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'OUR PURPOSE

Relationships between Evangelicals and Jews have
been castinto public consciousness in recentmonths
by virtue of our nation’s quadrenniel upheaval called
elections. Unhappily, the central realities and com-
plexities of those relationships have frequently been
far more distorted than clarified, particularly as a
result of the sensationalizing of issues in the heat of a
Presidential campaign.

This Second National Conference of Evangelicals
and Jews is timely and pertinent, and affords us an
opportunity to separate out sensationalism from
sober understanding. In this forum, modeled on its
earlier precedent, we will seek through the insights of
some of our finest Evangelical and Jewish scholars
and leaders to examine what are the authentic and
permanent concerns that separate these two major
faith communities and what they hold in common —
as believers in the Holy Bible, as fellow citizens
committed to freedom of conscience and as members
of the human family.

CONFERENCE CO-CHAIRPERSONS
Dr. Kenneth S. Kantzer
Rabbi Marc H: Tanenbaum

CONFERENCE CO-ORDINATORS
Dr. Marvin R, Wilson
Rabbi A. James Rudin

This conference
is being ade possible
through a grant from
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Dear Participant in the Evangelical-Jewish National Conférence:

We are delighted that you will be participating in the forthcoming conference.
Enclosed please find a tentative program and the printed program will be sent
out shortly. __

The conference will begin with a ltmchepn"' at the Trinity Evangelical Divinity
School in Deerfield on Tuesday, Decembér 9th at 12:30 PM and we will conclude
by 5:00 PM on Thursday afternoon, December 11th. Participants are expected
to remain for the entire conference.

Out of town participants will be housed at the Sheraton North Shore Inn, 933
Skokie Boulevard, Northbrook, I1linois - telephone (312) 498-6500. Reserva-
tions have been made and room assigmments will be forthcoming. We are arrang-
ing transportation from O'Hare Airport to the hotel, and transportation will
also be available from the Inn to the Seminary. You should plan to arrive at
O'Hare Airport no later than 10:30 AM, Chicago time.

The conference will provide three lunches, December 9, 10 and 11, and two
dinners, December 9 and 10. Breakfasts can be obtained in the hotel. The
evening sessions at the Seminary will be open to the gemeral publlc but the
other sessions will be limited to participants only.

Please fill out the enclosed form and mail it back to us as soon as possible,
indicating your flight and time of arrival. Please record your expenses in-
cluding food and transportation, and let us have them at the conclusion of

the conference. We expect to have copies of the papers ready for distribution
at the conference, and we intend to tape the sessions with the p0551b111ty of
publishing the proceedings.

Please write to us directly or call (212) 751-4000, Extension 205. We antici-
pate a very profitable and meaningful three days in Deerfield, and we look for-
ward to greeting you personally.

Sincerely yours, 5
“ - %" y 2T T Kﬁ 74//0(':4:\,____

Rabbi/A. James Rudin Dr. Marvin R. Wilson

Assistant National Director Professor, Biblical and Theological Studies
Interreligious Affairs Gordon College

American Jewish Committee

AJR/MRW/ fm
Encls.

MAYNARD |. WISHNER, President m = BERTRAM H. GOLD, Executive Vice-President
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Wenham, Massachusetts
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One of the positive religious trends which has recently been build-
ing momentum in this country is that of evangelical-Jewish relations.
Representatives of both communities are now.making a conscientious effort
to view each other seriously, rather than superficially. The cartoonlike
images, and all-too-familiar caricatures, whiﬁh s0 long evangelicals and
Jews held for the other, have begun to disappear; A new era of_interfaith
relations now appears to be under way.

The genius of personal encounter has been the key to the realization
of this new state of affairs. In this vein, Martin Buber well stated,

"All real living is meeting." Accordingly, evangelicals and Jews are now
entering each other's community with greater frequency. -There, each is
discovering a new and firsthand appreciation of the other. Evangelicals
and Jews are having in-depth conversations on many of the deepest issues
of faith and life. |

It is clear that this new —and I must add, delicate— dimension of
interfaith dialogue has yet a long way to go. But the strides made in
this area since the late sixties have been enormous. Church historian
Martin Marty drew national attention to this matter well before the decade
of the seventies had ended. Mapty observed that, for the year 1977, the
deepening of evangelical-Jewish relations in this country, and in regard
to Israel was "the most significant religious trend in the United States."1

To many, this recent development on the interreligious scene may come
as a surprise. Indeed, significant interaction with the Jewish community
has never been one of the hallmarks of mainstream evangelicalism. History
shows that both sroups have largely remained aloof since church and syna-
gogue parted company centuries ago.

It is my purpose‘therefore in E?is’ﬂfening essay to address fhe subject

+Jewis

of the current state of evangelicalArelationa. For, 1 fully concur that

there is increasing evidence of a new evangelical-Jewish awareness in America.
My aim will be to discuss the scope and shape which this interfaith activity
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is taking, then to explore the motivating factors behind it, and finally,
to develop a prospectus for the future. The main emphasis will be on the
interaction taking place withiﬁ mainstream evangelicaliem, which is pre-
dominantly Gentile, rather than the activities of the so-called Jewish-Chris-
tian missionary movement.

It should be stressed at the outset that I do not speak for all evan-
gelicals. We evangelicals, like Jews, are considerably diverse as a people;
neither are part of a fossilized or monolithic movement.:Z To be sure,
though evangelicals hold to the historic "fundamentals of the faith,"

a gcod mumber are not comfortable with the label "fundamentalist." For
these evangelicals, the 1after term has unfortunately ali too often been
associated with 2 laryely negativistic subcultural group of Protestants,
a separatistic people largely cut off from the dialogue taking place in
the pulsating worii of modern ecumenism. Thus, those evangelicals open
to, and committec to, the pursuit of interfaith activities represent but
one segment of {-e¢ combined fundamentalist-evangelical community.

What I havre sketched in this paper is the result of the research and
observations whi ;i 1 have gathered in recent years from extensive personal
involvement witl the Jewiéh community{ During this time, my mind has been
stretcﬁed and mr perszonal faith deepened. And I hope that I may in turn
have contributec something positive in the process. So it is my personal
hope at the outset of this conference that the following discussion on
—as it were— "where we're at,"” "why we've got there," and "where we're
going" will be useful. In these paragraphs I wish not only to survey the
current scene, tut also to open uh several pertinent issues which need to
be addressed in depth in the future. Last, and most important of all,
it is my desire to help set a positive, yet candid, tone for the many

hours of d.ialoguc- whichn lie immediately ahead.

I. THE SCOPE OF RECENT INTERACTION

Formal dialogue between evangelicals and Jews is relatively new. The
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first denominational gathering between both groups took place in 1969 at
Southern Baptist Seminary in Louisville. Contact had been sparce before
that time. It was not until the last half of the seventies before the
first major outbreak of interfaith discussion began to take place.

On both the national and local levels, and in both formal and informal
settings, evangelicals and Jews are now interacting with greater regularity
than ever before. At these gatherings, talk is proving for the most part
to be rational, dispassionate, and two-way. Discussions tend to avoid
~ superficial .themes and fair weather niceties which would render such
gatherings trite, if not virtually meaningless. Rather, most formal con-
versation deals with various issues of mutual interest iﬁcluding the com-
mon-biblical heritage, Israel, and the current moral crisis. Specific
attention is also being given to problems of human rights such as religious
liberty, racism, anti-Semitism, and the role of women. Even topics which
have historically divided both camps —the Mesaiah.'the crucifixion, and
proselytizing— are being openly airedf

The scope of this current interaction between evangelicals and Jews
is broad and varied. It involves a number of constituent groups —from
professional to lay— within each commﬁnity. Thus, at the beginning of
this paper it is important to point out some of the ways in which evangel-
ical-Jewish relations are being built, and some of the various levels on
which this interaction is taking place. The sampling which follows is
neither comprehensive nor exhaustive. Rather, it is selective. It aims
primarily at being suggestive of some of the many contexts in which evan-

gelicals and Jews are presently finding mutual benefit from meeting.

A. JOINTLY SPONSORED AREA CONFERENCES

Today (December 9, 1980), here at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School
in Deerfield, Illinois, marks the opening of the 2nd National Conference
of Evangelicals and Jews. This event is co-sponsored by The American

Jewish Committee and Christianity Today, two of the most respected and
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influential voices within each of our respective communities. It is,

therefore, appropriate that we begin our survey of interaction by noting
some of the recent area dialogues sponsored by national organizations and
publications.

it is specially significant thatthis 2nd National Conference opens
today, for this week marks the five year anniversary of the lst National
Conference. That conference took place December 8-10, 1975. It was, in
the deepeét sense, an historic event. It was the first time there had
ever been held in this country an extended, interdenominational consultation
of evangelicals and Jews on a national scale. That 1975 gathering gained
the attention of the media when forty scholars and religious leaders —an
equal balance of evangelicals and Jews— assembled in New York for three
déys of structured dialogue. The consultation was co-sponsored by he
American Jewish Committee and the Institute of Holy Land Studies.3 The
pléce of meeting alt:rnated between the American Jewish Committee head-
quarters and the Calvary_Baptist Church. The agenda4 provided ample opportu-
nity for an open exchange of perspectives on some of the weightier issues
of Scripture, theclogy and history. The conference demonstrated that
representatives from two of the greaf feligioua traditions on the modern
American religious scene could meet irenically and in a spirit of mutual
respect. While common concerns were voiced, and age-long differences
explored, lasting friendships were made. The overall result was a feeling
of success. But there was also a strong sense for the immediate need of
spin-off regional ccnferences by way of follow-up.

Since that New York conference of 1975, regional dialogues have
been springing up in those parts of the country where both evangelicals
and Jews have well established communities. Many of these dialogues are
spearheaded by the efforts of the American Jewish Committee and its
national director of interreligious affairs, Rabbi Marc H. Tanenbaum.

By way of example, two follow-up regional dialogues held in 1977
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—one in the east, the other in the west— may be particularly singled out.

In Philadelphia, one dialogue was held at the staunchly evangelical
Tenth Presbyterian Church. Religious leaders from both communities gathered
under the sponsorship of the American Jewish Committee and Eternity magazine
(The Evangelical Foundation, Inc.). In addition to major addresses, and
a kosher luncheon, the day was climaxed by a vigorous panel discussibn on
evangélical—Jewish relations. Later the same year, in Dallas, Texas, a
different dialogue was held on the campus of Southern Methodist University.
This gathering was co-sponsored by the American Jewish Committee and the
Southern Baptist Convention. "Agenda for Tomorrow: Baptists and Jews
Face the Future,” was the title of the theme for this thfee-day conference.

- Several hundred lay people, pastors, and rabbis interacted in special
interest sessions focusing on such issues as human rights, world hunger,

and religious liberty. Key addresses were delivered by a number of national
figures including senator Mark Hatfield, an evangelical Baptist from

Oregon. The conference ended with the informal adoption of a joint state-
ment indicating areas where continued cooperation would be pursued be-

tween the two groups.

B. EVANGELICAL INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

In addition to formally structured area dialogues, evangelical higher
- education is providing a second realm in which increased contact with

the Jewish community is now being experienced. Evangelical colleges and
seminaries are beginning to offer new or additional courses in such areas
as Judaica, modern Jewish culture, rabbinic backgrounds to the New Testa-
ment, anti-Semitism, and the literature and history of the Holocaust.

Some of these courses involve field trips into the Jewish community for
worship services, holiday celebrations, Passover seders, museum visits

and lectures. Also included have been trips taken to view mikva’ot
(ritual baths), Jewish day schools in session, and kosher meat packing

esiablishments, Of special note, however, is the fact that a number of
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these semester-long courses are taught by rabbis under Jewish sponsorship.

For example, since 1976 an evangelidal seminary in the west has taken

part in an unusual ecumenical program put together by the Center for Judaic
Studies at the local University. These evahgelical_aeminarians are able

to enroll on a scholarship basis in a number of coﬁraes taught by rabbis,
including one titled, "Judaism in the Time of Jesus." Other evangelical
seminaries are now offering their students courses in Jewish studies through
various theological consbrtium programs within their areas.

Evangelical colleges have a similar record of growing involvement.

One institution in the east, a member of the Christian College Consortium,
offers on its campus a full semester course in Judaism taught by a lccal
rabbi through funds supplied by the Jewish Chautauqua Society. At another
evangelical Consortium school, students enrclled in a course in Judaism
taught by an evangelical profeésor. have been invited annually to several
different synagbgues.' There they have put on programs for the Jewish
congregants. These hour-long ﬁresentations are usually held at Oneg
Shabbét gatherings immediately following Fridéy evening worship services.
At these occasipns evangelical Christian students have made use of the
Hebrew Scriptures, music, art, film, literature, drama and dance in pre-
senting various themes relating to the common biblical ﬁeritage. An

open discussion on evangelicalism, led by the host rabti, has often
concluded the evening.

A very different example of interaction has taken place a number of
times at one evangelical college located in a heavily populated Jewish
area. At the invitation of the president's cabinet, the local rabbinical
association has come to campus for one of its monthly meetings. There,
these rabbis have joined with the cabinet, various faculty, and student
leaders, in a kosher luncheon provided by the college. At these gatherings
a rabbi or an evangelical educator has usually spoken on the significance

of some aspect of evangelical-Jewish relations. At one of these luncheons,
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a student-made film on the history of the Jewish people was shown. After

viewing the film, the members of the rabbinic association greeted this
evangelical student's celluloid interpretation of Jewry with a very positive'
response. An encouraging outgrowth of that occasibn came in the months
ahead: the student was asked to speak and shdw his film at three of the
local synagogues represented by the rabbis who were present. It is clear
that both communities can but profit from such mutually edifying endeavors

growing out of the evangelical educational community.

C. EVANGELICAL CHURCHES

Another area where increased interaction is being experienced is
in evangelical churches. Evangelical ministers and their congregations
are beginning to open their doors more widely to the Jewish community.
Today there seems to be evidence of a growing spirit of openness, help-
fulness, and trust, free from ﬁany of the suspicions which have daunted
such efforts in the past. Let us look at the New England region for
several cases in point.

For a number of years, one Conservative Baptist Church has been pro-
viding its expansive facilities to a local Reform temple in need of more
space for its High Holiday sérvices. Another church in New England —this
one large, suburban, and interdenominational— on a Sunday evening decided
to sef aside its regular worship service and experiment with a special
community program called "Jewish Neighbor Night."” Jewish friends and
acquaintances were invited for a showing of the Graham-produced film,

His ngg. a picture one Jewish spokesman terms, "the best loving film
about Israel today."” The coffee hour which followed, climaxed a high;y
successful evening of evangelical-Jewish interaction and deepening of
friendships. Because of the posiiive response shown this church by the
Jewish people of their community, and because of the deepening of a
friendship between the pastor of the church and a local Reform rabbi, an

interesting return visit on a weekday morning was later arranged. This
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time the rabbi came with forty of his Tuesday morning Bible class. After

.a tour of the church facilities (a new house of worship had just been dedi-
cated) the pastor was asked by'the rabbi to discuss the queétion of
"What is Evangelical Christianity?" Several months following this in-
formative exchange, the pastor and his people were invited to visit the
rabbi at his temple. There they toured the building and heard him speak
on "What is Judaism." Through these visits, both communities gained a
new perspective on each other's faith, and a deeper appreciation fof the
intricacies and privileges associated with religious pluralism here in
America. -

One further example involving an evangelical church-will be cited.
The Boston Center for Christian Studies is an adult evening school of the
Bible drawing several hundred lay people from churches in the Boston area.
Classes are held in a large evangelical churﬁh in the inner city. A new
course was set up so that evangelical students and their teacher were able
to interact every other week of the term with a different guest rabbi.
The response on the part of these visiting rabbis was most encouraging
as they lectured on topics of vital interest to both communities. As for
the lay people, for most, it was the first time they had been exposed to
any articulate authority within contemporary Jewry. Once again it was
proven that people come to understand another faith beatJnot by feading

its theoreticians but,by personally interacting with its practitioners.

D. JEWISH INSTITUTIONS

-

There is a fourth area which reveals an increase in interfaith activity.
This concerns evangelical Christians who are being asked to address Jewish
institutional gatherings. Evangelicals who are supportive in friendship
to the Jewish community are being called upon to speak at synagogue services,
brotherhood breakfasts, Anti-Defamation League and American Jewish Committee
gatherings, and community center lectureships. Topice have centered around

such issues as self-definition, Judeo-Christian ethics, brotherhood, and
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the nature of religious pluralism. On occasion, however, less formal and
more personal presentatioﬁs are being made. One such addreéa. receiving
considerable publicity was given by Corrie ten Boom, author of The Hiding
Place, at a Conservative synagogue in the aouth; There, this elderly woman
was honored by the host Jewish'congregation'fo: her efforts, and those of
her family, in courageously hiding Jewish peoplé'ih Holland during World
War II. _

Perhaps the most celebrated single address ever given by an evangelical
leader at a major Jewish gathefing occurred on October 28, 1977, in Atlanta.
There, before 200 Jewish leaders, Billy Graham chose to address the topic,
"The Evangelical Christian and the Jew in a Pluralistic Society." After
speaking about his own Christian commitment, Graham préceeded to outline

5

six areas” where evangelicals and Jews —despite theological differences—
may work together for the making of a better America. Recipignt on that
occasion of the American Jewish Committee's first National Interreligious
Award, Graham was cited for.his contributions to human fighta, support
of Israel, combating anti-Semifism. and ”stréngthening mutual respect
and understanding between the eyangelical and Jewish communities."6
The'kinds.of evangelical-Jewish interaction we have cursorily
mentioned above are but a part;al sampling of what is going on. But
one final observation must be made: the future shape and scope of evan-
gelical-Jewish dialogue remains to be seen. Despite the fact that evan-
gelicals are not being asked by the Jewish pommunity to renounce their
deepest fﬁith convictions in the name of ecumenical broadmindedness,
there are those within the evangelical movement who remain hesitant
——even.fearful- about the whole notion of dialogue. (ﬁe might hasten
also to add that many within Orthodox Jewry have strong reservations as
well). This elément in evangelicalism unsupportive of dialogue is sub-
stantial at preéent. Thus, the growth of dialogue in the future will
likely be closely related to how many of these currently resistant efan-

gelical leaders and their organizations —church, para-church, educational
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and other-wise— will be open to change their minds and provide the
impetus, direction and financial backing needed to further interfaith

activities with the Jewish community.

II. MOTIVATION FOR MEETING

One of the first guestions currently being asked about this new venture
in dialogue concerns what is behind it all. What prompts evangelicals
and Jews at this point in time to seek each other out? Why are evangel-
icals and Jews engaging in this interaction? In short, what is their
motivation for meeting?

Although history séems to indicate most evangelicals have had but
one motive in mind —witness to their faith— when meeting with Jews, the
new dialogue is making evangelicals and Jews both aware of other things
as well., What are some of these other contributing factors and motives
which lie behind current evangelical-Jewish encounter? We will begin
this second main section of this.pﬁper by noting two important reasons

why evangelicals are now reaching out to Jews,

A. FACTORS MOTIVATING EVANGELICALS _
First, there is a genuine interest on the part of evangelicals to

deepen their understanding of the Jewish roots of the Christian faith.
"The single most important contact between Judaism and Christianity,"
writes Jewish scholar Michael Wyschogrod, "is the centrality of the Bible

in the two faiths."7

Wyschogrod is correct in that it is this common
biblical heritage in which evangelical and Jew share that enables both
communities to lay claim to being "People of the Book." Evangelicals

have come to understand the message and background of the Bible in much
greater depth through the archaeological, cultural and linguistic insights
provided by the pens of Jewish scholars. Especially in such areas as the
Psalms, the Wisdom literature, the history of Israel, and the social and

ethical teachings of the prophets, both communities have found a mutually

beneficial common ground whereby jointly the ancient biblical heritage
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may be studied.

For neariy two thousand years Christianity has been debtor to Judaism
for the sharing of her rich literary legaéy.- The Hebrew Scriptures, which
make up about eighty percent of the Bible, were used extensively in ‘the
first century by the Jewish authors of the New Testament. Through quo-
tation, paraphrase and allusion, these writers drew heavily upon the Tenak
(0ld Testament) for the development of their theological arguments. One
written Document was normative for Jesus, Paul, and the primitive Christian
community: they lived their lives "according to the (Hebrew) Scriptures"
(see Mt. 5:1?—20: Jn. 51393 I Cor. 15:3,4). |

These same criptures were used for spreading the Christian message
(see Acts B:26-L0; 1¢:24-28). In addition, the book of Psalms became
the hymnal of tre early church (see I Cor. 1l4:26). It was a church which
began with Jewish believers, not Gentiles. So Paul, in his letter to the
Romans, had to cauticn the Gentile beliévers of his day not to "boast"”

(Rom. 11:18) or tecome "proud” (Rom. 11:20), for they were but wild branches
grafted in (Rom. 1):24), allowed by God's kindness ‘to "share the richness

of the olive treo {Enraei&" (Rom. 11:17). He further adds, "It is not you
that support the root [ﬁsraeil , but the root that supports you" (Rom. 11:18).
Such teaching by Paul should be an ever present authoritative reminder to

all evangelicale; s a community, we must never forget that the roots
of.evangelical Christian faith run deep into the soil of Judaism.

Karl Barth once stated, "One has eithep got to be a Jew or stop reading
the Bible. The Eible cannot make sense to anyone who is not ‘'spiritually
a'Semite.'“B 07 late, evangelicals are being drawn more and more to explore
the implications of the above statement. They are being impressed anew
that the biblical view of reality is profoundly Semitic, and that Hebraic
and rabbinic background materials are absolutely essential to hermeneutical
Btudiéa. Especially through recent dialogue activities, evangelicals are

| becoming alert to the personal benefits which may acrue to them

by being able to discuss the Scriptures face-to-face with those people

-
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whose ancestors produced this Book, before it was passed on to them.

A second factor influencing evangelical outreach to Jews is the
growing effect of relational théology within evangelicalism. For centuries
there have been evangelicals who have so emphasized the propositional
dimension of truth that they have all but forgotten its existential im-
pact. In recent years this lopsided emphasis has been changing. Proposi-
tional truth is being balanced —some fear overbalanced at times— through
an attempt to personalize theology. There is a serious effort to relate
theology to people in the context of their life situation. Biblical doctrine
is being brought down to earth where it touches man. Relational theology
is no ivory tower theology. Rather it seeks to communicate with people
in the market place of human experience.

This changing emphasis in present day evangelicalism has brought about
a new freedom and operness in interpersonal relationships. Accordingly,
evangelicals are now impressed with the importance of relating to others
‘first and foremost, as people; not as mere random repositories into which
bags of-proof texts may be emptied with abandon. To say this, does not
mean evangelicals now feel they must stop proclaiming, and now start
denying, what they have considered to be the uniqueness of the Christian
message. Rather, it does indicate a new awareness of what can be gained,
rather than lost, from those whose faith may differ. In the words of
evangelical leacer, Leirhton Ford, "As Christians we ought to be open to
talk with anybody and to learn from anybody, provided that we don't give
up the center of our faith. Christians,” Ford further states, "can enter
into conversation with Jews, Muslims, and others on a basis of friendship,
of sharing common concerns we have as human beings, of witnessing to our
knowledge of the true -i‘.»ot:.l."9

Unfortunately, evangelicals have not always been anxious to know Jews
as persons, simply as human beings. Instead, Jews have too often been
viewed as scarcely more than targets, trophies to be bagged on an evangelis-

tic safari, and proudly displayed on a "spiritual scalp belt."” The evangeli-
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cal community is now coming to realize that to initiate thoughtful, loving

relationships with Jews means that one begins by coming to know and under-
stand them as people. Without this respeét for his person, a Jew may feel
he amounts to little more in the Christian‘s eye than being a key piece
to his cosmic, Israel-focused, Jew-centered, eschatological jig-saw puzzle.
Can an evangelical honestly call a Jewish person, "my friend," when he
has never rqally taken the timé to gét to know him first by listening?
This is where biblical teaching on communication begins (see James 1:19).
As a whole, evangelicals are becoming increasingly conscious about
holding to an inrarnational theology which truly affects relationships.
They are learnins that they must first earn their right to be heard. But
this only happens when fhey spend much time coming to know Jews, and
: {

learning especially about the last two thousand years of their painful,
yet brilliant history. Thus, many‘evangelicala are coming to understand
that communication vith a Jewish person must be more than a brusque
one-way conversation. Such meetings usually have a similar pattern:
they abruptly erd as soon as it is apparent that the Jewish party fails
to understand certin theological issues the "evangelical"” way. Indeed,
evangelicals are now reing awakened to ponder the sensitive, yet provoca-
tive, admonition of William LaSor who writes:

Until w~e know the Jew, and love him as a person, until

we share something of his memory of the Holocaust, until

we sincerely believe that we are in his debt and that

there are still many things which he can teach us about

the religious heritage which was first of all his, and

now is ours too, it seems to me that talk about 'evangel-

izing' the Jew is only empty rhetoric. At best he will

overlookX what we say, and at worst he will be offended by

it. DPMutual understanding can only come through mutual

trust —and that can come only after we have earned it.
LaSor concludes with this penetrating question addressed to his own
evangelical community: "What have you —or I— done today to help some

Jew trust us?“10



B. . FACTORS MOTIVATING JEWS

The motivation for conducting interfaith dialogue does not come
exclusively from evangelicals. It cuts both ways. Jews are prompted
to seek out evangelicals for a number of reasons. We will consider but
two among what annear to be the most important factors.

In the first place, there is the seemingly ubiquitous character of
anti-Semitism. Within the Jewish community there are those who believe
that anti-Semitism is the most important single motive as to why Jews
enter into dialogue with Christians. Among them is James Yaffe. In
his widely read volume, The American Jews, he states that

...the Jew's motive is much simpler [than the Chris-
tian's ] . He wants Christian anti-Semitism to come

to an end. He wants the Christian to admit the harm
he's done and stop doing it. He may not be conscious
that he has this motive. He may sincerely believe that
he has joined the dialogue in order to exchange ideas,
broaden his horizons, learn more about Christianity.

But once the formalities are over, anti-Semitism is
the only subject he really wants to discuss.

Whether or not Yaffe's analysis is fully accurate could be debated.
Nonetheless, he draws attention to a painful sore of the Jew which remains
unhealed after centuries of history, and which makes him willing —even
desirous— to talk about it.
The pages «f history reluctantly point to the horrendous Crusades
in Europe which started at the close of the 1llth century, and the
infamous Spanish Inquisition at the end of the 15th. Remembrance of
these seemingly distant events, however, appears all but gone. To most
modern Americans, the recollection that these tragedies happened seems to be
now lost in the smog of antiquity. We ask, then, will the 20th century
‘also be forgotten? will the modern Haman, Adolph Hitler, be forgotten?
Some 6 million Jews were slaughtered in the Holocaust — just because they
‘were Jews. If this could happen but forty brief years ago, in our modern
—and supposedly enlightened— world, who is to say it could not happen again?
Education alone has not proven sufficient. Many of Hitler's SS officers

‘held Ph.D. degrees from European universities; they proved, however, to be
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iittle more than barbaric technologists? Small wonder the discussion
of anti-Semitism is absolutely essential to the Jew. As Arthur Hertzberg
points out, "We must keep retesting the temperature of the waters in
which we must swim and the indices of our own strength to survive, be-

cause these are everyday matters of the most profound personal concern."12

Though unqualified, and seemingly insensitive in sound, there is reason
why anlold folk saying has continued to circulate fof centuries among
Jews: fScratch a goy and you'll find an anti-Semite.“§

Lest we forget, there has been a dramatic rise in anti-Semitic
incidents in both Europe and America during the past year. I am not
referring to the so-called "polite variety" of anti-Semitism, namely
the discrimination and/or antipathf displayed toward 5ews in the.social.
economic and eduéational realms. Rather, I have reference to Western |
Europe where there has been a marked iﬁcrease in synagogue smearings,
desecration of gravestoneé. anti-Semitic graffiti, Nazi pamphlets, and
grotesque Jewish stereotypes in the press. For example, in France, a
growing wavé of terrorism against French Jews culminated in the fall 6f
1980 with a Paris synagogue bohbing that killed four persons and injured
twelve. This was just one of more than a hundred separate incidents
recorded in the last five years.

Also, here in America, the ugly head of anti-Semitism continues to
be reared. In the greater New York area].‘3 numerous incidents of anti-Semitic
vandalism continue to be recorded. These include the painting of swastikas,
anti-Semitic slurs, and obsenities on buildinga. Two garages owned by
Jews have been bhurned. Explosives have been found taped.to the window
of a synagogue. Other homes, businesses and synagogues have been attacked
or destroyed. At a KKK rally, propaganda was distributed which attacked
Jews and appeared to exclude them from "the white race."” With vicious,
inhumane incidents such as these, dialogue with Christians is a must..

For if Jews have no genuine Christian friends they can count on, who can

they trust? The "Jews of silence" are no more.
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What can evangelicals learn from all this? Por one thing, they can

be especially aware of the dangers which a certain kind of theological
anti-Semitism potentially brings in its wake. Theological anti-Semitism
comes about when the majority religion tries to suppress the minority
faith. For centuries there have been those in the church who have assumed
a position of "triumphalism"” regarding the Jew. In the view of these
Christians, ngs did not accept the Messianic claims of Jesus. So, as
unbelievers, thev are now rejected by God. Their chosenness and unique-
ness as a contemnorary people is now passe. Jews remain “"enemies of

Cod" tecause ot *h~ir r»agponsibility for the death of_Jesus. Bearing
their guilt as "Cirist-killers," Jews continue to aur%ive only as a matter
of divine decree. llence, as a liviﬁg faith. Judaiaﬁ ceased to be two
thousand years z ». In its place, the church proﬁdly stands as the new
and true Israel, " ir ot all God's covenant promises to Israel.

There are otrar hristian who argue that the Jew is forever earmarked
to be God's sufierin- servént. As such, he is destined to unde§go unteold
persecution in tie Tuture. In the end, however, God will put a hook in
his jaw, direct hir %ack to the land of Israel, and there drive him to
his knees in reperitnice and faith —just prior to the Second Coming of
Jesus.

Unfortunately, over the centuries, too few Christians have thought

through the logic of such beliefs. In his both recent and challenging

book, Armageddon Now!, premillennial author, Dwight Wilson, has much to

say about the relation of certain Christian theology to the issues of
anti-Semitism. Helcharges that there remains in today's church a theologi-
cal perspective thét makes Christians guilty of the charge of determinism.
These Christians have "expected and condoned anti-Semitic behavior because
it was pr?phesied by Jesus. Their consent,” the writer goes on to say,
"makes them blameworthy with regard to American as well as Nazi and

Soviet anti-Semitism. INeither as a body nor as individuals has their cry

against such inhumanity been more than a uhimper.“lu Though many of the
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author's fellow premillenhialists may not particularlylappreciate his
assessment of this eschatological viewpoint, he hg raised an important
question for both Christians and Jews. In the words of ohe rabbi who
recently commented to me aboutthis theological perspehtive on the future
of the Jew: "What greater justification and blessing does the Christian
anti-Semite need than that he is carrying 6ut the will of God?"
| The church was born in a Jewish cradle, but if rapidly became de-
judaized. By tr= middle of the second century, an anti-Jewish polemic
arose within the church as men like Marcion aought_to;rid Christianity
from every trace of Judaism. Other church fathers su;h as Justin Martyr,
John Chrysostom, ard Ignatius spoke with great contempt against Jews
and Judaism. Witn tre eventual triumph of Christiani%y in the fourth
century as the state religion, its indebtedness to Ju@aiam had, to a great
extent)been forgotten. Judaism was now thought to bé obsolete. Because
Jewish people had rejected Jesus as their Messiah, what need did believing
Gentiles have tc associate with, or be indebted to, those of a dead,
legalistic religion? The Jewish roots of the church_had thus virtually
been severed. A Gentile church, largely Grecianized through the influence
of Platonic thought, now stood in its place.lS
To this day, the rejection of Jawish culture by a proud, Gentile-domina-

ted church, has compounded and confused the question of guilt in the
Jewish mind., This has resulted in a defensive and basically anti-Christian
posture on the part of many Jews. In the words of one writer:

When the crdinary Jewish person attends a Gentile-style

church and hears the pastor speak of how the Jews killed

Christ, he reads into the situation a rejection not only

of himself, his people, and his heritage, but of his cul-

ture as well. He hears, in effect, something like this:

‘We Christians don't like you Jews; and we don't like your

Jewish customs or your Jewish ways of doing things.' It's

as though someone is saying to him, 'Not only did you kill

Christ, but your whole religiog6ia wrong in every way, as
is your culture and heritage.*

Let it be freely admitted that the cross has always been a problem for
the Jewish communityv. To Christians it is a symbol of God's great act

of love for man. But for Jews who are painfully aware of their history,
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the cross represents centuries of hate and persecution. In the words

of one Jewish spokesman, "The Ch;iatian looks at the figure on the cross
and sees another person. I look at the cross and 1 see myself. That's
what the goyim do to a Jew:“l7 Only through the channels of sensitive
interfaith dialogue can each community begin to perceive each other in
realiétic terms. It is indeed difficult for today's Jew to rise above the
burden of historical memories and admit to the relevancy and indispensability
of hearing the Christian "evangel." It has hardly been thought of as |
"good news” to his ears. The church has yet fully tozrealize that good
theology can not be easily built on hundreds of years of bad history.
Evangelical scholars and pastors must assume the leadership in insisting
that neither its own evangelical commﬁnity. nor any Cﬁristian community,
hold the Jewish people, or any other specific group of people, corporately
culpable today for the death of Jesus. While Romans, Jews and others were
involved in the events surrounding the crucifixion, we do not hold the
descendents of any of these peoples singularly responsible. Rather, Christian
theologians must teach and stress that the sin of all mankind —including
their own— is responsitle for Jesus' death.
Furthermore, as evangelicals, we would be wary of those within our
own community whose view of fheology and history mandates the suffering
of the Jewish pentle as prerequisite to the return of Jesus and the final
insitutution of the Afe to Come (Olam Haba). To the contrary. We see
the suffering o: ali pecple as a direct outgrowth of the sinfulness of
humankind, which itself causes man's inhumanity to man. How God in his
eternal, sovereign, cosmic will pleases to use the sinful actions of men
and nations in no way "sanctifies"” or even vindicates these actions.
Let us never forret chat some of the most heinous and barbaric acts in the
history of this worla have been justified on the grounds that "God willed it."
There would seem to be only one posture, therefore, open to the

sensitive Christian thinker. It is to condemn all sinful acts, and to live
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by example a life which promotes righteousness and justice (Amos 5:24;

Micah 6:8). This has been a foundational teaching of both Judaism and
Christianity. In the words of both Moses and Jesus, "You shall love your
neighbor as yourself" (Lev. 19:18; Mt. 22:39). And again, in the words
of Hillel, a great first century sage, "What is hateful to yourself do
not do to your fellow-man" (Shabbaf. 3la).

In addition to the long recognized factor of anti-Semitism, a newer
impetus for dialogue has lately surfaced in thelJewish community from
a different direction. This most recent moti;ating force is the rise of
evangelicals to candidacy for public office, and at the same time, the
parallel impact of the New Christian Right. When Jimmy Carter began his
drive to the presidency in 1975 as a "born again" evangelical Christian,
the American public —notably Jews and other non evangelicals— became
curious about the nature of this southerner's religious commitment. This
was understandable since most Jews in America live in the northeast corridor
and hence have had little firsthand exposure to evangelicals whose num-
bers are not comparatively strong in that part of the country.

Carter's candidacy for the presidency was a major factor in evoking
the printed media to begin to give national attention to the "Evangelicals."”
For instance, one week before Carter was elected in 1976, the cover of
Newsweek was emblazed with the words, "Born Again!: The Evangelicals."'®
The following year, a cover story of Eigglg caught the eye of mill;ons when
it captioned evangelicalism as that "New Empire of Faith,"” made up of a
booming 45.5 million people.

Despite the fact that about 75 percent of the Jewish community voted
for Jimmy Carter in 1976, Carter's election campaign raised certain ques-
tions and.suapicions among Jews; "How would a self professed "born again”
Christian lead a pluralistic nation of more than 200 million?" “Would
he be a president who is evangelical; or would he prove to be an evangelical

president?" "If the latter, what effect would this have on Jews and all

other Americans who for centuries have prized the priceleas right of

——
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religious liberty?”

Carter's election was interpreted by mary as a sort of "rite of
passage" for evangelicals. It ﬁointed to their acceptance into the heart
of American cultural and political life. Why? -Here wags a relatively
unknown Southern Baptist peanut farﬁer from the small town of Plains,
Georgia. He would move to the large capital city of Washington to lead
this great nation. Here was a man who would become commander and chief
of the United States military. Here was one destined to be a world leader
who would be capable of establishing friendships with such dignitaries of
state as Menachem Begin and Anwar Sadat. -

At the beginning of 1980, the final year of Carter's term in office,
it became evident that two other evangelicals would bé vying for the presi-
dency. Their names: John Anderson, a member of the Evangelical Free Church,
and Ronald Reagan, a Presyterian by affiliation. Reagan, during his suc-
cessful bid for the presidenby. became the favored candidate of the New
Christian Right. He received enthusiastic backing from many New Right
organizations whose membershiﬁ is strongly made up of fundamentalists and
politically conservative evangelicals. In the face of this rapid rise of
the New Right, which includes various conservative Christian lobbyist
groups, the current Jewish community has become perplexed and uneasy.

They want to know about the goals and objectives of what has been termed
"born again politics."” Hence, not only Jews, but also other Americans
have been asking such questions as these: |

"Is it the goal of these fundamentalists and evangelicals to create
a 'Christian republic' by Christianizing' government and politics?"

"Are those who do not line up with the vote of organizations such as
the Moral Majority somehow, by implication’not good Christians (or Jews)?"

"If one grants the importance of stressing pro-life, pro-family, and
pro-America issues, what about the Judeo-Christian teaching on other im-

portant social concerns such as poverty, peace and justice?"
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“Will the New Christian Right continue to oversimplify complex political

issues by seeming to view them as black and white matters simply because
there are Scriptural proof texts which supposedly can be appealed to?"

“Is there only one 'Chrisfian' way to think politically?"

"What is the responsibility of a presidential leader —in particular,
an evangelical by conviction— when it comes to the issue of the separation
of church and state?"

"How will a 'born again' president insure the preservation of American

pluralism?”

With these and other questions very much in the air, little wonder
recent years have been very unsettling and frustrating for the Jewish
community —not to speak of a large segment of very sympathetic evangelicals.
Accordlnglj, Jews have sensed a growing need to ihquire about the evangelical
beliefs and practices of not only Carter and Reagan, the two most recent
presidential occupants of the White House, but also of thoée millions of
Americans who claim a similar "born again" religious commitment. Gradually,
Jews are coming to discover that not all evangelicals think alike when it
comes to politics. Indeed, they are finding out that the words fundamentalist
and evangelical are not necessarily synonymous. Jews and other concerned
Americans are now realizing that for one to be a conservative Christian
in religious convictions does not necessarily imply a conservative stance in
political commitment. To be sure, there are many evangelicals who could
and would welcome the day when the first Jew emerges from a field of guali-

fied condidates to assume the presidency of this great land.

C. FACTORS MOTIVATING BOTH JEWS AND EVANGELICALS

The final four factors prompting dialogue, which I have set forth
below, are particularly those mutually shared by both evangelicals and Jéws.
Though they may arise from one community more than another, in general
they appear to be common factors around which jbint interest in dialogue

is frequently engendered.
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First, interest has resulted from the fact that, since the 1960's,

there has been a general improvement in interfaith relationships. Both
evangelicals and Jews have benefited from a changing climate largely
brought about by ecumenical endeavors, the civil rights movement, and
specialized efforts aimed at easing racial tensions.

At the time of the fundamentalist-modernist controversy during the
first half of this century, it was common to find Christians fleeing
mainline denominations in droves, only to assume a more separatistic,
anti-intellectual, and cultic stance. For many, a né% Christian lifestyle
had emerged. Evangelicals had pulled back from relaﬁing the evangel to
societal needs, and had become preoccupied instead with some of the more
peripheral areas of Christian doctrine. -

But today, the piéture has changed considerably. The mainstream of
contemporary evangelicalism has now returned to a more culturally open
position. There is renewed interest in socio-political concerns, mainline
denominationalism, and ecumenical issues which deal with human rights in
the context of a pluralistic society.

The progress made in race relations in the last decade and a half
has likewise been paralleled by major strides in Catholic-Jewish, Orthodox-
Jewish, and liberal Protestant-Jewish relations. Since evangelicals were
the only major group left with whon interreligiously-minded Jewish or-

- ganizations had not entered into formal dialogue, it was simply a matter
of time before evangelicals and Jews would find themselves in conversation.

A second factor is the growing awareness of the need to dispel faulty
images and popular stereotvpes of each other. Personal encounter between
evangelicals and Jews has also been prompted by the realization that many
prejudices, distortions, and faulty perceptions exist. The geographical
concentration of evangelicals is largely in the south and the "Bible-belt"
of the midwest. Jews, on the other hand, are located mostly in the north-

east and large cities of the west. As a result, various half truths and
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stereotypic images arise from this mutual isolation. Accordingly,
cutting epithets such as "Elmer.Gantrys;" "rednecks,"” and "wild-eyed
reiigious fanatics," or "Pharisee," "Shylock," and "money grubber" have
created unjust portrayals of each group.

By coming together in interfaith discussion, evangelicals and Jews
are starting to discover accurate modern-day images of each other. This
is especially helpful to those in the evangelical community who have some-
times in the past carried ignorant and painfully naive misperceptions of
Jews and Judaism. Perhaps the major reason for this has been the fact
evangelicals for too long have persisted in équating modern Judaism with
biblical Judaism. Only by personally coming to know the Jews of today will
evangelicals realize that Judaism is not simply the religion of the 0ld
Testament, but one that developed from it. Little wonder, Anglican churchman
John Stott calls his fellow evangelicals to get involved in dialogue.
He rightly points out: "Dialogue is a token of geneuine Christian love,
because it indicates our steadfast resolve to rid our minds of the pre-
judices and caricatures which we may entertain about other people.“20
If this alone were the result of interfaith dialogue, in my opinion.‘it.
would still be well worth the effort.

Third, evangelicals and Jews have a mutual interest in coming to
understand their religious and cultural differences. The paths of both
are crossing more frequentlﬁ than in the past. This is happening through
the military service, the secular university (most evangelicals and Jews
of college age do not attend religious schools but are meeting in the
classrooms and residence halls of large secular schools), volunteer organ-
izations, PTA, and suburban neighborhood contacts brought about by the flight
of the modern Jew from the confines of his traditional shtetl (ghetto).

With this increased interaction, evangelicals are taking advantage
~ of the opportunity to ask a variety of questions —some simple, some
complex, and all curious— about the life and practices of today's Jew.

A sampling of some of the more interesting and frequently posed questions
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heard in casual conversation are these:

"Why is a glass smashed at a Jewish wedding?"

"When Jewish women light the Sabbath candles, why do they cover
their eyes with their hands?"

"Christians feel free to ﬁray or sing while attending services in a
Jewish temple, but why'don't Jewish people pray or sing when visiting
Christian churches?"

"Why don't my Jewish neighbors ever have any flowers or music at
at their funerals?" 3 i

"Why don't Jews embalm their dead like Jacob was‘in 01d Testament times?"

"Why do Jews eat chicken instead of lamb at thei% Passover seders?"

"Since there are no more animal sacrifices, how do Jews today reéeive
atonement for their sin?"

Jews, in turn, are curious about evangelicals and their beliefs and
subcultural practices. Typical questions informally posed have included
ones such as these:

"Why do 'born again' Christians seem to always insist that Bible
reading and prayer be part of the opening exercises in the public school?”

"Why doesn't the pastor of thé evangelical church here in town seem
to understand when our rabbi keeps on gquestioning the use of town funds
for the construction and lighting of a large creche during the Christmas
season on the lawn of the Town Hall?"

"Why does my son's puBlic.school teacher,who is an evanéelica%,seem
to resent the fact I question that my son is made to sing with his class
many traditional Christmas carols each year, when Hanukkah songs are never
included?"

