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Communicating the Deity of Yeshua to the Jewish People
Introduction
    אחד אלוהינו, גדול אדוננו, קדוש שמו. 
    No doctrine is closer to the heart of Judaism than the Unity of God. Whether on the core or on the periphery, as Jews we understand that God is One and that there is no Unity like His Unity. In the context of our absolute commitment to monotheism then, how do we communicate the deity of Yeshua to our community? 
    To communicate the deity of Yeshua to Jewish people, we must not only understand the doctrine, but we must understand ourselves.. 
    No theology comes out of a vacuum, but for Messianic Jews the past is problematic. 2,000 years of dogmatic formulation which lack a Jewish sensitivity and reading of the scriptures, a theological tradition seen as hostile and other, have made communication of the ‘fullness of the Godhead dwelling bodily in Yeshua’ nigh on impossible to communicate. 2,000 years of structural supersessionism, anti-Judaism, and persecution of our people have not given us a ready audience. Nevertheless, as Jewish believers in Yeshua we have never shrugged from the impossible. Even as the mission of Yeshua can be seen as failure – a despised, rejected leader, abandoned by his closest followers, dying the death of a common criminal – and yet ending not in tragedy but in ultimate triumph, vindication and overwhelming victory – so we too cannot shrink from the task of joyful proclamation of a message which is both the savour of victory and the stench of defeat.
    Messianic Jewish theology is still in its infancy. As yet there have been few systematic expositions of the Messianic Jewish faith. Most major Messianic organisations subscribe to creeds and bases of faith that are acceptable and similar in content to that of Evangelical Protestant organisations and churches. Few have articulated a rounded doctrinal position which deals systematically and apologetically with the person, life, work and nature of Yeshua. Nevertheless, much heat (and a little less light) has been generated by an apologetically driven attempt to re-examine our Christology in Jewish terms.
    This paper is to form part of a dialogical presentation by Richard Harvey and myself as to how we might communicate the deity of Yeshua within our community. A joint paper written by both of us will include all the salient points herein. Drawing on Richard’s strength as an academic with a practitioner’s background and my strength as a practitioner with academic aspirations, we will show how and why the Messianic movement should develop its understanding of the plurality of views expressed in the Messianic community today, and how to take ownership of them. A sampling of current theological positions will be discussed and evaluated, with a view to their advantages and disadvantages in terms of communicability. 
    In presenting Yeshua’s deity to others we cannot avoid the implications of our theology. Indeed, even the Church’s creeds have been given a sympathetic endorsement by the vast majority of Jewish believers in Yeshua. These creeds are, of course, the best attempts of Christians in the past to portray revealed truth. Words are words, but not just words. Our actual theology is closely tied to our articulation of it, in a somewhat symbiotic relationship. W cannot separate the two. Thus our missiological momentum impels us to examine the ways in which we express our theology. We are faced with momentous questions. 
    We have to ask – what are the salient features of the message to be conveyed? What exactly is to be conveyed? Is it dogma, doctrine? Or is it possibly a worshipful appreciation of the Man from Nazareth? And is it possible to appreciate him, to come face to face with him, without an appreciation for his divine nature?
    We must ask – who are the ‘we’ who are communicating? Is the ‘we’ the combined body of Messiah – Jew and Gentile, standing on the basis of the Word of God as interpreted by the Church Fathers and the historic creeds? Is the ‘we’ that of contemporary Messianic Judaism that is re-examining its relationship to church history and the historic articulations of Christian faith? On whose shoulders are we standing – those of the Apostle Paul, the 4th century church or evangelical Christianity? Or are we just beginning to seek a footing on the shoulders of the first generation of Messianic theologians now documented in Richard’s monograph Mapping Messianic Jewish Theology? 
    If the Jewish community has resisted our presentation of Yeshua’s deity in centuries past, how much of the resistance is due to the content of our beliefs concerning Him, and how much is due to the platform, the perspective, or the framework from which we propound those beliefs? We cannot act in a reactionary manner decrying Jewish ‘blindness’1 if we hope that Jewish people might themselves refrain from being reactionary and consider our case fairly and honestly.
I. Defining the Message
    In seeking to communicate Yeshua’s deity, it is important to have a clear understanding of what it means to say that Yeshua is both God and man. 
A. Creedal Formulas
    The biblical formulations of divine truth are not enough for us. As in the days of the Judges, the prophets and Ezra’s day, so today we need those who interpret the Scriptures to our generation. We need to be aware of the doctrine of the Church, as it has sought to express biblical truth. We should not abhor availing ourselves of the great creedal statements of the past. 
    We must not be ashamed to use the creedal formulas that have been accepted by the church and stand the test of Scripture. In contrast to our amateur and ad-hoc attempts to gather, collate and interpret Scriptural arguments for Yeshua’s deity, such creeds have been carefully crafted, in many cases hammered out against a background of controversy. While limited in themselves, and certainly not ‘inspired’ they invariably convey truth in a much better and precise way than we ever could. We are then able to work backwards from the creeds and show how they actually do express biblical truth. It is no accident that the earliest creeds are themselves found in Scripture. As we read from Paul himself: 
For I handed on to you as of first importance what I in turn had received:  
That Messiah died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures,  
And that he was buried,  
And that he was raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures,  
And that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve.  
