses which enhances
the attempt to give religlous senction to the Crucifixion,

f. The scene in vhich the Roman soldier raises the sponge to the lips of
Jesus. The Book of John describes the liquid as vineger. The Book of Luke
describes the scene = "The soldiers also mocked him, coming up end offering
him vineger..." Yet in the film the liquid is changed to refreshing vater
in order that the Jews watching the scene can protest the kindliness of the
Roman soldiers who attempt to give Jesus succor.
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[“_’ essence, the distress about the film resolves itself into three main
categories: The first, the excesdlve depiction of crvelty on the screen; the
seconl, the unrelisved responsibility of "the Jews" tfcor the triesl, agony end
death of Jesus; the third, the vircuel innocence of Romans ina the context of
the story. The last two points, of course, are contrary tothe works of the
Aposties® Creed in the Romsn Catholic Church: "suffered under Pontius Pilate,
wag crucified, died end was buried." In this connection it is interesting to
ncte Ghe brief summary of the personal opinion of Father Louis Hartman, C.Ss.R,
general secretary of the Catholic Biblical Association of America:

"The New Testement quite clearly lays the chief responsibility
for the death of Christ on a smell but powerful group of men
who could not claim to act as the rightly constituted head of
the Jewish people. This group of men wes the High-Priestly
clique of *the House of Annes,' who had no legitimate claim to
the Aaronic priesthood but who had bought their lucrative
office from the Roman authorities in Palestine. Humanly
speaking, it was our Lord's intereference with their unjust
Temple traffic that sealed His fate. The control which the
party of Annas end Caiphas had of the Senhedrin made the
Judicial condemnation of Jesus & foregone conclusion. The
rabble which they were able to rouse up to clamor for the
death of Christ before Pilate's tribumel could not spesk in
the neme of the whole Jewish people of that time and certainly
not in the name of all later Jewish generations, The Gospels
show that the vast majority of the Palestinian Jews with whom
our Lord came in contact were very favorably inclined towards
Him, Moreover, the bulk of the Jews at that time probebly lived
outside of Palestine, and apperently very few of these had even
heard of Jesus of Nazereth until some decades later when the
Apostles first preach to them,

"Histarically speeking, therefore, there i1s no basis for the
claim that the Jews of that time as & people were guilty of
the death of Christ, and obviously there is not the slightest
reason for bringing this ac tion egainst their descendants
of two thousand years hter.“?



PAUL WINTER

THE TRIAL OF JESUS

HERE MAY still be people who think, or
Tpretend to think, that no such person
as Jesus of Nazareth ever existed. One hears them
saying that the story of Jesus was invented to
- account for the emergence of a strange salvation
myth, intended by those who invented it to bring
hope to the oppressed masses living under the
sway of imperial Rome. No doubt, there are in
the New Testament mythical features, but the
persons who figure in the story, Jesus and his
disciples, are not mythical characters; they are
historical persons. Jesus of Nazareth lived, and
he died. He died on the cross.

This much, at least, is confirmed by two an-
cient historians, Josephus and Tacitus, both of
whom record that Pontius Pilate, the Roman
governor of Judaea, condemned Jesus. Josephus
explicitly mentions the mode of execution—cru-
cifixion; Tacitus does not say in what manner
the execution was carried out. However, neither
the reason for the execution of Jesus nor the
character of the penal proceedings which preced-
ed it, is disclosed by either of the two historians,
who, moreover, show a marked difference in their
manner of referring to Jesus. Josephus, the Jew,
speaks rather respectfully of him, calling him “a
wise man,” “a teacher of people.”! By contrast,
Tacitus, the aristocratic Roman, is full of scorn
for one whom he considers to have been “the
originator of a pernicious superstition,” an agi-
tator among barbarian orientals, and an enemy
of the law and order introduced and upheld by
Rome in a distant province. (He seems to con-
nect the teachings of Jesus and the activities of
Jesus’s disciples after their master’s death with the
outbreak of the great Jewish revolt in the year
66.)

What we also know for a fact is where Jesus
was arrested. Visitors to the Arab part of Jeru-
salem will be shown a grove on the Mount of
Olives called “the Garden of the Agony.” There,
or somewhere not far from that place, Jesus was
apprehended. He was then taken to the house

PAuL WinTER, who makes his home in London, is the author
of the widely acclaimed book, On the Trial of Jesus (pub-
lished in Berlin in 1961 in English, and available from
A. R. Allenson, Inc., Naperville, Illinois); and of many
articles in scholarly periodicals on various aspects of the
same subject. This is his first appearance in COMMENTARY.

of the Jewish high-priest, and from there, ac-
cording to the Gospel of Luke, to the meeting-
place of the Sanhedrin, the Jewish Council, before
being handed over for trial to Pilate. We do not
know where the high-priest’s house stood. The
locality shown by Jerusalem cicerones as “The
House of Caiaphas” is certainly not the spot; it
is the ruin of a large building from Byzantine
times. As for the location of the Sanhedrin’s meet-
ing-place, we have conflicting reports; it seems,
however, to have been situated on the Temple
Mount, in the area known today as the Haram-
esh-Sherif. And the residence of Pilate, when the
governor stayed in Jerusalem for official or for
private reasons, was the Herodian Palace which
was located in the southwestern sector of the
present-day walled city, near the Jaffa Gate.