"If evangelicals try to be so biblical in their approach to life, why
do they criticize us Jews at weddings for using wine and dancing when
these things were so much a part of life in Bible times?"

. "Is being an evangelical Christian simply a matter of believing certain

doctrines about salvation and the world to come, or does the evangelical
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faith have any direct relevancy to the problems of this present world of

basar va-dam (flesh and blood)?"

The search for answers to these, and other probing questions like
them, has contributed immeasurably toward understanding some of the
religious and cultural differenﬁes Beparating'evangelicals and Jews.

Let us turn now to one final factor motivating evangelicals and Jews
to seek each other out: it is their common interest in the survivgl of Israel.
Many (but not all) evangelicals see Israel's return to the land and emergence
to statehood (1948) as in some way connected with biblical prophecy. This

was boldly broug~t to the attention of the national public through full-page
21

ads published in many of the larger newspapers across the country.
Signed by fifteen evangelicél leaders, the ad affirmed belief in "Israel's
divine right to the land," and urged evangelicals to write Washington in
support of Israel'é stance in the Middle East. This widening evangelical
sﬁppbrt of Israel is viewed by certain observers of the current religious
scene as part of a "rew political assertiveness," a move described as a
"drastic step [ty evan:elicalé} in their effort to overcome or repeal their
choice to disengai=, to be aloof from the public sphere.“22

Whereas 1ibera1 mainline Protestantism largely assumes an attitude
of indifference or passivity in regard to the backing of Israel, evangelicals
tend to be strong and enthusiastic supporters of Israel's right to a home-
land. Especially in light of the Nazi Holocaust, evangelicals are now
speaking out to condemn the declaration “Zibnism is racism" and back
Israel.

Though much of the justification for support of Israel seems to derive
from theolecgical concerns‘?3 today, evangelicals are happily giving other
reasons as well. Political, economic and sociological factors are also
important in arguing for israel's right to exist as a free and aecﬁre
state. 1Indeed, there is concern for a just peace among all peoples in

the Middle East, not just between Israel and Egypt, or Israel and her

Arab neighbors.
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For a variety of motivations and reasons, Jews and evangelicals will
continue to find a common bond of interest in Israel's future. ' Israel
is the land of the Bible. Here is the stage on which the events of holy
Writ have .been played out for centuries. It is a land sacred to Jew and

evangelical alike. And it will always be that way.

III. PROSPECTUS FOR THE FUTURE

When we seek to assess the present state of evangelical-Jewish relations,
it is clear, much progress has been made. As we have seen, however, both
communities tend to approach interfaith relations froﬁ somewhat different
perspectives, and often with different interests in mind. Evangelicals,
for instance, seem to be mainly interested in seeking out Jews for the
purpose of discussing ancient biblical texts and/or theological issues.
Jews, on the other hand, though neither unfamiliar nor passive about the
Bible and its teachings, seem especially concerned théy be viewed as modern
living people, not as those whose image is that of the sandal-shod partriarchs
with staffs-in-hand, so familiar to the cover of Christian Sunday School
quarterties. Indeed, Jews may be more prone to discuss with evangelicals
those two thousand years of history since the Bible was written, and the
consequent needs and practical issues relating to this world in which they
now live. In sum, as one Jewish leader has rightly stated: "Jews and
Judaism cannot be seen only as ancient biblical categories; rather, Chris-

tians must experience the contemporary Jewish community today in Bitu“Zu

A. SOME JOINT PROJECTS TO CONSIDER

Recognizing the importance of the above admonition, it is apparent
that both evangelicals and Jews must now seek out édditional ways and new
contexts in which they can profitably meet. This way they can become better
acquainted in situations other than dialogues exclusively structured around
biblical topics. Lay people espeéially. can benefit from interfaith activities

when organized around community centered projects of mutual interest. I

would therefore urge that the future of evangelical-Jewish relations move
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more in this direction. Accordingly, let me suggest a number of posgsible
joint projects and social settings by which church and synagogue groups
might beneficially interact together: (1) Write letters to Russia seeking
the freedom of enslaved Christians and Jews, (2) Share in a Passover seder,
(3) Bring youth groups together to work on the constructing of a succah
(an outdoor hut for the celebration of the fall biblical festival of
Tabernacles), (4) Conduct a Jewish cooking class for joint women's organ-
izations, (5) Hold a joint study-discussion group which introduces the
an interfaith music night stressing Jewish and Christian songs which derive
from our common heritage, (7) Conduct a workshop on biblical art project325
useful for lay teachers, (8) Hold an evening of instruction in Jewish
folk dancing, (9) Show and discuss films such as "His lLand," "“The Hiding
Place," "Night and Fog," or "Fiddler on the Roof," (10) Encourage local
Hadassah and.Christian Women's Clubs to plan programs of mutual interest,
(ll)lProduce a community version of "The Diary of Anne Frank," or, "The
First American Thanksgiving," (12) Hold a joint historical gathering in
the month of May to commemorate Israel Independence Day, (13) Begin a
monthly joint reading circle which alternates between synagogue and church
facilities; use such books as The Chosen (Potok), The Insecurity of Freedom

(Heschel), Evangelical Roots (Kantzer, ed.), or How Then Should We_Live?

(Schaeffer), (14) Cross register in community lay religious schools for
the study of the Hebrew language, church history, and other courses,

(15) Take trips together to museums and points of common historic and
religious interest, e.g. in Rhode Island, the Touro Synagogue and sites
made famous by Roger Williams, (16) Plan a jointly sponsored travel-study
tour of Israel, Greece and Rome, (17) Hold an illustrated lecture on

Jewish or Christian hiétory. archaeology, and culture.
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B. OUR UNFINISHED AGENDA

To this point, I have largely called attention to those areas where
bothfevangelicals and Jews share a common basis for meeting in formal
dialogue and other interfaith activities. It would be less than honest,
however, to leave one the impression that evangelical-Jewish relations
are likely to be all "down-hill" from this point on. In other words, we
should not think that just because we may have the ability to work together
co-operatively on a number of joint projects—and I believe we have that
ability— and agree on other things, this means we féce no major obstacles
ahead. It must never be forgotten that we represent two different religions.
We must be candid with one another; we must never consciously down-play
our differences. In the long run, we accomplish little when we fail to
face our differences objectiveiy for what they are. We have some sensitive
areas of tension where theological antitheses of centuries past have re-
sulted in what appears to be a perpetual impasse—an ideological cul-de-
sac- which, unless God intervenes; may never be fully resolved until the
end of this age. Evangelicals, for instance, are not about to abandon
their belief in the divinity and messiahship of Jesus. Likewise, the
Jewish community does not seem ready to abandon their oral law and proclaim
man is saved —that is, worthy of the life to come— by faith alone.

In brief, then, our agenda is yet unfinished. But despite these sharp
differences, we must keep talking; and we must remain feapective of the
deepest faith convictions of the other. |

When we pursue this matter of our respective differences further,
it is precisely at this point that evangelicals and Jews confront perhaps
the greatest —certainly, the most sensitive— challenge of the future.
Therefore, it is certainly a realistic and timely question when it is asked
whether evangelical-Jewish relations will remain harmonious and peaceful
in the future. In recent months, for example, millions of evangelicals

and Jews across this land saw how a single insensitive statement —on
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whether God hears the prayers of a Jew— can cut deep into the heart of
both our communities. Who is to say this kind of remark will not happen
again? And what of those historically more substantive issues which have
already divided us for more than nineteen hundred years?

Our prospectus for the immediate future therefore must be understand-
ably cautious and somewhat guarded. Evangelical-Jewish relations have
never enjoyed the luxury of proceeding from the stance of thoroughgoing
and unquestionable optomism. The primary reason for this is because both
our communities continue to affirm views —traditional to each respective
faith— which immediately have the potential to bring us into conflict.

I do not believe that these issues —many are held very deeply on the
visceral level— have as yet been fully or adequately addressed in joint
session, though our present conference is certainly a major step in that
direction. Of course, we face the possibility that these present iﬁpasses
will never be adequately resolved to the satisfaction of either community.
After all, neither of us is seeking to build some symbiotic world-wide
religious body. But at the same time, this gives neither of us excuse

to side step them out of courtesy, or to pretend they do not exist out of
indifference or ignorance. In my opionion, there are three main issues.
over which considerable difference of opinion and tension is found —whether
overtly or under the surface— whenever evangelicals and Jews meet.

To begin with, we must recognize the foundational differences which
exist in the areas of biblical interpretation and theology. Evangelicals
hold to the canonicity and absolute authorify of the New Testament writings;i
Jews do not. Because of this fact, evangelicals inte;pret certain 01d
Testament texts Christologically through the eyes of —what they believe
were— inspired New Testament authors. Thus, it should be readily apparent
why-Jews fail to discover Messianic meaning in texts like the Suffering
Servant passage of Isaiah chapter 53. Their hermeneutic is different.
Evangelical Christians, however, arrive at their interpretation because

eight of the twelve verses from that prophetic chapter are referred to
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in the New Testament and associated with the messianic claims of Jesus.

Taken alone, however, thé 01& Testament has no hint of a suffering Messiah,
or that the Messiah is Jesus of Nazareth. What is more, in Jewish inter-
 pretation,the Hebrew Scriptures (0ld Testament) are not the only authority.
The Bible must also be understood and interpreted through the Oral Law
(Talmud), the Codes, the Responsa, and the commentaries of scholarly
authorities such as Rashi. In short, Judaism is not bound to one authority,
but embraces many, in a long line of living tradition.

The nineteenth century saw this matter of authority become more fluid
through the rise of Reform Judaism. This modern movement brought in its
wake an emphasis upon reason and experience; this tended to detract signifi-
cantly from the Traditionalist's "Torah-true" or ﬁalakic approach to religious
authority. Furthermore, in its acceptance of the judgments of higher criti-
cism on the Hebrew Scriptures, LiberallJewry moved considerably away from
the ﬁcre conservative position common to historic evangelicalism. To be
specific, evangelicals have usually read the Bible rather literally. That
is, they believe in iredictive prophecy, and generally accept both the
details of historical narrative and the accounts of miracle-working as true.
Likewise, evangelicals nave customarily rejected such higher critical
viewpoints as the i'vcumentary Hypothesis of the Pentateuch (JEDP), the
notion of a "Deutero" and “"Trito" Isaiah, and the late (second century
B.C.E.) dating of the prophecy of Daniel. It is important, therefore, to
recognize some of these presuppositions and points of reference in that
they very much affect the conclusions of evangelical bibiical scholarship.

Modern Jewish scholarship, on the other hand, approaches most of these
same issues from a radically different perspective. Thus, it becomes clear
that questions such as the uniqueness of Jesus, biblical hermeneutics,
the appropriate use of higher criticism, and the nature of religious
authority represent major points of difference between the two faiths.

It is indeed a strange and ironic phenomenon that the one written authorita-

tive Source that in go many ways unites evangelicals and Jews,
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at the same time so radically divides them. Without question, a thorough

study of the history of canon, and the early schools of biblical interpeta-
tion, could well be undertaken jointly with considerable profit by both
6ur communities in the future.

There remain two other tough issues which continue to divide evangel-
icals and Jews. Both of these concern outreach or mission —an area which
appears to be as tense and controversial now as it has ever been. The first
of these issues involves the polemical question of missionary organizations
and the so-called Jewish Christian or Messianic Jewish movement closely
tied to them. Whether referred to as Jewish Chrisfiana or Messianic Jews,
these missionary groups receive the greater part of their financial bacxing
from fundamentalist and mainline evangelica! churches. Most are recognized
by the conservative Christian community not as "fringe groups" made up of
religious fanatics, but as those who represent a legitimate outgrowth of
early Christianity in accord with the Great Commission (see Mt. 28:18-20;
Acts 1:8; Rom. 1:14).

But at this point a tension immediately arises. The Jewish community
is generally unwilling to acknowledge that a Jew can believe in Jesus as
Messiah and still rightfully retain his Jewish identity. A Jew cannot have
it both ways. ke must choose on what side of the fence he will fall —Jewish
or Christian.

The evangelical community, however, largely accepts and supports the
idea of Jewish Christianity. One may ask, therefore, to what degree future
interaction between evangelicals and Jews will be affected once this issue
is openly and forthrightly addressed? Can this issue ever be approached
irenicéily with Jews and evangelical Jewish Christians taking part in the
same discussion? Past attempts have often resulted in heated arguments
rather than constructive exchanges. Will it be on fhe horms of this dilemma
that evangelical-Jewish dialogue some where along the line will permanently
break down? It is understandable why there are those in both our communi-

ties who, like their ancestors, feel very deeply about these issues. To them,
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it is a matter not open to compromise. Hence, some claim Jewish Christianity

is authentic for it is "biblical;"” others say it is little more than a

'fraudulent masquerade." And so, after nineteen hundred years, it remains

a most sensitive matter fraught with all kinds of potential controversy.

Open dialogue may never solve this problem, but it can help immensely in

. understanding the issues involved.

The second tough question we are facedFith in relation to outreach
concerns the way in which evangelical fgith is being communicated to Jewish
people. A number of}evangelical leaders are now takingfﬁlear stand against
"singling out Jews aé.Jeﬁé“ in evangelistic efforts. In this vein, Leighton
Ford, at the 1lst National Conference in New York affirmed that "good news
we have no right to withhold from anyone. But we do reject the neurotic
approach which would select out Jews alone as some uniquely needy objects
for proselytism.“26

Along with this, other evangelicals publicly dissassociate theﬁselves
from any evangelistic methods employed to contact Jews which are considered
to be "deceptive" or "devious,"” or "coercive" or "manipulativé." In a word,
they strongly shun any idea of so-called "hard line conversionary tactics."
To be sure, no soul can be brought into the kingdom against his will.
Neverthéless. for a future agenda item, both communities must come to grips
with what it means for an evangelical to be genuinely "evangelical."

It is the question of how an evangelical can be faithful to that understand-
ing of his Christian calling to spread the Gospel to all men, and yet to do
so in an honest, open, humble, and non-manipulative way. 1Is the evangel,

in the very nature of the case, to be always reckoned a "stumbling block"
(see I Cor. 1:23)? 1Is it realistically possible for evangelicals and Jews
to agree on the ethics of bearing witness to that evangel?27

If we have learned anything from the last two millennia, it is that

neither of us can impose or force higs faith on the other. This overzealous-

ness, unfortunately, has been the practice of some Christians largely due

. to their deep conviction regarding the finality of Jesus as the Christ.
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Regretfully, this has often been associated with a depreciation of respect
for Jewish beliefs and practices. But this should never be the case. As
far as evangelicals are concerned, there is no ground for boasting or arro-
gance at this point. There is nothing inherent in Christianity that makes
one individually, or us Christians corporately, better than Jews. It is
indeed to our shame that this proud and elitist spirit has sometimes been
openly displayed —particularly in situations which seem to have little
respect for the concept of religious pluralism upon which this nétion was
founded., Such attitudes of superiority have often resulted in the denegra-
tion of Judaism to the point that the ground has been prepared for the
sowing of the seeds of anti-Semitism.

There is a hetter way open to all Christians who truly care about
the feelings of otnhers: it is for us to recognize humbly —without com-
promise of the deepest commitments of our faith— that, “There is nothing
to boast of in ourselves. We are just human beings speaking to other
~ human beings, testifying to what we have found. We do not assume we are
completely right and infallible or have nothing left to learn."28 Indeed,
growth comes through mutual sharing and a willingness to risk self-exposure.
It is on this level that the deepest sensitivities and convictions of each

other are laid bhare. Yet, it is this two way street that gets to the very

heart of dialogue.

C. IS THERE A FUTURE?

In bringing this prospectus for the future to. a conclusion, we face,
head on, the question: "Where is the current dialogue going?" From an
evangelical perspective there is a broad range of speculation at this point.
It is appropriate therefore thatwe call attention to two representative
viewpoints. One is négative in its assessment, the other positive.

First, as was pointed out earlier, a large segment of evangelicals
stand in great fear of dialogue. Many of these come from fundamentalistic
church backgrounds. For the most part they feel that the evangelical move-

ment has everything to lose by any kind of interreligious activity outside



-34-
its own self-contained evangelical world. By involvement in dialogue,
evangelicalism is headed nowhere, they say, but to its own destruction.
This will come because of a fatal compromise of its evangelical distinctives.
of paramount concern here is the potential severing of the missionary nerve
of the church, and the consequent denial of other vital evangelical dogmas.
So, it is argued, dialogue is to be avoided lest evangelicals succumb to
compromising ecumenical pressures. Those who will mount these pressures,
these evangelicals insist, though appeafing friendly at first will eventually
convince evangelicals not in any way to be an offense religiously to others.
There will be strong insistance that evangelicals display great tolerance
and broadmindedness, for this is an age of "live and let live." Where does
this "garden path" eventually lead?, they point outs it ends when evangeli-
cals suddenly and tragically find themselves part of some doctrineless
ecumenical religious body. Then New Testament Christianity will have lost
its uniqueness, and the wisdom of the biblical warning about compromise
will be vindicated: shun syncretism and the mixing with those on the "other
side."

" In contrast to the above, there is another segment of evangelicals
—and I number myself among them— who are rather enthusiastic about the
future prospect of dialogue. They refuse to believe God has rejected his
people (Rom. 11:1) and that there is no more place for Israel in God's re-
demptive and messianic program. Rather, these evangelicals affirm that
they who once were not part of God's people, and who became his people purely _
by his grace, can learn much frqm those who from biblical times have been
his peOple.29 Most of these evangelicals believe Jews some day will be
one with them. While affirming the centrality of a Christian witness
which sees the Gospel as open to all peoples everywhere, these evangelicals
believe that Romans 9-11 teaches that in God's plan Judaism and Christianity
will co-exist until the end of this age. At that time God will regraft
into the olive tree (Rom. 11:23) those natural branches (Jews) beside

the place where the wild olive branches (Gentiles) presently grow, so finally,



-35-
“all Israel will be saved" (Rom. 11:126). It would appear from the context

that the Apostle Paul's understanding of this future salvation of Israel
is tied clearly to Jesus, the one he called the Messiah; Bﬁt irrespective
of the eschatological leahings of these same evangelicals, they are con-
scious that, from the New Testament perspective, the when and how of God's
sovereign outworking of his plan for "Israel after the flesh" remains

. shrouded in a great mystery which no man can fathom (Rom. 11:33,34).

At this point, therefore, who knows how the Sﬁirit of God will choose
to shape or use this new dialogue in the future? That remains to be seen;
it is in his hands. He is still the Lord of hiétory. and the ultimate
Judge of men and_movemenfs. He controls for his own'glory and purposes
the affairs of his people; the Almighty omnisciently sees as no mere mortal
can presently see.

What is important is that barriers of communication are now being
broken down between evangelicals and Jews. This new dialogue is now enabling
evangelicals —many for the first time-— to learn from, and make lasting
friendships with, a people who have brought riches to the Gentile world
(see Rom. 11:12).

For hundreds of years the evangelical has had something to offer the
Jew: but for thousands of years the Jew has had something to teach the
rest of the world. Witness to the tradition of one's faith cuts both ways.
Hopefully, for both evangelicals and Jews, more riches have yet to be
discovered. So, dialogue need not be written off out of peril, but pursued
for its potential.

But wili evangelical and Jew respond by becoming increasingly involved?

The history of the eighties will tell.
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A JEW LOOKS AT THE NEW TESTAMENT

As the title of my paper, "A Jéw Looks at the New Testament," suggests,
the views which I share with you this morning are the views of a single Jew.
They are not the views of either the Jewish people as a whole or any fraction
thereof. For all I know, these views may be singular, shared by no other Jew.
They are nonetheless the views of a Jew who is deeply committed to Judaism and
who has for more than a generation been teaching the history of Jews and Judaism
‘to rabbinic students at the Hebrew Union College and to Christian graduate students
as well. Nontheless what I shall share with you is the outcome of a highly personal
odyssey which reaches back to my early life in Judaism when [ was, as to the Law
a Pharisee, as to righteousness under the Law, blameless, and as to the writings
. Bf the New Testament both ignorant and rejective; and which extends to this very
moment when I stand before you unbound by the Law, highly insecure as to my
rightgousness, knowledgable of the teachings of the New Testament, and coﬁfessing
tha.t njy Jewish spirit has been enriched by them.
How .‘ I ask myself, could I, of all people, be speaking to you here today of
a book which, until my University years, I never dared to read, lest its false
teﬁchings' contaminate my soul nurtured on the purity of God's authentic revela-
tions? I was born and raised in an ultra-Orthodox home. I learned to read
" Hebrew before English, and the Torah before Little Red Riding Hood. I went
to Heder, the Hebrew school, several hours each day; began the study of the
.Talmud before I was bar-mitzvah; was trained to read from the scroll of the Torah
on the Sabbath and Festivals; trekked miles to attend daily morning services in the
synagogue and only when the services were over did I board the street car to a

distant high school; and gained for myself a reputation for righteousness and piety
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that filled the hearts of my parents with pride and my fantasies with messianic ambi-
tion. If ever there was a lifelpredestined for the glory of God, seemingly it was
mine. I had been singled out so it seemed to me, by God the Father to tend His
vineyard and keep it free of alien and blighting growths. |

But as it turned out, neither I, or my parents, or my te_achérs had read the
signs aright. To be sure, I was pious, and I was Law-abiding, and I was confi-
dent that my piety and righteousness would assure for me eternal life and resur-
rection. Yet when I was feeling most pleased with myself and most conﬁdenf of
my salvation, I had a terrifying experience on the road to the synagogue. I was
sixtéeen years old #t the time, and at the height of my piety and ﬁghtéougness and
‘confidence. I was more and more visualizing myself as the intrepid champion of
the Law and defender of thé Faith. With these goals in forefront of my mind, I had
"* 'been reading R. Traver Herford's highly appealing and sympathetic re-appraisal

of the Pharisees, and was deeply impressed with his efforts to convey to Christian

' readers the inner joy which a believing Jew feels when he is yoked to the Law.

Herford also exposed me to Paul for the first time, and I was appalled that anyone
'who had been so loyal a son of the Law could have been so out of his mind that he
could have thrown over the Law for a false Messiah, Jesus. -

I could not help but feel a glow of pride and Iéaﬁsfaction that, unliké Paul,
my faith and loyalty was sturdy and impregnable. Exultant, I trudged off to the
synagogue for study and for the afternoon and evening prayers which would follow.
It was the Sabbath, around four o'clock in the afternoon and a baseball game was
in progress on the sandlot diamond which I had to pass enroute. The day was

sunny and pleasant and as I paused to watch the game for a moment or two, I was
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flooded with pre-bar-mitzvah memories of joys and ambitions that had had nothing
to do with the Law. Indeed the Law had been in the way, for it forbade playing
of ball on the Sabbath, the very day which, for a young boy, should have been set
aside for sporting events. This, it seemed to me, was asking too much. The Law
may have been given by God, and it may have prohibited the pla'ying of ball on the
. Sabbath, yet God's command "Thou shalt not play ball" was countermanded by an
even more powerful command deep within me which proclaimed, "Thou shalt play
ball, even on the Sabbath." And play ballI did, even though this meant sneaking
off to some neighborhood far from my father's prying eyes. |

Suddenly I was joltéd out of my reverie by a terrifying thought. "What if
Paul was right?" "What if the Law was not binding?" "What if behind the Law,
sin lurked, ready to provoke some untamed impulse to defy the Law and the God
who had revealed it?" I broke out in a cold sweat and began to run, not walk,
_ towards the synagogue. Butl had great difficulty. The thought would not go
away. I became more and more terrified. I was on the edge of paralysis when,
by a sheer exertion of will, I marshalled my religious defenses, calmed down,
and made my way to the synagogue where my spirits and confidence were re-
vived. Buoyed by the return of my senses, I "forgot" the tremendum that I
had experienced and resumed my Lawful ways.

Though I "forgot" what had occurred, the episode itself was a portent
far more prophetic than the resumption of my pious and righteous life under
the Law. For it was to be only a few years later that I was to diverge from the
road I had been following. At John Hopkins, I studied under brilliant scholars
who compelled me to rethink and reevaluate all that I had taken for granted,

and I was persuaded that the key to understanding both Judaism and Christianity



was to be found in a c.rit:ical re-thinking and re-structuring of the‘h_i.s}or.y and
~ religion of the people of Israel. And it was in thé proc;s:olf carr;nng th:rox;gh
this task that the New. Testament was transformed for me from a book of revul-
' sion into a book of revelation. For wha.t I was more and more forced to acknowl-
edge was the fact that the New Testament records not so much an-1_r_reparab1e break
- from Judaism, as a mutation of Judais.m ) -a mutatlon whu:h wasntl;t recognized as
j such at the time because Judaism had never i)eeln thought Il?f as a_ldevelopmental

religion, or Israel as a developmental peﬁple; .or (.}od. é:s ;Bemg, so infinite and
beyond human understanding, that His _Ifullness__.neecl_e_& ::1.1\.0:'9. than one revelation
for its disclosure. SR
. Ironically, the more I drifted away from the Law apci the more I shed the
-unquestioning faith of my early life in J udaism the mo:re I \-wlas able to deepen

my faith by discovering that God had given mulnple revelahons to Israel. The

orthodox Judaism on which I had been nurtured was not the pr1st1ne form of
~Judaism, but rather a form of Judaism .that had not been lu}own to Moses , or Isaiah
or Ezekiel. It was not the religon c;f Israel as set forth in the Pentateuch. Rather
it was mutational form of Judaism. | -Fa:-r f:rom ;:a\l.r"ilng been éiv.en on Sinai, the Oral
Law had been born in the crucible of the Has:ﬁonean ﬁevolt against Antiochus and
his Jewish supporters. The belief in .e-ternal life and Iresurrection whic.h went hand
in hand with the Oral Law had not been spelled out in the- Pentateuch. The Scribes-
Pharisees who had legitimitized this mutation had themselves exercised an authority
which had no Pentateuchal warrant. The -proof-texting ﬁma in which Scriptures
was now read by the Scribes-Phaﬁsees was at odds with the way Scriptures had

previously been read. The institutions which were to become by-words, the Beth

Din_ha-Gadol and the synagogue were nowhere p_rovided_f_or in the Pentateuch. The




daily reciting of the shema and mandatory prayers were not called for by
Pentateuchal law. The Sadducees who insisted, with justice, that God had given
only the Written Law and that the rewards and punishments spelled out by the
Written Law were to be exclusively this worldly rewards and punishments -~
these Sadducees were denounced by the Scribes-Pharisees and condemned to
eternal damnation. Far from being the only revelation, the two-fold Law of my
early life in Judaism, was a mutational form of Judaism which had displaced the
Judaism, which, for several centuries, had been grounded in a literal reading of
the Pentateuch.

Further study revealed further complications. The Pentateuchal form
of Judaism itself had been preceded by a form which had been radically different.
It was a form whose hallmark was prophecy. God talked to prophets and re-
vealed His will to them. They, the pra;:phets. were the ultimate authorities and
not the priests. Pentateuchal Judaism thus showed itself to have been a muta-
tional form of Judaism. Its triumph had sealed the lips of the prophets by limiting
God's revelation to the immutable laws given to Moses on Sinai and written down
once and for all.

It thus became evident to me that the development of the religion of Israel
was no simple replicating process, but had been punctuated by the bursting out
of unanticipated mutations. The prophets had never anticipated a day when
prophecy would end. The Aaronide priesthood had never anticipated a day
when the Scribes-Pharisees would sit in Moses' seat and God's revelation on
Sinai would have been of a two-fold Law, Written and Oral, and not the Written
Law alone. Yet the unanticipated not only occurred, but became normative forms

of Judaism. If normative, then God must have had the power to reveal again and



again. Otherwise how could the Written Law displace prophecy, and the Oral
Law gain ascendency over the Written.’ R TR
" And to compound the complexity, I discovered that there had arisen in

Alexan&ia a Hellenistic form of Juda.iém w}ﬁch was mutational in its own rxght
It was mutational because it dissolved the highly pe'.rsohal' a.nthropomor;';:hic'God
of the Pentateuch into the God of the philosophers, and the simple stories of
Genesis and Exodus into sophisticated allegories. Yet it was this transmuted
Judaism that was the Judaism of Philo even though it had not been the Judaism
of the prophets, or of the literal Pentateuch, or of the two-fc;lt-i Law of the

- Scribes—Pharisées. _ |

With these three mutations spread before me I cdni:luded. that each of these
mutations must have been bona-fide revelation for those J ew;s who altered their
beliefs and re-structured their mode of life? For otllaériwi's_é:. that form of Judaism
which to this day is regarded as n,ormativé by most Jews, ‘namely rabbinic Judaism,
would have had no historical legitimacy.

If then I acknowledged that mutations l-iaid.océurr.éd' in Judaism before the
rise of Christianity, and that these mutations had corhe"'it; be-lregarde'd as revelations
by large numbers of Jews, then I was bound to read the New Testament with an eye
to the possibility that the Gospels, Acts, the Letters of Paul, and the other books
of the New Testament was recording the breakout of a fc;urth mutation, a mutation
which had been no less a revelation than the three mutations which had preceded

it.



It is with this possibility in mind that I invite you to take a look with me
at the New Testament. What is so striking at first glance is that we find our-
selves, despite the Greek, within the framework of Judaism. The synoptic
gospels are cast in literary forms evocative of the historical books of the Bible;
the prooftexting which abounds is none other than the prooftexting we find in

‘the Mishnah;l the controversies between Jesus and the Scribes-Pharisees have
no referent outside the community of Israel; Jesus' preachments of the coming
of the Kingdom could have had meaning only for Jews; the synagogues in which
Jesus reads from the prophets, heals the sick, and forgives sins is a Jewish
house of worship for believing Jews and not unconverted Gentiles; terﬁns such
as Son of Man, Messiah, and David's scion were emotion-laden for the de-
scendents of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, but for no others; and Jesus' last
words on the cross are from a psalm, and not from some alien litany.

The book of Acts is no less Jewish than are the Synoptics. An outsider
would be at a loss to find his way in this Jewish world until he had become an
_Iinsider. One has only to recall the tussle that broke out between the Pharisees
and the Sadducees, when Paul cried out that he was being harried because of his
teaching of the resurrection, to appreciate how bewildering these doctrinal dif-
ferences were bound to be to unbriefed Gentiles.

Even the Gospel of John does not extricate itself from the matrix of Judaism.
The Gospel is addressed to Gentiles; it is rejective of the Jews as the people of
God; it mounts a harsh and bitter polemic against the entire Jewish people for
having crucified the Christ: yet it is a Gospel that underscores the fact that the
people of Israel were the people of Christ in the flesh; it was the people to whom
God the Father had sent the light; it was the people who had by failing to see the

light while Christ was among them and who had failed to see the Christ when he



-8 -

was crucified, had lost their right to be the people of God to those _é}gnﬁ_leq who
had seen the light through the resurrection. But the p_qs_t—resg;rgction _people _ |
of God are not cut off from the Israel to_wh;:m' Christ had -Begp géng 1n-_thg_ fielshf'
Far from it. The Gospel of John, like the Syﬁopﬁc Gospels, fgt;ls co-m'pell_e& to
proof-text his claims from Scriptui'e wilith the implication that if Scriptural proof
were iacking, his claims that the Chri;:tia.ns Qve:re tl‘:.e true people of God would be
worthless. The fact that in his time Israel consisted q-jrgrqrhe_l_min_giy of Gentiles
was beside the point, if it were indeed true that ﬂ';e God of_!srael ixad_ sent His
son to His people in the flesh and they had rejected him. 'I'here Iw:as, aft.e; all,
good biblical and Pharisaic p'recedent. for G@;s casting qﬁ‘ t_’hc-:ae claf Hi-s people-
Israel, like the Sadducees, who had viola.t_ed_the cov_'et_xgni‘: and, though born to
Israel of the ﬂeéh, were cast out of Israel of the spirit.

Now it is true, of course, that the Gospel of j’ol!plra:iées éome very sticky
questions, not so much in principle, as in practice. Int.he pa.;t, however large
the number of Jews who had been deemeéd outcasts, a.ﬁd ?mwevef large the number
of Gentiles who had converted to Judaism, the maiority_ of the Jewish people con-
atsted of Tews whe BadBoen born tnto e fasth and ;iux_—tureg on it. W6k i e
with the Christian community which the Gospel of John bespeaks. This community
consisted predominately of Gentiles who laid claim to bein.g the true Israel because
they had come to believe in the risen Cl;u'ist while the Jews had not. Though in
principle this should have made no difference, in fact it made a great deal éf dif-
ference, because it meant that the _com:stitumtslof this new Israel had had no ex-
perience of having belonged to the Israel which was being displaced. All that
they knew was that Jesus had been rejected by His people and had been accepted
by them. The Jesus of the Synoptics, who had come to bring the good ﬁews of
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the coming of the Kingdom of God to His people, the Jesus who fits .so tightly into
the contours of real time and real space, one who heals the sick, exorcises the
demon-haunted, and comforts the poor: a charismatic of flesh and blood even
though He was to become more than he seemed to have been - this Jesus is dis-
solved in the Gospel of John into the divine light which should have been seen by
the Jews but was not. It was the Jesus who had lived so that he might die and
reveal the divine self that he had always been, through the medium of the resurrec-
tion. And since the Jews had failed to recognize the divine light while Jesus had
been alive and had failed to recognize the divine light when he had been resur-
rected, what need was there for believing Gentiles to have any knowledge of the
historical Jewish Jesus at all? A Christian community could thus lay claim to being
the true Israel; could call upon Scriptures to justify these claims; and yet have no
knowledge of what it was to have been born and raised as a Jew.

A community such as John's which needed nothing but the resurrection
was an anomaly indeed. But its anomalous status does not extricate it from its
rootage. It does not cease to be a mutation of Israel simply because it is a
community consisting almost exclusively of Gentiles. This I think will become
evident when we turn to Paul.

With Paul we are on more secure ground. By his own testimony, he had
been born a Jew, and a precocious one at that. He had been, as to Law a
Pharisee and as to righteousness under the Law, blameless. Indeed he had
prided himself on having been more advanced in Judaism than others his own
age, so zealous had he been for the traditions of the Fathers. This precociousness
and zeal had gone hand in hand with Paul's violent persecution of the Church.

How then did Paul, the zealous champion of the two-fold Law come to

Christ? He came to Christ because He saw Jesus Christ risen from the dead,
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not bgcéﬁée he wanted to see him rise.n.- but because he could not 'l'ieip ééein’g him
resurrected and alive. What Paul had thought was i bld‘sphémous claim had been
transformed for him .into an ﬁndeniabie fact. He had beexi wrong, grievously so.
Having witnessed with his own eyes t};e risen Christ, Paul had to bring his con-
céption of Judaism into line with this astonishing fact. |

Paul's conception of Judaism had been that conception which had been
taught by the Scribes-Phar_isées. It was the Judaism of the two-fold Law and
it was thé Judaism that preached eternal life for the soul and the resurfection
of the body. It was a form of Judaism which rejected the J \i;laisi.xi of the Sadducees
as spurious and heretical, and it was a form of Judaism which was incongrﬁent
with tize Hellenistic form of Judaism flourishing in Philo's Alexandria. It was a
fox;m ‘of Judaism whose leaders were teachers and not prophets. It was, in fact,
a form of Judaism which ;\aras mutaﬁonal, even though for Paul and the Scribes-
Pharisees it was beliéved to have beenl designed at Sinai. When, therefore, Paul
was zealously persecuting the followers of Jesus for claiming that Jesus had risen
from the dead and was the Christ, he was persecuting them, not as a Sadducee,
or as a Philonic philosopher, or as a'prophet, but as a follower of the Phérisees
and as a preacher of the good news of eternal life and resurrection, beliefs which
were in Paul's day still being denounced as heretical by the Sadducees. As a
teacher of the two-fold Law and as a preﬁcher of eternal life and resurrection,
Paul was absolutely convinced that the resurrection of the dead was not only
possible, but inevitable for those who adhered to the two-fold Law and who
listened to the teachings of the Scribes-Pharisees. For Paul then the issue had
never been whether Jesus could have been resurrected, as it would have been
for a Sadducee, but whether he had been resurrected. When therefore Paul

persecuted those who were preaching the risen Christ, he was not persecuting
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them because they believed that there would be a resurrection, but because they
claimed that Jesus had been resurrected and that this resurrection was proof
positive that Jesus must be the Christ.

For Paul this was an impossibility, since Jesus had during his ﬁfetime
* challenged the Scribes-Pharisees and had refused to knuckle under to their
-authority. How then could Jesus have been resurrected when a precondition
for resurrection was the acknowledgment of the authority of the Scribes-Pharisees
to determine what was right law and what was right doctrine? Since the answer
Ito this question was that Jesus could not have been resurrected, Paul acted
accordingly and sought to root out the preachers of this blasphemous heresy.
But when he himself saw the risen Christ, he was forced to face the implications
of this fact, -- and face it he did.

Since, Paul reasoned, Jesus had risen from the dead even though Jesus
had challenged the Scribes-Pharisees during his lifetime, the teachings of the
Pharisees must be seriously flawed. Adherence to the two-fold Law could not in
and of itself guarantee eternal life and resurrection, since Jesus had risen from
the d_ead even though he had defied the authoritative teachers of the two-fold Law.
The road to resurrection therefore could not be the road of the Law, but a road
marked out by the resurrection of Jesus and its meaning.

For Paul this meaning was to be found in a weakness inherent, not in the
Law itself, but in the human condition. The Law is indeed divine and good, but
the individual is a slave of sin. The Law may temporarily damn up the impulse
to sin, but sooner or later sin will have its way. Indeed, the Law lends itself to
manipulation by sin, since the "Thou shalt nots" of the Law only goad our sinful

impulses to respdnd defiantly with "Thou shalt." The Law thus serves as an



agent provocateur of sin. To look to the Law for salvation is to be put off guard,

since it diverts us from focusing on sin and its power and on our human condition
and its helplessness. |

This then must be the meaning of the resurrection. God, 'k_nowing of man's
helplessness in the face of sin, sent Jesus Christ so that, through his death and
through his resurrection, man might dissolve his sinful impulses in response to

" Christ's unconditional love. Whereas the Law provokes _si_n ) Christ's_love dis-
solves it.

It is here, in Paul's radical critique of the Law, that Jéws and Christians
have tended to see the parting of the wa_.lysl . - And with good reason. For if the
Law is the essence of Judaism, then it would follow that _Paui's rejection of the
Law would ipso facto be a rejection of Judaism.

But, ié the Law the essence of Judaism? This is the root question, which
we must now seek an answer.

At first glance, the answer would seem to be ob;rious enough. Paul stresses
in both Phillipians and Galatians his precocious relationship to the Law. In
Romans, Chapter 7, he clearly identifies the Law as having been essential to
Judaism prior to the resurrection of Jgsus. But a more pf_.-netrating analysis does
not yield so clear cut a conclusion. For though it is ir}deed true that for'the
Scribes-Pharisees adherence to the two-fold_ Law was essential for salvation, and
for the Sadducees the adherence to the literal commands of the Pentateuch was a

sine_qua non, it had not been all true for such prophets as Amos, Hosea, Micah,

and Isaiah. These prophets regarded righteousness, justice, and lovingkind-
ness as the essence of God's covenant with Israel and not the Law. Not a single

one of these prophets even mentions Sinai. Not a single one of these prophets
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recalls Moses as a lawgiver., Not a single one of these prophets reg'arded
'sa_crificeé as mandatory: "I hate your Sabbaths, I despise your feasts, and 1
reject your sacrifices, but let justice roll down like water and righlteousness

like an everlasting stream," is the leit motif first enunciated by Amos. For
prophets such as these, the Sabbath, the festivals and the cultus were allowable
so long as they did not deflect the people from what was essential to the covenant;
namely God's singularity, God's attributes (justice, mercy and lovingkindness)
and Israel's commitment to this God and to His attributes.

The teachings of these grand prophets thus preclude the Law as being
essential to the covenant, however important the Law became for subsequent
forms of Judaism, But is this not also evident from the fact that the Written
Law, the Pentateuch is a radically different Law than the two-fold Law pro-
claimed by the Scribes-Pharisees? One has only to flip through the titles of
the tractates of the Mishnah to become aware that this repository of the Oral
Law deals with categories of law, such as Berakhot, (blessings), Ketuboth
(marriage contracts), Yedayim (uncleanness of izanés) » erubin (Sabbath limits)
which are not even mentioned in the Pentateuch. After all there would have been
no point for Paul to have prided himself on having been "As to the Law a Pharisee,"
if there was only one Law to which all Jews adhered. Thus not orily do the
prophets such as Amos, testify to the fact that the essence of the covenant was
not law, but the fact that there could be such a cleavage as to what the Law was,
a cleavage which during the reign of Alexander Janneus, pitted the Pharisees
and Sadducees against one another in a savage civil war, clearly reveals that the
Law was a superimposition, not an essence. Both before the Law and beyond the
Law, the essence of Judaism continued to be as it was for the prophets: God's

singularity and His attributes of justice, mercy, and lovingkindness.
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But it is not only retrospectively that we discern a form of Judaism, namely
the .propheti;:. which did not acknowledge the Law as the g:éssezir'.:e of the religion of
Israel, but in the existence of a form of Judaism in our own day which likewise

-does not regard the Law as the essence of Judaism. This form of Judaism is
.Iﬂourishing. and its seminary, the Hebrew Union Colle'ge-—Jewish Institute of Religion,
trains rabbis for Reform congregations both in the United States and abroad. There .
"' can be no question that this seminary is a seminary devoted to the teaching and the
perpetuation of Judaism. It may be denounced as a SEedbgd'bf heresy by the ultra-
Orthodox, it may even be viewed by them as wc-)rse than a Christian seminary, but
it is regarded by friend and foe alike as a Jewish institution. Yet Reform Judaism
~does not recognize the binding character of either the Written or Oral Law, nor
the Orthodox cl#ﬁ:‘:s that God had revealed his total revelation to Moses on Sinai.
Instead, Reform Judaism affirms that God's revelation is ongoing, and that the es-
sence of Judaism is to be found in the singularity of God and in His attributes of
justice, mercy, and lovingkindness.

Reform Judaism t.hu'; bears witness to the fact that Pharisaism was not the
last mutation - revélaﬁon in Judaism. For Reform Judaism is as legitimate a
mutation - revelation for Jews who acknowledge it as such, as were the Pentateuchal
and Pharisaic mutations - revelations for those Jews who adopted these mutation -
revelations as normative. If then Reform Judaism can be Judaism without the
Law, the Law cannot be the essence of Judaism for those who have adopted Reform
Judaism as normative. And if there can be a Judaism unrooted in the Law in our
own day, by what right can I as a Reform Jew read Paul out of Judaism merely be-

cause in his day Jews believed that the Law was the essence of Judaism? So long
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as Paul insisted, as he did, that the Christ was sent by the one Go& of Israel to
redeem humankind from the bondage of sin, and so long as he justified his reve-
lation of Christ by an appeal to Scriptures, and so long as he proclaimed that the
followers of Christ were the Israel of the spirit, I see no way of denying to Paul's
teachings the right to be categorized as a mutation - revelation of Judaism for all
1'.Ill'mse Jews or Gentiles who accept these teachings as normative, without at the
s:a.me time denying, not only the right of Reform Judaism to be categarized, as a
mutation - revelation, but of Orthodox Judaism as well -- a form of Judaism
l{vhich owes its own legitimacy to a mutation - revelation. And as for Gentiles,
there is in principle no way to exclude the possibility that a community of Israel
could emerge consisting of a majority who were either converts themselves or the
children of converts, unless there is some quota or cut-off point for new converts.
In principle, even the most extreme Orthodox Rabbi cannot countenance such a
quota or cut-off so long as the convert fulfills all the legal requirements. The
fact then that Pauline Christianity spread almost exclusively among Gentiles does
not in and of itself derogate from Pauline Christianity's right to be regarded as a
mutation - revelation within Judaism, so long as the community affirms that it is
the Israel of the spirit. Hence, when we read the Gospel of John and recognize
that it is a Gospel that is speaking to a Christian community consisting of
Gentiles, we are confronted by an anomaly, but not by a new religion. John may
‘be addressing Gentiles, and he may be rejecting Jews, but he is not rejecting
‘either the God of Israel or the authority of Scriptures. He is affirming that Jesus
was a Jew in the flesh, that He was sent by God, the Father, to the Jews who
failed to recognize him, and became the Christ for all those who did so recognize

him either during His earthly sojourn or after His resurrection. The Jews were
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not cut off from Christ; they cut themselves off.. Christ did.hq;.com.g for the
Gentiles but for all humankind. The fact that Gentiles and not Jews acknowledged
Him as the Christ was simply a fact, not a destiny.