Then he appeared to more than five hundred brothers and sisters at one time, (most of whom are still alive, though some have died).  
Then he appeared to James, then to all the apostles.  
Last of all, as to one untimely born, he appeared also to me.2
    In 2001 Oskar Skarsaune reviewed some of the early Christian creeds in Mishkan, from 1 Corinthians, Justin Martyr and Irenaeus. He observed that ‘In this type of summary the focus is not on the nature, the essence of Messiah’s person, but on the Messianic task’.3 In describing Yeshua’s Person in terms of the tasks he performed, it seems that language is quite adequate, and it can be said that his divinity is implicit in these early creeds. Where language fails is in its inability to describe Yeshua in ontological terms. 
    The very use of the word logos for Yeshua is a creedal attempt to portray Yeshua’s divinity in human terms. As we seek to address the issue of the self-manifestation of God Tillich argues that ‘Logos doctrine is required in any Christian doctrine of God’ and ‘He who sacrifices the Logos principle sacrifices the idea of a living God, and he who rejects the application of this principle to Jesus as the Christ rejects his character as Christ.’4 
    The Church Fathers were themselves aware of the limitations of human language, and in a very Hellenistic fashion pontificated long on the meanings of the terms they used to convey Scriptural truth. Gregory of Nyssa (c 335-394) wrote that ‘...every term either invented by the custom of men, or handed down to us by the Scriptures is indeed explanatory of our conceptions of the Divine Nature, but does not include the signification of that nature itself... Hence it is clear that by any of the terms we use the Divine nature itself is not signified, but some one of its surroundings is made known.’5 
    Are we bound to the creeds? Kinzer correctly pointed to the deity of Yeshua as an issue that defines a boundary of the Christian Church, demarcating its unique character.6 To ignore the creeds would be to poke the Church in the eye – its most sensitive spot. On the Jewish side however, there is a corresponding boundary marker which says ‘”You shall not believe that Jesus is the Son of God.”’7 
    In communicating the deity of Yeshua among Jewish people we are always aware of this boundary. Darrell Bock has argued that as Messianic Jews we must accept the Church’s boundary if we intend to maintain our solidarity with the church.8 I think this is correct, but I also think we must develop a way of living with understanding with Jewish people who confess Yeshua as the Messiah but have controversial or even negative views concerning his deity. The boundary is certainly one that demarcates correct doctrine, but it should not prevent us from remaining in dialogue or even fellowship with ‘heretical’ Jewish ‘believers’. To disallow this would keep us from the very task we are about – communicating the deity of Yeshua among the Jewish people.
B. Biblical Formulas
    Sola Scriptura as commonly (and over simplistically) understood belies the need for theology and creed. Creeds and formulas interpret Scripture in relation to our contemporary mindsets, sociological and theological issues. Furthermore, it must be understood that while Scripture conveys to us the truth that we need to know for a life of faith, it can by no means convey to us all that there is to know about G-d. Indeed, no man has even seen him!9 As Calvin put it, "If we regard the Spirit of God as the sole fountain of truth, we shall neither reject the truth itself, nor despise it wherever it shall appear, unless we wish to dishonour the Spirit of God."10
    In fact, Sola Scriptura demands that every theology, formula or creed be measured by Scripture itself. It makes it clear that the source of all true doctrine is in the Word of God. Therefore we can require of no person any more than an acceptance of what the Word says. It is too much to say ‘if the Word says such and such, it means this and that’ and force an acceptance of the ‘this and that’. 
    For example, it has often been noted that in the Septuagint the word κύριος is used of God. Since the same word is used of Yeshua in the New Testament it is argued that this is a title of divinity. The New Testament passages that speak of Yeshua as God using θεός however are relatively few. I believe this is because to do so would confuse Yeshua’s Person with that of the Father. In John 20:28 Thomas cries out ὁ κύριος μου καὶ ὁ θεός μου. In this statement as elsewhere, while the divinity of Yeshua is attested, it is not confused with θεός, who is the Father.11 Therefore, one will search in vain for the statement ‘Jesus is God’ in the New Testament. 
    The word Κύριος was used both of Yeshua and the Father, so it doubtless conveys Yeshua’s divinity – but the word θεός is a different matter. How is it then that we started to call Jesus ‘God’? The statement that Yeshua is Lord was likely the ‘terminological bridge’ to the attribution of the title ‘God’ to Jesus in the early church12 but is that a bridge which we need to cross today? I would argue that if we are to stick to Biblical terminology we are on safe ground. If we believe it is essential to use the terminology of the Church, which undoubtedly reflects Scripture but can also distort it, we must tread very carefully.
    In the Tenach, the Son is progressively revealed. The same is true in the New Testament, although we move rather rapidly from ‘The book of the generations of Yeshua Messiah’ to ‘come, Lord (Κύριε) Yeshua’. At the pinnacle of revelation, Yeshua’s divinity is clearly revealed and expressed. There is little need to go beyond the use of biblical formulae and expressions in our communication of Yeshua’s deity.