We do not know the exact year of Jesus's
death; nor do we know the day. All that is cer-
tain is that he was crucified while Pontius
Pilate held office as Prefect of Judaea—that is,

! Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, 18:63,64. Scholars are
divided in their opinions on the authenticity of this pas-
sage. The text in our editions of the Antiquities certainly
contains insertions which do not come from Josephus's own
hand. The passage appears to have been tampered with by
a Christian copyist, probably in the 3rd century. Neverthe-
less, there are good reasons for assuming that Josephus did
relate the death of Jesus. When writing about James the
Just (Jewish Antiquities 20:199, 200), Josephus casually
mentions that James was the brother of " Jesus who is called
Christ.” Tt thus seems that Josephus, before he referred to
James, had already informed his readers about Jesus. Fur-
thermore, the testimonium displays features which can
scarcely be attributed to a Christian interpolator. Jesus is
here called “"a wise man,” a designation not in keeping with
Srd-century Christian notions about who and what Jesus
was. The immediately following words, “if it is permissible
to call him a man,” may have been added; they show that
the copyist felt uncasy about an expression Josephus had
used. The testimonium distinguishes between the roles
which the Jews and which the Romans played in Jesus's trial.
It refers to an indictment that was drawn up by Jewish
nobles, yet states that the death sentence was passed by the
Roman governor. It was not customary for Christians in the
3rd century to make such fine distinctions; they Ratly
charged the Jews with responsibility for everything—arrest,
trial, sentencing, and crucifixion. Ultimately, the adherents
of Jesus are in the testimonium called “the tribe of Chris-
tians,” a phrase not used of Christians by people who were
Christians themselves, but credible in the mouth of a 1st-
century Jew who was steeped in the Old Testament and
would be accustomed to describing internal divisions within
the body politic of the Jewish nation by the word “tribe.”



some time between 26 and 36 of the current era—
and that his crucifixion took place shortly before
or on the feast of Passover. Since Jesus is pop-
ularly supposed to have been born in the year 1,
since the Gospel of Luke reports that he was
approximately 30 years old when he began to
preach, and since the Gospel of John seems 1o
lend some support to the assumption that his
preaching activities lasted three years, the year
of his death has widely been thought to be 33.
But all the premises on which this calculation is
based are wrong. In recent times, the year 30 has
been suggested by an increasing number of schol-
ars, notably continental Roman Catholic scholars,
but I believe that we have to go still further back,
to 29 or even 28.

Three arguments favor this earlier dating. First
of all, a 2nd-century tradition, preserved by Clem-
ent of Alexandria, states that Jesus died forty-two
years before the destruction of Jerusalem under
Tiws—that is, in 28. Secondly, Josephus places
the crucifixion among those events which occurred
close to the beginning of Pilate’s governorship.
The third reason, and in my opinion the decisive
one, for dating the crucifixion before the year 30,
lies in the chronology of the Apostle Paul's mis-
sionary travels. Fourteen years after his conversion,
Paul attended what is traditionally called the
“Council of Jerusalem,” a meeting of the elders
of the Church which is believed to have taken
place during the reign of Agrippa I. If this Coun-
cil met as late as the year of Agrippa’s death, 44,
Paul’s conversion would fall somewhere around
the year 30. Paul was not one of the original dis-
ciples of Jesus, but on the contrary an opponent
of the messianist sect whose members he is said
to have persecuted in the beginning. Hence, we
must assume that some time elapsed between the
death of Jesus and Paul's conversion. How long
this time was, we do not know. But it pushes the
year of Jesus's crucifixion back before 30.

We do not know the exact day. The fact that
all four Gospels place the trial either on the eve
of Passover or on the day of the actual festival,
makes it virtually a certainty that Jesus was ar-
rested and tried around that time, but it might
well have been a few days earlier or later. It
would appear that one group of his followers
drew a comparison between the death of Jesus
and he slaying of the paschal lamb, and there-
tore 1ad the moment of the crucifixion coincide
with that event. This tradition, mentioned al-
ready by the Apostle Paul, was preserved by John,
who dates the crucifixion on the fourteenth of
Nisan. Another early group of Christians con-
nected the festive Passover meal, the seder, with
the establishment of the New Covenant, the in-
stitution of the Eucharist, and to allow Jesus to
partake of the seder, his crucifixion had to be
dated after it. This tradition influenced the Mar-
can dating. Since both datings are inspired by
religious motivation, there is little to choose be-

tween them from the historian’s point of view.
All we can say for sure is that the trial and
subsequent crucifixion fell on a day close to the
Passover.

at night. According to Mark, Matthew, and
Luke, his arrest was carried out by a team, some
men being armed with swords, others with staves
or cudgels. According to John, the arrest was car-
ried out by a detachment of soldiers under the
command of a Roman officer, and accompanied
by Jewish policemen. At first sight, these reports
conflict with each other, but the conflict is re-
solved if we remember that Roman soldiers car-
ried swords, while the Jewish police carried ba-
tons, Thus the men who are mentioned in Mark
as having been armed with staves are Jewish po-
licemen, while those members of the crowd whom
Mark describes as carrying swords are identical
with the detachment that is specified as a cohort
of soldiers by John.

Mark, we must remember, was written in Rome,
at a time when Christians were exposed to attack
by the Roman mob, and were subject to suspicion
on the part of Roman officials. Therefore, the
evangelist may well have had cogent reasons for
not wishing to draw attention to the fact that
Jesus had been arrested by Roman soldiers or
mercenaries in the service of Rome; and this may
well have made him substitute the vague and
colorless expression “a crowd with swords” for
the more definite designation of his source—a
source which still comes to the fore in the
Johannine account. Jesus was arrested by Roman
soldiers who were accompanied, probably as
guides, by some Jewish policemen. -