If then I read the New Testament as the record of a mutation-revelation
within the framework of Judaism, what do I do with the hostility which-suffuses
the Gospels and the Epistles of Paul? What do I do with Matthew 23 and its con-
demnation of the Scribes-Pharisees as whitewashed tombs, vipers and sons of
hell? How do I react to the trial and crucifiction of Jesus and the harsh judgment
levelled against the Jews for their complicity?

I answer these questions by facing them head on. What, after all, is one
to expect?- Sweetness and light, genteel polemic, serene trava.ll when a charis-
:;na'ﬁc of charismatics challenges the authority of the Scribes-Pharisees, exposes
~ the Jews to Roman wrath by preaching the coming of God's Kingdom and not the
continuity of Caesar's Kingdom, attracts crowds who could go beserk, causes
a rﬁ.ﬁnpus in'the Temple area in the inidst of maddening crowds, evokes shouts
of "Long live the King of Jews," "Long live the Son of David, Hossana in the
highest," and neither affirms or denies that he is the King of the Jews?

These were harsh and unruly times. Judea had proved to be ungovern-
able. There was not a day without its violence, a week witﬁout its demons-
trations, a year without its insurrections. The Roman emperors did not know
how to keep the peace; the Procurators did not know how to keep the peace;
the High Priest and his privy council did not know how to keep the peace.
Repression did not work, permissiveness did not work, muddle did not work.
When John the Baptist had preached repentance and baptism, he had been put

to death, not because of his teachings, but because he attracted crowds, and
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crowds were unpredictable and they were dangerous. Even those religious
leaders, who, as in the case of John, may have been sympathetic to his religious
revivalism, were frightened lest a naive charismatic unintentionally spark an in-
surrecticlm which would lead to devasting reprisals on the entire people. Hence
it is not surprising that everyone did what he did, because pobody knew what
else to do.

In this maelstrom of violence and anarchy, no charismatic was likely to
come out alive, least of all a gentle charismatic with no political ambitions, only
a prophetic impulse to awaken his people to the coming of God's kingdom. To
the degree that his teachings found a hearing and to the degree that his preachings
attracted crowds of listeners, and to the degree that his wonder-working aroused
awe, to that degree was he bound to attract the attention of the High Priest, ap-
pointed by the Procurator, and arouse his concern. All that was needed was some
incident that spelled potential danger, and his fate was sealed.

For Jesus' disciples this fate was intolerable. Here was their gentle
teacher being arrested by the orders of the High Priest, tried by the High Priest's
council, and crucified by Pontius Pilate acting on the judgment of the High Priest
and his council, and they, his disciples wére I'.o be unmoved? Seeing their
teacher brutally crucified, were they to remain unbitter? Or :were they to cry
out in their pain and aﬁguish and hit out at all those who had been in any way
party to this gruesome deed?

And was not their bittefness compounded when bruised, stunned and
bewildered by the seeming death of their beloved teacher, they saw Jesus risen
from the dead, proclaimed the good news, and found themselves rebuked and

hounded from the synagogue by the very Scribes-Pharisees who had taught
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them to believe in the resurrection of the dead? How then canI be .surprised if
___I find the Gospels.full of bitterness., recriminétion. and anaﬂuemas? After all if
Jesus' disciples wex;e hum#:; beingé of flesh and bldod, am I to expect them to
respond to pain, anguish and harassment with divine transcendence?. Not all.
I would expect them to be angry, bitter, and vengeful as indeed the Gospels
-portray them as haﬁng been. -

But their bitterness, their anger and vengefulness has nothing to do with
anti-Semitism. Rather w#s it the normal by-product of mutation - revelations in
Judaism, and in Christianity as weli. 'We have evidence enough of this in the
struggle bétween the Phérisées and the Sadducees. Not only did the Pharisees
and Sadducees denounce each other a;a heretics, but they slugged it out ina
bloody, generation-long ciﬁl war. And when the Pharisees regained power,

- they wreaked vengeance Itlan.Diogenes and others who had counselled Alexander
Janneus to crucify 800 followers of the Pharisees.

In subsequent epochs, Rabbinates and Karaites, Maimanists and anti-
Maimanists, Hasidim .a.nd Mitnagdim hurled vituperation at each other, read
each other out of the faith, and would have translated their harsh words into
violent deeds, if this option had been open to them.

~ And when w.e turn to the history of Christianity, is it not marked by violent
confrontations between the followers of Christ? Is there any diatribe in the New
Testament against the Scribes-Pharisees \;vh:ich has not been out done by Luther?
Is there any act of harassment by the Scribes-Pharisees against the followers of
Jesus more harassing than the decades of religious wars that followed on the
Protestant Reformation? Yet such intense collisions are looked upon as intra-

Christian struggles, and not as intér-religious struggles. So why should we
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not look upon the collisions recorded in the New Testament as intra-Jewish col-
lisions and not the collision of two separate religions?

When therefore I look at the New Testament I see a precious record of the
birth of Judaism's fourth mutation - relvelation; with all the travail that atténds
such a birth. And like the mutation - revelations which preceded it and the
mut_atio_n - revelations which followed it, the New Testament ses to mé to
display two levels, divine light and the human prism. For like all.previoua
revelations, I see this revelation too as being refracted through human prisms.
As a consequence, the divine light is not simply reflected, but is fractured.

What I find in the ‘New .Testament is a commingling of light and shadow; and it is
this commingling which explains for me the ease with which anti-Semites have
exploited the bitter, ha-rsh, and vengeful sayings in the New Tes;cament to justify
the harassment and the persecution of the Jews through the centuries. Focusing
on the Gospel aﬁcounts of the trial and crucifiction of Jesus, anti-Semites have |
been able to whip up the passions of the mob by accusing the Jews of being Christ.
killers, host desecraters, ritual murderers, well-poisoners and children of Saian.
Confronted by such animus and hostility, proof-texted as it was from the New
Testament, there could be no way that Jews could see any divine light emanating
from a Christ .imprisoned within texts bursting with hostility and vengefulness.
Little wonder then that when I was growing up, Christ was an anathema and not

a redeemer, the New Testament a blasphemy and not a revelation.

Despite these barriers, however, I found it possible through a deeper
understanding of how God reveals Himself to Israel through mutation-revelations,
each one of which showing itself to have been a commingling of divine light and |

human shadow, to vault over barriers and find, snuggling behind the hostility
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and vengefulness, a Christ of compassion, graciousness and love. This Christ
bore no resembla:ncé to the Christ of haﬁ-ed and vengemcél. | it was a Christ who
forgave the Jews, because they did not know what they wefe do-uing; It was this
Christ that in some way may have been reaching out.to me v}henl. puffed w1th |
prid-e and righteousness, I was terrified by the unwilled thought, "What if Paul
was right," and was confronted with the haunting possibility that deep within
me was an iml:;ulse to defy the Law which might prove to be more powerful thap
the impulse to obey 'it. \ I |
But I did not become -a. Cin-istian even when I did part from the Law, and
even when I concluded that the New Testa;nent was a mutati&pl - revelation within
Judaism, and thﬁt Paul's radical critique of the Law and his proclamation that
the true Israel was the Israel of the spirilt and not of the flesh, were as legitimate '
an expression of Judaism's quest for the fullness of God as the Pharisaic procla-
mation that God had given two Laws not one. 1 did not become a Chrstian be-
cause to have done so would have deprived me of the revelations which had pre-
ceded the rise of Christianity and the i-evelaﬁons.which were to follow. I would
have cut myself off from a divine odysséy which reaches back to the patriarchs
and which reaches forward to the messianic age, an odyssey of a people ever
searching for the fullness of God. Itis a odyssey which a people, of flesh and
spirit undergoes, and it is this odyssey that is for Jews, such as myself, the
ultimate revelation. For what we find ééread Befare us is a record of continuous
revelation, to and through thé Jews -- fevelations through prophets, through
books, through Scribes-Pharisees, through philosophers, through Christ-Jesus,
through rationalists, through Kabbalists, through charismatics, through re-

formers, and even through Jewish secularists and nationalists.
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And all to what end? To make manifest through the history of a people
God's faith in humankind's capacity for shaping a world which God can pranounce
as good, very good indeed. For if we open our Bibles to the first verses of |
Genes1s we read that God created heaven and earth, and all that is therein
and that He capped HIS creation with a single individual, ﬁ:rmed in His image B
- and after His likeness, an individual whom God entrusted wit.h His goodly
- creation, God looked upon the whole world He had created as goodly, and hot
just some special land or territory, or place. He had also c.reaied a single
.individual, male aﬁd female, and not a multitude of people. And this individual
was not an Egyptian, or a Babylonian, or a Frenchman, or an American or a Jew.
He was just an individual, like God was an individual, but what an individual,
created as he was in the image of God! God's commitment was thus not to a race
or -nation or class or mob, but to the individual.
- And God put this individual into a .paradise which the individual had not
earned but which would provide him with every good, without effort, provided
- that he foreswore knowledge and responsibility for making religious, moral and
ethical choices. _

'This the individual was unable to do. Therefore God cast him out of |
Paradise and plunged him into history, where he migh.t strive to regain Paradise
by refining his religious, moral and ethical choicés. |

But when it became evident that human beings were not at all choosing wisely,
God, as a decision of last resort, decided to experiment with a single people and
chose Abraham to father a nation which would keep alive the belief iﬁ the one God
who had created a goodly universe, who had capped His creation with an individual
in his own image and after His own likeness, and who had given this individual

and his descendents the power to discriminate between good and evil.
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This people, which Abraham fathered, was thus launched by God on an
odyssey which could not come to an end until humankind had so refined its
religious seﬂsitivities that it would freely choose good over evil and regain for
itself a pafadise which this t:i.fne it had earned through pain, suffering, anguish
and knowledge. Throughout the centuries this people of God clung to their
faith and they clung to their hopes, however tempestuous the waters and however
crushing the breakers. This they were able to do because they were continuously
being buoyed up by revelations which assured them that God still cared and that
God would not totally abandon them, even when they seemed to be abandoning Him.

- Among the revelations along the way was the revelation which has come
down to us in the New Testament. It was a divine revelation, a revelaton which
vividly personified God's loving compassion for every individual, but it was a
revelation which because few Jews were able to see it as such, found its home
among the Gentiles. For the first time in all of Israel's history, a revelation of
God to His people had brought life and light to Gentiles who had known Him not,
but who knew Him now -~ and another people of God was launched on its odyssey
with its own unique and special destiny"

But the Jews persisted in their own uniqueness, and continued to spawn
revelations, revelations which sustained their faith and their hope even when,
as a tiny minority among Christians and Moslems, (who in affirming Islam, were
in their own unique way, bearing witness to still another mutation) continuously
being mocked for their stubbornness and persecuted for their stiffneckness.
They gave the lie, hoﬁ:ever, to their detractors by continuing to bear spiritual
fruit: two Talmuds, Midrash, Commentaries without end, ethical treatises,

mystical probings, philosophic forays, liturgical gems, and poetic flights.
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The J ewiéh people were sustained by revelations in the modern age as
well, as gifted religious leaders, teachers and philosophers searched _for more
of God and found it. They did not fall prey to secularism, nor were thgy stripped
of their religious questing by the triumphs of Jewish naﬁoﬁalism --a naﬁouah:sn:
whose own claims to nationhood are gleaned from God-saturated Scriptures, and
whose enduring national heritage from the past are spiritual and not political
triumphs. So sturdy indeed is this people of God that not even the Ht;locaust
could burn out its spirit.

The Jewish people is thus very much alive today, for, it seems to me,
that their divine odyssey is not yet at an end. Humankind has still not recog-
nized that God is one, that His universe is a goodly one, and that every indi-
vidual is created in His image and after His likeness. The end of days, which
the prophets preached, is still far off. The meaning of the Jewish odyssey has
yet to be assimilated. Paradise has not yet been regained. A re-genesis still
' eludes us. The need of Israel for multiple revelations is still manifest to those
Jews, like myself, who see and feel this need.

This then explains how I, a Jew, can look at the New Testament and read
it as a record of a revelation -- mutation and yet not become a Christian. For
whereas a true Christian is totally fulfilled in Christ and needs no other revela-
tion, I cannot be so fulfilled. I cannot be so fulfilled because I have become co.n*
vinced that so long as God reveals Himself through human instruments, every
revelation is partial. I therefore feel the need for all the revelations that were
given to Israel in the past, all the revelations which are being given to Israel
in the present, and all the revelations which may be given to Israel in the
future, until, the ushering in of the Messianic age, give us, at long last, the

fullness of God.
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Convinced that until that end of days the divine light will always be
refracted through human prisms, and convinced at the same time that the
divine light will always be straining to break through, I do not wish to have

the light streaming towards me and yet see it not.

) S




BIBLICAL SOCIAL ETHICS: AN AGENDA FOR THE EIGHTIES

Timothy L. Smith™

I speak tonight for what I believe is a moral minor-
ity. I can imagine no better time for representatives of that
minority to ponder the moral agenda of the 1980°'s than in thel
second week of Advent and on the eighth day of Hanukkah, the
Feast of Lights. In that week Christians remember John the
Baptist laying the ax at the root of the tree of greed, oppres-

sion, and ethnic nationalism and calling upon all humankind

. {including Roman soldiers) to repent and believe the good news

that the kingdom of God is at hand. And on that day, Jews
everywhere commemorate the cleansing and rededication of the
temple by Judas Maccabeus, in symbols of not only memory

but hope. The hope is that the arm of the almighty, whose

mercy endures forever, will open the gates of righteousness

(Psalm 118:1-4, 19). "And many nations shall be joined to the
‘Lord in that day and shall be my people,” Zechariah's prophecy
declares, "not by might, nor by power, but by my Spirit, saith
the Lord of Hosts." (Zechariah 3:11, 4:6)

No theme persists with more preci;ion and intensity

in the Hebrew and Christian scriptures and in the teachings

-@f Mishhah and Talmud than the right-making power of Hesed,

that is, loyalty or ethical love to God and to one's fellow

human beings. The definition of that "steadfast love," or

“faithfulness, is rooted in the character of God that is revealed

% A keymote aliress for the Second Conference of Jews and Evangelicals,

Trinity Evangelical Jivinity Schocl, December 9, 1960, ot for guotation
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in both Testaments. In biblical terms, loving other persons
as you love yourself is the moral expression of loving God
with all your heart and soul and strehgth.

All else in biblical ethics flows from this. In the
book of Deuteronomy as in the teachings of Jesus, the only way

to justify the possession of power (whether political, economic,

cultural or familial) is to exercise it on behalf of the oppressed. __;

Wealth, xncludlng land, is not progerly owned but held; and its
stewardshlp is to be dlscharged in a communlty of mutual care.
The congregatlon of the righteous, whether Jewish or Christlan,
- exists by virtue of iﬁs'mission_to“Set_wrongs_right. In that
congregation's incarﬁation of Torah all the nations of the
world will be blessed.

Jesus of Nazareth meant precisely what he said in
the words, "I have not come to destroy the law but to fulfill
it." Like many rabbis of his time, he understood the law
ethically, following the prophets Hosea and Micah, Jeremiah .
and Ezekiel, and both the first and second Isaiahs. All these
spoke of God's judgment and faithfulness while the kingdoms of
‘Israel and Judah were passing into captivity. A Jew from. - .
Tarsus shared that understanding fully when:he declered, as
both Moses and Jesus did, that love is the fuifilling of the
law (Roman 13:10). "Do not take revenge, my friends, but leave
-xoom for God's wrath," Paul wrote; "if your enemy is hungry,
feed him” (Roman 12:19-20, citing Lev. 19:18, Deut. 32:35,
“Proverbs 25:21). A thousand rabbis were saying tﬂe same things

in congregations of Jews scattered all over the Roman Empire.



What Jesus brought and St. Paul taught was not a new
ethical standard but the promise of power from the Spirit of
God to keep:fzigdpaul's summary of his Epistle to the Romans
was, I believe,what he also thought was a summary of the promise
of the new age andlthe new covenant in the prophecies of
Zechariah, Jeremiah and Joel. The kingdom of God, Paul wrote,
is rightéousness, peace, and joy in the P?esénce of the Lord,
that is, in the "hallowing" or “rigthmaking" Spirit.

Jﬁhn Wesley once wrote that when the Hebrew adjective
L 5= : v 4 translated “holy'-in the Scriptures
is applied to divinity, it has the force of an active verb.

- God's holiness, so far as we can know it, is expressed in
setting the childrer of his Covenant sfraight. That is what
constitutes salvation, in both the 0ld and the New Testament.

" The judgments of the Lord are true and right-making altogether.
Be ye holy for the.Lord your God is holy, both prophets and
apostles said—-meé?hing by those words, be ethically righteous.
Rudolph Otto's concept of what he called the numinous, the
psychic and spiritual experience of the presence of God, is
not in Hebrew or Christian faith a substitute but a foundation
for ethics; our God is a consuming fire. -

Christians and Jews, then, share aﬁcommon heritage
of law as ethical love. Alaé, they also share a common history
of temptation to substitute outward forms of legalisﬁ for the
1ﬁner realities of loyalty. For Christians, that temptation

has also included the inward substitute for loyalty proffered

by an antinomian conception of grace. But the teachings of




the new Testament will not allow it. The law i; holy, just

and good, St. Paul wrote; and St. Peter chose from the opening

words of Moses' summary of the Ten Commandments in LeViticus.®

[ ,Hks text, "be holy, for tﬁe Lord your God is holy." (Lev.
ot 19:2; I Peter 1:16).

The social ethic of evangelical Protestants, reflected
historically in moments of obedlence as well as of what.was
acknowledged in retrospect as gross dxsobedlence, has always o
rested upon these Hebraic elements in New_Testament religion.
Consider, for example, the ethic of work. John Ealvin daid not
invent it; and it is a libel on Jews, to say nothxng of hard-
-worklng Orthodox Greeks and Pollsh Cathollcs, to call it "the
Prqtestan;fle;hlc. Calvin discovered honesty, industry, and
SQIf-restiaint in the Bible--in the book of the Proverbs and
£he .pisﬁles of St. Paul. And like Calvinists since, he found
ample warning against-éverdoing it in the account of the Feast
of Tabernacles and the story of Mary and Martha.

The idea of a Christian commonwealth in Puritan England
and colonial New England was likewise Hebraic to the core. The
metaphors of exodus, pilgrimage and promised land_were per-
vasive. Chosenness, in Massachusetts Bay as in Aécient Israel,
_1mplied mission, not privilege--or, perhaps I shéuld ;ay,

L . the privilege of a mission destined to bless all human-
kind. John Winthrop's assumption that the ﬁagistrates were the
Lord's anointed, responsible to protect the widows and the

fatherless and to prevent the oppression of the poor, shaped



- the Puritan theocracy. zhe clergy, like their counterparts in
Ancient Israel, the pri;sts and prophets, were advisors to the
magistrates, who held power as stewards of the God of Jjustice,
peace, and love. In Pennsylvania a bit later, the communi-
tarian idealism of Quakers, Mennonites, Brethren and Moravians
was rooted in the scriptural sensibility that had given the
City of Brotherly Love its name. After 1730 the Evangelical

- Awakening spfead across-the Atlantic world, from New Brunswick
and Northampton in America and Halle and Herrmhut in Germany, to
London and Bristol and back again. Its leaders in both Europe

_and America--d&hh Wesley, Géorge Whitefield, Jonathan Edwards, and
Count Zinzendorf--proclaimed in Hebraic tefhs the fesponsibilitf
of Christians to place human society as well as their individual
lives under the law of the Lord, and so to spread sc:iptﬁral
 righteousness over the land.

True, the moral minority of committed believers in
Revolutionary America never thought the repgﬁlic was at its
outset a righteous one; but they‘wanted it to become so. Even
in the éonfines of their Protestant pérspective, however, that
did not mean an English style of ethnocentric chosenness.

Dﬁring the half-century preceding the war for independence, church-
men in thé Middle Colonies of New York, New Jersey, Lennsylvania?*
and Maryland caught the vision of:religiously plural society,

éven though a Protestant and Christian one. Whether Dutch

Reformed, Scotch-Irish Presbyterian’ German Lutherans,

gL e Welsh Quakers, English Methodistsand Baptists, or



Rhineland Mennonites and Brethren, the diverse settlers slowly
became aware that they all defined goodness in biblical terms
and shared similar biblical hopes for a just society.??ﬁlthéuqh
each group survived in the American wilderness by developing a
passion to win adult converts, and each . in one way or an-
other absorbed the evangelical idea that individuals should be
born again by the power of the Spirit of God, the social_and
ethical goals of evangeliém and Christian experience were
Hebraic. Their vision was not a restoration of Nathan's Israel
with an anointed David at its head, of course. That vision had
-long since faded away, even in New England. Rathér, they saw
themselves, and the new nation, called to become a people of
Jereﬁiah's new covenant, a moral minority, a leaven in the lump.
Jeremiah's ethics of exile, as I have called it, defined their
duty to create a righteous society by personal example‘and
.spiritual leadership, without relying on the state either to
sqstain or_restrain any form of religious commitment. =
- To be sure, the framers of the Américan Constitution,
like the clergymen and the tiny group of rabbis of that day,
were profoundly distrustful of human nature and convinced of
the pervasiveness of original sin. Butlby the turning of Thomas s
Jefferson's century, the confidence was growing that a new age
was dawning, especially in America,and that in the: "last days"
the Holy One o} Israel would pour out of his Spirit on all flesh.

This renewal of messianic and millennial visions of

a world-wide kfngdom of shalom shaped the moral aspirations of



Victorian society on both sides of the Atlantic. We know, or
at least I know, very little yet of the ways in which this. )
biblical vision led Jews in America to share the optimism of
the nineteenth century. But wé all know its impact upon leaders

young
of every evangelical Protestant community in the nation,

A
from Francis Asbury and Lyman Beecher to Alexander Campbell
and Charles G. Finney. All.of these understood conversion to
begin the process by which God would write his Torah in human
hearts, and so bring about a real change in persons. And all
of them affirmed both the necessity and the promise éhat that
~ same law be incarnated in the customs, statutes and institutions
of society. Methodists, I believe, played a crucial role in
helping evangelicals assimilate the biblical doctrine that law
_ individual

and love are one, and that the,righteousness that flows from
covenant faith is a redemptive force in society as well,

The combination of these hopes and convictions with
the equally intense affirmation of liberty of conscience and
. freedom of religious choice kindled the ﬁid-nineteenth-century
movement for social reform in both the United States and Great

Britain. I have chronicled its Protestant aspects in my book

"Revivalism and Social Reform. From that era to this, Christians

and Jews in America have found both inspiration and gquidance

from their scriptufes to challenge the institutions of society

that compounded the miseries of the poor, oppressed and en-

slaved Black people, restrained the creative powers of women,
Woodrow iJ/ilson's

and denied justice to workers. In, progressive era, the social
_ - =

ot b e



|gospel's renunciation of evil, as well as its call to spiritual
commitment to the kingdom of God, drew not only upon the words
of Jesus but upon the passages from Deuteronomy and the Prophets
in which they were rooted. The-most radical of the Christian
socialists, George D. Herron, focused every one of his college

‘lectures on The Social Meanings of Religious Experiences upon

-~

texts from the books of Moses.

The link between the social ethics of Judaism and.
Christianity is especially clear in the way Black ministers,
converted in slavery or under the shadow of it,.perceived
Christian theology. White slaveowners and their wives, and
‘white ministers, thought Black people possesséﬁ only a child-
like intelligence, so they told them Bible stories. Spared
the interminable logic by which both rabbis and clergymen often

obscured the séving truths of Scri?ture, Black converts grasped
the messages that lay in the stories themselves, as ancient Jews
and early Christians had done. And they received those truths
in the context of their own incredible experience of hearing
and embracing faith in the justice and love of God from Chris-
- tians who held them in slavery! Their masters told them the
story of Moses and the law, with obedience in mind, Li;tening
Blacks understood obedience biblically; it was qround;d in
thankfulness for the goodness of the One who found his people
alﬁves in Egypt and led them first to freedom and then into
covenant with him. Slave ministers loved the story of Jonah
because he declared, unwillingly, that God was graciéus not

only to Jews but also to the people of Ninevah and, therefore,



to Black Afric?ans and all the rest of humanity. They found
in Job's sufferings a foreshadowing of theirs, and in his hold
upon a faith that transcended the tragedies of time a foundar
tion for their hopes in both this world and the next. The
5tor§ of Mary and her baby, and of a dying Son of God, had no
anti-Semitic overtones for Negro Christians at all; it bespoke
rather a God whose suffering love would at iast triumph in
justice, on earth as in heaven.

The profundity of nineteenth-century Black preachers, .
as of Jewish theology since the Holocaust, lay in their deep
wrestling with the actuality of incredible evil standing over

' aéainst the biblical declaration of the goodness of God. Black people
never needed a social gospel. For in their first as in their

latest encéunter with the teachings of the Bible, whatever good

‘news there was at all was social. It acknowledged the mystery

of corporate sin and declared the wonder of an individual

salvation which bound them, as it ought to bind all human beings,

in forgiving and creative love.

“In the face of such insight, I have in recent years
found the traditional interpretations of the rise of the Social

.'Gospel even less satisfactory than before. Liberal Christians
and prOgressive historians have thought it stemmed from the
new social sciences, the thdét 'critique of capitaism, evolu-
tionary thought, and histdrical criticism of the Bible. But the

_ diverse _ ;
-arguments by which such,Christian radicals as William Booth,

“#Walter Rauschenbusch and John A. Ryan condemned the existing

‘order as well as their proposals for its redemption were rooted
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in the ethical teachings of the 0l1d and New Testaments. This
rooting Solomon Schechter, founder of the Jewish Theologiéal
Séninary of America, understood very well. By contrast, ‘
Christian or Jewish modernists were never social radicals.
Their position was, in fact, a model for twentieth-century cul-
ture religion; for they made culture itself both source and
standard for faith and ethiecs. _ .
If the foregoing summary is correct, the moral con-
fusions of what passes foi Biblical faith in the year 1980,
whether among Jews or Christians, will be comprehensible only
as you keep in mind what is new to the twentieth century and
~ what is old. Religious modernism, of course, is new; so is
its.claimlto have parented social idealism. New also to popular
consciousness is the secularization éf art and learning, of
psychology and sociology. The long term result was to under-
mine the ideals of fundamental law, individual virtue and marital
fidelity that have ordered public and private life for generations.
Widespread social despair is also new, as commenta-
tors upon it since the 1950's have said again and again. It
was nurtured in the maddening acceleration of social change in
fhe early part of the century and the tragedies of war and
depression. Thereafter, it was fed by the rebirth of racist
nationalism in Nazi Germany, the explosion of the Second War,
-the horrors of the Holocaust,and the revelation at Hiroshima
of the possibility of a world-wide holocaust that . would

decimate all peoples and contaminate all nature. The monster.
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of death and despair, as Robert Lifton has shown in so many moving
4 ways, has laid dark hands upon all human hopes. .
New religious developments in both evangelicalism
and Judaism have contributed to the confused sense of hopeléss-
ness. Among these was the dispensational constriction of
Christian hope that stemmed fraézgg%ular Jewish messianism and
millenarian
the spread among Protestants of the, views of the Plymouth
Brethren. . . IR Gershom Scholem has
powerfully depicted the late medieval rocts of the former.
Tourlsts to Israel sometimes encounter its living vestiges
or Safed. sets of ideas
‘in Mea Shearlm%ﬂ Both ,contributed to the rise of Zionism, but
in ways that do not satisfy elther the rellglous or the secular
ideologa.es dominant in Israel today. Novelniz Jeast in its
political application, . was the.spiritualizing of
the idea of the religious congregation and the confinement of
its social duty to sectarian boundaries. Equally enﬁervating
was the revival of an ancient _preoccupation with the words
rather than with the saving meanings of the Book to whose
authority over faith and morals increasing thousands gave
-allegiénce. The marriége of the dogma of individualism with
the doctrine of the covenanted community, among both e;angelical
Pundamentallsts and some elements of Orthodox and Hassidic

Jewry was one outcome of the effort to clothe that . new

dogma . in the vestments of old time religion,.
) All these new factors sustained what I have concluded
was the great. sea~change in the religion of the twentieth

as_cuﬁpared with the previous two centuries, namely, its pervasive




antinomianism. The wholesale desertion of the idea of inward
and radical obedience to Torah--the law of the Lord that St.
Paul, following Jesus, had proclaimed to be holy, just and °
good--corrupted every Jewish and Christian tradition. The
moral retreat took diverse paths, whether of externalized
legalism or an internalized dogma of justification by faith
alone; of a sacramental church or a ritually traditional syna-
gogue; or of an unworldly and therefore, it was alleged, more
godly spirituality. One symptom of moral declension is that
the present generation of Christian scholars in Bible and the-
ology received calmly and subsequently ignored the disclosure
twentieth century's
of the scandalous private life of two of the, greatest theolo-
gians. Such a response betrays little commitment to the pro-
phecies of either Zechariah or Zacharius. Both Amos and James
the brother of Jesus w uld seem a moral minority here.

The primary agenda for the 1980's in both Jewish and
evangelical social ethics, therefore, is the reconstruction of
biblical faith and hope in a despairing age. Without it,

2 the love which the authors of Psalms 113 to 118

and the first letter to the Corinthians say is eternal can

have only limited temporal significance.
: that recochstruction

The ethical renewal which depends upon , is indeed
utgent. Consider the following agenda for a Biblical social

in tae 15C0's
morality which I think ought,to claim the loyalty of those

whose faith is being revived, whether they represenﬁ a majority

" or only a minority of morally concerned persons. I speak from
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an evangelical perspective, grounded in the history of the

™

past two hundred years, to be sure. But I see no need at all
to distinguish the moral commitments I think appropriate for'
Christians just now from those ‘that most of

you would identify as marks of faithfulness among Jews.

Like many others, I have been moved by certain moral
preoccupations that became prominent in the 1970's: abortion;
sexual licentiousness; the pollution of the environment; the sp
pression of women; the computerizéd bureaucratic assault-upon
personhood; the theft of savings perpetrated by runaway infla-
tion; and the financial corruption of the democratic process.

I am persuaded, however, that ‘any reasoned survey of the prob-
lems of the human race in a world that has become a neighbor-
hood woﬁld rank the ethical significance of every one of these
the old ones,
new issues somewhere beloq‘the persisting moral challenges
that the nineteenth century Christians and Jews found cgntral in
the Scriptures, and which the Communist ideoclogy in its original
fbrm_ professed to offer a cure, remain the critical ones; = the
distress of the poor, crying for bread, shelter and decent
employment; the oppression of the weak by those who think ﬁower
their right and privilege rﬁthef than an entrusted obligation;
Tacial discfimination, especially racist nationalism, whether
claiming to be justified by religion or not; and thé violence
. ;y@;ch, in war as in private crime, attests the dehumanization
?;f modern-culture.

'

Much of the appeal of the new ethical issues is to

the self-interest of the affluent populations of the industrial

Y



(ned)

free world, especially the United States. Their advocacy

turns our attention inward, upon our own prosperity and privilege;
ahd it provides a blanket of self-rigﬁteousness to insulate us
from the depths of human suffering around the world. Much of
that as well

suffering seems to stem fromA?.:: to perpetuate our abundance.
Our current preoccupation with survival, by which wé too often
mean the survival of our privileged status, ignores the fact

that despite war, depression and holocaust we have survived,
with a success bordering on the obscene.cﬂueanwhile, helpless
peoples in Africa and Southern Asia fall victims of more des-
perate hunger, more inhuman violence, and more insolently

racist warfare than Europe and America, which for a time seemed
to make these evils a trademark, ever dreamed. A conscientious
embrace of the notion of a common humanity forbids us %o suppose
that the victims in the barrios of Bogota and Rio, in the desert
of the Ogaden or in the jungles of Laos have somehow brought
their fates upon themselves. They did not choose to be born |

in cultures weak in progressive idealism and the commitment

to equal justice that Hebrew and Christian faith have generally
fostered. 2

In us, God promised, they too are heirs of shalom--

- 4] -wholeness, righteousness, health, peace. The moral minority

.0of Jews and Christians who have in the twentieth century

sought to create a world order grounded in the righteousness
intended for "the healing of the nations” must realize that

the evils that have afflicted the whole world are deeply rooted :



in our own cultures. Judaism and Christianity both affirmed
the dignity of toil, and the entitlement of the 1abore£:%hether
skilled or unskilled, professional, farmer or ﬁerchant princé —--
to a decent return for his or her work. Both affirmed that
econamic benefit. is generally a product of individual and
social righteousness. How easy it has been for us to forget
that such wealth and property as did flow from the cultural
heritage'of Torah and ‘Atoning Grace was in both Testaments
forbidden fruit if eaten for our own pleasure or power. Neither
Christians nor Jews should forget that when Jesus said "The
- poor you always have with you,"” he was quoting the book of
Deuteronomy, in one of thé 0ld Testament's sharpest delineations
of the obligations of those who hold wealth to those who do
not. fNor should we forget that the oppressive use of political
and military power is as intertwined with the history of Hebrew
and Christian poeples as are the persistent denunciations of
1t by prophets and apostles. This evil has been pervasive in
all times and all cultures, to be sure. But what Westerner
ca: fgegommdara Perry's instruction of the Japanese in the
usé of forge, or the example English troops first set for the
peoples of China, India and Arabia, whose current quest of
nuclear weapons we deploré. President Richard Nixon and Sec-
retary of State-Hénry Kissinger awakened Laotians -to economic
and political asPirationgi%ﬁht quiet people then sought to

fulfill with archaic Communism. The resulting radial'suicide |

we now witness with horror. And at this moment, all around the
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world, most notably in Latin America and the Near East, the
sale of American arms to friends, and to both the friends and .
enemies of our earlier friends, has sown the dragon's teeth.
The proliferation of the nuclear weapons we invented and
first employed at Hiroshima and Nagasaki has now become, as
President Jimmy Carter correctly put it, the gravest of many
threats to human survival. |

| To speak of this is to remember also the Jewish and
Christian conﬁributions to the religiously-sanctioned racism
that now stokes the furnaces of militarist nationalism every-

- where. Our collective heritage is.
ot

& Cto have known commonwealths that ﬁurtured justice and
human dignity, to have recogngﬂed the God of creation as the
Lord of our own natures, and to have seen out of both divine
and human choosing a vision of universal peace and justice.
Today, however, in Israel as in the United States, the covenant
of servitude and accountability has been prostituted to privilege;
and the alleged transcendent worth of national survival is used
to justify oppression. Morroccan Jews in Israel, to say nothing
of Israqﬂy.Arabs, know this quite as well as Black evangelicals
in Mobile or Minneaplois. ’
Precisely because we are akin in the sin of having
failed to keép the visioﬁ of jusfice clearly before us, I think,
Jews and evangelicals need each other deeply. just now. Only

so can we effectively resist those who, in the name of morality

L in both Israel and the United States, are now wrapping a

L 2N

4""_'
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narrow and self-serving ethic in the flag of their nation, and
arguing that group survival is an ultiméte human value.
I urge no cheap grace here, nor call for acquiescénce
in racist or nationalist terrorism that claims to promote justice
. for the oppressed. Much realistic meral thought, however, lay
back of the earlier formulation of the ideology of the state of
Israel. Some of it stemmed from reflections on the Holocaust
'hy ps?éhiatrists, sociqlogists, political scientists, and
theologians who were profoundly sensitive to the meanings, both
immanent and transcendent, of Jewish cuiture and pedplehood
.in human history. I need not analyze that ethical ideology
here in any detail. Its principal points were: to deal in
radical justice with the peoples who in recent centuries had
inhabited the land of Israel; to resist thé clinically verified
'compulsion to adopt the ways of one's own oppressors in rela-
ti&ghips with the weak; to make religious commitment an unfettered
personal decision in an explicitly religious state, in the
confidence (justified by later events) that secularized Jews
would embrace one or another version of the faith of believing
'aewslwhen_they returned to the land of their fathers; and
finally, in a commitment to collective welfare that was more
‘biblical than Marxist, to renounce economic oppression of not
only fellow Jews but of Islamic and Christian neighbors.
No thoughtful evangelical can be ungrateful for the
_ - warnings issued recently by such Jews as Mafc Tannepbaum against

~the potential danger of the movement that in recent months hag'
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claimed the name "Moral Majority." He and many others have done
80 knowing full well that same of the most uncompromising support
for Israeli foreign policy comes from dispensational Funda-

mentalists in that self-styled majority. The latter have con-

‘cluded in their biblically literal way, as some Jews have,

that God's covenant with ethnic and political Israel is
irrevocable, and that to support all the policies of its
reconstituted government is surely to be on the fight side at
Armageddon. Sensitive Jews, however, have strong reasons to
question the morality of the majorities of our time. I ask
both Jews and evangelicals, then, to consider how the spirit
of hard-lining nationalism;;hether Israeli, or American and pro-
Israelizfis the same as that which, in Argentina and Iran now,
and in Nicaragua and other places lately, yields oppressive

and racvist violence in God's name. It . mocks - the Third

and
Commandment, I tn:l:bvaJ-A it reflects the same spirit that originally per-

- vaded national socialism in Germany, when Adolf Hitler cast it as a

Christian crusade against Communism.

Christians and Jews who share a deeply-felt commit-
ment to the ethics of the prophets have an obligation to bear
witness to each other. -Certainly I must do so _here,'appealing_
not only to Jesus and Paul, whom you Jews honor, but also to

Hicﬁh, Isaiah, Jeremiah, the rabbis of the Diaspora and the

Essenes of Khumram, whom you may, understandably, honor more.

Without imposing upon you the whole of Jeremiah's

denial of the permanence of the covenant with the Kingdom of

i

-
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Judah and with David's roy@ line,' I ask you to think afresh
about that prophet's declaration that the survival of the '
Jewish nation and people was not dependent upon the perpetuation
of the throne of David on Moun£ Zion. He declared instead that
Torah would only bring life, for Israel and for all humanity, if
its truth were received in a covenant of the heart's intent and
not simply the culture's compulsion. That Jeremiah stood on
Micah's ground is evident from the successful use of the argu-
ment that he did by his defenders at the trial for sedition
that nearly cost his life. The second Isaiah also saw the
. vision of a peaceable kingdom. Hh&njif?f?l the nations of the
world and the islands of the sezzggg the light of the glory
of the Lord risen upon Israel; and the sound of violence would
no more be heard in thé land. The same vision is clear in a
thousand Jewish readings of the history of the prophets.
America's religious liberty, grounded as it is in a deep recog-
nition of the right of individuals and groups to choose their
heiiefs and moral commitﬁents, stemmed directly from the ethics
of exile that Jeremiah proclaimed.
Why should this city bs laid in ruins and these
fields and vineyards burned up, Jeremiah reasoned. He' advised
submission, even to the evil in the-rule of tﬁe king of Babflon. Ee be=
lieved that God meant it, as He did Joseph‘s enslavement, for
the good of His people, and that the Holy_One of Israel does
ﬁnt countenance injustice. Renew your hearts in repentance for
violating the principles of love and justice that permeate the |

‘~Torah, .Jgramiah cried} for the hope. of a renewed Israel, own the



new covenant of individual as well as of corporate accounta-
bility.

' I am not now asking you to consider either the
modern Jewish or the modern Christian understanding.of the mean-
ing oflJeremiah's new covenant, but fﬁe understanding of it that
eventually prevailed among the congregations of exiles in the
feur centuries following Jeremiah. In the great cities of the
Hellenistic world, to which Jews migrated voluntarily by the
tens of thousands after Alexahder the Great, that understanding
shaped Jewish relations with gentile cultures. And it was
decisive in the definition of the 0ld Testament canon,

The ethic of that new covenant, I submit, is an ethic
of peace. 'Resistande without violence, submission without
acquiescence, sustaiﬁed : _its strafegy of hope. The deepest con-
viction of the diaspora communiiies,from Jeremiah';fgb the
nineteenth century, was that the moral power of the righteous-

' promised
ness that the old coverant requirsd and the new covenant , would pre-

vail at last over the power of marching armies, and bring shalom

on earth.

I say all this in painful awareness that many deeply
5 = in our time _
ethical Jews think tha%nthe strategy of submission may have

helped in some small way to make Auschwitz possible. Ehey have
~on that account decided to resist and take vengeancé upon any

' who would "kill Jewish children."

I say it also in honor of Dr. Rollo Meiersberg, who

~with his no-nonsense wife and babies lived in our house in

|




Charlottesville, Virginia, while he was a resident in psychiatry
at the University of Virginia medical school in 1940 and 41.
He taught me first what I suppose both he and I have often
 been troubled about since: that the only people in the world
then practicing the ethics of Jesus' Sermon on the Mount--which
I conceive to be the same as Jeremiah's ethic of exile--were
the Jews of Nazi-occupied Europe. Neither he nor I could have
then imagined the evil about to fall upon that people. The
Holocaust, like the covenant at Sinai or what Christians believe
bhappened at Calvary - cannot be confined to some point in time,
as .defined . by the Greek word chroﬁos. Its evil is of such a
' ﬁagnitude that it seems to fill all of chronosand be an event
of what the Greeks called kyros.

- ﬁot all Christians, I remind you, have been holders
of power—--not, certainly, those of the first century nor the
brothers who followed St. Francis of Assisi; not the Mennonites
of the Reformation FRhineland nor the Black Baptists of Mahalia
Jackson's Chicago. Thé American evangelical community con-
tains for larger proportions than many suppose of persons won
from out-group families. Economically deprived white Americans
were predominant in the charter membership - of a score or more
feligious gfoups, from the Salvation Army to the Churches of
Christ, the Adventists, and the Black Peﬁtecoétals,ﬁhu;afe

-8 part of tle American evangelica]iosalc. For such persons, as for
the Jews in their twenty-five hundred years of exile from the
~ land of Israel, faith and hope are the grounds of steadfast

love; and that love appears to us to be the source of both
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temporal and eternal shalom. My folks also said, blessed is
the people whose God is the Lord; righteousness alone can
exalt them, and only the reproach of sisr?:g]idsmay them.

All of which brings me to the evil that I believe domin-
ates the moral agenda for the eighties, and inw:i:rhe who claim a
biblical faith seem deeply invelved, namely, th;a flowering. of the
ideology of violence. The moral affirmation by increasing
numbers of Jews and evangelicals of making preparations to

contradicts botin their Bible and their history, For

engage in nuclear warfare, the threat of nuclear holocaust has
become the evil that swallows up all others, making the solution
_ of Wé:cﬁblem virtually impossible.

The endorsement by a seeming majority of voters in
the last United States election of twin policies calling, first,
for the maintenance of America's position of economic privilege
and, second, for the nuclear superiority that some think is
necessary to secure it, is ominous. The event exposes fully the mindless
calculus of genocide, directed this time around at the whole
human race, that now stra;ngles every human hope. As in Nazi
Germany forty years ago, educated, culturally refined, and
pleasant men and women now seem determined to stand five

to preserve peace on earth,

missles agalnst four, The vast majority refuses to think about
the likely result: not thirty but eighty million Soviet
casualties some morning before breakfast, and an escalation
from twenty-five to fifty million estimated American ones (mking

our side, as always, look best)'. Moreover, this moment of “

unimaginable human loss may not be triggered by either of these
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two powers but by a smaller nation whose use of nuclear weapons
for its own purposes could lead the United States or
the Soviet Union to think itself under attack by the other.
Among those millions of dead or wounded on both sides will be
probably seventy-five per cent of the doctors and nurses, con-
Icentrated as they are in great popualtion centers. Perhaps
thirty million cﬂildren, not in any way blameable for their
fate, will die in the gargantuan gas ovens that their own homes
and play-yggrds will become. There will be no heroic marching

as at Buchersrald,

away of those childreqhsinging plaints of memory, fear, or

"hope. The wounded children and adults who survive, horribly

- burned, will be a life-long burden on the uninjured minority.

Could any moral argument justify the right of a person

or group of persons on this earth to hold in readiness such
destructive power? Is the survival of any nation, any people,
worth this year's sharply escalating threat to all nations, all
peoples? |

Other issues that excite us just now may be moral
opiates, deadening our awareness of the one that towers over
" all else of worth. A hundred Love Canals could not in a thou-
sand years bear off the physical, psychic, and moral waste that
would flow from one searing half-hour of nuclear war. Can
you imagine that the capitalistic sfstem of free enterprise
would survive it? What haﬁpens to the envirdnment_ for which
“we profess to care in such a holocaust? And what can I say for

the dignity of womanhood, or for those unborn infants who, if
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the advocates of a constitutional amendment against abortion
succeed, will be born to live for such a death?

Yet, if I am hearing correctly, for the first time.
in nearly two thousand years persohs who profess faith in the
God of the 01d and New Testaments are embracing the propsect
of such hellish violence. They dignify it with the name "war"
and justify it on the principle of group survival. Even the
relatively undestructive wars of medieval knights prompted
the church, in holy outrage, to lay rlgld rules upon such con-
flictém:ifolgg the elite classes) as it was unable to prevent.
ance Hiroshima, however, American military policy has been people,

to destroy masses of ordinary
grounded on our supposed right to use nuclear weapons, Amidst
such a mania, Julia Ward Howe's words about truth marching on
as the Almighty tramples out the vintage where grapes of wrath
are stored become the thunder of Hell itself.

I am, please God, a human being first. I am a
Christian, not simply by birth but by choice, because that faith,
rooted as it was in the faith of Israel, promised to make human
life true and righteous again. I ask you who are Jews to help
save both Christians and Jews in America from the corruption'
of our historic commitment to the good of all mankind that pre-
sently'flows- from our besotted search for survival.¥/ }‘ksking
.that; however, I will not hold back my equal debt to warn you
against what is happening in the citadel of your corporate soul,

the holy city, Jerusalem. Only six years ago, when it was possible

to speak of such things freely, I ended. a faculty seminar on \




Israeli ethnic diversity at - the Institute for the
History of the Diaspora, Tel Aviv University, by sharing my-
thoughts on the shalom of Jerusalem. My wife, who was presént,
turned white. But my hosts listened as I spoke of the hundreds
of years during which Jews, Moslems, and Christians of Eastern
Orthodox, Roman Catholic and, later, Protestant persuasions had
managed to keep relative peace in that sacred place.

| Today, the world is Jerusalem. If peace is not kept
everywhere it will probably not be kept anywhere. And the
prophetic question is not what will the Almighty do; but what
.6?;11 we His people do in response to this moral challenge, and
in the light of what He has already done.

. Our own youngsters sense by their eighth birthday
that they stand provisiocnally condemned to an Auschwitz that
cannot be confined to a spot in East Germany, but will cover the
whole world. They cry out in disbelief that we have brought
them to life while erdorsing . the contingency of such a ma;s
murder of our youngy:hmqfi take that to preserve our affluence,
power, and collective identity. Hear the cry of our own children
in Israel and America, please, while you listen also to those

for peace and bread
who c;%‘in Nicaragua and Bangladesh, in Chad and Laos,

' Mo wonder Jeremiah and Bzekiel proclaimed that the
new convenant had io be different from the old. They knew -
~ that shalom required more than the instruction of the sons

by their fathers. It required the purifying of the minds of

God's people by’the presence of His Spirit, writing Torah in
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their hearts. And so today, it. requires the cleansing of
our wills from the will to power, of our hearts from fear and
hatred, and of our minds from the idiocy of calculating and
acting only upon our own natio;al or ethnic advantage.

The rlght-maklng grace of God is still the only way

- : Baptist,

to peaceq No wonder a Jewish messianist, John the ,was not
content merely to call his people to repentance and faith but
promised them, as Joel and Ezekiel had, a baptism in the Spirit
of Jahweh's purity, justice, and love. And no wonder Saul of
Tarsué, writing from Corinth, summarized his letter about the
good news to Jewish and Roman Christians with the words, "The
kingdom of God is righteousness, peace, and joy in the Holy
Spirit." The Spirit of Him whom we own as Lord of all our
covenaﬁts can set us right, when every temptation is to the
wrong. He promises to share with us divine holiness, breath-
_ing'into.our souls the life of God. And the peace that the
Spirit of God brings, every Jewish child of St. Paul's day
khew, was not defined by_the Greek word signifying the absence
of violence, but by the rich meaning of the Hebrew shalom:
health, completeness, fighteousness; the holiness of loyalty
to Torah; and a human community in which the hungry find food
and the univergal.aSPiration for love, fulfillment.

Peace comes by the Spirit of the Lord. His presence
in the darkness of our days promises the blossoming of the moral
and physical desert Isaiah prophESLEd, 1f we will dare to belleve

: can only
it. The fulness of His Joy/\flaw from the rzght—maklng justice,

Sk
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the renewing and hallowing love of the all-blessed creator

who is our redeemer. . y
i" a
In a day when the whole human race has come to the

be
crossroads called survival, ethical choices can onlz\made
in the power of the Presence of the Lord. In His presence,
the psalmist said, is fulness of joy, and at His right hand

are pleasures forevermore. Holiness, virtue, justice, righteous-

ness--theéy are all Torah: they all bespeak atoning grace.




MISSION, WITNESS AND PROSELYTIZATION
An Evangelical View




First, a personal word to express my appreciation for being
included in this conference. It is a privilege of rare proportion.
As a soufherner who grew up in a small town with one Jewess
(beautiful and bright) in my class through the years of public
school, my contact with Jews was limited. After college and
seminary, Dr. Otto Piper, a refugee from Hilter's Germany and a
New Testament professor at Princeton Theological Seminary, challenged
me with the richness of Hebrew. That led to a shift in interest
from philosophical to biblical studies. The better part of the
next two years were spent under Princeton's semitists, Drs.Charles
Fritsch and Henry Snyder Gehman. A severe case of mumps and the -
birth of our fourth and fifth children (twins) knocked me out of
that program. It was six years before I was able to continue my
formal studies at Brandeis University under Cyrus Herzl Gordon.
A“short term though at the University of Edinburgh where I read
some Hebrew with Michael Portious and had Ugaritic and Babylonian
brought on my horizon by Glasgow's C. J. Mullo-Weir, plus an hour
a week through some difficult years in which I tried to help a
Jewish social worker keep my Hebrew from expiring, kept the
language of Israel at least alive. Two years, his tenth and
eleventh, for our only son in Temple Israel in Albany, New York,
in their Hebrew School helped. The impact of that continues in
three grandchildren, Joshua, Abigail and Caleb. Then three years
of classwork at Brandeis sealed my indebtedness to American Jewry.

Five years of teaching Semitics in which some of the work of Yehezkel



and Martin Buber ?
Kaufman/became part of my intellectual capital deepened that
indebtedness. After that an administrative ass%gnment in a community
almost devoid of Jews has made some former realities memories. An
academic dean who is a graduate of Hebrew Union in Cincinnati, a
divisional chairman and former student who completed his professional
studies at Brandeis, two years of Hebrew in our undergraduate
curriculum, membership in the Institute for Holf Land Studies, and
numerous Students and friends who have found A@erican Jewish grad-
uate programs and the nation of Israel vital pa;ts of their
development in appreciating their own heritage A all of these mean
that I am not totally un-at-home with this group. Yet I find a
strange apprehension at the prospect of speakin§ on a subject so
sensitive and so personal. I come as a Christién for that is my
pefsonal commitment and my public profession. I find that the most
transforming and determinative experience of my life came gnd_
continues to come through the impact of the Jew Jesus upon my life.
I find myself like Thomas bowing to worship before Him. I think
I know how offensive thét is to your brothers if not to all of you.
I have seen a Jewish friend, to my original shock, salivate with
nausea at such a reference to Jesus as he involuntarily remembered
burning Jewish flesh from Auschwitz. I know also that my understanding
of my own faith and religious commitment owes as much today.to Israel
as it does to the Church. And so I come today as one indebted and
one who would want to be offensive at no point except where honesty
for him would demand it. And I come as one who is grateful in the
assurance that you would not want me to come any other way. | |

Now to the subject (and ticklish one it is):"Mission, Witness

and Proselytization."”
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Immediately there comes to mind a succession of memories that
almost silences and stifles me. I remember the periods in Christian
history when Jews have been subjected to the most ihhumane efférts
by Chrlstlans to effect a change of religious name and assoc;atxon
for the most unworthy of motives. I also remember the exclus;on or
worse which Jews have suffered in the name of Jesus. Our guilt
makes us defensive and a plea for forgiveness seems to carry infinite
inadequacies. Let me remind you though that we have not always
been easy on our own either. Servetus, as we all know, had his
Calvin. And, I smile, though I am sure those of whom I speak did
not, when I remember the arrival of the first two Quakers in Puritan
Boston. Their literature was confiscated before they disembarked.
And, when they descended the gangplank they did so in chains. They
were a severe threat to Boston, those two Quaker 1adzes with their
Quaker ideas. But ideas always seem to be dangerous. And if they
really are not dangerous, they still can be extremely disconcerting.

At this point another memory comes to mind. It is the familiar
characterization of this generation as a dwarf seated on the shoulders
of a great giant. His position is enviable because he can see farther
and better than any around him.

I enjoy using this figure with college freshman to remind them
that they sit in a comparably favored position through no effort of
their own. Their enviable position is due to a past that has vaulted
them to their opportunity. I squést that they need to be solicifous
about the feelings of that giant for he c¢ould dump them. And then
that'position would be lost.

I would like to use that figure to speak to us today.
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In this room we represent a position of privilege due to factors
over which we have no cont;ol. We are heirs of ? tradition - an
ideology. We represent an intellectual elitism,ya political
freedom, an opportunity for service that makes us-the envy of most
of the world. We sit in our position on the shoulders of a giant.
As I look down, I think I discern the feet of that giant and see
them firmly rooted, not in the sands of time of an inexorable
naturalistic evolutionary process, but in the pages of Hebrew
Scriptures. The giant is not so much time. All-others who live now
have as much behind them as we do. The giant is' made up of ideas.
And that should not surprise us - for it is ideas that really count.

Some years ago I was reading some of the literature on the
United Nations and its goais for the decade of the Sixties. It
was called the Decade for Development. In the literature some of
the aspirations for the world were spelled out. Slowly it began
~to dawn on me that those goals were largely realities already
existent in some portions of the world. We could speak of the
developed nations and the underdeveloped nations. The discussion
centered on how to get the underdeveloped nations to developed status.
But there was little discussion of how the developed nations achieved
their status. It is my own conviction that it is due to the giant
on whose shoulders we sit. It is also my conviction that if the
underprivileged peoples of the earth are to share in any'effective
way in our privileges they must share in the ideas that made those
privileges possible. There is an ideoclogical climate that we enjoy
that, I am convinced, is present only where the ideas first spelled
out in the Tanakh have been espoused. And, I am convinced, there

is little data to support the notim that these privileges can
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permanently exist where that ideological climate does not exist.
I speak of four things: |
1. Modern science with all the technological and material
advantages that it brings. .
2. Freedom from superstition, from sorcery, witchcraft, and
the occult.
3. An appreciation of the dignity and worth of the individual
‘and his right to intellectual, religious, and personal
freedom.
4. Hope, racial and personal, that the end of human existence |
is not extinction and meaninglessness. |
Those of us in this room enjoy these benefits. The great méss
of our brothers and sisters who with us .inhabit this.planet do
not. Is it an accident of history? I think not.
The thesis of Robert Nisbet in his John Dewey Society Lecture

of 1970, developed in his The Degradation of the Academic Dogma:

The University in America 1945-1970,captures me. His conviction

as a sociologist is that any social institution is the structural
expression of a dogma or a set of dogmas. It matters not whether it
ig the church, the government, the Boy Scouts, or the university.
His concern is the university. His conviction is that dogma is to
an institution what oxygen is to an animal. The institution

cannot live without the proper atmosphere. If the dogma_dies, so
does the institution. If the dogma changes, the institution foliows
suit. And, it is as true of the Institute for Advanced Studies at
Princeton as it is for the Roman Catholic Church or the universities

of which Nisbet speaks.
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The problem of course with oxygen is that it is not visible
to the nakeq eye. Therefbre,:the casual observer may think that
the animal carries within himself his own resources for existence.
Little does he realize the coﬁpletenass of his dependence upon
his ambience and the smallness of the temporal margin on which
he exists.

Our freedoms and privileges are due to an ideological giant
on whose shoulders we sit. The world seeks and we desire a similar
position for it. But the giant whose stature we enjoy is largely
invisible to a world that wants our privileges. There lies, or
so it seems to me, our probiem.

Let me take first the matter of our freedoms and the guestion
of human rights. Whether it is the Jew intellectual in Russia, the
rebel in El Salvador, the Cuban who longs to come to America,
or the worker in Poland, the human demand for freedom is inextinguishable.
Universally extolled, witness the United Nations charter, why is
it so rare in human history? My own conviction is that the mix
essential for its flowering is inclusive of religious . and meta-
physical elements that are offshoots wherever you firnd them of the
Scriptures. The Declaration of Independence is an expression of
these. Is there any chance that freedom and human dignity can really
flourish without metaphysical'sanctions? The widow, the orphan,
and the franchiseless sojourner enjoyed such in ancient Israel
and the guarantee lay not in the will of the people nor the benevolence
of the state but in two Hebrew words: 'aﬂ? YHWH -

It was that which brought Israel's greatest political ruler

to heel before a Nathan. Was it not really that heritage that brought




.
Nixon, our chief executive, to heel before Law. Hhen I saw him
bow, I thought I heard coming from the joints of history,_r;dg'&HWH.
Is any human freedom safe in any other hands.

Or take the advantages of modern science: the technologies
thﬁt have raised our standards of living and given us our material
and temporal freedoms. We long to see these extended to includg
the hungry of Calcutta. There will never be enough Mother Thereéas
to meet the needs when millions live in a culture whgre.the_ideology
gives sanctity to rats and preference to cows over children. I
think the Michael Fosters, the Alfred North Whiteheads, ﬁnd £he
A. T. van Leenwens are right when they tell us that at least one
of the two crucial elements in the devélopment of modern science
roots in the 0ld Testament view of creation. Only where_ﬂpses is
known or the dogmas he transmitted to us have been current, has the
'« spell of a divine universe been broken as well as that ohtocratic pattern
of society in which there is an identification of the orders of
society with the order of the cosmos. The spell of the divine
universe had to be broken to make modern science possible, the
ontocratic pattern of society to keep the advance of knowledge from
being the instrument of the status quo for the advantages of the
privileged few.

Now a word about superstition and the occult. Often we think
of the West and particularly ourselves as the advanced and thgl
discriminating. It is easy for us to forget our naivete. The reason
of course is that we are dealing in the realm of the non-empirical.

It has been our confidence that the presentation of secular science
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would dispel the demons and spirits of the primitive world by its
obvious rational impact. Thé fact is that our record on this is very
poor. The occult is no longer limited to the primitives unless we
want to redefine primitive. The power of the Testament which we
call the 0l1d Covenant and you call Bible to dispel such is
miraculous. The presence of a literature like the Tanakh in
which the demonic is almost absent and in which sorcery and witchcraft
is forbidden, in a world as loaded with such as Israel's world is
like a modern novel without a reference to an airplane, an automobile,
a telephone, or a television. Such has never been written. It may
be that those who believe that our superstitions and our fears are
better dealt with where the God of Abraham and Moses is the backdrop
than where modern science and belief in inevitable progress are
the ambience.

As for hope, it is no accident to me that the two 0ld Testament
words for it come from roots that mean "to wait." Nor is it an
accident to me that the messianisms of history whether Christian,
secular, or otherwise have usually been the result of movements
that have been influenced by something or someone that had felt
some Jewish influence. Even if they are secular and mechanistic
their root is in a concept of waiting that was personal. Their faith
may be in the secular and mechanistic but you can count on it that
their hopes are'personal. How right it seems to me and how much
more comforting to think that the what on which we wait is a Who.
That our confidence is in His sbvereignty because we know from
Tanakh that He is without rival or competitor. - That He is full of

compassion and tender mercies is proclaimed in Ezekiel 16. His
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sovereignty over history is illustrated by the fact that those
in covenant with Him gave to the world the concept of history
itself.

I live on a college campus. I never cease to be excited by
tﬁe buoyant hope that in general moves our youth. Those are
special days when one of our young ladies meets me with a grin
and flashes her ring finger. I always ask her when is the great
day. I have yet to have one falter and say, "What great day?" The
light in her eyes makes my day.

But I never experience that anymore ﬁithéut eschatological
thoughts. The Bible that tells me that human history began with
a wedding also tells me that the pattern for the most beautiful
and joyous human experience is not human. It is the way the Living
God choose to relate to His people. Ezekiel and Hosea put ontological
overtones into my home. Will you pardon my Christian perspective
when I tell you that it also puts eschatological connotations as
well. No matter what the circumétances those who know the Living
God have a gleam in their hearts if not in their faces. We see
farther than many others and we like what we see.

Now you know my question. Will either of us be excused if we
keep such to ourselves. I remember two lepers who in hopeless |
desperation exposed themselves to possible Syriaﬁ wrath and found
more than they bargained for. Their words haunt me. "We do not
well: this day is a day of good tidings, and we hold our peace: if
we tarry till the morning light, some mischief will come upon us: now
therefore come, that we may go and tell the king's household.”

I Kings 7:9)
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My question to you as it is to my own brethren is, whether we
- can hold our peace. Suppose we are wrong?. If our motlve is love

and our instrument is reason, can we make the human plight worse.
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': G'W M P UPCM

ON GOD AND EVIL

As you know, "the topic of our-sessigu here toﬁight is thp»Holocaust,
aid 1 am supposcd’ to provide a Christian perspective on that topic. Actually,
wich of ‘what I will say here uili not be sﬁecia]ly_an& uniquely about the
Holocuast. It will be numcwﬁat more general than that, being as you might
say, about the liolocaust and other terrible things. There might be some
Christian insight which is, in some special way,-about.that awful tragedy
shich overtook the Jews of Furope in the 30's and 40's of‘tpis céutury, an .
insiyht which would exhibit and-illuminate the specific meaning of that
particular historical occurrence. There might, I say, be some such Ch;istian
iﬁsight. But if there is, [ do not-know what it is. So I cannot say anything
Jooit 1t

I ¢un say, however, that no Christian - or, at lcgst3 no Christian whc
s at all sensitive to the doctrinal underpinnings and worid—view of his own
relipion - can be  radically surprised by the Holocaust. Of course, he might
be surpsised in detail, and he might be-profqundly.saddened by what happened.

But Lo cannot be radically surprised by it. For the orthodox Christian view

% uf the human conﬂitlon'is shot through with dark clements. It is filled with.

“noticny such as those of sin and Jdepravity, and of the corruption and

foceitrulness ot the human heart. Of course, it is also filled with elements
of hoepe, ot the redemption wrought by God Himself, of the possibility of for-
piveness il aonew life for the most degraded of sinners, of the new heart
whicii God vill pive to mcu.: llope and darkness lie side by side in the Géspel.
And the Javkness is real. 1 was about to say thﬁt it is as real as the hope,
but that weeld pot be quite correct,  For I think it is part of the Christian
iew that ieve is deeper than hate, that good is stronger than evil, that it
s vod and not Satan who is the original of all beings, If that is so, then

e reiies it a adepth beyond despair, and connects with the bedrock of all



 that is. But if the &arﬁness of the world is not its deepest element, it is
not shallow either. Sin and depravity are real, perhaps more real than many of
us.havc yet really imagined., And perhaps we, or our children, will live to .
5cb things worse than the llolocaust. |

A Christian wvhe is at all reflective about his own faith can hardly miss
the prominence of that dark clement in its view of the world. After all, the
wost widely recognized symbol of Christianity is tge cross, that anc}ent instru-
ment of torture and execution, But Christians take the cross to bé not only
syubolic (though, of course, it is a symbol), but also to belhistorical. It is,
they belicve, a real event and a pivotal event in the -act of l;edemption, the
avt-in which tGod acknowledees and accepts and, in some wa&l undoes the evil of
th. world, And no Christiun, I say, who remembers the cross can be radically
waprisad by a tragedy like the liolocaust, .

But if a Christian cannot be radically surprised by the Helocaust, what
docs he, or what can he, say about it? Or if not about the liolocaust specifical-
Iy, what can a Christian Say in the face of the whole complex of suffering and
sin, of tragcdy and terror which overlies all human life? This questlon i5,

I suppose, one of the many versions of the celebrated problem of evil, The
rodiess of God on the one hand, and the evil of the world on the other - how
vin one hold them together in a single understaqding, or even in a single

a1 of faith? Or can one do so? It is to.this topic that I devote most of
. talk tonight,

Much, but not all, of what 1 say will consist of making some distinctions
whiich will, 1 hope, be of help in our thinking. And the first of these is a
Jistinction among various contexts in which one might try to speak of the
significance of evil. There is, no doubt, a range of such contexts. I will

mention two whichk lie mear the extremes of that range. One of these contexts




is taat of the ash hecap, the other that of the lecture hall., And it may be
that we should say much Jdifferent things - not contradictory or incompatible
things, but different things nevertheless - on the ash heap from those that
we say in the lecture room. ,

Somcthimes, that is, when we speak about evil we speak not only about

suffering but also witin suffering, our own suffering and despair or that of

our hearers . We speak, perhaps, betweenour sobs, or those who listen

hear us between their sobs, That is the context of the ash heap. But it is
totally unrealistic to construe our situation as if we were continuously

imacrsed in gn  ocean of sorrow and suffering, overwhelmed by the tragedies

of life, That is simply not so. For most of us, at any rate, therc are times

when we wre not overvhelmed, when we can "distance' ourselves, so to speak, from

our own pains, so as to consider them more or less dispassionately. And this

is the context, whether it be a context of spéaking or of hearing, which

1 call thiat of the lecture hall. :
There is a sense in which the ash heap is more basic to the problem of

evil than isfthc lecture hall.  For our discoursclabout evil, regardless of

the conteat in which it is delivered, must be about the ash heap. If there were

ne ash heap - one sort of ash heap or another - there would be no problem of

evil to be discussed in the lecture hall. In.that sense the ash heap is

primary, wnd the lecture hall is derivative and secondary.

To recognize this primacy of the ash heap, however, requires us also to
recognize the legitimacy of the lecture hall. We are not always on the ash
heap, and we need not restrict  our thinking about evil to those times when
we are. We need not be drunk to think aﬁout wine, and we necd not be in
fngland to sing about Londoa Bridge.

This distinction has an immediate application, of ccurse, to our own

situation. Some 30 t0 40 vears ago scveral millions of European Jows were



passing through the concentration camps and the death chambers. But we
tonight are not in. Belsen or in Ravensbruck.l We ure'in Deerfield. We can
no doubt rcmember, and to some cxtent feel; ourhown troubles. But hardly
any of us came into this room tonight in tears. By an& large, our own context
here for these few days is that of the lccture.hall. We ;ill not improve
our thinking by pretending otherwise. And so whaF ;; say and do here must be
adapted to that context. | |

As 1 said earlier, .1 believe that substantially different sorts of spcach
Iand actioq may be appropriate to these different contexts. And it is unil-
Iluminating and unhelpful to ciiticize what is done in onc context as if it were
meant for the other. When someonc attempts to comfort a parent beside a tiny
grave, it is not useful to complain that he does not speak in nuubered propositi&ns
Fike a Camoridge philosopiwer, that he does not draw every fine distinction, and
the like. It is also uhhclpful to complain about some rather analytic and
Jispassionate discussion of this tobic, that it would not comfort the bereaved

: g .

or that one cannot imagine giving that lecturc in thé shower rooms of
Buchenwald. Perhaps; indeed, it would mot comfort ihosc who weep, or it would
- be out of nlace in the death chamber. But the analytic discussion may some-
times embody some important truth nbout‘bvil,.anﬁ one which it would be
tulﬁnhlv to learn in an appropriate place. It might QVen involve a truth
which yil; comfort us in some time of sorrow, even if we could not learn it
in the middle of that sorrow. |

A finzl obscervation about this distinction. One typically thinks about
the lecture hall as a pluce where one either speaks or listens to a speech,
and it one is doing neither then he may as well go home. Perhaps even in
- this case we overcestimate the importance of talking, but I will not quarrel

mich with it here, since 1oam myself making 8 speech. But in the case of



the ash heap we arc not evon tempted to think that talking is the only important
thing to do. My phrasc, "the ash heap”, is taken of course from the book of .
Job, In that ancient story we read that Job's friends, hearing of his troubles,
came to sce him, And when they saw him, we read, "they sat with him on the
ground seven days and seven nights, and no one spoke a word to him, for they
saw that his suffering was very great." That silent sympathy, sitting with
Job among the ashes, may ﬁave been the best thiné which his friends did for
Job. Amd it may often be that the best thing we can do for someone who is
suffering is to put an arm around their shoulders, to weep with them, or
somvthing of the sort. That does not mean that nothing can be said about evil.
It means that not cvery time is the right time to say it.

Well, so much for the first distinction.

fhe second distinction concerns the initial orientation which the parti-

" cipaats briag to any given discussion of this topic. In the sense in which T

thiak of this orleniation here, different participants in a single discussion

may have differcnt oricntations, Such differcncis may generate serious

olstacles to any usceful progress, unless some of thé participants can adjust, in
some wav, to orientations other than their own. But maybe what is involved
here will become clearer with an exampie or tﬁo.

Some of you here ave no doubt familiar with Elie Wiesei'a striking play,
dne Trial of God. In that play, Berish and his demented daughter
are presented as the only two surviv;rs of a vicious pogrom in the towm of
Shaugorod., Some time later an itinerant band of Jewish actors arrives in
Shamgorod, unaware of the tragedy which has occurred there. It 4s the time
ol the teast of P'urim, when apparently it was the custom for the Jewish
community to present public plays and farces. Berish insists that the

traveling actors must put on a farce, and the farce they must play is that of

-



the trial of God. And in the end they do. Or at least they begin.

Now, it aeum; plausible to suppose that somecone.who is eager to prosecute
Lthe trial of Cod, somcone who insists that ;hig and nothing élae will mark this
Jeast of Purim, is not an unbiased or impartial inquirer into the relationship
between God and evil. One would not ordinarily insist in this way on the
trial of just anyone taken at random. It cannot be that God just had the bad
luck to be picked for the trial in Shamgorod. Nc;. Berish must already
suspect - or, more likely, he must already believe - that God is gﬁilty. When
the trial of God begins, or when Wiesel's play openg, Berish has already
an idea at hand. Aud-if he puts his idea in the forim of a question, something
like "Why, Cod, did you allow this?", then his qucstion has the force of an
auuu:sat.ic»n. |

Now, to say that is not unbiased, or to say

Befish
that he feels like accusing God, is not to criticize him. We

do not have a gonaral dut§ to be always undecided about everything,
to be &oartiali in every proceding, never to make an accusaiion.
or anything of the sort. 1Indeed, it may be.fhat the main reason
for having an open mind at some time and about some question is
th:. this may enable us to cease someday from having an open mind
.oout that question. It may enable us, that is, to close our
‘minds upon some releant truth., The faet that Berish already
has an opinion zbout CGod cannot then, by itself, be taken as
representing some defect in him., But it is a fact about him, a
fiaoct which bears upon what he is likely tgéay about God and

¢vil. .vcn more impor:iant, it is a fact which bears on the |
qiestion of what might be a useful thing for somcone else to say
to him about that topic.

But not everyore who thinks about God and evil need have

terish's orientation or state of mind. It is quite possible



to ask whag seewms superficially to be the same question, "Why,
God, did You allow this?", from almmst the opposite standpoint.
It ;an b2 asked by someone who has no inclination at all to

think that God.is guilty, and who has no infention at all of
putting torward an accusation. Such a persoh'may ﬁave no

ioubt about the goodness anéﬁove of God, and he may be confident
thiat Sod nas some satisfactory reason for allowing the tragedy.
But he asks in order to dearn something, fo know what that reason
is. .

Neilher of these people, of course, is bound to receive
.n answer to hig question. ihe person whe arranges for the
‘trial of God may find that God does not appear for that occasion.
liayve ke will hrve to make do, as best he can, with some poor
aurrogat: for tha diyine precenee. Even liiesel's traveling
;playerm find it surprisingly difficult to locate someone who
w11 appenr ac God's attorney. And the person who does in the
¢nd play that rols turns out to have a2 surprisii;; qualification
for it. Zut whoever it is who undertakes th7éefanse of God,
we nay be forga:?en if we suspect that God Himself might'havé
corrdiucted the defense in a different wﬁy. Pefhaﬁs. 1ndeed. soms
Gay He will.

The persor, too, who asks to learn may possibly go away
unsatisfied. He may be unable to penetrate beyond generalities
¢bout "some good purpose” and the like, without finding
¢y specific insirht about the particular evil which obcupies
kiw. I have already said thnat I find myself in more or less of
tratl posdtion with repect to the Holoeauét. Of course, the
“feal tha. I have no very illuninating ahd specific insight
“laus thic eecurscnee does not at all gu: cantee that no one

voes. Ferhavs cven here and tonight we nay find some such



illumina-ion. Eut, in general, there will be many evils for

- which we propably will not. And I know of no guarantee that

this will be one of the exceptions. " .
“hy is it that, perhgps. neither of these sorts of questioners

recelives fhe response for which he asks? Why does God not

anpear in person for the trial of God, making His own defense,

irstead of leaving it to theologians, philosophers, and people

of similar 11k? Or why does He not reveal to the man or woman

of faith the specific meaning of the evils which befail them

ard those whom they love? That, too, I do not know. We can,

of course, speculate aboyi possibilities, We can say--some, no

doubt, will really be inclined to say---that God does not do l.

these things because there is no God. And others, perhaps more

picturesquely, fmay say thaf God does not answer the question

of raith because He has nd reason £o put forth for the evils

wihich He has allowed, and He does not come to His trial in

person because He is ashamed to meet His accusers face to face.

These are, however, not the only possibilities, In a diflicult

~ bat provocative novel, = 200h century Cypristian writer, €.S.Lewis,

sufgests that God cannot now meet us face to face because we '

‘purselvés do an‘yct have faces., We are not yet persons enough,

I suppose he means, to sustain our end of that conversation.

fopr a Ifather to undertake to speak "man to man," as we sometines

say, with his infart son would be at best a sort of joke. Someday.

of course, father and son may speak in that way. But not yet.

Lsonethang else must happen first, a diffe:ent intercourse

betwsen the man and his son--not man to man talk, but baby talk

and play and discipline and pugzlement and a hundred other

:hiués. ind after that, perhaps, they will be able to meet as




man and nan, face to face. And maybe something like that is
truec of ourselvés and Ga@.

Christianity, &fter all, does not repraaént God as being
very much concerned Hims22f to deliver lectures About evil, or
to write explarations of it. But neither does if represent Him
as indifferent to it, or unconcerned about the fact that the
world is trapped in a tangled né$ of pain and crime, of hatred
and hurt. The Gospel is the good néws of the redemption of the
world from the érip of evil, or a rdemption achieved by God
H'mself zccepting the sin and the duffering of the world into
Himself', to swallow it up and break its power, to mﬁke in the
end nll things new. But when we have gone through that process,
‘when we lcok back ai evil from a véntage point different from.
:ﬁhe one we have now, then perhaps we shall be able to ask
different questions about it, better questions than those which

Twe can now frame. And we chall be able to hear something whhéh
. "now we could not bear to hear.
I have been speaking about my second distinection, that of
“Lhe orientation vae brings to the discussion ol evil. At one
extrene there iy il.e orient&tion of_faith} of the pesson who
hirks aoubdbt evil zrainst a background of confidence in the
Cgewnn2es and love of God. Near the other extreire is the
orientation of doul' or accusation or disbelief, of the person
who inds in evil a reason for rejecting the confidenceocof the
belicver. And o¢ course there will be still other orientaticns.
Iﬁpattared aboul this arca. My own feeling is that all of these
shokld be recornizoc as legitimate. The person of faith shauld
rezo, niz: that some other people have real doubts, or even firm
convicstions in the opposite direction. And those pephle whould
alsu recoiznize, in their turn, that there are ppople without
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those doubts. But in recognizing thece dther positions as
genuine none of these parties neceds to suggest that these
posatiéns are all equally true, or valid, or vpll-fdunded.
or anything of the sort. That, it scems to mé. is a kind of
ronsense, and sort of nonsense whihh contributes nothing to
the discussion.

There are puople, for example, who say that the occurrence

“oi evil in the world is incompétible with the existence .of God

as He is represented in the Christian faith. J3inge the evil

'is obvious they anggnclined to infer that there is no God, or

at least no such God as Christians worship. I thinx there are
‘people who really do believe in that line of inference. I
accept them as participants in the ceversagion about evil. But
I also hold that they are mistaken in their premise, and hence
in their inferencec as well.. They, no doubt, believe that I am
miclaken. Our conversiaion, if it &s to proceed openly and
honestly, must begin with a recognition of these opposed
suspicion:; or convictions. How can it proéeed? Perhaps I &y
cloce by indicnting zowe of what I think may usefully be said in
it from iy own standpeint.

One useful thing, when faced with some argument or
oi:juctio. tused upon evil, is to make that argument as clear and
open as »e can. Since it is the objector's argument, it would
ba pest, of course, i he or she were the one to clarify it.

But I suppose thnat the rest of us might help too. Iany of you,

lor exanple, will be frmillar with David Hume's famous discusshn

of religious topics in a book called Dialoguyes Concerning
iintupal Religion. In that book, written as a fictional

B

conversalior.,, there is a character mamed "Philo," who is often

. e w2 8




taken to rcpresent Hume's own views, more or less. Toward the
end of the book‘Philo. discussing the signi’icance of evil, says:
why is there any uisery at al’ in the world? Not
by chance surely. From some cz.se then. Is it from
the intention of the Deity? E.. he is perfectly
benevoient. Is it contrary t, his intention?
But he is almighty. Nothing an shake the solidity
of this reasoning, so short, so clear, so
decisivessses
Here, then, we have a piece of reason:ng wvhich Hume-(dr Philo)
says is solid, short, clear, and decisive. But it is a curious
argument, For one thing, its conclision is unexpressed, though
we may guess that it is supposed to conclude that there exists
no such God as Christians claim., -ut even more curious is the
Tact that half oﬁékis alleged afgument is expressed in questions.
2t me read it again.
hy is there any misecy at all inhthe world? Not
by chance curely. Fro: some caus: then. JTs it from
the intenticn of the ):ity? DBui he is perfectly
vertlatue, 23711 oo crarya¥e fis intention?
But he is mlmighty. lothing c .. shake the solidity
of this reasoning, s short, niu clear, so
decisivecsess
mzvary olh:r senternce in that professed .ourse of reasoning is

qu:stion. Wwhat is geing cn?

Rhetorically, the device is effc:tive. That is, a person
uzzled
L.y well Tind hiu;elf/g; sor2 of Phily's questions. He may not

rendily tnink of cny satisfying ans' :r to them. And he may then



slide into thinking that, since he cannot answer Philo's
cquestions, Phiio‘s argument must indeed be decisive as he
claimns. That, however, would be a mistake. Nothing of interest
follews from the face--if it is a fact--that one or another of us
1628 not know the answer to these questions. Of course, it
wizht be thought that Philo himself has come answers 1n‘mind.
plain statements or propositions representing Philo'albeliefs.
znswers from which something of interest and importance might
indecd follow. 1f so, fine. In my opinion, a peréon like
Fiilo should be encouraged toc put his argument in terms of
those claims which he honestly believes to be true, blunt
slatenments perhaps, but as cleer and forthright as possible.
Then maybe we can make some progress. Or, at least, we will
have a chance.

As a matter of fact, it is not hard to produce a
short, clear argument from-evil. Consider the following, which

L3es a premise about our toplc for this evening.

If th°re were a God, and if He were good, then
lle would not permit an evil like the Holocaust to
oCCuUr.

'he Holncaust did occur.

Therefore, either there is no God or else He is

«~{ good.

Thit argument is short and clear. Since it uses a premise
about th: Holocauss it might be thought to express the religious
cignificance of that event. And it has the logical virtue of

vialidity., It is also decisive? In my opinion, certainly not.



It may be useful to compare that argument with another.

There'is a God who is perfectly good.
Tﬁaﬁolocaunt occurred. _
Therefore, it is not true that, if there were a

good God, He would not have allowed the Holocaust.

ihese 1wo argumenis are closely related. ' 1 ey share the premise
about the realiiy of the Holocaust. Each argument had;‘in
nddition, a premise which is the denial of the other argumenti’'s
conclusion. And so, of course, each conclusicn is the denial

of the other arpument®s first premise. In these wayﬁ the two
arguments ave, we might say, symmetrical.

Because they are sypmetrical in this way, these two argumers
also share their logic. If one of them is valid, then so also
“is the other., 3Since the first is valid, the éeconﬁ is also
valid. And that means that we cannot choose between them on
the ground of their logic alone. '

“ It would sccm, hovever, rather awkward to acccept Hoth of
" tiwse argiments. For then we should have to zccept two pairs
2" explicitly centradiclosys propositions., Though tZese arguments
1 e sywmatrical iﬁgevorul ways they havoe an important asymmetry.
e of them may be sound, but they cannot both be sound. That
i, they cannot dboth have a full set of true premises. It is,
0i course, obvisus thal the premise which they share is true.
1o+ Holocaust dié hepven. But the two first premises--@hese
ennnct both be true. And therefore the two conclusions cannot
‘both be true.

‘It looks, therefare, as though we are faced with a choice.

or perhaﬁn it is not so much a choice as a dg¥tinction between




two cognitive states in which we might find ourselves. Ra any
rate, we might believe that God would not have allowed the
Holocaust, or we mighﬁ believe that there is a good God. But
it would be awkward, to say the least, to believe both. How
can we decide between them?

Presumably, a person who puts fbrwérd the first of these -
argunent:s does rolieve that God, if He existed gnd were_good,
would nov have allowed the Holocaust. Perhaps some of us here
are inclined to vbelieve it. But why is that propositiqn to be
believed? Is tkere some good reason to suppose that it is
true? Or is it that pgople believe the first premise of that
first argument without any good reason, either by a mistake
- or just without reason at all?

I. myself believe that God could have prevented the Holocaust,
nad He chosen to 4o so. But I do not think that it is true that
He would have prevented the Holocaust if He were good. Nor can
I think of any good reason to suppose that this is true. And a
person who does think that it is true might usefully be chailenged-
Lo try to think of such a rdason himself. His attempt to do
Liat might itself generate an advance in understanding.

The clain that Ged, if lle were good,.would have prevented
tae ifolocaust cannot, for example, be defended successfully

wa o derivalion from the more general principle that:

Any pcrson, insofar as he is good, will prevent

every &vil which he can prevent,

“hit prinzeciple would indded yield tha‘corraapondlng ¢laim
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nuout Goa. Unfortunately, this ,:-inciple is itself false.
\e ~an test it 6ut in many non-iieological cases. There are
plenty of evils which I could 1 ‘' vent, plenty which you could
prevent, and 5o on.  [ow, no de: ot some of tnese evils continue
Jecause you and I are not per. - tly good. If we were better
~uople than in Tact vie are, ti: g we wolild prevent or avoid sore
ot 1hose evils., But not all * them. Some of the eﬁilé which
vi: wllow ao not rerleﬁt adve - :ly on our morality., We allow
thiem to continue ot because f cur badness or our lack of
power to prevent them, but ‘3. spite of our goodness and our
power. |

Garrett Hardin, a biol  ;ist, says somewhere, if I remémber
correctly, that we can nev::  do just one thing. Though he ’
rakes thic obseréation is :.somewhat different connection, it
i3 crucizl 1o the point w: ard here_considering. To prevent
a1 given evil would be, c:asidered in abstraction from everything
alse, a good thing. Con: dered, that is, as "just one thing" it
15 the sort of thing whi+a a good peson would do if he could;
st ofter., thourh we ca: lo that thing we caanot do just that
vie thing. e can pre. .t-that evil only if vz 2lso do soicething
¢lse. A:r-i that someth :g else may be a cost, a sort of moral
ot Ytot other thir - may itself be an evil, or the loss of
sone grest good. And (3 it may happen that, though we can
‘ndded prevent a cert n evil, we can do so only at the cost of
wonling the world wors: than it would have Been. In such é
situation a good pc:  n would, I suppose, allow the continuance

0’ some evils which r: colild prevent.



Conuidefed abstiractly, for example, suffering would seem
to be an evil, and its prevention would be a good. It may
soon be within ithe power of some single human being, if it is
‘not already, to »ut an end to all the sufferéng &n the earth
simply by destroying the habitability of the earth itself in a
series of nuclear blasts. But it is far from clear that the
doing of that act, thouzh undoubtedly it would eliminate‘aome
evils, would be a rood thing. o

It is of course true that God, if He is omnipotent as
uany theologians have ithought, can do some things without resort
10 the méns which we find necessary. During Vorld War II, I
updcrstaud. therc was a proposal that the gas chambers in some
of the concentration camps should be bombed from the air. But
God could, I aupﬁose. have made them 1noperat1?e wizhout resort
to bombing. And so on through many possible examples. It does
rot follow from :his. however, that Gﬁd coﬁldfhave done just
ihat one thipg. For some things are linked to one another not
rcrely contingen.ly but logically. And those things cannot be
separated, not even by God Himself, not even by omnipotenc-.

For cxample, Gol could, I have no doubt, have prevented
“itler from actin:. And He could have left H:tler free to
¢ct. But He cou-i not voth have prevented Hitler from acting
wrd also left hin free togsact. MNeither God nor anyone else
could do that. ind so it 1is possible that even God is sometimes
fuced with a situation in which there is an évil which He could
eliminate--an evil whose elimination, &bstfactly considerad,
ﬁould be a good thing--but which is such that it would not be a
s00d thins for Hin to eliminate it. In such a situation the
fict that the evil is not eliminated need not reflect adversely



12

about Goz. Unforiunately, this ,inciple is itself false.
‘e ran test it 6ut in many non-il.eological cases. There are
plenty of evils which I could r ' vent, plenty which you could
prevent, and sc on. ow, no dr: bt some of these evils continue
o:cause you and I are not per. - tly good. If we were better
‘ncople than in fact ve are, ti: g we wollld prevent or avoid some
ot those evils. 3ut not all  them. Some of the evils which
vir allow ao not refleét adve.rgly on our rmorality. We allow
thow to continue riot because f cur badness or our lack of
puwer to prevent them, but 'i: spite of our goodness and our
DOwer.

Garrett Yardin, a biol  ;ist, says somewhere, if I remember
correctly, that we cén nev:: - do just one thing. Though he
rakes thie obser;ation is . somewhat different connection, it
i crueial 1o the point w: arﬁ hera_congidefing. To prevent
u' civen evil vwould be, c:asidered in aﬁstraction from everything
1lse, a good thing. Con:¢ .dered, that is, as “just‘one thing" it
15 the sort of thing whi~a a good peson would do if he could.
st ofter,, thoucsh we ca: lo that thing we cannot do just that
viie thing. Wwe can prew .L-that evil only if ve also do soitething
¢Ise. Ar-: that someth ;g else may be a cost, a sort of moral
coat,  Trot other thir ' may itself be an evil, or the loss of
some grest good. And [ 3 it may happen that, though we can
‘ndded prevent a cert n evil, we cah do so only at the cost of
unking the world worr: than it would have been. In such a
situntion a good pc:  :n would, I suppose, allow the continuance

. some evils which r: cotld prevent.
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For exanmple, Gol _could, I have no doubt, have prevented
“itler from actins. And He could have left H:tler free to
cct. But He cou.i not voth have prevented Hitler from acting
wrd also left hin free togact., MNeither God-néi anyone else
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upon Cod's power, or His goodness, or His reality.
kas the Holocaust a case of this sort? Rithout a doubt,
the Holocaust wés something which God could not have prevented a '

23 an isolated entity, leaving everything elae'as-it vas., If

the Holocaust had not happened, then the moral significance of

a multitude of lives would have had to be in some way different.
''ne preveation of th: H®locaust would have had a cost, eyen i it
hid Leen dome by omnipotence. It could not have been dona as
jus one thing.