None of the evangelists tells us in plain lan-
guage the reason for the arrest. But Mark, Mat-
thew, and Luke reproduce the gist of a conversa-
tion which Jesus is reported to have held with
the people who came to arrest him: “You have
come,” Jesus complains, “with swords and batons
to arrest me as a rebel. I stayed with you in the
daytime [or daily] on the Temple Hill and I
taught. You did not' arrest me then.”? The Greek
word which the synoptic evangelists use
(leeistees) can be and usually is translated “rob-
ber” as well as "rebel.” In the Ist century, how-
ever, this term was not exclusively used of ban-
dits, but was applied to persons who in any of
the Roman provinces resorted to armed resistance
against Roman rule. In Roman eyes such people
were bandits, robbers; in the people’s estimate of
themselves, they were patriots, perhaps guerrillas,
partisans, freedom fighters. When Jesus, on the
Mount of Olives, said to those who were taking
him into custody, “You come with swords and
batons to arrest me as a rebel. Was I not with
you, teaching openly in the light of day?'—he
was defending himself by asserting his peaceful

* Mark 14:48, 49; Matthew 26:55; Luke 22:52, 53,

Q L. FOUR Gospels report that Jesus was arrested



aims as a teacher. In Pilate’s court, the charge
was the same as that for which he had been ar-
rested: he was accused of being “King of the
Jews.” And the cause for which he was sentenced
to crucifixion was again the same, as the inscrip-
tion on the cross confirms. Jesus was arrested by
Roman troops as a Jewish rebel.

After his arrest, Jesus was brought to the house
of the Jewish high-priest. All four Gospels agree
on this. But why was he not immediately taken
to the Jewish law court? Because it was night,
and the court was closed. Then why was he not
immediately taken to the Roman prison? Because
a preliminary investigation was required for which
the Romans used local officials, Jews, who, by
reason of their knowledge of the local conditions
and language, were better equipped to carry out
any necessary inquiries. Up to the moment
when Jesus arrived in the house of the high-priest,

the four reports of the Gospels are more or less .

in agreement; from that moment on, they differ
profoundly in their accounts. of the proceedings.
According to John, Jesus was led to Annas, who
interrogated him privately. There is no accusa-
tion, no witnesses are heard, no court assembles.
It is a private conversation, or at the most a pre-
liminary hearing. In the morning Jesus is sent,
via Caiaphas, to the procurator Pontius Pilate.
Thus, in John's account, no Jewish law court
deals with the case. Yet at the very time at which
John presents Jesus as conversing with Annas,
Mark and Matthew arrange for him to be tried
in a plenary session by the whole Sanhedrin. Mark
does not mention the name of the presiding high-
priest; Matthew gives his name as Caiaphas. The
Sanhedrin meets at night in the high-priest's
house—surprisingly, for this body, as the Parlia-
ment cum High Court of the Jewish nation, had
a meeting-place of its own, its proper Council
Hall, and there exists no record besides the ac-
counts of Mark and Matthew from which it might
be guessed that it ever met in a high-priest’s resi-
dence to hold its consultations; especially not at
night, and not on a feast day. Nevertheless, ac-
cording to Mark and Matthew, Jesus is tried be-
fore an official session of the Council held in the
high-priest’s residence; witnesses are examined,
their testimony is dismissed; Jesus is then closely
interrogated by the presiding high-priest, convict-
ed on his self-incriminatory reply—without cor-
roboration—by all the assembled councilors, and
sentenced to death for the crime of blasphemy.

Luke has nothing of that. No session of the
Sanhedrin takes place at night. Jesus spends the
rest of the night in the custody of the guards
who had arrested him.

Early in the morning the Sanhedrin convenes—
for the second time, according to Mark and Mat-
thew; for the first time according to Luke; John
reports nothing of a session. From the Lucan
wording it can be concluded that the morning
session of the Sanhedrin was held in a locality

other than the place where Jesus had been de- -
tained during the night. At their morning ses-
sion the Jewish councilors decide to conduct
Jesus to Pilate, to be tried by the Roman author-

ity.

FRE WE are faced with a problem. If Jesus, as
Mark and Matthew have it, was sentenced
during an earlier session by the Sanhedrin, we
would expect to find a reference to the verdict in
the report of the Sanhedrin’s second meeting. No
word of it. As if they have forgotten that they
themselves had sentenced Jesus for the crime of
blasphemy, the Jewish magistrates hand Jesus
over to Pilate for trial, on another charge—the
charge, it turns out, on which he had been ar-
rested in the first place! Pilate is not asked to con-
firm a sentence for blasphemy; he is not even
told that Jesus has been tried and found guilty of
such an offense; and he acts throughout as
a magistrate who is presiding over the first stage
of judicial proceedings, not as one who has been
called to confirm a sentence passed by some other
court of law. He demands to know whether Jesus
has claimed to be the king of the Jews. The re-
ply of Jesus, “You have said it,” may be taken
as an afirmation, though there are scholars who
dispute this. In any case, it is not a direct reply.
All four Gospels agree that Jesus appeared be-
fore Pilate in the early morning. It must have
been at a very early hour indeed, if the Marcan
statement that Jesus was crucified at 9 am3 is
correct. For even if we leave out the amplifica-
tion of the trial scenes in Luke and John, Mark
himself places quite a few events between the
examination of Jesus by Pilate and the execution:
a protracted parley with the accusers, Pilate’s in-
decision, the Barabbas episode, the clamor of the
mob, the death sentence, the scourging and the
mockery of Jesus, the journey to the place of
execution outside Jerusalem. Such early prepared-
ness on the governor’s part to sit in judgment
would have been impossible unless Pilate had
been given prior knowledge that his presence
would be required in the court. The early hour
thus tends to confirm the reliability of the Johan-
nine report concerning the arrest of Jesus by
military personnel under the command of a Ro-
man offcer.