'hat does not, of course, show by itself that God Bhould-
not have prevernird it. Ve should often do things even if they

cost something, and so, I suppose, should any moral agent. I

- can readily imagine someone whe thinks that the Holocaust was

an immense and terrible evil, and who thinks that the good
associated with it, whethef of free-will or otherwise, was
insufficient to outwzigh it. Consequently, he thinks, God should
have prevented the Hogpcauét. and He would have done g0 if He
existed and were good.; And so he accepts the main premise of the
first argument. |

1 readily imagine, I say, such & person. 'But“I find in
ysell no confidence in such a view. Tt seems to me quite
ppasibie that, in sﬁ:h a case, some of the values involved are as
vut totally unknevn Lo us, and others arc such that > hAave no
ready and reliable way of quantifying them for comparison with
zich other, And so I am, it seems to me, in no position to base
arything upon a clqim about what God would.havu done, or should

bove dgL abaﬁ%‘the Holocaust.

L}



I might, of course, feel a little bad about that. I
wight wish Lhat I were closer to omniscience. I-night'wish
that I had mom knowledge of, and more imsight into, the cosmic
range of values, and thatll had at hand a ready calculus for
-hahdling them. But the fact is that I do not, and there is no
benefit’in building our intellectual lives on ihe pretence fhat
wo argﬁomothing which in fact we are not.

That is why I take the short clear a}gument from eiil
.ot to be decisive. But of course that argument, cr some
sopdacement for it, really belongs to someone on ﬁp;e or less
vi:ze other side of the fence. Perhaps he will think of another
wny of putting it, or of another line of support. If that is his
inclination, then I for one would ennouragé him to do so. If he
-an do that in some illuminating way, fhen perhaps both of us
will be able to see better where we are, and what is the full
reaning of both the 1xght and the darknegs which. ag I said
uarlier. 11e side by side in the Goapel.
. There 13. too, that other short clear argument which I
r.entioned, the one whéch is in many ways, but not all,
ayumetrical with the first. Its first premise, you fem;%er. is
hat God exlsts and He is good. That argumeni. or something
like it tigures in the thinking of many telievers. They believe
hat God is soiehow justified in ailowing the tragedy of the world
w0 continué. Eut they do not believe it because they somshow
.ﬁuu clearly intc thai justification. ' No, they belleve it '
L:cause they believe that Dod is godd and loving altogether.
Cometime it must be the ¥urn of the critic to ask the believer
Just what that mcans and why_he believes it. That, too, will be _
a upeful question. It belongs, however, to the beginning of
another papef..and not to fhﬂ"h& Qf'iﬁia one.

-—




Mission, Witness and Proselytization: A Jewish View

by Rabbi Sanford Selt:zer

In an era characterized by efforts at interconfessional
rapproachement and the development of transdenominational
movements within Christianity, the role of Judaism and the
Jewish people in the unfolding of the divine plan remains
unresolved. Israel continues to be a theological problem

and the future of ecumenism is clouded by the growing divi-
sion between Evangelicalinterpfet&ions of mission and witness

and those Protestants and Catholics committed to a theology of

mutual recognition between Judaism and Christianity.l

J. Coert Rylaarsdam laments the "disease in Christian mission
to Jews" and holds out the promise of Jews and Christians as
"brothers in hope, members of separated communities of faith
but servants of the same God in a single ongoing drama of re-
rEdﬂMW1033£ Krister Stendahl understands Paul's reference to
God's mysterious plan for Israel in Romans 11 as "an affirma-
tion of God-willed coexistence between Judaism and Christianity

in which the missionary urge to convert Israel is held in check."3




Eva Fleishner emphasizes that not only has thne Catholic Church
officially reppdiatedlany and all forme ofhp:eselytizing of
Jews but as a consequence "Christianity's mission to the Jews
is reversed or transformed into the effort to live in greater
fidelity to the faith it has received from Judaism in the
specific way of the Jew called Jesus whom Christians acclaim

as Christ."

Conservative evangelicals speak out with.eqﬁal fervor and
conviction. Arthur Glasser writes: "We feei iﬁ‘incumbent
upon Christians to reinstete the workxof-JeQish evangelism
in their missionary'obediance;fs- Gerald Anderson adds:
“Chrlstlans have much to regret and repent for in the history
of their relatlons w1th the Jew15h people, but whlle there is
no special m1551on to the Jews, nelther 15 there any special

exemption of the Jews from the un1versa1 Chrlstlan mission."
He reminds his readers that Reinhold Niebuhr's near successful

guest to put an end to Christian efforts to evangelize Jews
"were motivated more by sociological than theological considera-

tions."

fwo citations from the proceedings of the first Evangelical-
Jewish conference sponsored under these auspices also merit

mention in this context. Marvin Wilson presents a concise
definition of evangelical as "a Christian who believes, lives

and desires to share the Gospel."8 Carl Edward Armerding, in




an essay entitled, "The Meaning of Israel In Evangelical

Thouaht," writes: "I would like to think that Evangelical

Christianity admittedly”and unabashedly committed to Jesus

Christ and ‘the scriptural message is the kind of concerned,

loving, caring and thinking community to which, like the

house of Mary, Martha and Lazarus, our Jewish friends would

seek to repair."”

Againsf this béckdrop of increasing Christian disagreement

over the meaning and future of Jewish existence, the various

branches of contemporary Judaism, whatever their differences,

and these .are not insubstantial, have been united, or so it
appeared by their distress over the resurgence of Christian
missions to the Jews, however subtle or well intentioned these
overtures were. They joined as-well in their emphatic re-
ﬁection of Judaism as a proselytizing faith stressing instead

the rabbinic injunction that the righteous of all peoples have

a share in the world to come. "It is as arrogant," wrote the late
Abraham Joshua Heschel, "to maintain that the Jewish refusal to
accept Jesus as the Messiah is due to their stubborness or

blindness as it would be presumptuous for the Jews not to acknow-

- ledge his glory and holiness in the lives of countless Christians."1?

That Jews had once actively missionized and that Judaism had
left an indelible impact upon the ancient world were undeniable.
George Foot Moore's observation: "The conviction that Judaism as

the one true religion was despined to become the universal relininn



was a sinagularitv of the .Tews"ll:i.s: consistent with +he accounts

of Jewish missionary successes rendered by Josephus, Greek
and Roman historians, rabbinic sources and, of course, in

Matthew 23:15.

But this was part of the dead and buried past, a segment of

the record of the historic Jewlsh experlence reserved for the
researcher and scholarly dlscu5510n.- Scholars mlght differ

as to the precise chronology and cirgumstances governing the
cessation of Jewish missioniziﬁg_endeavqrs, but that and that
alone was the extent of the.deﬁéte.‘ To be sure, Judaism was
open to men and women who vbluntafilylopfed to become Jews and
the tradition waslquite clear that fhe ger Tﬁedek, the proselyte,
was as beloved of God as the born Jew and perhaps e§en more.12
But no proselyte was to be accepted w1thout the proper orienta-
tion and prior and ample warning regardlng the frequent plight
of the Jewish people. The rabbis were uneguivocally disapproving

of conversions per formed solely for the sake of matrimony as

well.,

The same commonality of theme was generally evident in Jewish
thought in dealing with the scope and thrust of Deutero-Isaiah.
Israel's mission was to teach God's word by example. She was to

'so conduct herself among the nations in which she dwelt, that
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through her dedication to Toréh fhe world would be inspired and
humanity perfected under the kingdom of the Almighty. That the
duties and responsibilities of a holy people might result in

pain and suffering and even tragedy as they often did were
unavoidable burdens of that iegécy; "The Jews," writes Slonimsky,
"become protagonists in the most august drama, the making of man,
They are the people whose actual course of life furnishes the
material for the apotheosis in Isaiah 53 and the image there con-
ceived is so supreme that it was borrowed and used to invest the

central figure of the Christian religion."13

There were those, particularly among the founders of Reform

Judaism, who saw the divine vocation of the Jew in the more

literal context of Isaiah 49:6. Isaac Mayer Wise wrote that "the
mission of Israel was and still is to promﬁlgate the sacred truth
to all nations on earth."1? He cléimedbio discern among "advanced
Gentiles" a gradual approach to the content of what he termed
israelism.“ls For Kaufman Kohler, “"the idea of Israel's mission
formed the very soul and life force of the Jewish people in its

history and literature."1j6

Others swept up in the fervor of an imminent .
messianism preached a univeralism achievable only "when the Jew
shall have completely cast away his obstructive exclusiveness

and ceremonialism and the Christian his Christology."17 In 1910,




Isadore Singer pleaded with world Jewry to reclaim the New
Testament és‘an iﬁtegral-part of historic Judaism and to re-
move the blank paée between'Ma]aéhi and Matthew. "Has modern
Judaism," he asked, "after an interval of 1,839 yecars, the will
and the force to resume the grecat monethestic world propaganca
which our ancestors limited by nétiénal paﬁsions abandoned

shortly before their war with Romez"18 > -

In the opening years of this century, céuﬁ;legs Reform rabbis
preached and taught the Jewishness of Jesus and called for his
reclamation as a Jew and h}s,return.to.airightfpl place in the
synagogue where.he was nurturedand in the gallery of immortal
leaders of the Jewish people. On SupQQXqu:ning, December 20,
1925, Stephen Wise preached perhaps the most controversial sermon
of his distinguished career, The Jewish Attitude Toward Jesus

of Nazareth. "Shall we not éay that this Jew is soul of our soul

and the soul of his teachiﬁﬁ is Jewish and nothing but Jewish."19

But the pronouncements of wisg and Kohle; and thc¢ others fell
upon deaf and often hostile ears. fhe occasional voice lifted in
behalf of the resumption of mission was greeted by a formidable
silence. Jewish energies were directed toward the cessation of
the Christian evangelical enterprisé. It was only in the Reform
prayer book that the idea persisted and even here in liturgical
themes so intentionally phrased as to transform them into vague,
innocuous and poetic ideals. Thus, in the waning moments of

the Day of Atonement the congregation reads the following: "Grant




that the children of Israel may recognize the goal of their
changeul career so that they may exemplify by their zeal and love
for mankind the truth of Israel's message, one humanity on earth

even as there is but one God in heaven{“20 A similar sentiment

is found in the ritual for Sabbath Eve. "Almighty and merciful
God thou'hés called Israel to thy service and found him worthy
to bear witﬁess unto thy truth unto the peoples df the earth.
Give us grace to fulfill this mission with zeal tempered by

- _ . adl
wisdom and guided by regard for other men's faith."™’

As of December 1978, it was no longer possible to speak quite as
definitively of a Jewish view of mission, witness and proselyti-
zation. [{OSWEEh Wicwl® WAE| nowis HOrs legitimate description. It
was then that Rabbi Alexander Schindler, president of the parent
body of Reform Judaism, The Union of American Hebrew Congregations,
called upon its Board of Trustees to authorize the creation of a
Task Force On Reform Jewish Outreach among whose goals was to be
the launching of ™a carefully conceived program aimed at all
Americans who are unchurched and who are seeking roots in reli-
gion.“22 Schindier was expiicit in his insistence that his message
was not intended to paint Judaism as the one and only true féith
or to impugn the allegiances of those who had selected other
equally exalted paths to God. But he was equally candid when he
said: "let me not obfuscate my intent througﬁ the use of cosmetic
language. Unabashedly and urgently I call on our members to
resume their time honored vocation and to become champions for

Judaism....these words imply not just passive acceptance but



affirmative action."23

The Board of Trustees of the Unlon approved the establlshment

of the Task Force whlch 15 currently at work 1ts structure
slightly mq§1f1ed by ;ts emergence as a joint venture of both

the Union of American Hebrew Congregatlons, essentlally a congre-
gational body, and the Central Conference of American Rabbis,

the rabbinic arm of Reform Judaism. It abides by the conditions
of its mandate which are to undertake a'tﬁorough and cohprehensive
study of Rabbi Schindler's recommendations so as to ascertain
their validity and their implementability That report is to be
&liverec to the next Biennial convention of the Union in Boston,
Massachusetts, in December, 198l1. Until that time, outreach to
the religiously unchﬁrched remains a matter_for investigation

and not for action.

Yet that caveat in no wise dlmlnlshes the 51gn1f1cance of the
8ch1ndler proposal for the future of Chrlstlan Jewish relation-
ships. His promise that whatever programs may ultimately be
instituted will not be directed toward ﬁracticing Christians or
members of any other faith community does not lessen its impact
any more than the reassurance that whatever is done will be done
with dignity and forebearance. The perspectives from which both
evangelicals and non-evangelicals confront the Jewish people have

been altered. A new dimension has been introduced into the dialoque,

Jews also have been challenged. The assumptionsunderlying post

Holocaust Jewish survival have been tested. The call'to mission



requires that Jews focus once more upon that dichotemy of role
which has always been so taxing for Jews and which Arthur Cohen
characterized as the tension between the natural and the-supér-
natural Jew. "Christianity shares with us the mystery of our
presence. .Though it compromises its own history when it destroys
us, it treasures the Mystery of our presence and marvels at the
constancy of our disbelief. This is only to say that the non
Jew conserves the dogﬁa of our supernatural vocation while we,
its legatees and bearers, would sacrifice dogmé for fact, voca-

o 24
tion for our natural condition."

Cohen's formulation of the problem nearly 20 years ago struck a
discordant note in a Jewish community convinced that after

Auschwitz only a demythologized Jew could ever survive. His bitterest

critic, Richard Rubenstein, summarized what many others un-
doubtedly felt: "Why must he complain that Jews want primarily
to be normal or even just a bit vulgar and bourgeois? Why does
he agonize over the fact that Jews have wisely elected to reject
saintliness as a profession?“25 A generation later the issue

again has surfaced.

Shortly after the creation of the Task Force On Reform Jewish

Outreach, Rabbi Balfour Brickner, then Director of the UAHC
Commission On Interreligious Affairs, wrote to a select number
of Catholic and Protestant leaders eliciting their comments.

Thirty-one persons were contacted. Eighteen replied. The



w 1O =

responses were generally favorable Viewing the renewed
possibility of Jewish mission as a demonstration of the
vitality of. Judaism and the_Jewisﬁ people. ' "Whether ‘the
encaccment with the outsider actually leads to conversion or
changes of religious affiliation is not ‘important,"” said Peter
Berger, "rather what is essential is that very committed indi-
viduals and everYJCOmmunity'of such individuals engage with all

the significant alternatives."2®

The respondents praised Schindler for not iﬁplying that Judaism
was superior-to other faiths and indicated‘that the move would
not damage interfaith relationships. " On the contrary, it was
felt that the level of the discussion would be enhanced now that
issues heretofore ignored or avoided had been opened. Krister
Stendahl wondered whether it was possible to distinguish between
outreach to the unchurched and non-proselytizing. He asked: "If
your mission is non—proselytizing is there also a way in which a
Christian mission to Jews can be seen as_non—proselytizing?"27
Harvey Cox aﬁd Eugene Fisher in a similar vein saw the proposal
raising more gquestions that it answered in dealing with who truly
was a Jew. "I am oppbsedlto Chriéti;ns trying to convert Jews,"
said Cox. "I do no£ exteﬁd mf oppbsition to the case of secular

Jews for whom Judaism has ceased to have any personal meaning..."28

"What does non-religious mean," asked Eugene Fisher, "in the
context of a tradition which does not make the same distinction in

the same way between saved and secular, religious and profane, as




that which prevails in Christianity and which even in

w29
Christianity is a matter of considerablevlnternal debate?

Fisher desired more clarification as to whether the definition

of the unchiirched included the millions of lapsed Catholics in

the world. "Does not," he added, "the church have a prior claim

; w30
to work among this group?

Whatever their reservations, these essentially positive statements
of non—evangelical.Christians were consistent with a commitment
to the theological parity of two faith communities joined in the
struggle against secularism. Thus in a letter to Rabbi Schindler,
Leonard Swidler congratulated him on the reclamation of Judaism's
atrophied universalistic strain. "I am sure,"” he wrote, "this
will improve ecumenical relations between Jews and Christians

for it will tend to foster a sense of parity rather than Christian
paternalism. In the atmosphere of the former, one can have dia-

logue, but not in the latter. Mazel tov."31

The ambiguity of terms‘, such as religiously unchurched or even -

its subsequent modification to religiously non ~ preferenced requires
a far more scrupulous examination than had been initially contempla-
ted. A 1978 study by the Princeton Religious Research Center and
the Gallup Organization entitled, The Unchurched American, re-
vealed rather conclusively that it was erroneous to equate lack

of religious belief with the absence of formal church or syna-

gogue affiliation. That study defined unchurched as a person who

was neither a member of a church or synagogue and who had not




attended either institution in the past six monthS“abért'from
weddings, funerals or special events éuch as Christmés, Easter
or Yom Kippur.32 The survey disclosed that eight out of ten
perscns polled stated that one could be a good Chris;ian or a
good Jew without participating in forﬁal services of_worship.
Sixty-eight percent of the unchurched Christians believed.in
the resurrection of Jesus and 64% that Jesﬁs was eitﬁer God or
the son of God. Fifty-seven percent affirmed a belief in the

hercafter and 70% said that prayer was efficacious.>>

When asked to account for the apparent inconsistency between
professioﬁs of religious commitment and the absence of formal
institutional membership those interviewed answered that the
church had lost its spiritual emphasis and was so preoccupied
with institutional politics that it was ineffective in helping

people find their way in the world.

The confusion over exactly who are the unchurched is even more
pronounced in defining the so-called secular Jew, a concept Dr.
Fisher recognizes as beyond thé Jewish vocabulary and which Eugene
Borowitz, writing as a Jew, describes as the "secularization of
Jewish spirituality." It is here that the Christ ian-Jewish argu-
ment may encounter yet another of its nﬁmerous impasses. Jews
have never made the distinction between religious and non-

religious as precisely as Christians nor have they compartmentalized




- 13 -

the meaning of Jewish peoplehood.

It is true that the éripartite division of American society into
neat catego;ies of Protestant, Catholic and Jew has contributed
to the present state of affairs. It is only in recent years that
Christian and Jewish thinkers have given serious concern to the
shallowness of American religiousity most aptly called by Will
Herberg a "r811810"§n658 without religion, a religiousness with
almost any kind of content or none, a way of sociability or

belonging rather than a way of reorienting life to God."35

It may not be possible for Christians to accept the criteria of
Jewishness, as stipulated by Jews, if these run counter to a
Christian understanding of Judaisﬁ and of the prerogatives of
Christian mission. Jews in turn mﬁst be prepared to acknowledge
this situation and in an open society endure the possibility of

Christian outreach to so-called secular Jews.

It is somewhat paradoxical that although non-evangelicals have
generally decried the activities of Jews For Jesus and other
Hebrew Christian missionary movements, their suppositions that
secular Jews are acceptable candidates for conversion are con-
sistent with the attitudes of evangelicals who have long seen no
contradiction between one's ethnic identity as a Jew and one's
witness to Christ. Gerald Anderson observes: "In our own time
there is evidence that many Jews who have accepted Jesus as the

36

Messiah take a new pride in their Jewishness." Richard R.

deRidder adds: "The denial that one can be both a Jew and a
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Christian is simply not true. Christianity in its gospel of the
Christ of universal grace does not doubt that God still moves
into Jewish lives by the pathway of faith while waiting patiently..

..for Jewish reéognition of Jesus."37

The scmantic and sﬁbstantive difficultjes inherent in defining

the unchurched aﬁd the non-préferenced in ways congenial to both
Jews and Christians awaits the serious attention of both faith
communities and is'airéady the.subjéct of evaluation By the Task
Force On Reform Jewish Outreach.. While'noﬂ—eVangelicals have

gone on record as approving of some form of Jewish mission, the
evangelical view has not as yet been documented. Four representa-
tives of the evangelical commugity were among the recipients of
Rabbi Brickner's guestionnaire. None responded, a circumstance
which, while bardly'conclusive, may well be a'significant barometer
of evangelical disapproval and berhaps disméy.“ In March 1977, an
editorial in Christianity Toda&, noting the unwillingness of Jews
to recognize Jesus as the messiah went on to say that it'w&uld be
inconceivable for evancelicals not to share the good news with

Jews as with all others. That statement came as no surprise. What
was unexpected was the subsequent paragraph of the editorial. "If
evangelical relations are to prosper we must then acknowledge the
right of each group to make voluntary converts from among the

foliowers of the other.">°

To be sure, the article was written nearly two years before the
Schindler proposal, but if it be truly reflective of the evangelical
position, its seeming internal contradiction not withstanding, it

wonld reduce the degree of Jewish apprehension. But if the editorial




was not representative of evangelical thought and if mainstream
evangelicals echo the sentiments of Carl Henry, "the basic issue
betweén Christian and Jew remains is Jesus Qf Nazareth the messiah
of pro’mise"-B‘9 then the call for active Jewish outreach is of a

totaliy different theological complexion.

It is one thing for evangelicals to suffer the recalcitrance of
a stiff necked people. I; may be another for them to concede that
it is both possible and permissible for salvationlto be of and by
the Jews. It is one thing to explain the continued existence of
Judaiém and the Jewish people as a divine mystery accompanying
Christ's church dn its way through the world "as a mirror and
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guarantor of God's love which transcends our yes or no. It

is another to acknowledge the truth of Israel's messaqé and the

permanence of its mission.

The call for Jewish outreach was not greeted enthusiastically

by other brances of Judaism, nor was there any unanimity within
the ranks of Reform. Many saw it as an unfortunate, regressive
decision which could only endanger the hard won gains achieved

in Jewish-Christian relationships and result in the further
alienation of evangelicals. Rabbi David Polish, a distinguished
past President of the Central Conference of American Rabbis, ex-
pressed the feeling of many opponents when he wrote that "there
could be no more inopportune time than now to jeapordize a truce
that could perhaps become a peace. Some would seize the occasion
as a pretext for lifting a reluctant suspensioﬁ of their mission,

perhaps blaming Jews for rejecting a profound Christian concession."41
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Polish's fears are not té be dismissed idly. The memories of
cenerations of Jews who when offered the cross or martyrdom chose

to die with the Shema Yis:del upon their lips 1is never far from
the surface of the collective Jewish psyche and do not fade re-
cardless of time and place. It may well be impossible for evangeii-
cals to comprehend the depth and intensity of these feelings for
Jews., There jis no qlearpr illustration of the ercrrmity

of that barrier than the following excerpt taken from an article
entitled, The Conversion Of the Jews, by William Sanford Lasor, a pro- -
fessor of 0l1d Testament at Fuller Theological Seminary. "Until

we know the Jew and love him as a person, until we share something

of his memory of tﬁe Holocaust, until_we sihcérely believe that

we are in his debt.... it seems to me thét £a1k about evangelizino the

Jew is only empty rhetorie....What have you and I done todéy to help

some Jew trust us?"42

Many Jews 1literally held their breath in anticipation of the
evangelical rejoinder to the call for Jewish mission. Those
anxieties predicated upon bitter experience were so overwhelming
that much of what Schindler said was either ignored or not even
heard. The nature of what would be done, the methods that would
be used, the persons who would be reached were all irrelevencies,
swept asunder in the groundswell of a visceral, almost instinctive,
no! Jewish fears of evangelical retaliation ingrained as they are
by the painful lesson of the centuries and then restated in +he
death camps of Europe make the success of a reasoned and rational

reply doubtful if not impossible.
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But if the experience and precedents of the past, let alone to
the present, are of any value, the tenacity of the Jew to his .
faith and to his people is well known. No more significant index
of the perseverance of Jewish identity exists than in the data
showing that despite the growing incidence of exogamous marriages
involving Jews, less than one percent of Jewish partners convert
to Christianity while between 30% and 40% of non-Jewish partners
become Jews. Increasingly, mixed married couples affiliate with
synagogues and determine to raise their children as Jews even as
the non-Jewish partner has resolved to retain his or her religious
identity.43 These continuing trends would confirm Milton Him-
melfarb's opinion that "if anything, the intermarriage of Jews

seems less ideological today, less rebellious than it did in the

1920's.»44

Nor is it inappropriate to quote from the comments of a Queens
College sociology professor, Thomas Robbins: "Any faith or religious
tradition that can only survive through....the requirement that -
other faiths renounce proselytization would appear to be desperately
feeble."%3 The one provise to be added is that the. validity of

such reasoning depends upon the safeguards of a democratic society
in which coercion aﬁd oppression for the harboring and expression

of ideas contrary to the will of the majority are expressley for-
bidden and where people are not labeled moral or immoral solely

on the basis of highly subjective interpretations of religious texts."



There were others in the Jewish community whose opposition to

a program of outreach to non-Jews rested on the eQually sincere
belief ihat.however worthy the project it -would detract from the
more important task of putting our own religious house in order.
Contemporary Jewry, they argued, had first to bear witness to
itself as engaged in a sacred task before extolling the virtueé
of Judaism to strangers. They were correct in their recognition
of the need . But what phey failed to perceive was that the very
possibility of mission and its restatement as an ideal compelled'

the Jew to do precisely that.

The rebirth of the State of Isréel was of profound theological
significance for Christians whose failure to come to terms with the
reality of Jews as flesh and blood remains a stumbling block to
interfaith understanding. For Jews, the physical fact of Israel
as a refuge for the survivors of the Holocaust and its concrete
testimony that at long last they weré.a péople like every otherx

people, no longer rootless and disembodied was of greater moment.

The fulfillment of the ancient promise stirred the Jewish spirit
and revived the Jewish soul. It underlined the commentary of
Hannah Arendt “because only savages have nothing more to fall
back upon than the minimum fact of their human origin, people
cling to their natiOnality all the more desperately when they
have lost the rights and protection that such nationality once

gave them. Only the past with its entailed inheritance seems
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to attest to the fact they still belong to the civilized

wor]d.“4

But this jhﬁﬁ]ation over the land of Israel was.a]so a vivid
rcminder of how traumatic the sojourn of the people of Israel

had been among the nations of the ecarth and of how far the

inner journey yet to be traversed by the qgw in the restoration
of the authentic Jewish self. The rehébilitatjon was as yet
incomplete. The paradox of Jewish survival resicdes not in the
manifest reality of the Jewish people despite the vicissitudes

. of history but in the deeper struggle to unhesitatingly embrace
inwardly that which is proclaimed to Judaism's friends and foes.
God's COVEAaﬁf with Israel is permanent and binding. Judaism lives

neither to be superseded nor rejected as the word of God. ;

The capacity of Jews to specak éf mission is of far greater im-
portance than its actualization. To couch one's destiny again

in religious language is to at long last be redeemed from the
externally imposed image of an accursed and deicidal people. To
dare raise the possibility is to witness the restitution of Jewish
self-esteem and to suggest a renewed yearning in Jewish life for
the recovery of the transcendent. Above all, one expeiiences a
sense of the holy as Jews again struggle with the dilemma posed
by the vision of consecration in Isaiah 6: "And I heard the voice
of the Lord saying, whom shall I send and who will go for me? . Then

I said, here I am, send me."
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Sin, Atonement and

Redemption

My Theological Background

In an essay such as this, it is always helpful if the author
shares something about his or her theological and cultural back-
ground. This enables all ﬁarties in the dialogue to understand
one another better, since life and ideas are integrally related.
Indeed, this is an important aspect of biblical holism -- that
man is an organic unity, that life and thought, body and soul,
are inseparable.

My spiritual roots are in German and Swiss Pietism. My
maternal grandfaéﬁermﬁés*originally Jewish and one of my grand-
mothers was originally Roman Catholic. Both of my grandfathers
received their theological training in Basel where theology and
spirituality were basically inspired by Pietism. They came to
this country as missionaries to German-speaking immigrants and
found a place in the Evangelical Synod, a denomination partly
Lutheran and partly Reformed. It later merged with the Gerhan
Reformed church to become the Evangelical and Reformed church.

It is now part of the United Church of Christ, a denomination
that is basically liberal but that contains a strong evangelical
element, especially evident in the laity. I grew up in parson-
ages in small towns in Indiana and Illinois, where my father ser-
ved as pastor.

My education was acquired at Elmhurst College and the Uni-
vereity of Chicago, where I received the Ph.D. degree in theology

in 1957. I have done post-doctoral work at the Universities of
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Oxford, Tubingen and Basel. After serving in a parish for 3%
years, I assumed teaching responsibilities at the University of
Dubuque Theological Seminary, where I am presently Professor of
Theology. Because I have been thoroughly expoéed.to modernity,
I would call my position a post-modern orthodoxy, though I have
never succumbed to the begdilements of modernity.

I stand in the broader evangelical tradition, tracing my
theological ancestry to the Protestant Reformation and to the
spiritual movements of purification subsequent to the Reformation
-- Pietism and Puritanism. I also consider myself a Reformed theo-
logian, since I identify with that side of the Reformation that
stressed the reality of regeneration in the life of the Christian
and the third use of the law (which was Calvin's emphasis). 1In
addition,I regard myself as a catholic theologian, because I seek
to maintain continuity with the tradition of the whole church.
Moreover, I try to be ecumenical as well, upholding the univer-
sality of the mission of the church and the need for reconcilia-

tion between all branches of the body of Christ.

Inter-Religious Dialogue
Does a catholic evangelicalism committed to the universal
outreach of the gospel make a place for inter-religious dialogue?
In my judgment, such dialogue belongs to the wider mission of the
church, but we must beware of the pitfalls as well as the dividends
in this kind of enterprise. The temptation is to subordinate those
things that make Christianity unique and distinctive to a more in-
clusive religious vision that views all the world religions as le-

gitimate roads to salvation. The reward is that it leads us to
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appreciate the partial truths in all religious traditions. It
may also open the door to renewed dedication and even genuine con-
version to Jesus Christ. |

We can enter inter-religious dialogue. as gvangelical Chris-
tians, because we believe that the truth that comes from dod stands
in.judgment over the beliefs and practices of all religions,_whiéh
are invariably mixed with egocentric motivations. As e&angelicals.
our hope is that in dialogue both parties will be converted to
Jesus Christ, who by his Spirit makes dialogue possible. Even the
sanctified Christian stands in need of further conversion and il—
lumination, since he_is'only on the way and has not yet arrived.

- We hold that non-Christian religions are not wholiy devoid
of truth because of common grace, the universal grace given by‘the
Holy Spirit for the purpose of preservation against evil. Moreover,
our position is that all people were created in the image of God
.and that this image is still reflected even iﬂ those whose thbught
and life have become darkened by sin. In addition, it is possible
to contend that the Holy Spirit ﬁay well be working redemptively
among hon—Christian peoples because they may have access to the
Holy Scriptﬁres which are part of the spiritual heritage of some
of the world religions (such as Judaism and Islam). Moreover, in
countries like Japan the Bible is a best seller; this means that
even in Buddhist and Shintoist households the Bible may be avail-
able, and where the Word is present, there the Spirit is present
too. . Because of the widespread accessibility of the Scriptures
and because the gospel message is often included even in seculaf

literature throughout the world, albeit in rudimentary form, con-
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versions to the'true God may occur even in religious environments
that are predominantly non-Christian.

It is simplistic to ﬂold that there are only two categories
of human beings -- born again Christians 'and those who are dead
in sin. There is also the pre-Christian, one who has been prompted
té seek for the mercy and favor of God as a result of being exposed
to the messége of salvation, either through the reading of Scrip-
ture or thrOugh hearing the Christian proclamation. This person
is genuinely seeking but has not yet made a commitment to Christ.
Again, there is the non-Christian who has not yet heard the good
news of salvation through'Christ. Or he may'have been exposed to
only a confused or distorted presentation of the message of faith.
This pérson is closed to the gospel out of ignorance or fear more
 than idolatrous pride. He is crippled by sin, he is spiritually
lost, and yet his inner being cries out for the God whom he does
not yet know or only dimlj knows. Then there is the anti-Christian
who has heard the truth that comes from God but who has rejected
this tfuthlin preference for his own. This person is actively op-
posed to the gospel and seeks to extinguish the‘light that shines
upoﬁ him. The anti-Chrisfian is committed to a false gospel that
contradicts thé claimé of the Christian faith. The pre-Christian,
the non-Christian and the anti-Christian are not yet regenerate,
but the first is on the way to regeneration and the second and
third are claimed by the grace of divine election for regeneration.
The last two are still dead in sin, whereas the pre-Christian has
been aroused to flee from sin and the wrath of God. He has been
awakened to his misery but is not yet in communion with God in

Christ.
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All of these types of people may be found in the Christian

chﬁrches, and all of them may be present in the non-Christian re-
ligions as well, despite the proneness to sin and error endemic
to;human religion. No person- can claim to possess the whole truth,
but all are pursued by the -truth. The Christian can assuredly claim
to know the truth through the revelation that has been given to him
in Christ, but this truth exists not for him exclusively but fqr the
whole human race. Moreover, this truth stands in judgment over the
thoughts and deeds of the Christian as well as the non-Christian.
Even the Christian, who has been.born again and sanctified, needs
to be justified by the grace of God revealed in Christ. In one .
sense, his condition is more perilous than that of the non-Christian,
the person who does not know or who has not yet heard. The Christian
has heard and has responded and is therefore accountable to his God
.for the kind of life he lives and for the kind of witness he makes.
He will be judged all the more severely because although he knows
the Lord, he may not follow the Lord (cf. Luke 12;#7, 48)..- The Bi-
ble makes it clear that judgment begins in the household of God
(I Pet. 4:17). | |
Regarding Jewish-Christian dialogue, there is hope of making
some progress because both religions emphasize the‘historical par-
ticularity of divine revelation as opposed to the inclusiveness of
ﬁniversal mystical experience. Moreover, both religions have a
common Scripture, the 01d Testament. As evangelical Christians,
‘we can assumé that our Jewish brothers and sisters who truly search
the Scriptures are somehow in contact with the grace that we know

to be the grace of reconciliation and redemption. The difference
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is that the gospel we proclaim does not merely fulfill the 01d
Testament law,-but it radically calls into question the whole
idea of salvation through the law. Furthermore, the Messiah who
came to his own people, the Jews, and whom we accept as the Savior
of the world, was not the Messiah who was expected. The transition
from Judaism to evangelical Christianity can only be one of conver-
sion, though it is a conversion to that which is integral, not
alien to the tradition of Israel. Lest this sound arrogant, I
insist that the transition from Christianity as an empirical
religion to the gospel as a divine revelation is alsoc one of con-
version. It is conversion to the truth that we have heard but may
not have really understood, a conversion to the truth that we may-
- be seeking for but have not yet found.
A perennial temptation in Christian theology has been Mar-
~cionism in which the church has been led to devalue the 0ld Testa-
ment and theréby to sever itself from its Jewish roots. A kind of
neo-Marcionism can be detected in both Harnack and Bultmann who saw
the religion of the 01ld Testament as wholly superseded by the mes-
sage of the gospel. We agree with Calvin that the church of God
began with Abraham and that the history of ancient Israel is an
integral part of the sacred history of divine revelation culminat-
ing in Jesus Christ. The self-revelation of God in Jesus Christ
was testified to by the 01ld Testament prophets, though they did -
not understand its full implications for their own people or for
the world. There is both discontinuity and continuity between the
claims of the New Testament and the religion of the 0ld Testament,
and a bona fide Christian theology dare not ignore either of these

realities.
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The 'Meaning of Sin’

Sin in the total biblical perspective signifies much more
than an act of wrongdoing: it connotes a state of ongoing enmi ty
with God. It is not simply the violation of a moral taboo (as in
iegalistic religion) but wounding the very heart of God. Sin in-
volves, to be sure, a transgression-of the moral law, but it is
much more than this: it is basically an inclination to lawless-
ness that resides within the inner recesses of man's being (cf. -
Gen. 6:5; Ps, 51:5). 'Sin includes moral failure, missing the
mark, but its essence is a lust for power, seeking to be God
(Gen., 3:5). Biblical religion tells us that all people have fal-
len prey to sin (Rom. 3:23; 7:14; Gal. 3:22; I John 1:8), and -
therefore the whole human race stands in need of deliverance.

' The Bible is clear that the inclination to sin, which is:
also sin, precedes the act of sin (cf. Rom. 7:15; James 1l:14, 15;
. 4:1). This is what led'fhe church to speak of "original sin,"
the innate desire to make self rather than God the center of the .
universe. It is not a biological weakness so much as a spiritual
infection that is passed on through human generation. As the psal-
mist says: "Thé wicked go astray from the womb, they err from their
birth, speaking lies" (Ps. 58:3 RSV; cf. Ps. 51:5). Sin resides
in the intentions and desires (Gen. 6:5; 8:21; Exod. 20:17), and
this is why the person in sin needs a new heart, new motivations,.
a purification or cleansing of the inward being.

Human being in its essential nature is good, for it was cre-
ated in the image of divine being. Sin defaces but does not des-

troy this image. We were created for fellowship with God and with
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our neighbor. We were made a little lower than the angels and
were given dominion over the world of nature (Ps. 8:5, 6 KJV).
The tragedy is that we have forfeited the destiny that might have
been ours by seeking to usurp the role of God. The Bible affirms
both the grandeur and misery of humankind. We are not zeros but
glorious creatures who have gone wrong. Whereas we were intended
to be in fellowship with God, we now exist in estrangement from
our creator. Whereas we were intended to live in harmony with
our fellow human beings and with nature, we now exist in a state
of alienation with other people and with the created order.

The core of sin is unbelief, as Calvin saw so well. The
prime manifestations of sin are pride, sensuality and fear. The
practical consequences of sin include discord in our relations
with others, self-absorption, increasing isolation from God and
from our fellow human beings, guilt, death and hell. Sin has a
collective as well as a personal dimension, for the poison in the
heart of man can infect and enslave a whole people. According to
Isaiah, it was not just a few wicked individuals but the whole na-
tion that was infected by sin (Isa. l:4). Sin in the human heart
is the ultimate source of racism, nationalism, sexism and imperi-
alism.,

Behind sin are the devil and his hosts, the fallen angels
who bring temptation to men and women (cf. Mat. 4:1-11; Eph. 6:112;
Jude 5-7). The devil is not the cause of sin, for otherwise human
beings could not be held accountable for their sin. Yet it is the
devil who provides the occasion for sin. In succumbing to tempta-

tion man falls into bondage to the devil, described in the Bible
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as the powers of darkness. It is Scriptural teaching that one is
either in the kingdom of God or in the kingdom of the devil (though
the former is more inclusive than the visible church). One cannot
serve two masters, and by spurning the mastery of God one falls
under the sway of the anti-god powers, the powers of darkness.

Through our sinful striving to gain power and security for
ourselves, we lose our freedom. We are still free in the things
below, in purely mundane relationships, as Luther perceived, but
we are not free in the things above -- in our relationship to God
and the moral ideal. In exalting ourselves rather than God, we
‘become helpless to help ourselves. We can no longer will the good,
though we yearn for the good. .We still retain our free will, but
we no longer have the power to do-the right. As Jeremiah put it
so forcefully: "Can the Ethiopian change his skin or the leopard
its spots? Neither ‘can you do good who ére accustoﬁed to.doing
evil" (Jer. 13:23 NIV). Luther described fallen humanity as in
bondage to sin, death and the devil, the tyrants that account for
all human misery and that Christ came to overthrow.

Augustine gave the illustration of the man who by abstaining
from the food that he needed for health so weakened himself that
he was no longer able to take food. He remained a human being,
created to maintain his health by eating, and yet he was no longer
able to eat. Similarly, all human beings by the historical event
of the fall have become incapable of that movement toward God which
is the very life for which they were created. Yet they remain hu-
man beings caught in an intolerable dilemma.

Because of sin, man has become guilty before God, that is,
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subject to the penalty that accompanies the violation of God's
law. Guilt is not simply a sense of having offended the majesty
of:God, but it signifies an objective state of existing in enmity
with God., One can extinguish the feeling of guilt by denying the
fact of sin, but the reality of sin and guilt nevertheless remains.
This means that mankind is subject to the penalty that God's law
demands, namely, physical and spiritual death.

There are, of course, degrees of guilt: some actions have
more deleterious consequences than others. Some actg of wrongdoing
cause greater injury to the self and to one's neighbor than other
such acts. At the same time, even the smallest sin creates a breach
in our relationship with God (James 2:10)., Because God's law de-
mands absolute perfection, even one transgression incurs the pen-
alty of judgment and hell. Even though the sins of some persons
are not as heinous as the sins of others, before God (coram Deo)
all of our righteousness is as "filthy rags" (Isa. 64:6 NIV).

This does not mean that every act that a person commits is
evil. It does mean that every act bears the stain of sin. More-
over, the direction of the siﬁner's action tends deeper and deeper
into sin and further and further from God. Sin begets greater sin,
and the final end is self-destruction. If sin were allowed to run
its course, we would all be without hope.

All people have a consciousness of guilt, but only the be-
liever can be convicted of sin. Indeed, we only begin to know the
depth of our sin when we are confronted by the holiness of God
(Isa. 6:11-5; I Kings 17:18; Ps. 32:4, 5; 51l:14; Luke 5:8). We do

not know our sin fully until we are exposed to the love of God re-
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vealed in Jesus Christ. When we are awakened to the full implica-
tions of his sacrifice, then we come to realize the depths of our
iniquity.

The biblical understanding of sin is often associated with
the Hellenic conception of hubris, particularly as this is found
among the Greek tragedians, but this is a profound mistake. Hubris
signifies heroic self-affirmation in which one transgresses the
limits assigned by the gods or by fate. It springs from finitude,
not from a perverse will. It is a kind of moral insolence which
challenges or defies the gods. But sin signifies an idolatrous
pride which seeks to dethrone the gods. The tragic hero is not
responsible for his plight because of ignorance of the realities
of the situation in which he finds himself. The sinner is respon-
sible because he knowingly and willingly rebels against his creator,
Hubris is self-elevation which offends the gods, whereas sin is
rebellion against the rule of God. Hubris is immoderation; sin,
on the other hand, is hardness of heart.

Neither should sin be confounded with the modern understand-
ing of sickness. Sin is not emotional unbalance but misplaced al-
legiance. It signifies not instability but wickedness. It is not
a pathological state so much as a state of guilt. Sickness, both
physical and mental, may well flow from sin, because man is a unity,
and if he is morally off center, this is bound to affect every part
of his being. Sin may be conceived of as a spiritual sickness,
however, since it signifies a corruption of our inner being, the
area of our relationship to the transcendent. At the same time,

this is not to infer that we are no longer culpable. Once we sin,
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we become subject to sin, and yet because we sin deliberately or
wilfully we must suffer the moral consequences of our wrongdoing..

Finally, sin should not be equated with ignorance. This
was a temptation in the tradition of Christian mysticism, which
drew heavily upon Platonism and Neoplatonism. It was said that
humans sin because of a deficiency in understanding or knowledge.
Once we know the right, then we will do it. But this makes edu-
cation or enlightenment a false panacea for human ills. It also
overlooks the fact that sin is not merely an absence of the good
nor a lack of the knowledge of the good but an assault upon the
good. It certainly entails privation, but even more it signifies
"man in revolt" (Emil Brunner).

Sin may well involve ignorance, but this is a guilty igno-
rahce. We hide ourselves from the truth,'because we are afraid
to face up to the truth. We prefer to be ignorant of the evil |
that surrounds us or that resides within us, because_then_we think
that we need not assume responsibility for combating evil. Ironi-
éally, by choosing the .path of ignorance, we become.all the more
culpable, for we then become unwitting accomplices in evil.

Sin in the biblical view is not just missing the mark or
failing to do the right. It connotes a state of being mesmerized
or paralyzed by an evil spell or-force. In Paul's theology, sin
is almost a personal, malevolent power that holds humanity in its
grasp. The answer to sin lies not in a new determination to im-
prove ourselves but in a power superior to that of sin and the
devil, namely, the living God himself. The solution to sin lies
not in increased moral effort but in the grace of God (cf. Luke

12:27, 28; Rom. 7:14 ff.; 91163 11:63 II Tim. 1:9).
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The Substitutionary Atonement

Evangelical theology'holds that the threat and power of sin
are overcome by the vicarious, atoning sacrifice of Jesus Christ,
the Son of God. The word "atonement" is related to many other
biblical words, including expiation, propitiation, ransom, recon-
ciliation and sacrifice. It is also associated with "satisfaction",
a nonbiblical word which came to be used in the theology of the
church to elucidate and explicate the meaning of the sacrifice of
~ Christ on the cross. The English word "atone" is derived from the
phrase "at one", and therefore atonement basically indicates a har-
monious'personal relationship with God. In its modern English usage,
it refers to the process by which the hindrances to reconciliation
with God are removed.