The evangelists—all four of them—describe
Pilate as convinced of Jesus's innocence and anx-
ious to acquit him. But instead of using his su-
preme authority as the highest judge and gov-
ernor of the province, and simply passing a ver-
dict of acquittal, Pilate offers to let Jesus go as
an act of grace. The Gospels refer to a habit of
Pilate, or a Jewish custom, of releasing a prisoner
on the Passover; in accordance with this, Pilate
asks the Jews whether he should release Jesus or
another prisoner called Barabbas. Here the evan-

" Mark 15:25.



gelists actually contradict themselves. On the one
hand, they say that the Jewish citizens of Jeru-
salem were free to demand the release of any one
prisoner; on the other hand, they report that
Pilate limited the people’s choice by offering them
only the alternative of freeing Jesus or Barabbas.
We read later on in the Gospels that Jesus was
not crucified alone, but together with two other
men. Hence when Jesus stood before Pilate there
must have been at least two more accused or con-
demned men in the governor’s custody. If the
Jews of Jerusalem were free to demand the re-
lease of any prisoner, why should Pilate have
limited them to Jesus or Barabbas? In actual
fact, no custom of releasing a prisoner at the
Passover season ever existed, either in Jewish or
in Roman law. Barabbas, however, seems to have
been a historical person, though “Barabbas” is
only part of his name. There exist Gospel codices
which give the name in full as Jesus bar Abba.
If two persons, both called Jesus, had been ar-
rested instead of one, the Roman magistrate
might have asked which of the two was to be
tried. In that case, endeavoring to present Pilate
as being favorably disposed toward Jesus, the
writer of the Second Gospel might have constru-
ed the Barabbas episode as we have it in his
book, making it appear that the governor was
not asking about the identity of the accused, but
rather offering one of the two for pardon:
“Which one of the two shall I release, Jesus who
is called Bar Abba or Jesus who is called Mes-
siah?” Yet Pilate had no need to resort to a pre-
sumed paschal custom of granting amnesty; nor
did he have any reason to leave the decision to
the crowd. He was the judge. If he found Jesus
to be guiltless, and the stubborn Jews insisted that
Barabbas should be granted a pardon, all Pilate
had to do was pronounce Jesus innocent and re-
lease him along with Barabbas. Nobody in Jeru-
salem—no high-priest nor any other Jew—could
have prevented the imperial governor from set-
ting Jesus free, if he had ever been inclined to
do so.

The evangelists, however, report that Pilate’s
kindly gesture to set Jesus free by an act of
grace proved of no avail. The Jews prefer Bar-
abbas. He is released and the proceedings of the
court come to an end,

F WE wisH to understand what lies behind this
Iversion of the story, we have to remind ourselves
once again that Mark—the oldest Gospel, though
the second in the Canon—was written in Rome
at a time (around the year 70 of the current
era) when the small community of Christians liv-
ing there was in constant danger of persecution.
Already in the 40's, Christian missionary preach-
ing had provoked the Emperor Claudius to ex-
pel all Jews from the capital city, those who be-
lieved that the Messiah had appeared and those
who did not share such a belief (the Romans

were as yet unable to distinguish between messi-
anist Jews—that is, Christians—and other Jews),
and in Nero's reign the persecution of the Chris-
tians took an even grimmer form. Since Mark was
composed either at the end of Nero’s reign or
shortly afterward, the evangelist had every rea-
son to try to ingratiate himself and his co-reli-
gionists with the Romans. The fact that Jesus
had been sentenced to the cross by Pilate—a death
penalty which carried opprobrium in Roman
eyes, as being reserved for the most heinous
crimes, and for slaves and despised foreigners—
could not be concealed. But the evangelist could
portray Pilate as having been unwilling to pass
a death sentence and as having recognized the in-
nocence of the man whom Christians now wor-
shipped. For this purpose Pilate had to be pre-
sented as acting under Jewish pressure against his
own better conviction. The evangelist’'s tendency
was not “anti-Semitic,” as some might say; it was
defensive and apologetic. He was concerned with
promoting the fortunes of his little group, and
was anxious to avoid suspicion and counter hostil-
ity on the part of the authorities. Accordingly, he
presented the Roman authority of Jesus's own
day, Pontius Pilate, as professing that he had
found “no fault in this man.” The writer of the
Second Gospel and those who came after him
never realized what results this shift in the re-
sponsibility for Jesus's crucifixion would have in
future generations.

In this connection, it is instructive to look at
how the various evangelists refer to the governor's
final decision. Not one of them is prepared to
state plainly that a sentence of death was passed
on Jesus by the Roman magistrate: In Mark and
Matthew we read that “Pilate delivered Jesus
to be crucified”—an oblique manner of reporting
a judicial verdict. Luke and John are even more
reticent, The former states that Pilate gave in to
the demand of the Jews and allowed Jesus to be
crucified, while the latter goes so far as to say
that Pilate relinquished Jesus to the Jews who
themselves took him away and crucified him. All
the evangelists are at pains to avoid putting on
record the passing of a death sentence by the
Roman magistrate. But the fact remains that cru-
cifixion was a Roman punishment, not a Jewish
one.

Jesus is crucified, according to Mark at nine
o'clock in the morning, according to John in the
late afternoon. Together with him two other pris-
oners are executed by crucifixion, of whose trial
and sentencing the New Testament gives no in-
formation. But there is one small, perhaps signif-
icant, detail: the two men are designated as
leeistat, rebels—the same appellation which is ap-
plied to Jesus in the synoptists’ account of his ar-
rest. On Pilate’s order, an inscription is attached
to the cross stating the reason, the causa, or aitia,
for pronouncing the death sentence. This inscrip-
tion reads: “King of the Jews.” In the tangled
mass of evangelical accounts of Jesus’s trial, one



point stands out with clarity: he was arrested as
“a rebel,” accused before Pilate as “King of the
Jews,” found guilty as such, and executed as
such. None of the later accretions which in the
Gospels overlay the original primitive account,
and none of the editorial modifications from the
hands of successive evangelists, can hide or dis-
guise the fact that Jesus of Nazareth was arrested,
accused, tried, sentenced, and executed on a
charge of insurrection against Roman rule in
Judaea.