Biblical scholars have been divided concerning whether the

Hebrew kaphar and its cognates and the Greek hilasterion indicate

expiation, the blotting out of sin, or propitiation, the turning
away'of the wrath of God. There has also been dispute concerning
the meaning of reconciliation (katallage) -- whether its reference
is to mollifying the offended holiness of God or to bringing an es-
franged humanity into harmonious relationship with a God who al-
ready forgives and who does not need to be reconciled.

| It is my position that all these meanings can be discerned
in Scripture, in both the 0ld and New Testaments. Atonement is
in the final analysis a mystery, the mystery of how the divine love
and the divine holiness are reconciled within the Godhead. It is

clear that because God is holy and because his law is inviolable,
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sin against his law has to be paid for or atoned. God's holiness
needs to be éssuaged and man's alienation against God needs to be
overcome. Reconciliation involves a mutual concord between both
parties in the broken relationship.

| Yet the Bible insists that God's favor cannot be bought or
earned by prayers or animal sacrifices, nor can it be earned by
meritorious conduct. This is because human sin makes all of our
sacrifices unworthy in the sight of God. If atonement is to be
made, it has to be planned and carried out by God himself. In
the 01d Testament, it is God who takes the initiative in arranging
the sacrificial system by which ritual and moral uncleanness are
purged by the shedding of blood. 1In certain passages of what
critical scholars call "Second Isaiah," the atonement is seen as
provided by a divinely-sent servant of the Lord who was "ﬁounded
for our transgressions"” and who "bore the sin of many" (Isa. 53:5.
12 RSV).

In the New Testament, atonement is related specifically and

exclusively to the sacrificial life and death of Jesus Christ.
It is made clear that God did not just conceive and initiate the

of salvation,
plan/ but God was in Christ carrying it forward to completion

(IT Cor. 5:18, 19). What Christ did for humankind, God himself
was doing in Christ. While the incarnation itself may be seen as

a first step in the accomplishment of atonement, since it indicates
that God identified himself with human misery, the atoning work of
Christ is especially associated with his death on the cross: He
came "to give his life as a ransom for many" (Mark 10:45); "We

were reconciled to God by the death of his Son" (Rom. 5:10); We
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"have been brought near in the blood of Christ" (Eph. 2:13); "He
himself bore our sins in his body on the tree" (I Pet. 2:24);
Christ was "offered once to bear the sins of many" (Heb. 9:28).
(A1l RSV). |

Man needs atonement because he is accountable for his_sins
to God. The law of God demands that the penalty for sin be paid..
Sin against an infinite God demands an infinite penalty. Because
as a sinner man cannot provide the perfect sacrifice, Godlhimself
takes human form and as the God-man preseﬁts the sacrifice for the
remission of sins by which man is delivered from the penalty of
the law -- the wrath and judgment of God. This means that the
cross of Christ is a sin-offering or guilt-offering, and Jesus is
therefore a sin-bearer and mediator. In Hebrews 10:12 Christ's
"death is called a "sacrifice for sins", and in Ephesians 5:2 it
is referred to as a "sacrifice to God" (RSV). The redemptivé self-
oblation of the suffering servant of the Lord in Isaiah is desig-
nated as a "guilt offering" (Isa. 53:10 NIV).

Yet to see the sacrifice on the cross as simply the satis-
faction of the legal requirements of the law would be to miss the
full depth and scope of this sacrifice. Scripture tells us that
there was a cross in the heart of God before the cross in history
(cf. I Pet. 1:20; Rev. 13:8). Through his infinite love, God wil-
led the deliverance of the sinner even before the sacrifice for
sin offéred by Christ. The cross of Christ was provided so that
God's love might find a way to us. The gospel is that God decided
to identify himself with the travails of a fallen humanity. In

the person of Christ he took upon himself the guilt and pain of
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sin so that an écéursed race might go free, so that his inviola-
ble law might be satisfied. The key to the atonement lies not in
the sacrifice of human innocence but in God's self-sacrifice.

The incursion of God's love into human history does not set
aside the law but brings about its vindication. The cross signi-
fies not a relaxation of the law.of God but its execution. At the.
same time, God's forgivenesslgoes beyond the law, since the merits
of Christ are superabundant (Thomas Aquinas). God's love fulfills
the iaw but also transcends it, providing not only pardon for sin
but also eternal fellowship with himself and with all the sﬁints.
The glory that he is preparing for us is beyond what we could ever
deserve or imagine (cf. I Cor. 2:9).

| The atonement also cafries with it the note of triumph over
the powérs that hold humankind in enslavement (Col. 2:15). It sig-
nifies victory not oniy over sin and death but also over the demonic
hosts of wickedness who keep the world in subjection by their sub-
terfuges. The church fathers in particular emphasized this aspect
of the atonement. The cross is the pivotal center of the atoning
action of God in Christ, but the resurrection is the glorious cul-
mination of this action. Through his resurrection, Christ dethrones
the principalities and powers and sets the sinner free. This means
that Jesus is not only sin-bearer and God-revealer but also con-
quering king. |

Séripture also tells us that the atonement of Christ was un-
repeafable and once for all times (Heb. 9:25, 26, 28; 10:12, 14).
1t does'not have to be completed in heaven in an investigative

judgment (as Seventh-Day Adventists contend), nor does it have to
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be repeated on the altar:in the form of the sacrifice of the mass
(an idea found in traditional Roman Catholicism). Christ is now
at the right hand of God the Father makirig intercession for us.
He continues to identify with our afflictions, but his atoning
work 1is finished. His prayer is that we acknowledge his work of
salvation and that we begin to live as delivered and pardoned hu-
man beings.

Even while Scripture makes clear that Christ effects our
salvation through his death on the cross and his resurrection
from the grave and does not just make salvation possible, it is
also insistent that the atonement is ineffectual for salvation
apart from personal faith. This access to God's grace is ours
only "through'our faith in him" (Eph.'3:12 RSV). Paul says that
God put Christ forward "as an expiation by his blood, to be re-
ceived by faith"™ (Rom. 3:25 RSV). Faith is the subjective pole
of the atonement, just as the cross of Christ is the objective
pole. But this does not mean that in and of ourselves we con-
tribute to the atonement. Faith is made possible because Christ
reaches out to us from the cross by his Spirit in order to seal
the remission of sins in our hearts. When we say that Christ

alone effects our salvation (solus Christus), we mean not only

' Christ dying for us on the cross but Christ living within us by

his Spirit. We are awakened to faith under the impact of the ob-
jective atoning work of Christ on the cross. The atonement reaches
its goal when we are united with Christ throggh faith. We in no
way share in his atoning work, but we receive the benefits of his

atoning work when we believe and obey.
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The Drama of Redemption

In the context of this study, "redemption" is ‘being used to
refer to the whole process of salvation, though in the narrow sense
it means buying back from slavery. In the 01d. Testament, redemption
of salvation pertains mainly to concrete and material deliverance.
It also carries the connotation of corporate deliverance, as when
the people of Israel were set free from their bondage in Egypt and
brought to the promised land. 1In some cases, redemption also has
reference to interior personal salvation in the sense of a deliver-
ance from sin and the joy of forgiveness (cf. Ps. 26:11; 49:15;
51:14; 69:18; Job 19:25). '

In the New Testament, redemption is given a more definitely
spiritual meaning: deliverance from the guilt -and penalty of sin.

t also connotes salvation from the demonic powers of darkness,

which are only hintéd:at in the 0ld Testament. Basically salvation
or redemption is conceived holistically, that is, it refers to the
restoration and healing of the whole person. This is why redemp-
tion is associated with the resurrection of the body rather than
with the immortality of the soul.

The drama of redemption begins even before the creation when
God chose to identify himself with his children even in their af-
fliction and énguish. The apostle declares that Jesus "was chosen
before the creation of the world, but was revealed in these last
times for your sake" (I Pet. 1:20 NIV). Redemption begins in the
divine election of humankind tc salvation in Jesus Christ. Before
the decision of faith, even before creation, there is the mystery

of predestination (cf. Rom. 8:28-30). But the Bible nowhere speaks
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of a decree of reprobation, i.e., that some people are predestined
to damnation even before their birth. Predestination is essentially
good news, for it means that the whole human race is under the sign
of election, the sign of the cross. Just as we assert a univeréal
atonement, so we must also affirm a universal election to salvation..
This does not mean that people are automatically saved, since they
havé to respond to God's gracious offer of election and redemption.
It does mean that they are intended by their creator: for a glorious
destiny, if they will only repent of their sins and hear the good
news and be forgiven.

In the older liberal fheology, redemptibﬁ was held to be sim-
ply the fulfillment of creation, creation raised to its maximum
heights. In this view Christology was reinterpreted as well: Jesus
now became the exemplar of perfected human nature rather than the
divine Savior from sin. In the biblicai view, on the contrary, re-
demption is prior to creation, and the role of creation is to serve
redemption. We are told that even at the creation, the powers of
darkness were defeated and that humankind was created as a delivered
peOplé (see Ps. 74:13, 14). Karl Barth has developed this theme in
his Church Dogmatics Volume III, Part 3. .

If creation is the first stage of redemption, the second is
reconciliation where God acts to remove the discord that separates
fallen humanity from his presence and favor. Among the integral
elements of réconciliation are regeneration, justification, sanc-
tification and vocation or calling.

Justification (dikaiosune) is often equated with redemption

and reconciliation, but in its basic meaning it is a declaration
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of scquittal given by the holy God to the condemned sinner. Jus-
tification as it is used in the New Testament is essentially a
forensie or legal term, though it also has a mysticai.and an es-
‘chatological dimension. God's forgiveness is not.cheap and is
conditional on his law being kept inviolable. When God justifies
the sinner, the law is not abolished and the righteousness of God
is not violated. This is because ieSus Christ stands in our place
as our Advocate and Mediator. His perfect:righteousness covers
our sinfulness and imperfect righteousness, and therefore we are
accounted worthy in the sight of God. The basis of our Justifi-
cation is the vicarious, perfect righteousness-of Christ. not an
indwelling, personal righteousness.

The righteousness of God is not ohly imputed to the sinner,
but it is imparted to the sinner as well, and this is why in ad-
dition to justification we must speak of regeneration and sancti-
fication. Justificatioﬁ is God{s decision onlman. and regenerstion
is God's work within man. Our justification is net coﬂditioﬁsl on
our personal righteousness, however; the latter is the result and
evidence of our justificstion. Paul referred to the justification
of the ungodly (Rom. 4:5; 5:6), and Lufher continued this theme
with even greater emphasis, ﬁhereas justification is perfect, be-
cause the righteousness of Christ is perfect, our regeneration and
sanctification are imperfect because the Hely Sﬁirit does not com-
plefe his work in our lives until the time of death. Some fheolo-
gians have speculated that we are left in a condition of vulnera-
bility to sin so that we might be kept humble, so that we might

flee ever again to the righteousness of Christ that alone can save
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us from sin, death and hell. At the same time, because we have
Christ dwelling in our hearts through faith, we have the confidence
of overcoming every sin, of mastering every temptation. The Chris-
tién life is a life of victory as well as of strﬁggle. It is char-
acterized by assurance as well as hope, but the assurance is based
not on our own strength or virtue but on the promise of Christ to
deliver all who come to him in repentance and faith.

Regéneration, which is the new birth into the kingdom of God,
and sanctification, which is growth in holiness, are both dependent
on justification, which is God's decision to acceptlus into his
favor in the light of the sacrifice of Christ on the cross. Jus-
tification is not an event limited to the past but an.ever present
offer that we need to respond to again and again if we are to make
‘progress in the Christian life. It has a definite beginning, but
its impact continues throughout the whole of Christian life. Re-
generation might be likened to the fertile soil; sanctification.
is the beautiful flower that springs from this fertile soil; Jjus-
tification is the rain that keeps the soil fertile.

Evangelical Christianity affirms that we are justified by
faith alone. This is to say, our responsibility in salvation is
simply to acknowledge and receive the perfect righteousness of
Christ which covers our sins like a white robe (cf. Isa. 61:10;
Zech. 3:3-5; Rev. 7:9). Faith is not a human virtue but a work
of God within us impelling us to believe and respond. It is an
inward awakening to the significance of the cross and resurrection
of Christ, an awakening brought about by the Spirit of God. Jus-

tification by faith - is not a matter of the righteousness of human
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striving but a full confidence in the atonement of Christ for our
éins. | |

The.obedience of faith or works of love must follow the gift
of faith. Whereas we are passive when the rain of grace falls upon
us, we become active as we éeek to demonstrate our gratefulness for
what God has done for us in Christ. Our obedience is the sign but
not the price of God's favor. We cannot merit either the grace of
Justification or the grace of sanctification. We can, héwever. co-
operate with God in working out the sanctification that he has plan-
ned for us. We are justified by faith alone, but we are not sancti-
fied apart from works of love.

The final stage of the drama of redemption is glorification,
when we are perfected in the image of Christ; Glorification means
a restor;ﬁ and transfigured humanity. It entails the resurrection
of the body'énd eternal life in fellowship with God and all the.
saints. It involves a new heaven'and a new earth (Isa. 66:22;

Rev. 21:1), not the'negation but "the transformation .of creation.
It signifies a cataclysmic intervention of God into human history
to consummate the kingdom that has already been inaugurated by the
coming of Christ. -

. Evangelical Christianity does not hesitate to speak of a
millennial hope before the final consummation when some of God's
prqmises will be realized on earth. This is why we can face the
immediate future as well as the absolute future with optimism be-
cause we.know that God is in control. Jesus Christ is even now
Lord of the world, and the principalities and powers are made to

serve his will and purpose even in their destructive work. God
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does not cause evil, but he brings good out of evil. Even in the
most horrendous calamities, the Spirit of God is at work confirm-
ing the divine promise that all things work togetherlfor good for
those who know God (Rom. 8:28). |

The Christian is summoned not only to faith but also to vo-
cation, which comprises a fourth aspect of reconciliation. Not
only Christians but all people are called to be ambassadors and
witnesses of the grace of Christ which has been poured out for _
all and which is intended for all. Even though we will find our-
selves in many different occupations, our vocation is to be signs
and witnesses of the redemption that God has procured for us in
Christ. We will all realize this holy vocation in different wa&s.
but if our motivations are pure, we will endgavor to givg all the
glory to God alone and not to ourselves, not even to the church.

The life of discipleship is a demonstration of costly grace,
the grace that cost God the life of his own Son and the grace that
may cost us our reputations} our health, the love of family and
friends and even our lives. To take up the cross and follow Christ
entails suffering, but this suffering does not make reparation for
sin, as did the suffering of Christ. Our suffering is a sign and
witness to his suffering that alone atones for the sins of the
world. Our suffering does not procure salvation as did the cross
of Christ; instead, it reveals and upholds his salvation before
the world. In our discipleship, we work out the implications of
a salvation already given (cf. Phil. 2:12, 13), but we do not lay
hold of a salvation that is not yet ours. We prepare ourselves to

enjoy the glory which is the crown and goal of salvation, but our
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suffering does not merit this glory, for this glory is already as-
sured to us through justification. Indeed, if we would die before
undergoing the purifying process of sanctification.in this life,
we would still be assured of heaven, for the title to heaven is
already ours through faith alone (cf. Luke 23:39-43).

Discipleship-entails striving to keep the commandments, not
to gain salvation but to show our gratefulness and loving appre-
ciation for all that God has done for us in Christ. We cannot
fulfill all that the law demands, but we can keep the law, because
we have the Holy Spirit living and working within us. Yet because
impure motivations continue to reside within us, even when we are
being sanctified through obedience to the law, we must confess that
we are still only sinners saved by grace. After having done all,
we afe still unworthy servants (Luke 17110), and therefore we can
claim our heafenly inheritance only on the basis of the alien righ-

‘teousness of Christ.

Salvation by Grace
With the leading spokesmen of evangelical Christianity --
Augustine, Luther, Calvin and Barth -- we affirm that we are jus-

tified and redeemed by grace alone (sola gratia). Our works are

the fruits and evidences of a grace already assured to us through
the sacrifice of Christ on Calvary and sealedrwithin us by the out-
pouring of the Holy Spirit. Our salvation is assured "not because
of deeds done by us.in righteousness, but in virtue of his own
,mefcy. by the washing of regeneration and renewal in the Holy Spir-

it" (Titus 3:5 RSV). Because grace is invincible and effectual,
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theologians in our tradition have been led to speak of "sovereign
grace, " the grace that accomplishes_what it sets out to do.

We can be heralds of grace and servants of grace, but we
cannot be winners of grace, since grace is always given to the
undeserving. Likewise, we cannot be dispensers of grace, for
grace is not within our power or under our control. We can be
co-workers with God in making known the victory of grace, but we
can never be co-mediators or co-redeemers with Christ. We are the
objects of grace, not the source or cause of grace.

Even sanctified Christians continue to be sinﬁers and there-
fore stand in need of the grace of God. We now have power over
sin through grace, but we cannot escape the presence of sin eifher
within or around us . We are still vulnerable to sin, and this
is why we must cling to grace all the more. To deny that Chris-
tians have sin is to deny the gospel and to render the work of
Jesus Christ of no account (cf. I John 2:12; 4:10; Rev. 1:5). |

The Reformed and Evangelical doctrine of sola gratia does.
not imply a divine determinism that overrules the will and per-
sonality of human beings. Grace does not annul human freedom bgt
restores it to its true purpose -- communion with God and fellow-
ship with the people of God. True freedom is not the anarchic
freedom to will error as well as truth but the freedom given to
us at creation that results in life and happiness. True freedom
is to live according to the law of our being, namely in communion
with our Creator and Redeemer. A railway engine is meant to run
on traéks, and if it remains on the tracks it finds freedom. But

if in order to gain freedom,. it jumps the tracks the result is not
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fréedom but ruin.

Through sin we have lost the capacity to be free in the way
God intended. We still possess a free will, but we lack the power
to use this will to do the good or to come to God. OQur free will
is enslaved by the passions of the flesh, which signify not simply
physical lusts but unlawful spiritual cravings. When grace comes
upon ﬁs, we receive new life -- creative moral power. Our freedom
is restored; we can now begin to live in obedience.even though im-
perfectly. Because free will in and of itself is incapable of set-
tihg us on the road to life, evangelical Christians prefer to speak
of Christian liberty, the liberated will which is- enabled to obey
through grace.

The reconciling act of God in Jesus Christ has for its pur-
pose the new life in Christ., Christ "died. . . that. . . we;might
live with him" (I Thes. 5:10 RSV). Through this restored relation-
ship to God, the sinner's conscience is cleansed; he is now equipped
with new moral power (II Pet. 1:3-7). He is delivered from the tyr-
anny of sin and enabled to live for Christ with Christ reigning as
Lord in his life (II Cor. 5:14, 15; Rom. 14:8, 9).

Grace does not exélude resistance but overcomes it. Grace
prevails even when men and women persist in living by their own
power. The prophet Isaiah declared: "I will strengthen you, though
ydu have not acknowledged me" (Isa. 45:5 NIV; cf. Jer. 20:7). God's
ld?ing mercy is ekperienced as wrath when we deny and reject it, but
it nevertheless gains mastery over our lives., His grace appears in
‘the form of judgment when we live as though grace had not been given,

but it is never permanently withdrawn from us. Because we can thwart



ap
the intention of grace and thereby arouse the wrath of God, we
must not be complacent in our state of grace. Paul declared:
"You have received the gréce of God; do not let it go for nothing"”
(ITI Cor. 6:1 NEB; cf. Heb. 12:15). |

To affirm salvation by grace alone is not to deny the call
to sainthood that is given to all Christians, and indeed to all
of God's people. Grace is given not that we might continue to
live in sin but that we might begin to obey and conform our wills
to the will of the Father in heaven (cf. Rom. 6:15-19). The pur-
pose of grace is obedience under the cross, a life of holiness
that will be (Weli-Tledeindiotcoall T\ SLol B o & o God,
however, not because of its intrinsic merits but because it is
grounded in and directed by grace.

The church fathers often said that God became man so that
man might become as God. They did not mean thét humanity would
be raised to the level of deity But that humanity mighf be raised
to fellowship with deity. They also believed that people might
come to reflect in their own lives the goodness of divinity. The
man-god, the Christian goal according to Athanasius, can never be
the equivalent of the God-man, who is Jesus Christ. Between the
two, there is an infinite qualitative difference. At the same
time, the saint, who never ceases to be a sinner, can mirror and
attest the reality of divine grace that was fully embodied in Jesus
Christ alone. He can come to be a veritable sign of the passion
and victory of Jesus Christ. His holiness is derivative, not in-
herent; it always points beyond itself to the perfect holiness

that is in Christ. The drama of redemption is fulfilled when God's
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people become a holy people, a people who live by divine forgive-
ness but who are at the same time concerned to demonstrate the
righteousness of God in their lives. This was the vision of the
Hebrew prophets as well as of the apostles and the church fathers.
It is the cross and resurrection of Jesus Christ and the subse-
quent outpouring of the Holy Spirit that make it possible for
this vision to be at least partially realized in earthly history.
The consummation of the kingdom lies beyond history, but the up-
building and advancement of the kingdom take place now as the
sons and daughters of the new age proclaim the good news of the
coming of God's all-conquering grace into the world of sin and

death.
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ON GOD AND EVIL

As you hnow, "the topic of bur“session here tonight is the Holocaust,
aid 1 a1 supposed to provide a Christian perspective on that topic. Actually,
nich of what I will say here will not be séecially and uniquely about the

_ '

Holocuast., 1Tt will be somewhat more general thanlthat, being as you might
say, about the Holocaust and other terrible things. There might be some
Cﬁyiﬁliuu insight which is, in some special way,. about that awful tragedy
shich overtook the Jews of Furope in the 30's and 40's of this céntury, an
insiyht which would exhibit and illuminate the specific' meaning of that
particular historizal occurrence. There might, I say, be some such Christian
insight.  But if there is, A do not know what it is., So I cannot say anything
dJoout at.,

I can say, hewever, that no Christian - of, at least,.no Christian whe
.5 at all sensitive to the doctrinal underpinnings and world-view of his own
religion - can be  radically surprised by the Holocaust. Of course, he might
e surpeised in detail, and he might be profoundly saddened by what happepgd.
But e canmot be rudicdlly surprisced by it. For the orthodox Christian view

of the human condition is shot through with dark clements. It is filled with

‘uwotivns such as those of sin and Jdepravity, and of the corruption and

doceitralness ot the hwaan heart. Of course, it is also filled with elements
of hepe, ot thic redemption wrought by God Hiwself, of the possibility of for-
siveness il a new life for the most degraded of sinners, of the new heart
shicihh God vill give to mcn.. liope and darkness lie side by side in the Gospel.
And the Lavkness is real, 1 was about to say that it is as real as thq hope,
Lut lhuclwanld not be quite correct. For I think it is part of the Christian
ciew that ieve is deeper than hate, that. good is ﬁtronger than evil, that it
s tod and not Satan who is the original of all beings. If that is so, then

B reaches into g depth beyond despair, -and connects with the bedrock of all
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that is. But if the darkness of the world is not its deagest element, it is
not shallow either. Sin and depravity are real, perhaps @ore real than nany.of
us have yet'rcnlly imagined. And perhaps we, or our children, will live to -
see things worse than the llolocaust. | |

A'Christian whe is at all reflective about his own faith can hardly miss
the prominence of that dark elcmcnf in its view of the world. After all, the
wost widely recognized symbol of Christianity is tke cross, that ancient instru-
ment of torture and execution. .But Ch:iﬁ%ians take the cross to be not only
sywbolic (though, of coufsc, it is a sfmﬁol), but also to be historical, It is,
1t;y belicve, a real event and a pivo;al_event in the act of fedemption, the
vt in which God acknowledges and accepts and, in some ua?, undoes the evil of
the world., And no Christiun, I say, who remembers the cf%ss can be radicélly
daprised by a tragedy like the llolocaust.

But if a Christian cannot be radically sufprised by?the Hclocaust, what
dﬁys he, or what can he, say about it? .Dr if not about the llolocaust specifical-
Iy, what can a Christian éay in the face of the whole complex of suffering and
sin, of trageﬁz_and terror which ovcrligs all human life? This question is,

1 suppose, oﬂe of the many versions of the celebrated problem of evil. The
~ondness of God on the one hand, and the evil of the world on.the other - how
van one hold them together in a single ﬁnderstaqding, or even in a single

4ot of faith? Or can one do so? It is to this topic that I devote most of
.y talk tonight.

Much, but not all, of what I say will consist of making some distinctions
«hich will, 1 hope, be of help in our thinking. And the first of these is a
Jintiuctinn among various contexts in which one might try to speak of the
significawe of evil. There is, no doubt, a range of such contexts. I will
mention two which lie mear the extrumesfof that range. Onc of these contexts

2
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. is taat of the ash heap, the other that of the lecture ﬁall. And it may bc
that we should say much different things - not contradicto;y or incompatible_'
things, but different things nevertheless - on the ash heap from those that
we say in the lecture room,

Somcthimes, that is, when we speak about evil Qe speak not only about
'sufferinu but also witin suffering, our own suffering and despair or that of
our hearers . We speak, perhaps, betweenour sobs, or those who listen
hear us between their sobs. That is the context of_thé ash heap. But it is
totally unrcalistic to construe our situation.as if ue;werc_‘continuously
imacrsed in qn  oceun of sorrow and sﬁffcring, overwhelmed by the tragedics
of life. That is siwmply not so. For most of us, ut'géy rate, there are times
when we are not overwvhelmed, when we can "distance" ourselves, so to speak, from
our own piins, so as to consider them more or less dispassionately. And this
is the context, whether it be a context of spéaking or?of hearing ,  which

1 call thet of the lecture hall.

There is a sense in which the ash heap is more basic to the problem of
evil than ig,thc lecture hall. For our'discourse'about evil, regardlefs of
the context in which it is delivered, must be about the ash heap. If there were
no ash heap - one sort of ash heap or another - there would be no problem of
evil to be discussed in the lecture hall. In.that sense the ash heap is
primury, and the lecture hall is derivative and secondary.

To recognize this primacy of the ash heap, however, requires us also to
recognize the legitimacy of the lecture hall. We are not always on the ash
heap, and we need not restrict our thinking about evil to those times when
we arve. We need not be drunk to think about wine, and we necd not be in
Imgland to sing about London Bridge.

This distinction has an immediate application, of course, to our own

situation.  Some 30 t0 40 vears ago scveral millions of Eurapean Jows were
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p..ssing through the concentration camﬁs and the death chambers. But we
tonipght are not in Belsen or in Raveﬂsbruck. We are‘in'Deerfield. We can
no doubt remember, and to some cxtenrlfcel; our own troébles. But hardly
any of us came into this ro&m tonight in tears. By and'large, our own context
nere for hhésc few days is that of the lccture hall. We will not improve
-onr thinking by pretending otherwise. And so what we say and do here must be
adapted to that context. ‘
| As 1 said earlicer, 1 believe thdt substantially differcnt sorts of spcach
and actioq may be appropriate to thesq different.qontexts; }nd it is unil-
luminating and unhelpful to criticize what is done in onc context as if it were
“weant for the other. When someonc at;empts to comfort a parent beside a tiny
. ?
erave, it is not useful to compluin.that_he does not speak in nuubered propositions
like a Camoridge philosopiier, that he docs n;)t draw every fine distinction, and
the like. It is also uﬁhulpful to complain about some rather analytic and
Jispussionate discussion of this topic, tﬁut it would not comfort the bereaved
or that one cannot imagine giving that lecture inlthe shower rooms of
Buchenwald. _Perhaps, indeed, it woulﬁ not comfort ihose who weep, or it would
- be out of nlace in the death cha%bér. But the analytic discussion may some-
times embody some important truth aboht-i:vil,‘and one which it would be
valuable to learn in an appropriate.place. It_might_Aven involve a truth
which wil. comfort us in some time of sorfou, even if we could not learn it
in the middle of that sorrow, N
A finzl observation” about this distinction. One typically thinks about
the lecture hall as a place where one either speaks or listens to a speech,
and i one is doing neither then he may as well go home. Perhaps even in
this case we overestimate the importgncc of talking, but I will not quarrel

aich with it here, since 1 am nysclf making & speech. But in the case of
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thc-ésh heap we are not fvcn tempted gu.thinﬁ that talkihg is the only important
! B R ey ediema . .

thﬁng to Jdu. My ﬁhrasc, "the ash heap", is taken of course from the book of _

Job, In that ancient story we read thaﬁ Job's-friendsJ hearing of his troubles,

cume to sec him, And whon-thcy saw him, wé.read, "they sat with him on the

gruund_chcn days and scven nigﬁts, aﬁd.no oné-spoke a word to him, for they

saw that his suffering was very great," That §ilent sympathy, sitting with

Job among the ashes, may have been the best.thing which his friends did for

Job. And it may often be that the best thing we can do. for someone who is

suffering is to put an arm aroUndjtheir ShOuiders, td w¢ep'wjth them, or
something of the sort. That does nqt'mean that nothingfcan be said about evil.
It means that not cvery time is the right time to say iE.

Well, so much for the first distinction.

The second distinction concerns the initial orientation which the parti-

" cipaats bring to any given discussion of this topic. In the sense in which I

thiak of this orieniation hcré, different pafticipants in a single discussion
may have different orirntations. Such differences may generate serious
obstacles to any useful prugrcss; unless some of thé participants Eﬁn adjust, in
some way, to orientations other than their own. Bﬁt maybe what is 1ﬂvolved

here will becom;a clearer with an example or ti}o.

Some of you hure ave no doubt familiar with Elie Wiesel's striking piay,

Iie Trial of God. In that play, Berish and his demented daughter

are prescnted as the only two survivors of a vicious pogrom in the town of
Shaugorod, Some time later an itinerant band of Jewish actors arrives in
Shamgorod, unaware of the tragedy which has occurred there. It is the time
ul the teast of Purim, whun.apparcntly it was the custom for the Jewish
community to present public plays and farces. Berish insists that the

traveling actors must put on a farce, and the farce they must play is that of



the tria) of God. And in the end they do. Or at leastLLhey begin.
Now, it :-iecmsl plaugible to sulplpo:_sg that somcone wf;m is .e-alger to pros.ecut.e
the trial of God, somcone wlz;:n inslists”that thig and nothing else will mark this
feast of Purim, is not an unbiased or‘imp;;:ial inquirer into the relationship
between God and evil. One would not50fdinarily insist in this way on the
trial of just anyone taken at random. It cannot be thaf God just had the bad
Juck to be picked for the trial in Shémgorod. Nc;', Berig’h must already
suspect - or, move likely, he must alread)'r. believe -~ that God is gﬁilty. When
the trial of God begips, or wnen Wiesel's play ﬁpém, Berish has already

an idea at hand. And .:'.1' he puts his idea in the foria o.f; a question, something
like "Why, Cod, did you allow this?",.then his qucstiOn%hns the force of an
accusation, | | |

Now, to say that is not unbiased, or to say

Befisii
that he reels like accusing God, is not to cri{icize him. We

do not hove a gunerai dut§ to be always undécided about everything,
to be doartial in every proceding, never to make an accusa%ion.

or anything of the sarf. Indeed, it may be.fhat the main reacson
for having an open mind ‘at some time and about some question is
th2' this may enable us to cease someday from having an open mind
.wout that question. It may enable us, that is, to close our
minds upon some releant truth. dThe fact that Berish already
his an opinion =bout God cannot then, by itself, be taken as |
representing some defect in him. But it is a fact about him, a
fact which bears upon what he is likely tc}éay about God and

¢vil. .wvcn more impor:tant, it is a fact which bears on the
qitnstion of what might be a uaeful_thing;for gomeone else to say
o nim about that topic.

Bat not everyone who thinks about God and evil need have

Lerich's orientation or state of mind. It is quite pOBBiﬁlg__



to ask whug seewms superficially to be the same question, "Why,
God, did You allow this?", from almmst the opposite standpoint.
It ;an b2 asked by someone who has no inclination at all to
think that God is guilty. and who has no intention at all of
putting torward an accusafion. Such a person'may ﬁave no
ioubt about the goodness anaﬁove of God, and he may be confident
thial Sed nas some satisfactory reason for allowing the tragedy.
But he asks in order to 2earn something, éo know what that reason
is. . |
neither of these_peOple. of course, is bound to receive

wn answer to hig question. The person who arranges for the
irial of God may find that God does not appear for that occasion.
liayve he will arve to make do, as best he can, with some poor
surrogat? for the divine precence. Even liiesel’s traveling
players find it surprisingly difficult to locate someone who
w 1l apponr as God's attorney. And the person who does in the
¢nd play that role turns out to have a surprisis; qualification
for it, BZut whoeveir it is who undertakes thﬁéefense of God,
ve nay be forgg:?en if we suspect that God Hims=elf might have
cotiucted the defense in a different way. Perhaps, indeed, somz
c;:-:.y'_':i_He will.

E_The person, too, who asks to learn may possibly go away
unsatisfied.s He may be unable to penetrate beyond generalities
¢ bout "some good purpose” and the like, without finding
cr.y specific insicht about the particular evil which occupies
kiz. I have already said that I find myself in more or less of
trhial pos#tion with repect to the Holocaust. Of course, the
Yool thnulI have no very illuminating ahd specific insight
wlaut thi, occurscnce does notl at all gu:cantee that no one

soes. Ferhaps cven here and tonight we may find some such



iliumina-ion. Eut, in general, there will be ﬁany evils for
which we probably will not. And I know of no guarantee that
this will be one of the ecxceptions. .
“why is it that, perhaps, neither of these sorts of questioners
receives &he response for-which he asks? .Why dbes God not
Qupeur in person for the trial of Goa, making His own defense,
irstead of leaving it to theologians, philosophers, and people
of similar i1k? Or why does He not reveal to the man or woman
of faith the specific meaning of the evils which befall them
ard those whom they love? That, too, I.do‘npt know. We can,
of course, speculate about possibilities. We can say--some; no
deubt, will really be inclined to say---that God does not do
these things because there is nﬁ God. And others, perhaps more
picturesquely, finy say that God does not ans wer the quesflon
of raith because He has né'reaaon fo put forth for the evils
whiclh He has allowed, and He does not come to lis trial in
person because He is ashamed to meet His accusers face to face.
fhese are, however, not the only possibilities, In a difficult
i1t provocative novel, = 200h ééntury Cnristian writer, C.S.lewis,
sugFests that God cannot now meet us face to face because we
oursselves do not yct have faces. We are not jet persons enough,
I suprpose he means, to sustain our end of that conversation.
#01r a father to undertake to speak "man to man,"” as we sometinzs
say, with his infant son would be at best a sort of joke. Someday,
of course, father and son'may speak in that way. But not yet.
soretnhangs else must happen first, a different intercourse |
between the man and his son--not man to man talk, but baby talk
and play and discipline and puzzlement and a hundred other

daese aAnd after that, perhaps, they will be able to meet as



wan and nan, face to face. And maybe something like that is
true of ourselvés and Goq.

Christianity, &gter all, does not represept God és being
very much concerned HimsZ&f to deliver lectures about evil, or
to write explarations 6f it. But neitler does it represent Him
as indifferent to it, or unconcerned about the fact that the
world is trapped in a tangled nés of pain and crime, of hatred
iand hurt., The Gospel is the good néws of the redemption of the
world from the érip of evil, or a rdemption achieved by God
H'mself zccepting the sin and the dgffering of the world into
Himself, to swallow it up and break its power, to méke in the
end nll thangs new. But when we have gone through that process,
when we lcok back ai evil from a vantage point different from
he one we have now, then perhapé"ﬁa shall be able to ask
diffvrent questions about it, better questions than those which
we can now frame. And we chall be able to hear something whiéh
now wg could not bear to hear. |

I have beern speaking about my second distinction, that of
Cwhe orienlation sae brings to the discussion of evil. At one
txtieie Lnere is e orientation of faith, of the person who
whiiks aoubt evil wrainst a background of confidence ia the
cvetn2es and love of God. Near the other extreine is the
orientation of douit' or accusation or disbelief, of the person
who inds in evil a reason for rejecting the confidenceoof the
beliover.  And o€ course there will be still other orientations
scatiered aboutl this arca. My own feeling is that all of these
shokld be recognizec as legitimate. The person of faith shauld
rezo; niz: that some other paople have real doubts, or even firm
convistions in the opposite direction. And those pepple should

also recoznize, in their turn, that there are ppople without



those doubts. But in recognizing these other positions as
genuine none of these parties needs to suggest that these
posatiéns are all equally true, or valid, or well-founded,
or Qnything of the sort. That, it seems to me, is a kind of
ronsense, and sort of nonsense which contributes nothing to
ithe discussion. | .

There are people, for example, who say that the occurrence
ci evi] in the world is incompatible with the egistence.of God
as He is represented in the Christian faith. %inee the evil
is obvious they aigﬁnclined to infer that there is no God, or
at least no such God as Chfiétihns'worship;' I think there are
people who really do believe in that line of inference. I
accept them as participants in the ceversation about evil. . But
I also hold that they.are mistaken in their premise, and hence
in their inference as well.. Tﬁey. no douﬁt; believe that I am
nwicleken. Our conversiaion, if it &s to proceed openly ard
honestly, must begin with a recognition of these opposed
cuspicion:; or convictions., How ecan it proéeed? Perhaps I #zy
“clore by indicating soue of what I thirnk may usefully be said in
it from iy own standpoint.

One useful thing, when faced with some argument or
oi: jectio.. bused ipon evil, is to make tha*t argument as clear and
opcu‘as-hc cair. Since it is the objector's argument, it would
bz wbest, of course, i he or she were the one to clarify it.
#ul I suppose that the rest of us might help too. DMany of you,
lor exanple, will be frmiliar with David Hume's famous discusshn
of religious topicc in a book called Dialogucs Concerning

iiatural }{eligig_d. In that book, written as a fictional

conversatior.,, there is a character named “Philo," who is often



Lsken to represent Hume's own views, more or less. Toward the
end of the book'?hilo. discussing the signi’icance of evil, says:
why is there any misery ah al’ in the world? Not
by chance surely. From some c2.se then. Is it from
~the intention of the Deity? PB.. he is perfectly
benevoient. Is it contrary t» his intention?
But he is almighty. Nothing ran shake the solidity
of this reasoning, so short, so clear, so
decisive.ss s,
Here, then, we have a piece of reasoning which Hume: (or Philo)
says is solid, short, clear, and decisive. But it is a curious
argument. For one thing, its conel:sion is unexpressed, though
we may guess that it is supposed to conclude that there exists
no such God as Christians claim. “ut even more curious is the
Tact that half o?éﬁis alleged #rgument is expressed in questions.
.2t me read it again.
hy is there any mise.y at all in‘the world? Not
by chance curcly. Froi some causc then. TIs it from
the intenticn of the J:ity? But he is perfectly
ver..w I h. 23 1L ¢ trory?e is intention?
But he is mlmighty. lothing c... shake the golidity
of this reasoning, s« short, . elear, so
decisive.seens
wvary oth:er sentence in that professed :ourse of reasoning is

qu:stion. What is going on?

Rhetorically, the device is effc-tive. That is, a person
uzzled
.-y well “ind hinself/by sor2 of Phila's questions. He may not

rendily tauink of cny satisfying antv:r to them. And he may then



slide into thinking that, since he cannot answer.Philo's
questions, Philo's argumént nust indeed be decisive as he
claims, That, however, would bé'a-aistake. -Nofhihg of interést
follows from the face--if it id“# fact-;that dné or another of us
1628 not know the answer to theée questions. Of course, it
sizht be thought that Phile himéelf has come answers in mind,
1r11in statements or propositions representing_Phila'sIbeliefs.
znswers from which something of interest and impppfance might
indecd follow. 1f so, fine. In my opinion, a peféon like
Fiilo should be encouraged to put his'arguﬁent in terms of
those claims which he honestly believes to be true, blunt
slatenients perﬁaﬁs. but as cle#f and-;orthright'as possible.
Then maybe we can make some proéress. Or, at least, we will
have a chance. ‘ :

As a matter of fact, it is not hard to produce a
short, clear argument from.evil. Consider the following, which

Lses a premise about our topic for this evening.

If thore were a God, and if He were good, then
le would not ne¢rmit an evil like the Holocaust to
occur, |

‘he Holocaust did bccur.

Therefore, either there is no God or else He is

i good.

That argument is short and clear. Since it uses a premise
about th: Holocausa it might be thought to express the religious
cimnificance of that event.  And it has the logical virtue of

validity. It is also decisive? In my opinion, certainly not.



It may be useful vo compare that argument with another.

ihere is a God who is perfectly good.
Tﬁﬂﬁolocau:t occurred. '
Therefore, it is not true that, if there were a

pood Cod, He would not have allowed the Holocaust.

“ihese iwo arguments are closely related. "7 ey share the premise
about the reality of the Holocaust. Each argument haé;‘in
nddition, a premise which is the denial of the othef argument's
conclusion. And so, of course, each conclusicn is the denial

of the othar arpunent®s first premise. In these ways the two
arfunents are, we might say, symmetrical.

Because they are sypmetrical in this way, these two argumers
also share their logic. If one of them is valid, then so also
“is the other. Since the first is valid, the second is also
vilid. And that means that we cannot choose between them on
the ground of their logic alone.

It would scem, however, rather awkward to accept woth of
tiece avguments. For then we should have to accept two pairs
2" explicitly centradicleolyr propositions., Though these argumeats
2 gymmstrical ijgevoral ways they have an important asymmetry.
f e of thein may be sound, but they cannot both be sound. That
i, they cannot both have a full set of true premises. It is,
07 course, obviosus that the premise which they share is true.
1ot Holocaust did hepren. But the two first premises--these
cinnet both be true. And therefore the two conclusions cannot
both be true.

It looks, thorefore, as though we are faced with a choice.

Jr perheps it is not so much a cholce as a dgftinction between



two cognitive states in which we might find ourselves. R& any
rate, we might believe that God would not have allowed the
Holocaust, or we might believe that there is a good God. But
it would be awkward, to say the least, to believe both. How
can we decide between them?

Presumably, a person who puts forward the first of these
srguments does telieve that God, if He existed and were. good,
would not have allowed the Holocaust. Perhaps some of us here
are inclined to btelieve it. But why is that pfbpqsition to be
believed? Is there some godd régson'tq sﬁppose-that it is
lrue? Or is it that pople believe the first premise of that
first urgument without ﬁny good'ieason. either by a mistake
or just without reason at all? “

I myself believe that God éduld have~prévent3d the Holocaust,
nud He chosen to do so. But I do not think that it is true that
He would have prevenged the Holocaust if He:wefe good. Nor can
I think of any good reason to suppose that this is true. And a
person who does think that it ‘i'; true might us-efull'y be challenged
o iry to thiri of such a rdason himself. His attempt to do
that might itself generate an advance in understanding.

The clzin that God, if lie were good; would have prevented
tae dlolocaust cennot, for example, be defended successfully

i n derivalion from the more general principle that:

Any person, insofar as he is good, will prevent

every :vil which he can prevent.

"hil prineiple would indded yield the'corraaponding claim
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avout Goa. Unforiunately, this ,inciple is itself false.
e auh test it_ﬁut in many.non—*ieological cases. There are
plenty of evils which I could Ir-vent..pieqty which you could
prevent, and so on.  iow, no dr.ot some cf tnese evils continue
veecause you and I are not per. - tly good. If we were better
ccople than in fact we are, ti:jg we wohild prevent or avoid soﬁe
o Those evils. 3Butl not all ° them. Some of the evils which
vie ullow ao not reflect adve;‘:ly on our morality. We alloﬁ
thew to continue rot because f cur badness or our lack of
power to prevent them, but i: spite of our goodness and oﬁr'
POWe . | :
Garrett Yardin, a bioJ:;iBt.'says somewhere, ifﬁl-femgmber
correctly, that we can nev::  do just one thing. ?hough_he |
rakes thic observation is : somewhat.diffe?ent connectisn, it
i crueizl 1o the point w: are here considering. 7o prevent
0 _¢iven evil would be, c:usidered in abstraction ffom everything
3lse, a good thing. Cons dered, that ;s. as "Jjust oné thing" it
i the sort of thing whi»a a good peson would do if he‘éould. |
sut ofter;, thouch we ca: lo that thing we cannot do juét that
viie thing. e can pre. .L-that evil only if ve. also do soicething
«lse. A:: that someth g else may be a cost, a sort of moral
couat.  Wtat othor thir may itself be an evil, or the loss of
sode grest good. And (o it may happen that, though we can
‘nidded prevent a cert n evil, we can do so only at the cost of
unking the world worr: than it would have been. In such a
situatior. a good pct  :n would, I suppose, allow the céntinuance

v some evils which r: coiild prevent.



Considered abstiractly, for example, suffering would seem
10 be an evil, aand its prevention would be a good. It may
soon be within 1lhe power of some single human being, if it is
‘not already, to »ut an end to all the sufferéng &n the earth
simply by destroying the habitability of the earth itself in a
series of nuclear blasts. But it is far from clear that the
doinz of that aét. thouzh undoubtedly it would eliminate‘some
evils, would be a food thing. |

It is of course true that God, if He is omnipotent as
uiny theologians have thought, can do some things without resort
10 the méns which we find necessary. During liorld var II, I
understand, there was a proposal that the gas chambers in some
of the concentration camps.should be bombed from the air. But
God could, I suppose, have wade them inoperative without resort
to bombing. And so on through many possible examples. It does
root follow from this, however, that God could have done just
ihat one thigg. For some things are linked to one another not
rcrely contingen.ly but logically. And those things cannot be
separated, not even by God Himself, not even by omnipotenc:.

For exanple, Gol could, I have no doubt, have prevented
“itler frowm actins. And He could have left H:tler free to
¢cct. But He cou.i not voth have prevented Hitler from acting
«r.d also left hiu frce toqact. Neither God nor anyone else
could do that. 4And so it is possible that even God is sometimes
fuced with a situatiorn in which there is an evil which He could
eliminate--an evil whose elimination, abstfactly considera=d,
would be a good thing--but which is such that it would not be a
<004 thins for Hin to eliminate it. In such a situation the

fict that the evil is not eliminated need not reflect adversely
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upon God's pover, or His goodness, or His réality.

kas the Hblgcaust a case of this sort? Without a doubt,
the Holocaust wés something which God could not have prevented a
25 an isolated entity, leaving everything eléa.as it was. If
the Holocaust had not happened, then the moral significance of
a multitude of lives would have had to be in some way different.
ne preveation of ti: H®locaust would have had a cost, even if it
hiid been done by omnipotence. It could not have been done as
jus one thing.

“hat does not, of course, show by itself that God should
not have scevernird it. Ve should often do things even if they
cost something, and so, I suppose, should anry moral agent. )
cen readily imagine someone who thinks that the Holocaust was
ati immense and terrible evil, and who thinks that the gocod
associated with it, whether of free-will or otherwise, was
insufficient to outwcigh it. Consequently, he thinks, God should
have prevented the Holocaust, and Ha-woﬁld have done so if He
existed and were good. And so he accepts the main premise of the
firat argunent.

1 readily imagine, I say, such a person. But’I find in
mysel’ no confidence in such a view. It seems to me quite
}:n8ibie that, in sﬁch a case, some of the values involved are as
yuu botally unknovii Lo ns, and others arec such that : hiave no
ready and reliable way of quantifying them for comparison with
zich other. And so I am, it seems to me, in no position to base
anything upén a claim about what God would have done, or should

reve dgl about the Holocaust.



I might, of coursé. feel a little bad about that.' I
wizght wish that T were closer to omniscience. I_might'wiah
that I had mor knowledgé of, and move insight into, the cosmic
range of values, aﬁd that I had at hand é'féady'calculua for
-hnhdling them. But the fact is fhdt I do not, and there is no
venefit in building our intellectual lives on ihe pretence thﬂt

> dm/orr*thln which in fact we are not. |

That is why I take the short clear argument from*evil
zol to be decisive. But of course that argument, cr some
copdacement for it, really belongs to someone on Tore or less
uike other side of the fence. Perhapalhe-will think of another
wiy of putting it, or'of anothérﬁline of support. If that is his
inclination, theh I for one would enoouraé% h;m%to do so. If he
can do that in some illuminating way, then perhaps both of us
w“ill be able to see better where we nre.'and'what is the full
lPaniDg of both the light and the darkness which. as I said
curlier, lie side by side 1n tha Goapel.

There is, too, that other;short clear argumént which I
rentioned, the one which is in’ﬁahy wa;s.‘but not all,
sytimetrical with the first. Its first prahisq. you rEmg%er. is
.hat God exists and He is good. That argument, or something
iike it tigiires in the ihinking of many telievers. = They believe

hat God is sou ehow justified in allowingz the tragedy of the world
o continug. bu* they do not believe it because they somehow:

s0e clearly intc thaw Justification. No, they believe it '
bocause they believe that Dod is good and loving altogether.
vometime it must be thé Curn of-tha critic to ask the believer
Jue t what that means and why_hg believes it. That, tob. will be
a uoeful guestion. It belongs, however, to the beginning of

another paper, and not to the end of this one.



[end]
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THE PROBLEM OF PROSELYTIZING

An Evangelical Perspective

by

Vernon Grounds

I

For all the radicalldifferénces between Judaism and Christianity,
these two monotheistic réligions share striking similarities. Theirs is
a kind of mother-daughter relationship; or, as the apostle Paul puts it
in his Letter to the Romans, Christianity is a branch grafted into the
olive treé of Israel. Family commonalities ought, therefére,:to elicit
little surprise. Both faiths venerate the 0ld Testament as Holy Scrip-
ture. Both worship the God of Abraham, Issac, anleacob. "Both beiieve
in a promised Messiah, whether as in the case of Judaism it is still a
prospective belief or as with Christianity retrospective. Both subscribe

-to tﬁé same moral principles epitomized in the-Ten Commandments ; henee
both highlight love, justice and personal responsibility. In addition,
while once agéin stressing their vast differences, both religions recog-
nize the dﬁty of beafing witness and making converts.

I, as an evangelical, must speak about Judaism from the perspec-
tive of a relatively uninformed outsider, yet there seems liftle doubt
that Jews have traditionally regarded witneés as a sacred obligation.

In the words of Daniel Polish, the term |
. . . has no.cachet in the religious language of tﬁe Jews. Its
appearance in our conversation is an importation from neighboring
territory. 1In its most elemental sense, redolent, as it is in

English, with overtones of legal process, it is, of course, famil-
iar. The Hebrew equivalent of "witness" ed, carries a network -




of associations in its wake. Isaiah 43:10--"'you are my witnesses'
says the Lord," sounds a central chord of the Jewish experience. . . .
The witness, in the strictest sense of the term is not simply
one who speaks for another. Rather he is one who takes formal oath
and gives testimony to some fact concerning the other. Such oath
in biblical theology is serious business indeed, with immediate
implications for the witness and consequences for future generations.
Biblical oaths have a physical component: the witness places his
hand under the thigh of the one to whom he is swearing. This is
what Eliezer does to Abraham in Genesis 24 as he is about to embark
on the mission that will assure his master of the descendants whom
he had promised. This graphic act has its counterpart in the Roman
practice that provided the etymological root of the English word
testify: the witness takes the preliminary oath with his hands
clutching his own testes. The implication of these acts underscores
the dreadful seriousness of witnessing. To witness is to declare
that upon which one would stake, not his good name alone, but some-
thing far moie serious--the existence of his progeny and their
descendants. '

Ben Zion Bokser, discussing "Witness and Mission in Judaism" re-
fers to the "profound awareness" in Talmudic literature "that the Jewish
people were under a commitment to share the teachings of their faith with
the peoples of the outside world." The Rabbis, for example, interpreted
the whole career of Abraham as that of a missionary actively "dissemi-
nating his faith." Typically they regarded Genesis 12:5, "and Abraham
took Sarah his wife . . . and all the persons he had acquired in Haran,"
as an allusion to the converts won to their God by that faithful patriarch
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and his wife.

Bokser also writes that during the Graeco-Roman era, Judaism was
vigorously evangelistic, waging

an active missionary campaign to ﬁin converts and Godfearers to its
banner. ' In many cases, the missionaries were Jewish traveling mer-
chants who propagated their beliefs among the people with whom they
came in contact. We have the evidence of contemporary documents
that these efforts were far-reaching.3

'As evidence of the far-reaching missionary activity of Jews in

these centuries, Bokser cites the "gibe at the Pharisees" in Matthew 23:15.



“Wde unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you compass sea
and land to make one_proselyte and when he is made, you make him £wo-fold
more the child of hell than yourselves."

Sometimes in their zealous concern Jewish proselytizers would
even resort to the strong-arm techniques which equally zealous Christians
were later to employ so shamelessly. At least Josepheus records that in
the age of the Maccabees, Judaism used force in attempting to convert the
Idumeans and Ituraeans.

In the light of this concern with witnesé_and conversion, one can
understand why Samuel Sandmel thinks the Christién éhuréh spréad so
rapidly in the Roman world because--among other reasons, to be sure--"its
way had been prepared by a Jewish missionary impulse."5 That impulse was
squelched, however, when Constantine in the fourth century forbad Jews to
make cbnverts, as Muslim rulers likewise did in the seventh century. But
. surreptitiously Jewish missionary activity continued.

In medieval Spain, though, a church qouncil decreed death for any
Jew who so mﬁch as attempted to win over a Chriétién, and by 1492 Spanish
Jews faced one of three dire choices: flee the country, be killed; or
profess conversion. No wonder that Judaism lost its miﬁsionéry spirit.
No wonder, either, given persecutions and pogroms, that Jews throughoutl
most of the Christian epoch, have been reluctant to obey Jehovah's direc-
tive{ "Ye are my witnesses." And yet a modern Jewish philosopher, Herman
Cohen, could remind his suffering people that their very suffering was

the concomitant of a divine task, that of bearing witness to the world.

This historical suffering of Israel gives it its historical dignity,
its tragic mission, which represents its share in the divine educa-
tion of mankind. What other solution is there for the discrepancy
between Israel's historical mission and its historical fate? There-



is no other solution but the one which the following consideration
offers: to suffer for the dissemination of monotheism, as the Jews
do, is not a sorrowful fate; the suffering is, rather, its tragic
calling, for it proves the heartfelt desire for the conversion of
the other peoples, which the faithful people feels.®

Recently, moreover, American Jews under the leadership of Rabbi
Alexander Schindler and Rabbi Sanford Seltzer--no doubt there are other
leaders as well--have been urging that Judaism revert to its ancient
practice and seek to bring converts into its fold from among the reli-

- giously unaffiliated. Thus in his presidential address to the Board of

Trustees of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations on December 2,

1978, Schindler said:
I believe that it is time for our movement to launch a carefully
conceived Qutreach Program aimed at all Americans who are unchurched
and who are seeking roots in religion. . . . My friends, we Jews
possess the water that can slake the thirst, the bread that can sate
the great hunger. Let us offer it freely, proudly--for our well-
being and for the sake of those who earnestly seek what it is ours
to give.

This program, I understand, is low-key but multifaceted, utilizing
newspaper ads and articles, books, tracts, filmstrips, and instruction
classes. It is, please note, aimed only at the unchurched and religiously
unaligned segment of our population. Yet it is a program, according to
Rabbi Alan Flan, which is developing "sensible, responsible, intelligent
ways to give people an idea of what the options for Jewish life entails."
Flan has therefore exhorted his coreligionists, "We should open our arms
to the person who is seeking tc become a Jew."B And perhaps, one sur-
mizes, even stimulate that desire.

As for Christianity, its very genius is evangelism. In Emil

Brunner's aphorism, "The church exists by mission as a fire exists by burn-

ing," an aphorism which expresses the drive and dynamic of the New Testament.




Let me give a rapid review of-some relevant texts. -During_his ministf?,
Jesus, as reported by the Fourth Gospel, utters this astonishing claim,
"I am the Way, the Truth and the Life, no man cometh to the Father but
by Me" (John 14:6). Then after the resurrection He lays a mandate of
universal sweep on his disciples: "Go ye, therefore, and teach all
-naﬁions, baptizing them in the name.of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Spirit, teaching theﬁ to observe all things whétsoever I Héve
commanded you;-and, lo, I am wifh you always, even unto_thé end of the
age" (Matthew 28:19-20).

This mandate is repeated at the ascension.when Jesus delineates
the global dimensions of the churxch's ministfy:' "But ye shall receive
power, aftef tﬂat the Holy Ghost is come upon you: and ye shall be wit-
nesses unto me both in Jerusalem and in all Judea, and in Samaria, and
unto the uttermost part of the earth" (Acts 1:8).

In obedience to the Lord's solemn commiséion, Peter, preaching in
Jerusaleﬁ on the day of Pentecost, summons his polyglot aﬁdience-to con- .
Version: “Repent, and be babtized every one of you in the nahe of Jesus
Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the
Holy Ghost. For the promise is unto you, and to your children, and to all
that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call" (Acts
2:38-39). A little later he delivers a second sermon and renews his
summons, "Repent and be converted that your sins may be blotted out"
(Acts 3:19).I

Like Peter, only even more powerfully, Paul after his own dramatic
cqnversion pleads with Jews and Gentiles for a simultaneous renunciétion

and commitment--a renunciation of whatever religion one formerly professed



and a commitment to the new and solely salvific faith in Jesus Christ.
So, explaining his motive and mission to the church at Rome, he declares :

I am debtor both to the Greeks, and to the Barbarians; both
to the wise, and to the unwise. So, as much as in me is; I am ready
to preach the gospel to you that are at Rome also. For I am not o
ashamed of the gospel of Christ: for it is the power of God unto
salvation to every one that believeth; to the Jew first, and also
" to the Greek. (Romans 1:14-16)

In that same Lettef he exclaims with intense emotion:

Brethern, my heart's desire and prayer to God for Israel is,
that they might be saved. For I bear them record that they have a
zeal of God, but not according to knowledge. For they being ignorant
of God's righteousness, and going about to establish their own '
righteousness, have not submitted themselves unto the righteousness
of God. (Romans 10:1-3) :

Writing to a group of Christians in Corinth, Paul defends himself
against the allegation of inconsistency:

For though I be free from all men, yet have I made myself servant

unto all, that I might gain the more. And unto the Jews I became as
"a Jew, that I might gain the Jews; to them that are under the law,
that as under the law, I might gain them that are under the law; to
them that are without law, as without law, (being not without law to
God, but under the law to Christ) that I might gain them that are
without law. To the weak became I as weak, that I might gain the
weak: I am made all things to all men, that I might by all means

save some. - (I Corlnthlans 9:19-22)

And it is Paul who affirms in his Letter to the Galatians:

But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel
unto you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be
accursed. As we said before, so say I now again, If any man preach
any other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be
accursed. (Galatians 1:8-9) '

Texts like these--and in the New Testament there are many more--

have inspired Christians to become tireless evangelists and missionaries
carrying their Message literally to the ends of the earth and indiscrimi-

nately viewing every nonfconverted human being, pagan, Jew, Hindu, Muslim,

animist and atheist alike, as a soul for whom the Savior died and with




whom the Good News must. be shared. Taken at face value, these texts chal-
lenge Rabbi Schindler's opinion that "There is no clear New Testament
basis or mandate to justify the efforts to convert Jews." They challenge,
too, his assertion that Jews are "outside the need for a Christian form

;o 29
-of redemption.

_Granted that from the Jewish perspective the issue is by no means
as simplistic as I have stated if, what I have stated is incontestébly'
the understanding of. the New Testament missionary imperative which has
traditionally been held by Christians. Considef, for example, the Bethel
Confession, formulated by German Christians during the early stages of -
Naziism with none other than Dietrich Bonhoeffer as one of its primary
authors:

The Church has received from its Lord the cqmmission to call the

Jews to repentance and to baptize those who believe on Jesus Christ

to the forgiveness of sins (Matthew 10:5f.; Acts 2:38ff; 3:19-26).

A mission to the Jews which for cultural reasons refuses to baptize

any more Jews at all is refusing to be obedient to its Lord. The

crucified Christ is to the Jews a stumbling block and to the Greeks
folly (I Corinthians 1:22f). "The Crucified One™ as little accords"
with the religious ideal of the Jewish soul as it does with the
religious ideal of the soul of any other nation. Faith in him can-
not be given by flesh and blood even to a Jew1 but only by the Father

in heaven through his Spirit (Matthew 16:17).

The language is unambiguous. Jews, no less than Aryans, having come to-
repentance and faith, must be baptized into the Christian Church.

Hence, to sum up the historic belief and practice of Christianity
regarding this matter--and American evangelism still adhers to this posi-
tion--obedience to the crucified and risen Lord demands witness to and,
God so disposing, conversion of Jews.

With all of its theological presuppositions and outworkings this

position inevitably lays'evangelicalism open to the charge of being



intolerably proud and arroganf. Among the accusations leveled against
it is that of an insufferable dogmatism. Not content with a humble and
genteel relativism, Christianity in its evangelical branch claims té |
possess Almighty God's fixed and finél truth. So Harriet Van Horné,

New York Post columnist, praised presidential candidate Jimmy Carter for

having "risen above the narrow tenets of his church," but at fhe same‘
time-sﬁggested that "it might be moreltactful for Governor Carter to
cite the Judeqfchfistian ethic rather ﬁhan attributiné all his talk of
love and humility to the teachings of Jesus."ll Indeed, she inguired,
"Why should any religious sect consider its view of God the only one?2"
Qr, we might ﬁellladd, its view of salvation?
And précisely its view of salvation exposes evangelicalism to

the charge not only of dogmatism but of exclusivism as well. The sole
repository of redemptive truth, i£lélone-—so_runs the evangelical claim--
holds the key which unlocks the door into a blessea_etérnity. Its inter-
pretation of who Jesus was and what He did is the one guaranteed way of
redemption. Peter asserts this flatly, and eﬁangelicals hold that Petér's
words are God's Word: "Neither is there salvation in any other: for
there is none other name under heaven given among men, whereby we must
be saved (Acts 4:12). And the entail of this exclusivism is according
to its critics a shockingly obtuse eletism, voiced ironically in some
lines by a bard whom I have been unable to identify:

We are the Lord's elected few. .

Let all the rest be damned.

There'll be no room above for you:

We don't want hgaven crammed .

That, I must emphatically protest, is not the spirit of authentic evangeli-

calism, but it is, I confess, an attitude occasionally displayed by some




Christians.

Still further, evangelicalism is accused of narcissism, a hvui@ar
~group narcissism," to'purloin a phrase from John Mprray Cuddihy. It'is
accused, too, of what in Roman Catholic circles was once_designeted
triuméhalism or what an early twentieth century fundamentalist, Ford -
Ottman, called the imperialism of Jesus, a crusading mentality that en-
genders fanatieism and.mbtivates an aggressive, ceercing, high pressure
proselytism . .. . and miéht, consequently, in the name of God, be soﬁing
the poisonous seeds of anti-semitism.

Evangelicals.likeimyse}f are aware of these.charges and, while
Eenscientiously thinking through and 1ivin§'out our faith, struggle unre-
mittently to prevent deep conviction from developing inio the kind of
deadlﬁ animosity which stoked the furnaces of Auschwité.

Not only that. We are compelled to deal with: the question which
Rabbi Schindler raises. Why de we contend (can we possibly do it withoet
being acrimoniously contentious?) that Jews are not, definitely not, "out-
side the need for a Chrisfian form of redemption?" Why do we teach and
preach that Judaism as a religion fails to qualify Jews as non;candidates
for evangelisﬁ? That question is being answered in depth and at length
as we carry on our dialogue in this conference: we evangelicals are
candidly seeting-forth the answers which we find convincing though they
may not prove ‘at all persuasive to our Jewish friends. I assume, then,
that.it fails within my province as a participant to give'a brief answer
which T take to ﬁe the New Testament answer.

Alienated from God by sinful disobedience. Jews, tegether witﬁl

all members of the human family, are lost. But in His unchanging faith-



fulness and fathomless grace God has been redemptively at work in ﬁistory
reconciling the self-estranged race of Adam to Himself. In doing thai He
long ﬁillenia ago challenéed Abraham to enter into a unique relationship
with Himself and thereby embark on a unique mission. In faith Abraham
responded.' The subsequent history of Israel issues from the covenant
thus established. The Jews, God's chosen peoplé, became the recipients
of supernatural_truth and an efficatious system of atoning sacrifice.

The Israelitish theocracy, however, was simply a framework within which
God was providing the possibility of a faith-ful and faithful relation-
ship with Himself duplicating the Abrahamic pattérn; Framlamong these
people who were Jews ethnically, He was drawing into redemptive fello§4
ship with Himse}f a people who were Israelites spifitually. Yet ﬂe in-
tended that Judaism gqua religion be temporary and preparatory, the founda-
tion on which a new faith, a new covenant, and a new relationship ﬁould
in the fullness of time be established.

Following the New Testament arqument, therefore, as elaborated
especially in the anonymous Letter to the Hebrews, we evangelicals main-
tain that by the whole Christ-event Judaism qua religion has been super-
ceded, its propaedeutic purpose accomplished. Since Messiah has come and
offered His culminating sacrifice, there is, as we see it, no temple, no
priesthood, no altar, no atonement, no forgiﬁeness, no salvation and no
eternal hope in Judaism as a religion. Harsh and grating expressions as
to its salvific discontinuity are called for--abrogation, displacement,
and negation. And those expressions are set down here, I assure you, with
some realization of how harsh and grating they must indeed sound to Jewish

ears.
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Admittedly Christian theologians have disagreed sharply among
themselves concerning God's present relationship to His chosen people;.
and those disagreements persist within the Protestant wing of Christendom.
Gerald Anderson, for one, strongly avers that "The covenant in Christ
does not displace, cancel, repudiate or annul- the covenant with Israel."
He avers, rather, that “Christ fulfills and completes the covenant," and
in support of his averment he appeals to both a Protestant and a Catholic
- theologian.

.Emil Brunner emphasizes_thét the New Testament "radical understanding
of doctrine of justification by faith implies . . . not merely con-
tinuity with the 0ld Testament conception of faith as faithful
obedience, but at the same time constitutes its completion" . . .
Rosemary R. Reuther rightly recognizes that "the most fundamental
affirmation of Christian faith is the belief that Jesus was Christ;
he was that Messiah whom the prophets 'foretold' and the Jewish
world 'awaited.' On this affirmation everything else in Christian
theology is built_'.“12

Gerald Sloyan sides with Anderson as to the continuity of the
unique bond between God and Israel. He concludes his book-length investi-
gation of Paul's text, "Christ is the end of the law for righteousness"
(Romans 10:4), by declaring:

To claim that Christianity derives from the Hebrew revelation

is to see the election, covenant, promises, and Law of the Jews as
permanently valid. . No service can be done to God by declaring his

-work completed by the Christian revelation which has as its result
the destruction or negation of the Hebrew revelation. Christ is
the end of the Law as its completion, but not as its abrogatiqn.13

The contrary thesis of discontinuity goes back, however, to the
earliest centuries of the Church. Tertulliah, rebutting Marcion's polemic
against Christianity as a religion which worships a God Who changes His
mind, sees in the very abolition of the 0ld Testament system a confirma-

tion of Jehovah's faithfulness.

We too claim that the primary epistle against Judaism is that addressed
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to the Galatians. For we receive with open arms all that abolition
of the ancient law. The abolition itself derives from the Crea-.
tor's ordinance. . . . But if the Creator promised that the old
things would pass away, because, he said, new things were to arise,
and Christ has marked the date of that passing, . . . the apostle

. « . invalidates the old things while validating the new, and thus
has for his concern the faith of no other God than that Creator under
whose authority it was even prophesied that the old things were to
pass away. Consequently both the dismantling (destructio) of the
law and the establishment of the gospel are on my side of the argu-
ment. . . . Therefore the whole intent of this epistle is to teach
that dﬁﬁarture from the law results from the Creator's ordinance
(v,2). ' :

And previously in Book IV of that.same work, Adversus Marcionen, Tertul-

lian refuses to concede that the new covenant contradicts the old: it is
"different," he writes, "though not contradictory."
I do admit that there was a different course followed in the old
dispensation under the Creator, from that in the new dispensation
under Christ. I do not deny a difference in records of things
spoken, in precepts for good behavior, and in rules of law, pro-
vided that all these differences have reference to one and the same
God, that God by whom it is acknowledged that they were ordained
and also foretold (IV, 1).1%

Tertullian can serve as a spokesman for those evangelicals who in-
terpret the new covenant as different from the old covenant yet not a
renunciation of its promises--a fulfillment, instead: by faith in the"
culminating and final Sacrifice, adumbrated and typified by the Hebrew
sacrificial system, a believer, whether Jew or Gentile, becomes with
Abraham a true Israelite, included within God's redeemed people.

It should be added that evangelicals who embrace a premillenarian
eschatology foresee a prophetic future for-the Jews as an ethnic entity,
with Palestine as the center of Christ's planetary kingdom. But this
restoration nationally does not affect the destiny of Jews individually.

God's prophetic promises will assuredly be kept; but if a Jew is to

experience the Abrahamic relationship to his Creator, it must be through
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faith; yes, faith in the Messiah Who has_already come, Jesus Christ. In
shbrﬁ,'as James Parkes, the distingﬁished Anglican 'scholar, who was an
authority on Jewish-Christian beliefs and a devqte&:friend of.the 0ld
Covenant peop;e, summarized the relationship between these two.Bibiical
faiths, Judaism is "not an alternative scheme of salvation to Christianity,
but a different kind of religion."16 And that is why from the evangg%?gal
perspeétive.Jews fail to qualify as non-candidates for évangelism; there

is no "alternative scheme. of salvation to Christianity." .

1L
But the traditional éosition is so éffensivé thatlﬁany Chfistians
have been joining with Jews in a determined battle.fo bring about its
modificgtionIOr; ?rgfgrably, its AbaﬁdonmEnt. This battle is going on
along three frontSr—civility,Ihistory, and theology. First, an appeal is
made to civiliti: eyanqelicalism ought to consider far more seriouslfr

the virtue of a kind of henotheistic tolerance. Second, an appeal is_ﬁade

to history: evangelicalism ought to ponder far more deeply the horror of
antisemitism. Third, an appeal is made to theology: evangelicalism ought

to evaluate far more openmindedly the option of doctrinal reconstruction.
Take, to start with, the appeal to civility. This'subject has
been brilliantly explored and expounded by John Murray cuddihy in “his

sociological study, No Offense: Civil Religion and Protestant Taste.

One of the_major figures on wﬁoﬁ he focuses is Reinhold Niebuhr,-tﬁe
world-renowned Protestant ethicist, long a luminary at.UniOn Theoiogical
Seminary in New York City. In an address on "The Relations of Christians
and Jews in ﬁeétern Civilization" which he delivered in 1958 before_a

joint-méeting of his own faculty and that of the Jewish Theoldgical
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Seminary, Niebuhr opted outright for a permanent moratorium on the evan-
gelization of Jews. He endorsed the view proposed by philosopher Franz
Rosensweig that Christianity and Judaism are "two religions with one cen-
ter, worshipping the same God, but with Christianity serving the purpose
of carrying the prophetic message to the Gentile world." This, Niebuhr
avowed, is a far better view than those conceptions of the two faiths
(even, Cuddihy asks, that of the apostle Paul?) "which prompt Christian
missionary activity among the Jews." Granted that there are some dif-
ferences between the two religions. Yet those are really minor, and a
Jew can find God "more easily in terms of his own religious heritage than
by subjecting himself to the hazards of guilt feelings." Moreover,
Christianity is "a faith which, whatever its excellencies, must appear
to (the Jew) as a symbol of an oppressive majority culture." Because of
ineffacable antisemitic stains, "Practically nothing can purify the symbol
of Christ as the image of God in the imagination of the Jew." Such was
the essence of Niebuhr's address.

I can do no better service at that point than simply set before

you Cuddihy's devastating critique of this block-busting proposal.

Note, first, how the Children of Light distinction between faith
and its "expression" reappears; expression has now become--perhaps
under the influence of Tillich--"symbol." Note also that Christian
faith seems to exist only in its symbols, viz., "as it appears" to
the Jew--"conditioned" (tainted)--or as it appears to the believer,
i.e., as bearer of the "unconditioned." The "truth-value" of
Christianity "in itself" seems to play no role. Note, further, that
Christianity appears, to the Jew, as "culture" (an "oppressive
majority" culture); and, further, that--given history--it "must" so
appear to him; Jews are not free vis-a-vis Christianity to see it
for what-in-itself it really is.

In this attitude of Niebuhr, it may be asked, is there not a
stubborn residue of the same condescension to Jews that he is in
the very act of disavowing? For Christians, like Niebuhr, are

apparently able to understand not only their own Christianity and
its true attitude to Jews, but also how Christianity must "look" to
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Jews. Christians, in other words, are.-able to take the role of

Jews to Christianity, whereas Jews, for their part, are,'by'implica—
tion, deemed incapable of reciprocating by taking the role of
Christians to themselves. Furthermore, Christians are the only
ones who understand this whole process inasmuch as they alone under-
stand that the Jewish lack of understanding is itself "understandable."
Further, Jews are expected by Christians to be incapable of finding
the Christian position on Jewish conversion "understandable.” = And,
finally, only Christians, it would seem, and not Jews, find this
Jewish inability to understand in turn understandable. Note,
finally, a curious further implication of Niebuhr's proposal:

namely, that even in the (one would have supposed) "privileged" _
‘matter of defining one's own religion's relation to another reli-
glon, Niebuhr is proposing that that other's "outsider" view of

one's own religion--even if erroneous, nay, because it is erroneous--
become normative for one's own definition of one' S .own religion. '

The mlnd boggles! .

Little wonder, 'consequent-ly, that Cuddihy thinks Niebuhr's address might
be adjudged "an exercise in expiatory masochism" and even a "sell-out."
Yet the famous ethicist does have reasons, to be sure, for advo-
cating this radical break with Christian tradition. After all, doubt,
humility, and toleration on his reckoning are the earmarks of a trﬁlf re~"
. ligious person. Certitude, pride, and intolerance are, on the contrary;=
in¢ompatible with a recognition of the "historical contingency and rela-
tivity" which inévitably accompany human finitude, to say nothing about
the logic—twisting effects of human sin. In Niebuhr's judgment,
Our toleration of truths opposed to those which we confess is an
expression of the spirit of forgiveness in the realm of culture . . .
Like all forgiveness, it is possible only if we are not too sure of
our own virtue . . . toleration of others requlres broken confldence
in the finality of our own truth.
And tolerance is the offspring not of indifferentism but rather of that
intellectual modesty exhibitéd by highminded individuals "with a suffi-

cient degree of humility to live amicably with those who have contradictory

.. W17
opinions.

But these reasons strike Cuddihy as specious. He wonders whether
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the root motive for Niebuhr's proposal is civility, a desire to avoid
being a Pauline scandal and stumbling block to his'numerous_intercredal
friends. Never once apparently does Niebuhr raise the issue of truth.
-How tactless to do that! For, as Rabbi Arthur Hertzberg has remarked,
"The survival of Judaism in America is endangered by many things; but I
believe that it's single greatest enemy is vulgarity."la
With all this as background, listen now to Cuddihy's answer to
his self-propounded question, “wﬁy, then, was the Christian mission to
the Jews abandoned by the Protestants?"--as it has been by sizeable seg-
ments of non-quan Catholic Christianity and a nu#ber of influential
Roman Catholic theologians.
Not because Christ and Paul had not commanded it (they had);
not because it was false to Christianity (it was of its_essence);
but because of appearances; it was in bad taste. As Marshall
Sklare notes, by 1970 the Jewish community was publicly opposing
the Christian mission to the Jews "on the grounds that Reinhold

Niebuhr had elaborated a decade before," namely--in'Sklare's
words—--because of "the unseemliness" of such evangelization.19

Impreséed though I am by Cuddihy's probing study, I incline never-
theless to place more weight than he does on Niebuhr;s epistemological
skepticism. 'The inability to apprehend truth with certainty and finality
means we can repose only a "broken confidence" in our faith-formulations.
Civility and rélativism, in other words, are Siamese twins. And why risk
social ostracism by insisting that one's friends embrace his dubious
surmizes about reality and destiny? -

In the second place, the modification (preferably the abandonment)
of the traditional Chriséian assumption that Jews, like the adherents of
all other religions, need to accept the Gospel is being-urged as aﬁ anti-

dote against the recurrent malady of antisemitism. Thus an appeal is
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made to history. Ponder, evangeliéals are rightly exhorted, the heart-
breaking pages of Israel's tragic saga. Realize that it is Christianity
which at bottom hés begn either primarily, or at any rate lérgely, re-
sponsible for the centuries-long persecution that reached its nadir in the
Nazis' ghastly "final solution of the Jewish broblem." Trace the con-
neétion between New Testament anti-Judaism and the anti-Jewish pogroms !
in Christian (I choose to let the adjective stén& without enclosing it

in exculpating quotation mafks) Europe and América. ‘Do that and you may
decide a moratﬁrium on the evangelism of your Jewish friends and neighbors
is in order.

Here, frankly, evangelicals are hard put to gain clear perspec-
tive. .Not regarding the:incredible. emotion-numbing insanity of an
Auschwitz. Not that by any means! Instead,-wé are ﬁard_put to evaluate
objectively the allegation that the preaching of the Goépel has inspired
antisemitism and may--God forbid!--do so again .in the future. How ﬁust,
we must interrogafe our souls, is that allegation?

The core of the GosPel,'we aré reminded, is the Cross, fhe Story
of a judicial murder. Perpetrated by i Rﬁmans, it wa; brought about
by the hateful connivance of those enemies whom Jesus.had stirred up
within His oﬁn nation. Can this Story be told, we are asked, without
eliciting the vindictive taunt (or thought), "Jewish Christ-killers!
Jewish Chrisﬁ—killerS!“? Can it be told, as traditionally it has been,
and not breed.énimosity against, say, members of a Brooklyn synagogue-
who have never heard the names of Annas and Caiaphas? Canlii be toid and
not serve to exonerate the infliction of suffering on the Jews as a

b

penalty merited by their guilt? Recall that at the close of the third
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century Chrysostum condeﬁned the "odious assassination" of Christ by Ehé
Jews, for whom there is, he declaimed, "no expiation possible, no indﬁl—
.gence, no pardon;" Recall, too, that in the twentieth century so noble

a Christian as Dietrich Bonhoeffer, challenging the Afyan clauses which:
Hitler had adopted, wrote this sentence: "Tﬁe_church of Christ has never
lost sight of the thought that the 'chosen péople,' who nailed the re- .
deemer of the world to a cross, must bear the curse for its actioﬁ through
a long history of suffering_.“20 With amp}est good reason,'therefqre,'

Jules Issac asserts in his Teaching of Contempt, "no idea has been more

destructive and has had more deadly effect in the scattered Jewish ﬁiﬁor—
ities living in Christian countries than the pernicious view of them as
the 'deicide people.'"?!

Besides believing that Israel as a nation was gﬁilty of murdering
its incarnaté God, Christians also believe, wé are further reminded, thaf
Jewish guilt_grows highér'aﬁd higher as'Jesué' own people stubbornly per-
sist in their refusal.to‘accept Him as Messiah. And this is the belief
of not ﬁerely benighted fundamentalists. ©No, it is a common Christian
beliéfl Even a theologian of Karl Barth's stature and sensitivity enter-
tained it. 1In 1957, a long time after Auschwitz, he authorized without
change what he had written in 1942, "There is no doubt that Israel héars;
how less than ever can it shelter behind the pretext of ignérance and

inability to understand. But Israel hears--and does not.believe!"22 And

in not penitently acknowledging its Messiah Israel goes on obdurately
heaping up its guilt.
Not surprisingly, therefore, history reveals that a dark and de-

structive attitude towards Jewish people develops as a concomitant of
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Gospel proclamation. In the Story of Jesus.the sinister wvillain is.
Israel: it is the lightning rod that draws to itself the sizzling elec-.
tricity of Christian wrath.

As evangelicals, what 6ught to be our. response tp this indict-
ment? We havé,'I.reply. an ‘inescapable obligation to do whatever we can
in order to clear. away the misunderstandings and misinterprgtations which
have dyed the pages of history with Sewish blood. We must point out, for
one thing, that the nation Israel as an entityi@as nolmore-éuilty.of
crucifying Jesus than;we,we}e; maybe , 1n fact, we were more so. Suffice
it to say here thaf a careful examination of the éospels puts the burden
of responsibility for the crucifixionlof Jesus onltﬁe-shoulders of the
-imperial govérnment in Palestine. So Jules Issac inquires whether the
Roman soldie?é.and their commanding officer were aéﬁing on orders_from
" Judas or Caiaphas: "They were .acting," he-cpmments, "on orders from -
Pilate who had sent them." Then Issac comments again, "Common sensé'tellé
us that in such cases the greater-responsibility;lies with thdse who com-
mand .the greatéf power—=in other-uérds with 1':’]'.1::1_1:12."-23 Hence in féfuting
the chérge that.the Jewish.people were Christ%killers{ we_evangeiicals
must attest with Roy Eckardt that "'Roman responsibility' is a purely
historical, superseded matter, while 'Jewish responsibility' is hardly at
all a historical matter; it is an existential one."%? -For what Christian
today, he asks, would eﬁer shout at a citizen of Rome the taunt, "You
killgd Chfist!?? Tﬁat would.be thé nonsensicai equivalent of iﬁdiscrimi—
natély cﬁarg;ng'a créwd gf contemporary Americans, "You killed Abraham
Lincoln;" | |

We evangelicals must likewise attest that any Jewish responsibility
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was limited to a handful of corrupt leaders and their hangers-on. IEugéne
Fisher argues that in a way those leaders were not really leaders.

Cut off from the people and living by collaboration with Rome, the
temple priesthood must have developed a quite natural "seige men=-
tality." Eager to please their Roman superiors, they would zeal-
ously seek to bring to the attention of Pilate even the slightest
hint of rebellion. . . . They were not the truly religious leaders
of the day, the Pharisees. Rather the individuals involved were
only "the chief priests and the scribes," the Sadducean party of
the aristocracy who had sold out to Rome in the view of the people
and represented no more than their own selfish interests.

We evangelicals must attest, once more, that since Jesus died for
the sin of the world, every human being bears the'responsibility for the
cross, Christians no less than Jews (and Christians, I repeat, more than
Jews). Lest this attestation stir within our deceitful hearts even a
flicker of self-righteousness, we evangelicals need to remember that it
is actﬁally a belated echo of Artiéle IV of the Catechism of the Council

hof Trenf promulgated in the sixteenth.century.

In this guilt are involved all those who fall frequently into sin;
for, as our sins consigned Christ the Lord to the death of the
cross, most certainly those who wallow in sin and iniquity crucify
to themselves again the Son of God, as far as in them lies, and
make a mockery of him. This guilt seems more enormous in us than
in the Jews, since according to the testimony of the same apostle:"
If they had known it, they would not have crucified the Lord of
glory; while we, on the contrary, professing to know him, yet
denying him by our actions, seem in some sort to lay violent hands
on him (Hebrews 6:6; I Corinthians 2:8).26

The recognition of our personal responsibility for the Savior's death is,
as James Daane suggests, "the spiritual solvent that ought to dissolve
anti-Semitism in the Christian community."

Penitent for his own role in crucifying the Son of God, cognizant
of his infinite guilt for such an act, the Gentile Christian can,
within the spirit of true repentance, condemn only himself. When
he thinks of the sins of other sinners--which he naturally does

and must do--if he is truly sorry for his own sins, he can only
compare other sinners favorably with himself. With Paul, he can
only say about sinners: "“of whom I am chief." Confession of one's
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own requnsibility for the death of Christ involves the recognition
that one's guilt is infinite. Where this is recognized and acknow-
ledged, how can the sin of another be regarded as greater? How can
the Jew be regarded as "most" responsible?27
So, we evangelicals must atiest that the Gentile refusal of God's
Messiah is equally'as repreheﬁsible as the rejection of Jesus by a twenti-
eth century Jew, excePE that,.as Gaod khows the conflicting emotions within
the labfrinth of evgry psyche, Hé is aware, aé we canngg be, of the nextf
to-invincible difficulty a Jew mﬁy experience in 6pen;ﬁg his heart to
theuclaims of a Christ Whose followers have caricatured Him as a cruel
sadist rather than a-c&mpassionaté ééviour.
Consider, in the third place, the appeal to theoiogy as a grbund
for imposing a.mqratorium on thg.evéngelizationloflJéws. For laﬁterly;"
in the aftermath of Vatical IT and with the increase of Jewish-Christian

dialogue, not forgetting the continuing effect in the United States of a

civil religion that labors to avoid sectarian offense, Catholic and Protes-—

tant scholars have pushed for a drastic revision of traditional Chris-

tology and pari passu the revision of traditional soteriology. Chief

among these has been Rosemary Reuther whose controversial book, Faith and

Fratricide, boldly raises this explosive issue, "Is it possible to say
'Jesus is Messiah' without, implicitly or explicitly, saying at-the Same
time 'and the Jews be damned'?'.'28 Here it is out.of the question--neither
is it my specific assignment--to-examine her argument that the.New Testa-
‘ment is.anti-Judaic and thus latently anti-Semitic. Reuther's purpose,

as stated by Thomas Indinopulos and Roy Bowen Ward, is to.demonstrate

that "The aﬁti-Judaic root of Christianity cannot be torn out until the
church's Christﬁlogy is rid of its negatién of the ongoing validity of the

Jewish faith.“zg
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Ignoring her provisional and, even an evangelical may quite dis-
passionately report, unsuccessful venture at an acceptable non-Judaic
reformulation of Christology, let us shift our attention to another Roman
Catholic theologian, Gregory Baum, and notice how he has sought to accom-
plish the same objective. Himself of Jewish background, he too calls for
a reconstruction of Christology that will eliminate its pathological anti-
Semitism. He is confident that by "ideology critique" the revision can
be aécomplished. Bravely he blazes the trail which must be hewn out.

From the beginning, the Church preached the Christian message

with an anti-Jewish ideoclogy. When in later centuries, the Church
gained political influence and social power, the anti-Jewish ideology
translated itself into legal structures that excluded the Jews, with
the result that the Christian gospel in fact came to promote the
oppression of a living people. Because the enslavement of human
beings goes against the spirit and substance of the Gospel, it is
possible, I hold to remove these ideological deformations from
Christian teaching, however ancient and venerable they may be .30

In the soul-scorching blaze of Auschwitz, which serves as "an
altogether special sign of the times," Christianity, Baum contends, has no
other option than penitent theological reconstructionism. "The Church is
now summoned to a radical reformulation of its faith, free of ideological
deformation, making God's act in Christ fully and without reserve a mes-
sage for life rather than death." Speaking his mind more fully and speci-
fically on this score, Baum declares:

There seems to be no reason why the Christian church, on the basis
of the believing response to the Holocaust and a new Christian
piety, should not be able to re-think and re-formulate the Christ-
event in a way that retains Jesus unalterable as the source of God's
judgment and new life for the believing community, but specifies
that this dispensation of grace is only a prelude to the complete
fulfillment of the messianic promises when God's will be done on
earth in the new age.3l

This, then, in one short sentence is how Baum hopes to engineer

the recasting of traditional Christology: "“Jesus is the Christ in an
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anticipatory way." The Baumian version of Christology

does not make Jesus the messiah of Israel who fulfills all the di-
vine promises, who completes and closes the order of redemption
and who is identified with God in such a way that there is no ac-
cess to divinity through other dispensations. At the same time,
such a christology, to remain in continuity with the Christian
past, must clarify the pivotal place which Jesus holds in the
history of salvation and the manner in which the absolute manifests
itself in Jesus--that is to say, how it remains correct for Chris-

. tians to say that God is substantially present in Jesus Christ.32

This carries a‘corollary,'as Baum unflinchingly admits: Jesus is
no longer the way to God, the only Saviour.apart from Whom a redemptive
relationship with the Creator is impossible. Such exclusivism must be
abandoned.