HRISTIAN scHOLARS, Catholic and Protestant,
Cgcnerally do not dispute this. But many of
them, the great majority perhaps, will say that
the political accusation was a “trumped-up
charge,” invented by the Jewish authorities of
the day who had found Jesus “worthy of death”
for religious reasons, but who could not act on
their own authority because while the Sanhedrin
had the right to pass sentences of death, it had
no right to carry out such sentences. This argu-
ment is faulty. At the time when Judaea was un-
der procuratorial rule, from the year 6 to the
year 66 c.E., Jewish law courts did pass death
sentences upon Jewish inhabitants of Israel, and
did carry out such sentences on their own auth-
ority, without referring the cases to the Roman
solitical administrator of the country,

There is evidence for this in the New Testa-

ment itself. The Acts of the Apostles (a book
which has as its subject the growth of Christian-
ity in the first three decades or so after Jesus's
death) mentions several cases in which the San-
hedrin either intended to exercise its power to
pass and carry out capital sentences, or actually
did so. For example, there is the description*
of how Stephen, denounced for his preaching,
was brought before the Jewish magistrates, led
into the courthouse for his trial and, after being
taken out again, was immediately carried off to
his execution. He was executed in the Jewish
manner, by stoning, in strict accordance with
Jewish law as laid down in Deuteronomy.’
Certain exegetes explain away the execution
of Stephen on the Sanhedrin’'s orders as an ir-
regularity, an illegal act of lynching carried out
by an excited mob. But these exegetes commit the
error of concentrating primarily on the contents of
the so-called “Speech of Stephen” to his judges®
instead of on the factual account of how Stephen
was taken into the Sanhedrin's council-hall and
executed after he re-emerged. The author of the
Acts of the Apostles was in a position to obtain
factual information only concerning what happen-
ed before Stephen was taken to the courthouse
and what happened after he left it. He had no
minutes of the court proceedings, no information
about what went on inside the council-hall, and
knew nothing of what Stephen niight have said
to his judges. The diatribe he attributes to Ste-
phen is not a defense plea; it bears no connection

with the case at all; and except for the addition-
al final words? is not even “Christian” in its
content. It is a violent denunciation of the Tem-
ple ritual—and Jewish Christians took part in the
Temple cult until the Temple was destroyed in
the year 70—such as might possibly have originat-
ed among members of the pre-Christian Dead Sea
Covenanters or a kindred Jewish group. The
writer of the Acts could have found some tran-
script of a homily with an anti-cultic tenor, re-
styled and adapted it, and then used this ma-
terial to amplify and enliven his meagre account
of the trial of Stephen.?

Once we recognize that what the Acts pre-
sents as Stephen’s speech is in no way a transcript
of the actual words Stephen said to his judges, we
shall not fall into the error of contending that
Stephen so enraged his audience by this speech
that they seized him and carried him off to be
stoned without awaiting the court’s proper ver-
dict. Stephen was not stoned by an excited mob.
He was executed in pursuance of a legal sen-
tence, legally passed by a court competent to try
him.

Another reference to the Sanhedrin's power to
pass and carry out sentences of death is in Acts
5:27,38, where it is reported that the Sanhedrin,
when investigating the activities of some of Jesus's
disciples, intended to sentence them to death and
execute them. According to the Acts, the Jewish
councilors were persuaded to abstain from carry-
ing out this intention by Gamaliel’s counsel of
moderation.?

In chapters 13-26 of the Acts, we also have
an account of a conflict of competence between
the Jewish and the Roman authorities concerning
the question as to whether the Apostle Paul-a
Roman citizen!—-ought to be tried by a Jewish or
a Roman court. Acts 26:10 puts the following
declaration on the lips of Paul: “On the authori-
ty of the senior priests, I sent many of the saints
[Christians] to prison. When they were put to
death, I cast my vote against them.” The relevant
point, when appraising the significance of this
declaration, is not whether Paul actually uttered
these words or not. Nor does it matter much
whether the statement here ascribed to him is his-
torically correct. Of significance is the fact that
the author of the Acts, writing in the latter part
of the Ist century, had Paul make this statement.
It jurisdiction in capital cases was in Judaea re-
served to the Roman governor, it would have
been common knowledge among the readers of
the Acts of the Apostles that Jewish criminal
courts had no right Lo carry out capital sentences
and that Paul the Apostle could not have taken

¢ Acts 6:12-7:59,

* Acts 7:58b; compare Deuteronomy 17:5-27.

" Acts 7:2-53, 56.

F Acts 7:56.

" Compare my remarks in the Deutsche Literaturzeitung,
Val. 82, 1961, columns 790-792.

" Acts 5:34-40.



part in proceedings of this sort. Would the au-
thor of the Acts have deliberately invited con-
tradiction by attributing a statement to Paul
that his readers must have known to be incor-
rect?

VEN IN LATER centuries, several Fathers of the

Church preserved knowledge of the fact that
in the time of Jesus Jewish law courts in Judaea
exercised unlimited jurisdiction over Jews who
were being tried for capital offenses. Origen de-
scribes the condition of the Jewish judiciary aft-
er the year 70, and explains that it lost its capi-
tal jurisdiction as a result of the victory of Roman
arms in that year.?® In another passage,’* Origen
mentions that Jewish law courts continued to ad-
minister the death penalty even after the year
70, but were now compelled to do so clandestine-
ly in order not to risk a conflict with the Roman
rulers whom they were defying.

Origen wrote in the early 3rd century. Stll later,
Augustine of Hippo, when commenting on the
passage of the Fourth Gospel which denies the
Jewish leaders any right to carry out sentences of
death,?? offers the following explanation: “This
is to be understood in the sense that the Jews
could not carry out an execution because they
were celebrating a festival.”!® Thus according to
Augustine, the Jews of Jesus’s time were not de-
prived of the right to put sentences of death into
effect; they voluntarily refrained from exercising
it on a holy day. John Chrysostom of Antioch
has the same explanation.!

Those who contend that the Sanhedrin: lacked
the power to administer the death sentence it is
alleged to have passed on Jesus!s are therefore
giving inadequate weight to the evidence which
the New Testament itself provides. What is more,
they fail to draw the logical conclusion from their
argument when they maintain that the Sanhedrin
was authorized to pass a sentence of death, yet
not authorized to carry out this sentence without
endorsement from the Roman procurator. For if
it were indeed the procurator’s duty to confirm or
set aside a death sentence passed by a Jewish
court, he would have been required to review the
case in terms of Jewish law—the law that had been
applied by the inferior court when passing sen-
tence. Unless the procurator were an expert in
the procedures and substance of Jewish law, it
would have been quite impossible for him to do
this. The Romans, however, true to their maxim
not to become embroiled in the religious affairs
of other nations, did permit the Sanhedrin juris-
diction in all cases, including capital ones, where
Jewish religious law came into question.

But even supposing that the Jews were pre-
vented by constitutional limitations from putting
into effect a death sentence which they had pass-
ed on religious grounds, they would still not have
needed to invent a political charge of sedition.
It is ridiculous to assert, as some quasi-scholars

do, that Pontius Pilate would have taken no cog-
nizance of an accusation on religious grounds,
that he might have “shrugged his shoulders" if
the representatives of the Sanhedrin had asked
him to confirm a sentence passed for blasphemy.
When Rome took over the political administra-
tion of Judaea (at the wish of the Jews them-
selves, who hoped to enjoy a greater measure of
autonomy under Roman dominion than they had
done under the misgovernment of the Herodian
dynasty), the Emperor recognized Rome's obliga-
tion to uphold the ancestral Jewish law and reli-
gion in the country. And Roman law provided
the death sentence for religious offenses. We
know from Josephus that a Roman procurator
sentenced a Roman soldier to death because that
soldier had shown disrespect for.a scroll of the
Torah.’% In other words, the Jewish religion, to
use a modern expression, was “the religion of
the State” in Judaea, even in procuratorial times.
Hence, supposing that the Sanhedrin was not in
a position to put into effect its own judgment and
therefore referred Jesus's case to Pilate, the Jewish
councilors could simply have accused Jews of a
religious offense.

T MAY BE argued—and not without justification—
that the charge of sedition on which Jesus
was tried and executed was made by his enemies,
Jewish or Roman, and that it says nothing about
his own aims or of the state of his own mind.
Owing to their nature and their origin, the Gos-
pels are unsuitable as documents that would allow
access to the mind of Jesus. The Gospels do con-
tain, however, traditions of undeniably Christian
origin which assert a claim to kingship on behalf
of Jesus. In two of the Gospels, for instance, we
find the genealogies of Jesus, intended to trace
back his descent to David!? and thus establish the
legitimacy of his royal right as David's heir. In one
Gospel, we find the solemn announcement of
Jesus’s birth, made by an angel, who promises
Mary that Jesus will inherit his royal ancestor’s
throne and reign over the house of Jacob. In two
of the Gospels, we find on Jesus's lips a declaration
to his twelve disciples that they will sit on thrones

1° Origen, Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ro-
mans 6;7 (Patrologia Graeca, Vol. 14, columns 1072, 1075) .

" Origen, Letter to Africanus 14 (Patrologia Graeca, Vol.
2, column 84) .

1% John 18:31.

2 Augustine, On John, Tractate CXIV 4 (Patrologia Lat-
ina, Vol. 35, column 1937) .

"¢ Chrysostom, Homilies on John, LXXXIII 4 (Patrologia
Graeca, Vol. 59, column 452) .

3 Mark 14:64b; Matthew 26:66.

10 Josephus, The Jewish War 2:281. For similar instances
of Roman deference to the susceptibilities of the Jewish pop-
ulation, see The Jewish War 3:246 and Antiquities 20:136.

" Matthew 1:1-16; Luke 3:23-31. The two “family trees”
were manifestly revised before being incorporated into the
Gospels. In the evangelists’ presentation, the line of Jesus's
descent from David is broken (in Matthew 1:16 and Luke
8:28) as a result of rewording.



and judge the tribes of Israel. In one of the Gos-
pels we also read that Jesus's followers, after the
shattering experience of their master's death,
voiced their despair in the words, “We had
hoped that it would be he who comes to redeem
Israel.”