Reuther and Baum have an. ally in Father John. T. Pawlikowski, 0.S.M.,
professor at the Catholic Theological Union in Chicago and chairman of
the NCC Faith and Order Study Group on Israel. He finds fault with Paul's
vision of the Jewish. future sketched in Romans 9-11 because it "ulti-
mately ends on a conversationist (sic: comversionist?) note that.I find
unacceptable." So, for him, "More radical surgery is imperative." 1In
his judgment

parts of our traditional Christology (are) severely inadequate and
should in fact be discarded . . . as Christians we should come to
view the Jewish "no" to Jesus as a positive contribution to the
ultimate salvation of mankind, not as an act of unfaithfulness or
haughty ‘blindness. :

Pawlikowski is keenly conscious that his reformulated Christology
"will profoundly alter Christianity's self-definition," but he is per-
‘suaded that it will "make possible a more realistic relationéhip to

. ' : e . .33 '
Judaism and to all other non-Christian religions.

“A'profound'alteration of Christianity's self-definition. . . .

Profound indeed, so profound that an evangelical must apply to Pawlikowski's
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proposed reconstruction the strictures Indinopulos and Ward level against
Reuther and, inferentially, Baum. This reformulation has so diStahced it—l
self from historic Christian belief that what is presented as "Christo-
logical™ will not

prove ihtelligibie, much less acceptable to any of the recognizable

branches of Christianity. . . . The implication of our author's

Christological "reinterpretation” is that in order for Christology

to cease being anti-Semitic, it must cease being recognizable as

Christology, that is, "salvific." To us, this appears as self-

‘defeating--a case of stopping the disease by shooting the

patient.‘34 . ' : ; :

Which is why, Indinopulds and Ward warn the ecumenical advocates

of reconstructionism, the "inherent contradiction” between the two diver-
gent religions, Christianity and Judaism, cannot be overcome "without

either the Chirstian quitting his faith or the Jew converting to Chris-

tianity."

LT
WQ come back,-then, more or less full circle, to the probleﬁ of

witness and conversion. Since Chrisfianity, és evangelically construed,
is of necessity evangelistic, can Christians.earnéstly share.their faith
with Jews and not come under censure for proselytizing}_'i think they can.
As an evangeliﬁalg I draw a sharp distinction betweeﬁ proselytizing and
witnessing, rejecting proselytiém'as a perversion of Qitness. AsJan
evangelicai, I am_glad to have the Second Vatican Council voice not my
mere sentiment but my strong conviction. -

In spreading religious faith . . . everyone ought at ali.times to

refrain from any manqer_of action which might seem to carry a kind

of coercion or a kind of persuasion that weould be dishonorable or

unworthy, especially when dealing with poor or uneducated people.

Such a manner of action would have to be considered an abuse of
one's own right and a violation of the right of others.35
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As an evangelical, I also gladly endorse the editorial note ap-
pended to that Vatican II statement.

It is customary to distinguish between "Christian witness" and
proselytism and to condemn the latter. This distinction is made

in the text here. Proselytism is a corruption of Christian witness
by appealing to hidden forms of coercion or by a style of propaganda
unworthy of the gospel It is not the use but the abuse of religious
freedom. 36 : ' ’

- Moreover, as an evangelical, I giadly subscribe to the affirmation made
by Tommaso Federici iﬁ his study outline for the Roman Cathoiic'CommissiOn
for Religious Relations with the Jews.

The Church thus rejects in a clear way every form of proselytism..
This means the exclusion of any sort of witness and preaching which
in any way constitutes a physical, moral, psychological or cultural
constraint on the Jews, both individuals and communities, such as
might in any way destroy or even simply reduce their personal judg-
ment, free will and full autonomy of. decision. . . . Also excluded
is every sort of judgment expressive of discrimination, contempt or
restriction against the Jewish people as such . . . or against their
faith, their worship, their general and in particular their religious
culture, their past and present hlstory, their existence and its
meaning. :

S 1 additibn, as an evangelical, I gladly countersign the emphatic
repudiation of proselytism issued by the WCC:
Proselytism embraces whatever violates the riéht of the human person,
Christian or non-Christian, to be free from external coercion in re-
ligious matters, or whatever, in the proclamation of the Gospel,
does not conform to the ways God draws free men to himself in re- .
sponse to his calls to serve in spirit and in truth. 38
Still further, I, as an evangelical and as a human being who knows
his own motives are never unmixed, appreciate James Megivern's helpful
analysis in his article, "A Phenomenology of Proselytism." I realize, as
he indicates, that three major dynamics seem to underlie the proselytizer‘s
activity: first, the "necessary-for-salvation" motive; second, the "one-
and-only-truth" motive; and third, the "obedience-to-a-divine-command"

motive.39
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I realize likewise that operating dynamically in the proselytizer
may be latent and "less exalted motives, with consequences that no re-
spectable religion could ever want to justify"--a "domination-motive,” an
"insecurity-motive," and an “egocentrinmotive."4o But while keeniy .
appreciative of the subtléty and strength of these perhaps unconscious
dynamiCS, I do not draw from them or Megivern's other arguments a'waffant
for declaring "a moratorium on Christian missions as we have known therri."41
Instead, I am constrained to view positively the three major motives which
he mentions. Like my fellow-evangelicals I share the conviction that.
Christianity, as the flower and fulfillment of its: 0ld Testament root, is
the one~and-only truth, the solely salvific religion. ‘Certainly we are
not obtusely insensitive to the enormous problems inherent in that con-
victidn. Neither are we obtusely insensitive to the difficulties which
our truth-claim creates in intercredal dialogue. Joseph A. Bracken
rightly points out that, if a dialogue-partner holds such a conviction,
he is not engaglng in a mutual search for truth he is covertly u51ng dia-
logue "as an instrument to convert the others to one's own antecedent
confessional viewpoint.“

If one believes that one already has the truth and that truth of
its very nature is incapable of change or development, then clearly
one will engage in dialogue only up to a point, the point, mainly,
.when one's antecedent beliefs would be called into question. . . .
Ultimately, one's antecedent views on the nature of truth will dic-
tate the manner of one's participation in a dialogue-situation, and
the only honest thing to do in advance of actual part1C1pat10n is
to decide where one stands on this prior issue.

Peter Berger is of the same opinion: "Dialogue between Jews and
Christians (again, for perfectly understandable reasons) rarely deals

43

with the truth claims of the two communities." So interreligious dis-

cussion at this deep epistemological and philosophical level are mandatory
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to prevent_dialogue from being a polite shadow-boxing. But as long as
we evangelicals remain convinced'thét by God's grace alone, not by ﬁiffﬁe
of our superior intellectuai.power; we do in fact possess the Trdﬁh'a;d_
thus know the solely salvific Gqspei, we are undér obligatidn to shére
it. And now Megivern's other ﬁotive, obedience to a divihe command, éémes
into play--in our case, obedieﬁbe:tp-our Lord's mandéte, “Preéch the Gos-
pel to every living person" (Mark 16:15).. Only His mandate and our
ébediénce may h;vé as their motive a dynamic which Megivern does -
meﬁfién though it is ghé master-motive in éhrisﬁian-theology, ethic,lénd
mission--love: |

"God is love," thtla New Testament proclaims, and mo"ti_vated Iby_.love
and nothing but love He hag ﬁndertaken the whole éroceéé‘of creation and
redemption in order tﬁ share tﬁg beatitude of His love with finite ex-
perients. We heér the Message of that love which at an incalculable cost
to Himself.God freely offe:s.to all of us. (I read Abraham Heschel's
moving éxPOSition of Jehovah's pathos, His eﬁpathic identification with
hnmanity and with Israel in pafticuiar,.and iﬁ my heart.the Johannine
affirmation reverberates, "God is loﬁe."). Illuminated by God's Spirit,
we reépond in faith. Ana haﬁing experiehced personally thg wondér.of.His
love, we are motivated to love Him and, loving Qoﬁ,.obey Him. ﬁIf.you._
love me," Jesus said, "keep my commandments“.(John 14:15). Aﬁd one of
His commandments is universal evangelismf |

More than th#t, love for thé-God'sacrificiélly self—révealed in
Jesus Christ.motivates ibve for.ail whom He lovés. The iﬁseparablé link-

age of love-for-God and love-for-neighbor is indicated in these decep-

tively simple New Testament words:
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We love hiim because he first loved us. If a man says,. I love
God, and hateth his brother, he is a liar: for he that loveth not
his brother whom he hath seen, how can hé love God whom he hath
not seen? . _ - o :
And this commandment have we from him, that he who loveth God -
- love his brother also. (I John 4:19-21) '
And if love motivates us (though its mbtivéting power is cpnféésedly
* often wéak, inéffectugl, and shqrt-éircﬁited), we rejoice to share wi£ﬁ
our neighbofs the best we have to give, and that best is the Gospel of
Jesus Christ. Georgé A. F. Knight therefore speaks on behalf of all
evangelicals when he, a sympathetic friend of Israel, writes: "There is
one thing, and only one thing that we must’coﬂmuniéate to all men, and
that is Christ. To refrain from doing so . . . is a form of religious
anti-Semitism which is as basically evil as the philosophy of the Naz{s: 4%
Thus in the end the problem is not why but how: as undesefving
. recipients of redemptive love how can we lovingly share the Gospel with
Jewish non-Christians? If we sharelit_ptayerfully, graciously, tactfully,
honestly, sensitively, and non-coercively, we ‘will not be guilty of the
proselytizing that understandably disturbs Rabbi Brickner: "It is not
the Gospel that is a threat to the Jews. The threat is from those who
use the Gospel as a club to beat others into a brand of belief and sub-
mission with which they may disagree or find no need.qs
Our evangelism, if love-motivated and love?implemented, will fall
- within the category of witnessing approved by Rabbi Bernard Bamberger:
"I see no reason why Chrisfians should not try to convince us of their
viewpoint, if they do so decently and courteously; and I believe that we
o L .45
Jews have the same right.

One might devoutly wish that he were a theological genius and a

sociological wizard capable of undoing the Gordian knot of Jewi sh-

28




Christian relations. But.that tangle, I. fear, will stay tied until, an
evangelist might exclaim, the millenium'has-dawned. Meanwhile Reuther
charts the path whiqh'we must follow with a measure of resignation and a
capitulation to realism.
Possibly anti-Judéism is too deeply embedded in the foundations of
Christianity to be rooted out entirely without destroying the whole
structure. We may have to settle for the sort of ecumenical good-
will that lives with theoretical inconsistency and opts for a modus
operandi that_assures practical cooperation between Christianity
and Judaism.4? : '
Is that too modest an.agreement? Or can an evangelicalism which
intblerantly opposes any least anti—Semiticlinnuenﬂo, carry on its evan-

gelistic mission while cooperating ecumenically with its Jewish friends

and neighbors? My hope, my prayer, is. that it can.
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STN AND ATONEMENT

By Seymour Siegel, Jewish Theological Seminary of America.

"Whatever became of sin?", asks Karl Menninger in a well known
book, People, it seems, have stopped talkihg about sin. This
does not mean, of course, that they lwe stopped sinning.. Quite
the contrary seems to be the case. One of the wily tricks of |
the yeser hara, the evil inclination, is to attempt to convince
people that it does not exist. Sin is present 'in our life today
as it always has been. What is different is that it has been
given new names--sickness, ignorance, weakness--~-and the seductive
label--liberation. ' "

What do we mean when we speak of sin?

In order to answer this guestion we muSt describe our notion
of what makes up a human being. Anthropology is an indispensible _ _
twin of tkology. o PR K =i

In this discussion two aspects of human reture are immensely 2
important.

Man is a theological being. He cannot live without some
committment to some structure of meaning and value in his life.
This structure may be comeious or unconscious--Known or unknown.
It is revealed most frequently in a period of crisis. When we
are faced with difficult decisions or moments of shattering
impact we begin to realize what the structure of our values
is. To use Paul Tillich's most meaningful formdation: we all

have some ultimate concern. There is something, someone,or

some cause which is the highest rung of our hiearachy of values:
for which we are willing to sacrifice everything.. Many things
have served as "ultimate concerns®: the ego, the state, the party,
the pursuit of truth, even the trappings of religion. We are

commanded in the Bible: Thou shalt love the ILcrd thy God with all
thy heart, with all thy soul and with all thy might.  That which

a person loves with all his heart, with all his soul and with all
his might is his "god.” The main choice of life is whether we
should serve God or a "god." )

The other important aspect of human nature is the assertion that
the human is defined by freedom. Freedom is thelbossibility inherent
in the human being of acting one way or another way. The rabbinic
psychology posits two yetsers, two inclinations present within the
consciousness of the human being. One of these is called the
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vetser hatov, which is the tendency within ps to .turn ourselves to the

good; to conquer self-interest and self-centeredness. The yetser
hatove makes it possible for us to be obedient to God, to serve others
even to the point of self-sacrifice. It.is the good yetser that makes
it possible for us to practice the good. o
The other tendency within us--far more powerful, it seems--is the

yetser hara, the evil inclination. This is the tendency within us
that propels us away from the good and toward the evil, The yetser
hara has its roots in pride and idolatry. In pride we put ourselves
in the center of things. Our aggrandizement, our pleasure, our

. reputations form the core of all our values. This expansion of the
ego is at the expense of our true committment--which is to God.
The rabbis assert that God says He cannot abide in the same place
with the prideful person. There just isn't enough room for both.

- The other ally of the yetser hara is idolatry. Idolatry consists e
of substitutihg sbmefhing finite, béssing, and mortal as our ultimatel.
concern rather than that which ought to be our source of allegiance and
total committment. These two tendencies--idolatry and pride turn us
away from God; involve us in deeds, thoughts, and committments which
are sinful. They turn us away from the good and make us cling'to the
evil.- _

Both of the yetsers--the good one and the evil one--are rooted in

our freedom. If we had no freedom it would be nonsemcal to speak

of turning one way or the other way. We would not turn--we would

be pushed. If man were completely determined , he might do wrong
things--but this would not be sin. The ability to sin is a great
tribute to man--for it asserts that he is free. Modern 'liberationisté;“
or determinists (they are not the same) do not aggrandiie the human |
spirit by denying the reality of sin. They diminish the human spirit.

The yetser hara » which turns us toward evil can.be identified :
with‘sensuality, as hedonism-but it is not, in normative Judaism,
identified with the body. The body is not evil. It is, after all,

a creation of God. The yetser hara uses the body and its desires

to entice men away from the good. The body itself can also be moved

by the yetser hatov, the good inclination. This is evident when

sexuality or eating is done according to the directives of God.

The notion tha the body is the source of evil is eof ihellenistic
origin and is not part of normative Judaism. When the yetser

hara is overcome , it is a result of the study and practice of Torah
and God's grace.

The yetser hara expresses itself also through pride. Whereas in
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sensua%%gy, the human being descends to the 1eve;'of an animai'who

is at/mercey of his instincts, in pride, the human being pretends that
he is more than human, in other words--God. When the serpent

tempts Eve in the Garden of Eve to disobey-the command not to eat

from the Tree of Knowledge, he promises that if does succumb

she and her husband will be "like God." This is the eternal

temptation of sin. We wish to be like God in making our own law

and providing our own salvation and eventually our own immortality.

The truth, of course, is that we are amphibious creatures--partly
animal and partly spirit. In sensuality we try to forget our spiritual
nature and act like animals. In sin as pride we forget our animal
dimension and pretend that we are entlrely spirit.

The evil yetser, which is the cause of sin, is combatted, as we said
above, the study of the Torah and works of lovingkindness. ‘Blessed
are Israel,” the Rabbis say”™ as long as they are devoted to the study
of Torah and works of lovingkindness the Evil Yetser is delivered into-
their hands." (Eccles. Rabba: 9,7) In the rabbinic viewpoint, The
Torah by itself is not sufficient to defeat the yetser hara. *“The
conquest in the end comes from God.” (schechter,'Some Aspects of,l
Rpbbinic Theology, p.278). Thus the words of the Daily Prayerbook:
*Make us cleave to the Good Yetser and fo good deeds; subjugate our
Evil Yetser so that it may submit itself to Thee.” The underlying
idea is "man's consciousness of his helplessness against the powers of
temptation, which can only be overcome by the grace of God."( Schechter,
op. cit.,p. 280) '

Even the yetser hara is not completely evil. It also has its place
in the creation. Otherwise God would not have created it. Thus
Scripture s_Ys: "And God saw everything that He had created and behold
it was very gdod. (Genesis 1:31) . This refas, say the Rabbis, to the
evil yester. The question is put, "Indeed can the Evil Yetser be _
considered as very good?" The answer is that v@Eeszit -not for the
evil yetser a man would neither build a house, nor marry a.wifé, nor
beget children, nor engage in commerce. The point seems to be that
one of the strategies to be used against the evil inclination is to
turn it to good purposes. Thus, the desire for acquisition of goods
which does reflect sefl-aggrandizement is also the motive power for -
the economic and commercial progress that charactefizes society.

Thus life is a continuous battle within the human soul’ for domlnatlon.
All too frequently, it is the evil yetser whlcn triumphs.
If the forgoing is true, then the conclusion is that all men sin.

Sin may not be "original” in the sense that the term is interpreted
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by some Christians . Sin is ubiquitous. There is no man so righteous
that he always does good and does not sin. There is a bit of self-
aggrandizement even in the highest reaches . of the spirit. Men do good
not only for the sake of the good--but also to be admired, to be
justified, and to be rewarded. The rabbis say that the only commandment
which is fulfilled purely is that of circumscion. Thesﬁbject is

too young to "sin." However, there is nothing so base that some
element of the yetser hatov is not present therein. This is the

reason that evil almost always justifies itself in terms of some ?,

good. Even our bodlly functions have some "splrltual" dimension x
attached to them. Animals eat when they are hungry. Only hnman be1ngs :
are gluttons. Animals have sex only at stated times. Men are lechers. ﬁ_
Animals defecate withmt concern. about privacy. Men cover themselves o
or hide themselves. Even Adolph Hitler, the greatest of all sinners,
justified his actions in terms of some higher good: he was after all
doing the world a great service in ridding it of "wvermin."

It is this mixture of motives that makes human life so amblguous, so
puzzling, so dangerous, and so interesting. '

If the above analysis is correct, then individuals can "sin" even
when they are nct formally religious. . If it is true that all men .
have some *"ultimate concern" which functions in life as "god", then
all are-committed to something. It is also true that they do not
fully obey their *god’. The loyal party member permits himself
a bit of self-indulgence; the seeker after power relaxes; the Jew
does not fulfill the Torah; the Christian does not fully Follow
Christ. Though these 'sins' differ in content; they do not differ
in form. There is a feeling of alienation, guilt, and remorse.

This is part of the human condition. In this sense we all carry
the burden of sin,

5 3 4

Let us delve a bit_deeper into the motivapion.fqr_sin._ After all,
how does the yetser hara succeed so often and so universally? If we
acknowledge and commit ourselves to our "ultimate concern", why do
we fail so often. '

" The Hebrew language has three main words to describe sin. These
three words are used in the Confession of the High Priest during the
service of the Day of Atonement. They, therefore, represent the
normative statement about thetypology of sin. The three words are:
chet, avon, and pesha. '

Each one of these terms points to a special quality of sin.




55—

Chet is related to a term taken from archery. It refes to missing
the mark--just as an arrow does not hit thé bulls—éye. The term =~ .
refers to the phenomenon of sinning through ignorance, misunderstanding,
lack of skill. Frequently, peoplé sin because they have -convinced
themselves that they are doing the right thing even whlle they are
doing the wrong thing. It also points to the tragic phenomenon of
human life t hat frequently our good intentions result in the opposite
of what we had hoped. They are not aware that their aim is bad; that
theirlcalculations are awry, or that their predictions are all wrong.

"The ultimate treason," points out T. S. Eliot, "is to do the wrong _

thing for the right reason.” More harm is done im the name of goodness, _
love, religion, and justice than in the name of the Devil himself . e
Parents frequently think that they are doing the best for their -

Vo,

children by being indulgent; teachers feel that they are helping
their students by not insisting on high standards; governments
institute programs to help the downtrodden which increase the misery
of those/ggg the ébjects of concern. This is one of the really
tragic aspects of human existence..It is an expression of sin as

reflecting chet. A chet is partially forgiveable-—after all, the

intention was good. It is also partially blameworthy. Human beéings - ‘f:
should inform themselves of the probably consequences of their actions. '
We should attempt to grow in awareness and wisdom so that we have a better
chance to fulfill our intentions. In the ancient days, when the sacrificial
system was functlonlng, it was the duty of the doer of a chet to offer A '
sacrifice called chatat. _ S '
Avon is related to a root meaning crooked. It refers to the type
of sin which is not a defect of the intelligence, but a defect of the -
will. The individual knows he is doing wrong. He really wants to do
the right, but he cannot help himself. He is overcome with desire,
wakness, lack of will. He knows what is good, but he not the power.to
do the good. The analogy which I find meaningful is that of a dieter .
who knows that eating ice cream is not good. However, he yields to
temptatlon and exhibits weakness-~thus sinning. The doer of the avon
is culpable. He should not have submitted to temptation. Most of the
sins we commit stem from our weakness, our petty de51res and our 1nab111ty
to do the right, even when we know that we are doing the wrong.
The most serious of sins are the result of ggsha, rebelllon, Sin _
.is rebellion. We know what is wrong. We have the power to resistlthe

#rong. We ', however, will to do the wrong
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because we wish to assert our own ego; to affirm our own identity.

In doing the wrong, in defying God, we affirm our own independence,

our own self-confidence. The sin is not mérely to gain pleasure or

even power over others. It is to defy God in the name of our own

autonomy. This is basically the sin of Adam who had everything in the

Garden of Eden, except the fruit of one tree. He saw this as a challenge

to his own self-hood. He wanted to be like God. I sin--therefore I am.
The pesha sin is the most blameworthy. It is born of rebellibusness

and inauthentic self-assertion. It is also the most significant. There

is a poignancy, even some nobility (misplaced it is true) in attempting

to stand on our own two feet without dependence upon on anything or

Anyone. The Rabbi of Kotzk who was one of the great teachers of the

chasidim is quoted as saying that he gfeatly admired Pharaoh, the '

king of Egypt. He had the stubborness to stick to his guns even in the =

face of diRE calamities , plagues, and misfortunes. That was a man!,-he

is reported to have said. This is one of the reasons that great sinners -

are sometimes converted into great saints. They have directed their |

remarkable energies, enthusiasms, and courage to the wrong end. They

are therefore outfageous sinners..They have but to turn this energy to

the good and thej will be saints. The talmud says that on a place

where a repentant sinner stands, a perfect righteous man cannot stand,
Part of this is admiration for the man who has tasted the forbidden _
fruits of the world and yet abandoned them for the righteous path. _ -

Hosaver, there is also a recognition that the sinner possesses a
;qiggome measure of spiritual energy. During his sinful
—blad :

life he has dedicated these efforts in promoting the evil. In his
repentance he has re-directed the same energies toward pious ends The
perpretrator of pesha has spirit; he is rebellious; but he is not '
passive and pathetic in his sinfulness. He can turn into a'saiﬁt._'

The inner outcomes of sin are alienation and disorder.

Our faith in our ultimate concern makes our human-ness possible.
Without this faith men are either the slaves of their impulses or
driftless ; they are in a state of anomie. Since sin is an offense
against the God we worship, its inevitable outcome is alienation from'
the very source of our being. We can no longer relate wholeheartedly
to the source of Meaning. We have offended Him. . We are ashamed and
embarrassed. Instead of the encounter--there is cppéealment. Likef_
Adam in the Garden after he has sinned, the sinner tries to escape | !
God; to flee from Him. . Luckily, God continues to pursue us '
even in our sinfulness. This pursuit is a further cause for the
feeling of alienation. Many would like to be rid of God altogether ;
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since His presence does annoy and upset.
The énalogy which is frequently used is from-#nterpérsonal relations.

When we have sinned agains someone we love--a spouse, a friend--

we feel alienation from the person we lové and respect. We cannot

look the other in the face. We avoid Hs company. We cross the

street when we see him approaching. Another strateqy is to:act

inauthentically, without enthusiasim or whole-heartedness. The pangs

of guit are a wall which separates us from that we have offended.

The sense.of shame comes from the feeling that we have betrayed
that which we, literally, hold to be most sacred. There is also
a longlng to return to authentic relationship. It is this shame
and longing which forms the motivation for healing and reconc111atmon..

Sin also brings with it disorder. The emotional and spiritual _
1life of the individual is affected by his wrongd01ng. This may lead - I
to actual illness. Psychiatrists such as Frankl, Menninger, and }
Binswénger have stressed that exitsténtial anxiety flowing
from a lack of meaning and harmony, shalom, with thesource of life-
is a basic cause of mental and even physical disbrder.

The Psalmist haé described the relationship between sin and
sickness: : o

~"Happy is the man whose transgression is forgiven, whose sin

is pardoned. When I kept silent concerning my guilt, my bones

wore away (keeping silent about transgression--either denying

or forgetting that it has taken place, does not lead to happiness

but in pain and sleeplessness)

This phenomenon leads to the conclusion that man's essential nature
that is, the state of his being that reflects the divine intention,
called for fellowship with God in faith and trust. When this
fellowship is disrupted as it is in man's existential nature, that

is man as he really is, disruption, disharmony and illness results.
Rabbi JOseph H. Soloveitchik points out that the experience of sin can
have, as we have said, psychological and physical corfelates?—"anguish,
fear, despondency, depression, anxiety' even rashes, dizziness, etc.”
Rabbi Soloveitchik compares the experience and symptoms of sin and
guilt with grief and bereavement, the symptoms of loss. *"Both can be
seen as the suffering of an intolerable sense of loss, both involve
withdrawal, masochism, self-hate and in extreme cases a full array of
somatic symptoms.* _ o

Lonliness and shame; anguish and guilt, alienation and despair are
the fruits of sin. These feelings are frequently distorted, denied,
and covered up. = But there breazkg . '
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through a disgust and revulsicn at being in such a state, This 1is

the drive toward repentance.

The Hebrew term for repentance is teshuva. The root means turning;
returning, and renouncing. Repentance involves turning, the redicrection
of life's energies from the bad to the good. It also involves returning,
to the basic nature of our existence, which is to be in fellowship

with that which we worship in our ultimate concern. The sinner has.strafed

far away from his true essence. He is alienated from the source. He

must return. ' | o ' : 5
The process of teshuva is intricate and subtle. '.It involves

becoming a new person: |

"Since you have done teshuva it is like you have become a new
creature,as-it is written ,'and the recrieated nation will praise
the Lord.;" (Midrash Tehilim.)...(teshuva equals being born again) - -

Two authors have written very profoundly about teshuva in our _
times. One is thg German philosopher Max Scheler. His book, On the
Eternal in Man. (#arper and Brothers) contains a chapter entitled
On Rébentance'and Rebirth. The other“writer is Rabbi JfB. Soloveitéhik -
of Yeshiva University, whose annual lectures on repentance delivered
during the Ten Days of Teshuva are an annual event iﬁ the religious
circles of New Yofk. The lectures have recently been published in
Hebrew and Englisﬁ by the Iraeli author, Pinchas Peli. Soloveitchik %
acknowledges his debt to Scheler, contributing many insights from
the Judaic pdnt of'view.

Scheler disagrees with those thinkers who seen the notion of
repentance as unproductive. These thinkers argue that sinéé

 repentace deals with past actions, it is self—flage]ation to dwell -

on that which has already happened., Even God cannot change thepast.

Since we cannot recover the past, theré is no sense in dealing with it.
Scheler'argues that though we cannot change th;kpast,.we can change

the meaning of thepast for us. This change of meaning is part of

repentance as the "self-healing ofthe soul.”

The meaning ofthe past is never wholly complete. It is always redeemable
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EgEough repentance. If guilt brought about by past actions remains
unrepented , it has a debilitating effect on the personality. - When
guilt is acknowledged and repented for, then the effect of the-

past is radically changed. "Repentihg is equivalent to re;appraisingl'
~part of one's life and shaping it with a miht—new worth and significance." |
In repentance the situation which resulted in sin is recrea£ed;_c1eansed |
and tbtally reshaped. The meaning of the past is totally different.

Think of a reformed alcoholic. The act of drinking hié first sho£ of
whiskey is toally different to him noﬁ in his reformed situation than

it was when he was an alcoholic. Then it was the first of a series

of deeds leading to his enslavement. Now it is the first of a series

of deeds leading to his liberation. Répentance, therefore; is.é process --.-
of facing up to past deeds, acknowledging their former sinful significance;f
expressing'disgust and regret at having committed the sin, aﬁd the :eséluébh
to be a new man, with a new paét, a new present, and a new future.

The turning removes the guilt and liberates the person. _
Soloveitchik explicates the meaning of tehhgyajas it is expfessed N

in the work of the greatest of Jewish philosopher, Moses Maimonides,

who included a section on the Law of Teshuva in his masterwork - - |

the Strong Hand, or the Mishne Torah. |
Maimonides says Fhat the first step in teshuva is confession. An .

individual must acknowledge his own guilt. He has to tell the

truth to himself a#out himself. This is extraordinarily difficult

some times, for, we are, as T. S, Eliot expressed it:'cfeatureé who

cannot bear too much reality. In Judaic tradition, this confession

does not have to be made to a priest--but to God alone. The e -

confessions of the synagogue especially during the Day of Atonement-

are in the plural so.that there can be an inclusion of the individual_

in thé group confession. -
The next step is called charata, which means regret. . The

penitent dors not only acknowledge his past sins, he has to regret

them--be sorry that he has committed them.
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The third step in the process of teshuva "is a strong resolve not to
repeat the sin. This regive is tested when the occasion arises again
to do the wrongthing, and the penitent resists the temptation.
The final process is reconciliation with God and the rebirth
of a new man. This person is a different one than theperson who
"had sinned. His past and its significance is different. His alienation
has been overcome. His estrangement has been bridged. His lonliness
for God has been overcome. His human-ness has been restored.
All of this comes through an act of will on thepart of the sinner.
=IOf course, as we sa1dprev1ously, he is helped by God's Grace. But
this grace is extended only if the movement toward God has already
begun. "He who comes to cleanse himself, "say the Rabbis he is helped
from above.," ‘
This whole process is one of enormous depth. It is not self-evident
nor easy. Solomon Schechter is his classic work, Some Aspects of
Rabbinic Theology begins his chapter on Foregiveness and Reconciliation
with God in the following way:?
The various aspects of the doctrine of atonement and forgiveness
as conceived by the Rabbis may be best grouped around the following
Rabbinic passage: "They asked Wisdom (Hagiographa), "What is the _
punishment for the sinner? Wisdom answered, °'Evil pursues the sinners
(Prov . 13:21). They asked Prophecy "What is the punishment of the
sinner?" Prophecy auswered, "The soul that sinneth, it shall die _
(Ezekiel 18:4). They asked the Torah, 'What is the punishent ofthe
sinner?"” Torah answered, "Let him bring a gullt-offerlng andit shall
be forgiven unto him, as it is sald, "And it shall be accepted
for him to make atonement for him."' (Lev. 1,4). They asked the
Holy One Blessed be He, What isthe punishment of the sinner? The
Holy One Blessed be He answered, Let him do repentance and it shall
be forgiven unto him, as it is said, "good and upright is the Lord:there
will he teach sinners in the way (Ps. 25:8.)

Tt is God Himself who wants the sinners to repent and to return to
Him.

Scripture and the rabbinic literature never tire of assuring sinful
man of the availability of teshuva and atonement.: No life is so
derelict, so sin-hardened that it is beyond redemptian. Teshuva
creates within us a new héart. The self,freed from sin, is
open to other people and to a closer relationship with God. O;ganizedl

around an authentic center, life regains its freedom and wholeness.
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The great day of Atonement is the time forfrepentance and atonement.,
The verse: "For on this day atonement be made for you,
to cleanse you; from all your sins before the'Ldrd shall you
be élean. |
Rabbi Soloveitchik points out that there are two aspects to
the process we have been discussion:atonement (kappara) and
purity (tahara)
| In the first the stain of sin is removed. The soul is freed

from the burden of sin. But this is not sufficient. There must

also be purity. The soul must be restored to its original
quality as the bridge between the human being and God. Repentance
yields kapara, thesin is forgiven and the stain is removed. Yet

we do need God's grace to bring us to purity to re-establish
our relationship with Him. That is why the verse concludes,
Before the Lord Shall ye be Purified. l In Jﬁdaism it is the
Grace of God given freely to him who comes that cleanses and restores.
"Fortunate are you, O Israel,"™ say the Rabbis "who purifies you and
before whom are you purified? Your father Who is in Heaven.” Throud
Him in direct relationship do we remove thesin and re-estéblish the
relationship.

Jewish mystics (see Sefer Hatanyé, Iggeret Hateshuva) point to
two kinds of teshuva: the lower teshuva and the higher teshuva.

(teshuva tataa and teshuva illah) . In the first, the mercy of

God forgives the sins of those who transgressed. The higher
teshuva, "the superior form of teshuva, the cleaving of spirit
to spirit” requires great effort. It is enough to remove

the barrier. The soul must make an effort to ré;ugite with

Cod, echieving the unity which is so necessary for the realization

of God's purpose on earth.
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forrepentance. However, this is not so. All our work is after
the sin of Adam..It is thus that all our work has as its purpose
to restore the world to that original order and wondrous state..
Thus all our work is the work of teshuva, and if one goes astray

and sins, this sin is an addition diminution in the work of
teshuva.
This statement made by a contemporary Jewish thinker, summarizes the
whole matter., The work of the human being on earth is to return
creation back to its Creator; to restore the original rightness
with which Creation began. At first, of course, we have to
restore our own souls., By doing that we are bringing about the
Unity of God and His Creation.
- Every year we have Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement. The work

ofrepentance is never completed. As long as we live we are

prey to pride, sensuality, rebellion, self-aggrandizement, separation, '

and alienation. We fall and stumble--but the opportunity of
teshuva remains until the end of days when we will have a new heart
and a new spirit. That day has not as yet come. We darq(gg;ist-
from the task of bringing it closer. |
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INTRODUCTION

Jerusalem - Zion occup_ies a significant place in the Historical, Prophetic
and Psalmic works of the Hebrew Bible.l After all, the cityof God's Temple
is the experi_ential setting of "hagios topos" (holy place) and the spatial
configuration of a socio-religious reality for the Bibligal writers, from
the prophets and the psalmists to the redactors and scribes. As such,
Jerusalem becomes a powerful literary image in the formation of prophetic
thought and in the expression of psalmic prayer. It serves as a symbol,
capturing me&ning on different levels and it portrays an idea that lends to
va?ious-parabolic forms. The Hebrew Bible links Jeruéalsm affectively with
basic theological concepts of creation, revelation and salvation. These
notions of biblical faith are determined in the highest sense by the human
encounter with Godfs presence in the Temple;‘ For Jerusalem as a cultic place
for God's enthronement and manifestaticnz affects deeply the one who prays
with a sense of awe and fascination.

Standing before God in the act of humility and dependence is the condition
and attitude of the worshipper. Standing implies a "place" orientation; one
directs his thoughts and feelings in prayer to God in a place. Through the
events of pollution and destruction, purificatior and restoration, the Temple
of Jerusalem produces a setting for biblical prayer, to expréss lamenf and

(more) * .
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yearning, to relate despair and joy and to reflect pain and peacefulness.
The worshipper relates to God in the directioa of the Temple? already reflected
in the prayer of Solomon (2 Kgs 8:20) and in the practice of Daniel (6:13).
Thus, Jerusalem remains the visible symbol of féith in Jewish prayer throughout
the ages.

Likewise, Jerusalem affects the prophets' protest concerning evil, as well
as their response to sinfulness and catastrophe. Moreover, it determines the
prophetic vision of Messianic renewal and universal redemption. The offshoot
of prophecy is apocalyﬁtfcism,4 which has shaped significantly the eschatolaqgical
vision and orientation of boph Judaism and Christianity. Clearly Apocalyptic
thought is affected by the crisis in Jerusalem and the hope for Zion. Moreover,
Jerusalem and Temple emerge on a dual plane as the earthly place of God's
indwelling and their counterpart in heaven, the realm of apocalyﬁfic;st's
ascent.5 This correspondence bespeaks a biblical orientation,lthat God remains
durative and abiding in the religious experience of his transcendental presence
while on earth he is manifested in history punctually and elusively. The
earthly Jerusalem relates affectively to its heaveniy counterpart and they
coalesce meaningfully in the end of time, when God's presence will be enjoyed

universally. /9

I. Jerusalem in Rabbinic Thought

The frequent mention of Jerusalem (over 2,000 references) in the Hebrew
Bible is notgd by the rabbis, and in Midrash Canticles Zu;a,6 a list of seventy
names, including metaphors and allusions, is given.l This betrays a significant
hermeneuticai approach, analogous to the exegetical method employed by Justin
in his Dialogue with Trypho,? the rabbi. Justin offers a list of scriptupdl
titles for Jesus, as a Christological guide to the interpretation of .the
Hebrew Bible. Jerusalem, therefore, is a dominant theological featurg in
‘homiletic thought and peroration of the rabbis. This is definitely related

to its centrality in the hope and prayer of the synagogal community. - For

(more) =~ TN .
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scriptunil preaching was addressed to the liturgically oriented audience,
affecting both faith and praxis.

In the above Midrash, the ciry_is linked with the seventy names of God,
of Torah and of Israel; similar expressions being interchangeable. This
indicates how far Jerusalem has penetrated the theological construct of
an organic trilogy,8 that "God, Torah and Israel are one." Israel's
historical consciousness of a continuous relationshié with God through
Torah, his living words, is determined by a "place" orientation. This
effective linkage of God's people with God's place is clearly manifested .
in the Pentateuch, the authoritative Torah. For Jerusalem and Temple are
inextricable and both serve as the quintessence of the Land. The land dominates-
the Pentateuchal account cof salvation in history? Accordingly, the place
with Yahweh is central to biblical faith aﬁd the Hebrew canon relates the
story of God's people with God's land. So it began with the patriarchs and
Ilafer experiéﬁcalbyltheir &escendants. It is characte?istic of ﬁhe histofy
of the Jewish people to be dynamically related to the human spirit on the move,
as M. Buber indicates,lo from epochs of'"Behausung} to be at home in the
universe, and epochs of "Hauslosigkeit", to feel homeless and to be regarded
v %
problemétically.

Place as land, city and Temple is so central a motif to the biblical
witness, that in New Testament times, the "place" already coalesced with God's
name.ll Matthew (5:35, 23:21) preserves the teaching of Jesus that Jerusalem
is the city of the Great King (Ps 48:3) and the Temple is the place of Godfs
indwelling (Ps 74:2). Neither is to be used in oath taking for this violates
the third commandment on not taking God's name in vain. In early Rabbinic
period, the "place" (maqom) was used as a divire title and R. Yohanan of the

third century indicates (BabylonianTalmud Baba Bathra 75b) that Jerusalem and

the Messiah both receive the divine name in prophetic writings (Ezek 48:34

(more).
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and Jer 23:6). For the manifestation of God's Kingdom was closely associated
in the early Palestinian liturgy with the coming of the Son of David and
the restoration of Jerusalem. Such an association dominates also the early
Christian liturgy,12 as recorded in Didach210:5, 6, and it becomes a

13
distinctive feature in the tradition and redaction of the Gospels.

II Jerusalem in Contemporary Discussion

It is surprising that only in recent times has some attention been paid to
the motif land and Temple ,in Biblical theology. Thié appears to be related,
on one hand to a contemporary concern of the industrialized world and its
agony of rootlessness, as well with the aspiration of the third world peupie_
for a land, which will assure survival and give hope of freedom, as pointed
out by W. Brueggemann.l4 On the other hand, the interest in Jewish and
Christian circles is also marked by the establishment of the state of Israel
and the restoration of Jerusalem. These recent historical events offer a
confirmation of biblical hope, when Jews and Christians feel that solidarity
with Israel and Jerusalem is an inseparable part of their faith. Yet the
contemporary theological discussion seems to be following dogmatic lines.

The receﬁt wqu of W. D. Davies on Gospel and the Land15 offers a dichotomy
oflland.oriéntation in Judaism and"disenlandizement' in Christianiﬁy, a shift
to.ChriSt as the holy place. Such an erudite presentation, which conforms

to his line of research, seems to be concerned with the proeess of Christian
departure from Judaism. He further concludes16 that "Jesus paid little attention
to the relationship between God, Israel and the land." Interestingly, Jesus
himself is interpreted as being in tension with Judaism. This reminds one of

the similar quest in the early part of this century,17which came to promote a
theologically biased contrast between Jesus and the rabbis to the detriment

of the latter. In the case of Jerusalem, the Christian exegetical approach ¢ccmes

either to spiritualize and transcendentalize the city or to see in the

(more)
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destruction and restoration of Jerusalem, the prophetic judgment and promise
as.prelﬁde to Jesus' coming. The Jawish response, as in the earlier work of
A. Reschellﬁ,seems to focus on the significance of time or event in fhe Bible
and Judaism, while space remains secondary. This emphasis @B Israel as a
people of time goes back to Hegel. One should be cautious with a philosophical
'1nterpretation; for in 01d Testament thought both time and place are equally
important, as is so brilliantly argued by J. Barr. 19

III New Approaches in Biblical Theology

The theological meaning of Jerusalem-Temple must be judged afresh in light

-

of the recent development in biblical criticism and theological overtures,

as well as in light of the sociological, structural and phenomenological
20 :
investigations. The two major presentations, which dominate biblical studies

today, have been challenged. On one hand, these are the results of "Myth and

Ritual" research and on theother, there is a Heilsgeschichte interpretation.

The latter offers an option that sees theolngy'reflectadin.the Biblical

recital of redemptive events, the Magnalia Dei. The biblical works are

21

presenting a theological historiography which stressed the ideology of covenant.
22
This approach is questioned by S. Terrien, who sees the basic focus of biblical
23 .
on ,
theology is a8 God's presence. He writes: "The religion of the Hebrews, of

: 24
Israel, of post gxflic Judaism and of early Christians (and the rabbi;s -
my addition) is permeated by the experience, the eultic recollection and the

proleptically appropriated expectation of the presence of God in human history."

The covenant is not to be reduced to the form of ancient Near Eastern

Suzerain treaty, with its demands on the covenanted vassal people. In contrast,

. 25
the prophetic thought utilizes matrimonial symbolism to express anthrOpopaHﬁcally
the dynamic relationship between God and Israel. The eschatological time of
covenant renewal corresponds to the historical time of the inital encounter befween
Ged and his raor!c- The d&"la-"“f-'— ‘ﬂlhlsm.‘;.‘.' ‘u.if'cf‘-j a2 f Israel
between these two temporal poles, then, reflects the tPue dialectic of the

covenant. It is an interplay of ‘closeness and'distance, of excitement:and

(more)
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weariness, of "da®at" (intimate knowledge) and unfaithfulness. The prophets
link effectively the remembered past of encounter with the prospect of:
‘renewal in the future. The new covenant will be sealed perpetually in the
commitments of justice and righteousness, of love and faithfulness. For
the city itself and the land provide the place26 for the collective translation
of such commitments, tranforming the society and attracting universal attention,
due to a gg:gg of God. Only then will the transpersonal relationship reflect
a mutual declaration like that of nuptial vow: "You are my people" and
"you are my God" (Hos 2:21, 22, 25). Thus, the Midrashic interpretation of
Canticles; similarly employed by 0rigen,27 shares in the prophetic hierogamic
understanding. The Midrash views the Temple as the canopyzs under which Israel
meets God in an agapic encounter. This reflects the passionate attitude of
the returnees and later the pilgrims in their coming to Jerusalem. It is
already expressed in Isa 62:5, "As a young man husbands a young Qoman, S0
will your children husband you. " The prophet is describing the affective
meaning of the promise of return to Jerusalem and the land after the period
of Babylonian exile. He links this human response parabolically to God's
response in the encounter. '"As the bridegroom rejoices over the bride, so

"' Israel and Jerusalem coalese through the

shall your God rejoice over you,
. experience of encounter. Zion in Rabbinic thought stands for both the place
and for the people. God is encountered as in a marfial covenant, when the
parties experience life together through a "home" setting.

A theology of presence does incorporate the prophetic hermeneuwtics, itself,
whereas the religious phenomenon governing such a collective involvemen;_with
the Temple can be examined as a liminal experience.30 Attention is therefore
directed not