Now the Gospels (all writtén two and three
generations after the death of Jesus) reflect a
great variety of traditions that developed in differ-
ent surroundings and at different times. These
traditions express divergent concepts of the char-
acter and function which various groups of peo-
ple, all in some way attached to the memory of
Jesus, assigned to him. The clearest indication
of the differences in their outlook lies in the
titular designations they gave to him. Sometimes
he is called “teacher,” sometimes ‘“‘the Son of
Man,” sometimes “the Prophet,” sometimes “the
Son of David,” sometimes “the Messiah (Christ),”
sometimes “the Son of God”; he is also called
by several other names. These titles are by no
means synonymous. Each describes a distinct so-
cial status or a specific theological concept, point-
ing to a different role in the eschatological drama
of history which the followers of Jesus expected to
unfold. )

The title which in due course came to sup-
plant all the others is, of course, christos
(“Christ” in English) which is Greek for the
Hebrew “Messiah,” meaning “The Anointed
One." Anointing was in ancient Jewish custom
the formal act of investing the holder of the
highest office in the Jewish polity with authority
over those under his command, the act by which
his legitimate appointment to the leadership of
the nation was made known to one and all. What
coronation is in British constitutional law, anoint-
ing was in Jewish law. The Anointed One, the
Messiah, the Christ, was thus a title of honor,
due to the highest functionary of the Jewish
state. By the time of the Apostle Paul, however, the
concept of messiahship, or rather christhood, had
already advanced far beyond its primary connota-
tion and toward the meaning which it now holds
for Christians, denoting to them a Being of supra-
historical significance and of transcendent char-
acter. This change resulted—to simplify a com-
plex process—from the gradual amalgamation of
two distinct eschatological concepts which were
in vogue among Jews in the New Testament era:
the expectation of a messiah who would re-estab-
lish Israel’s political independence; and the ex-

pectation of the coming of the Son of Man, a
mythical figure who would restore man to the
primordial glory. that was his before Adam fell
from the friendship of God. A certain group of
Jews, who believed that Jesus of Nazareth would
take on a paramount role in the impending last
act of human history, thought and spoke of him
as the Messiah; another group of Jews, no less
convinced of Jesus's vocation, thought of him in
terms’ of the apocalyptic Son of Man. The two
groups mixed, their members coalesced, and the
combined group continued to use for their cult-
hero the designation “Christ” (a title borrowed
from legal-political terminology) while now at-
tributing to the Christ the characteristics and
functions of the transcendent, supra-historical Son
of Man. The spread of Christianity to parts be-
yond Galilee and Judaea and the influx of con-
verts with pagan antecedents accelerated the pro-
cess of change, for to converts from the Gentile
world the primary meaning of the word “Christ-
Messiah” was unknown. There is already in the
New Testament, the Gospels as well as the Epis-
tles, a difference between what Christians meant
when they used the expression “Christ,” and what
“Messiah” meant in Jewish usage. Yet the fact
that certain of his followers chose the title “Mes-
siah” for him, and that their choice prevailed
over others, indicates that an influential section
among the early Christian fellowship connected
with their belief in Jesus the expectation of po-
litical independence from foreign domination. In
no other way can their choice of the title “Mes-
siah” or “Christ” be explained.

But if the Gospels make it clear that it was
Christians who harbored hopes of Israel’s eman-
cipation from political subjection, of re-estab-
lishment of the ancient Jewish dynasty, and who
believed that the final triumph of Israel over Rome
would be the triumph of Good over Evil, the
victory of God over Satan—the Gospels do not
tell us whether the hope arose in the lifetime of
Jesus or only after the disciples’ experience at
Easter. We can say without hestitation that Jesus's
followers cherished aspirations of Jewish nation-
al independence. We cannot say whether they
were encouraged to such aspirations by Jesus him-
self. Only what his followers hoped, what they
thought and expected, finds expression in the
Gospels. What Jesus himself thought, what his
aims were, what he asserted or what he expect-
ed, we simply do not know.
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Nelicious? Kosher? Pareve?

D

By JUDITH HEIRSHIQZF

THE great significance of the
-~ document dealing with the
Roman Catholic Church’s atti-
tude toward Jews and Judaism
which was recently introduced
into the present Zcumenical

"Council by Augustin Cardinal

Bea, president of the Secretariat
for the Promotion of Christian
Unity, is that it explicitly repudi-
ates the charge that Jews are
“deicides” or “Christ-killers.”
The decree also condermns anti-
Semitism and affirms  the
Church'’s Jewisn origins and the
Jewishness of Jesus, his family
and his apostles. (These latter
sentiments, however, do not rep-
resent striking innovations, since
the Church has condemned anti-
Semitism on vzrious occasions,
and Cathoiic theologians have
% eated'y affirmed the Church’s
t to Tudaism.)

The rc;ectlo- of the deicide
charge. however, coupled as it
is in the decree with the afirma-
tion that the sins of all men are
responsible for the death of
Jesus, can provide enormous
leverage to the efforts to purify
Catholic teaching — including

commentaries, etc. — of distorted
and prejudiced references to
Jews. And Christian literature
has not lacked for such refer-
ences.

Cod has forsaken the Jews.
They have denied the Father,
crucificd the Son . . . Henceforth
their Synagogue is the house of
demons and idolatry.

Thus wrote St. John Chrysos-
tom, perhaps the most renowned
Father of the Greek Church, de-
scribed as “the greatest preacher
ever heard in a Christian pul-
pit,” in the fowth century.

And more than 1500 years
later, in the middle of the 20th
century, we find a similar accu-
satioir in a (Catholic parochial

school textbook:

The chief priests took up a cry
that put a curse on themselves

: :md Jews for zll time: “His blood
chm us and upon our chil-

dren

BETW’EEN these two quota-
tions, each depicting, “the
Jews” as an accursed people, re-
jected by God, lies a long and
bitter history of Jewish persecu-
tion. To most Jews, the connec-.
tion ‘between teachings such as

textbooks, sermons, liturgical the ones quoted above,-and the
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persistency of anti-Semitism in
Western civilization, is obvious.
While acknowledging that anti-
Semitism has complex causes,
political as well as religious,
scholars and  social  scientists
have long been convinced that
certain teachings decrly imbed-
ded in Christian tradition have
served to sanction hatred and
persecution of Jews across the
centuries by lending the sup-
posed authority of religion to the
support of anti-Jewish attitudes
and behavior. Perhaps most in-
vidious of all these teachings has

been the charge that the Jews

are a people of “God killers” or
“Christ killers,” a race of mur-
derers whose sufferings are
visited upon them by God in
cach generation for the sin of
having crucified the Messiah.
The deicide charge has potent
implications, It tends to cut Jews
off from the family of mankind,
and to create not only indiffer-
“ence to their fate, but expecta-
tion ol J.vish .\:u!fm'iug‘ As ane
p:,-:rcr‘p!i'x @ Catholic writer
(Iather Geuvae Tavard, in The
Church, the Layman and the
Modern AMan, pp. 79-80) has
put it: !
To the mind of ami-Semitic
bigots [the idea that Jews ure

cursed hecause their ancestors
crucified the Lord] explains a
good deal of history. God would
periodically “visit” the murderers
of Christ and incite them to pen-
ance through persceution. All the
anti-Semitic excesses of times

past and present can thus be

cheaply excused. They are freely
granled the blessings of Provi-
dence . . .

_‘.fllr-:mv: did it come from, this
Y tadition of hostility and
contempt on the part of Chris-
tians for the people from whom
came their faith in Cod, their
sacred scriptures and  their
savior? How did it start?

There are many interpreta-
tions. Some scholars have
claimed that the sources of the
charge of continuing Jewish
guilt may be traced back to
Christian  scripture, most spe-
cifically, a passage in Matthew
(27:25) which states that when
Pilate declared his innocence of
the death of Jesus, the whole
people, answering, cried: “His
blourl be upon us and our chil-
dren.”

Commenting on this passage
in his book, The Jews and ile
Cospel. Father Gregory 1w,
0O.5.A,, weijes:

To read over the commentaries
and interpretations to which this
verse has been exposed in the
past is a sad and terrible experi-
ence. If one were to make a
collection of the most vitriolic
opinions, the.result would be a
veritable anthology of hate.
Father Baum insists, however,

that “there is no foundation for
the accusation that a seed of
contempt and hatred for the
Jews can be found in the New
Testament,” He goes on to com-
ment:

Certain texts, in fact quite a
few of them, do sound as if the
author wishes to make the Jew
appear as.a castaway people to
be despised,  but this is only so
because we read them in the
light of a later historical develop-
ment; we tend te projeet into the
text what is not contained in
them.

Whether. or not Christian
scholars agice on the roots
of anti-Semitism in the New

Testament, there is little dis-

agreement that the sermons and
writings of later Christian
spokesmen abound with hateful
and distorted references to Jews.
Professor Jules Isaac, a remark-
able French historian whose
wrilings created a major impact
in Europe has termed this tradi-
tion “the teaching of contempt,”
—that is, a systematic effort to
debase the Jewish religion, ac-
companied, throughout the ages,
by a secular legislation of social,
political and economic repres-
sion against Jews,

Professor Isnac maintains that
the doctrine af contempt is
rooted in the conflict between the
carly Church and Synagogue,
and the ferce compelition be-
iween the respective communi-

ties. At that time,  the Church -

was striving to convince the gen-

tile world that Jesus was the-

promised redeemer predicted in
Hebrew scripture. 'l'lhe fact that
the great majority of Jews did
not themselves accept Jesus as
the Christ (Greek for Messiah)
and that the religious leaders of
Judaism rejected his claim,
stood as a serious obstacle.

If the Jews from whom he

. came did not accept Jesus as the

Messiah, why should the gen-
tiles do so? Thus, according to
Professor Isaac, the Fathers of
the Church felt it necessary to
diseredit Judaism — whose Law
had a great attraction for some
pagans, and was sym}mthelie::lly
regarded by much of the pagan
world—and began the systematic

- work of heaping abuse and villi-

fication upon Jews.

Such efforts were intensified
when Christianity became the
established religion of the Ro-
man Empire. In an attempt to
stimulate the sympathy of Ro-
mans, the Roman involvement in
the ecrucifixion was played

down, and Jewish culpability

emphasized more and more.

N’,ow, after centuries of teach-

ing which make the Jews
the villain in the Christian drama
of redemption, we may hope [or
the beginnings of a profound and
far-reaching change. Why this
change is taking place at this
time was partially explained by
Cerman -borm  Cardinal  Bea,
when he presented his " docu-
ment, or schema, to the Ecu-
menical Council. He said that
tha Nazis had distorted biblical
teachings to justify their “violent

and criminal” outbursts of anti-
Semitism, and that this distor-
tion had probably left an evil
influence on some Christians,
an influence which had to be re-
moved.

C.mnmm. Bea disclosed that
the late Pope John XXIII
had-explicitly _orclered the prepa-
ration of the schema denying the
guilt of the Jews in the death of
Jesus and had later expressed to
the Cardinal his “full approval”
of the draft, which declares that
the biblical account of Jesus’
death cannot give rise to “dis-
dain or hatred or persecution” of
the Jews.

The schema introduced at
Vatican Council I is a symbol of
winds -of change within the
Catholic Church. If adopted by
the Council Fathers and imple-
mented on every level of the
Church, it will indeed bring
about a new era in Catholic-
Jewish relations.

Within recent years, Christ-
ians and Jews alike have worked
tirelessly for this goal. The de-
cree, after all, did not arise in a
vacuum.. It is partly the result
of the dcdicateé efforts of religi-
ous leaders, theologians and hu-
man relations experts who have
approached the problem of
prejudice in religious teaching
from their respective points of
view,

Prejudice and hatred are a
serennial problem of man; per-
lmps they will never be fully
overcome. But we may hope that
never again will religion—among
whose objectives is the teaching
of love and Listherhood — be
abused to justil* " oem. g



[end]
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