C. Sins of Omission
    Judaism has no limit on its reverence for the Name of God. The very paper on which God’s Name is written is to be treated with great respect. we read daily. Jewish creed says there is ‘no Unity like His Unity’. Just as Christian creed portrays the truth but potentially distorts it in the mind of the reader, so does the Jewish. Such statements are true but are not the whole picture. Statements such as ‘Yeshua is God’ without qualification are as inaccurate and misleading as the statement ‘Yeshua is man’ without qualification. No creed can suffice. While needed, creeds necessarily involve us in a sin of omission.
II. Putting the Message in Context
A. Centrality
    Is Yeshua’s deity a central salient fact? Is it a necessary part of the proclamation of Yeshua?
    A few years ago a friend of mine sent me a picture of himself evangelising the Jewish community in Philadelphia with a large sign with the very phrase just discussed: ‘Jesus is God’. I was appalled. This is the wrong way in which to bring people face to face with Yeshua. While it may provoke some conversations with some Jewish people in the big picture I believe it ‘poisons the well’ for future discourse. 
      ‘The Gospel is the joyous proclamation of God’s redemptive activity in Christ Jesus on behalf of man enslaved by sin.’13 By this definition the deity of Yeshua is not central to the presentation of the Gospel. This is not to deny that it is central to the efficacy of the Atonement. Nor is it to deny that Yeshua’s deity is implicit in the Gospel. But keeping it simple, Yeshua told his disciples to go and ‘make disciples’.14 Paul, the supposed ‘inventor’ of Yeshua’s deity focuses primarily on the crucifixion and resurrection of Yeshua.15 The saying goes that ‘the main thing is keeping the main thing the main thing.’
    Not everyone who comes to faith in Yeshua is fully aware of his divinity at the start. Did Peter have a mature understanding of the deity of Yeshua when he proclaimed ‘you are the Anointed One, the Son of the Living God’?16 I would argue not, based on his subsequent actions. The pericope was included in the Gospels, as were all of their contents, after time and by the author’s deliberate choice when the importance of the event was better understood. 
    When the Gospel is presented in the Brit Chadasha Yeshua’s deity is not presented as the central salient fact. It is at the conclusion of Peter’s speech on Shavuot that he says ‘God has made this Yeshua, whom you crucified, both Lord and Messiah’.17 Significantly, it comes after Peter’s declaration that Yeshua sits at the Lord’s right hand. This is the normal order of things in the New Testament. The central facts are the historical facts. That is what cuts Peter’s audience to the heart, and knowing what Yeshua has done, his deity is no longer an obstacle to faith in him. As time goes on, one can see the New Testament’s authors developing awareness of the full implications of Yeshua’s deity. Thus, for example, it is in John’s Gospel that Yeshua’s deity is most clearly set forth. But one must also remember that in John’s Gospel more than any other, the bulk of space is devoted to the time of Yeshua’s ‘passion’. Thus while we assert that Yeshua’s deity is essential to the Gospel, it is not central to our proclamation of it. 
B. Necessity
    It is out of our scope to discuss whether a conscious knowledge of and recognition of Jesus and Saviour is required for salvation. But is a conscious understanding and acceptance of the divinity of Yeshua required to ensure a place in the ‘Olam Haba? To what extent is it essential that we stress the fact of his deity to those who are becoming smitten with Person of Yeshua?
    I do not think we should shy away from declaring our faith in Yeshua as the Son of God; neither should we hinder people from placing their faith in Yeshua as Messiah and Go’el – their personal Go’el – if they are not yet sure about the implications of accepting his full divinity. 1 John 2:23 states ‘no one who denies the Son has the Father.’18 2 John 9 tells us ‘anyone who... does not abide in the doctrine of Messiah does not have God.’19 The point of both texts is that we must recognise the Sonship of the Son, and that we must remain in this belief, to have the Father. But how much of this needs to be fully accepted at the point of conversion? It has been my experience that it is more common for Jewish people to accept Yeshua as the Messiah than to accept him as their personal Go’el and / or the divine Son of God. 
    Certain truths are spiritually discerned over time. It is my opinion that few who have gone forward at major evangelistic events in the last century have had a sufficient presentation of the deity of Yeshua. It is the Ruach HaKodesh who guides us into all truth (John 16:13). Things of God’s Spirit are spiritually discerned (1 Corinthians 2:14). We are all expected to progress from ‘milk’ to ‘meat’ in our walk with God (Hebrews 5:12). Augustine wrote long ago that ‘’we desire to understand the eternity, and equality, and unity of the Trinity, as much as is permitted us, but ought to believe before we understand.’20
C. Accuracy
    Beyond the centrality and necessity of communicating the deity of Yeshua among the Jewish people, it is necessary to have a clear and accurate message to convey. It is after dealing with this consideration that this paper will discuss some of the common theological approaches to Yeshua’s divinity in the Messianic movement. 
    One cannot conflate the doctrine of Yeshua’s deity down to one simplistic statement such as ‘Jesus is God’.21 If it were possible to do this, Church creeds would be much shorter than they are! Certainly there is truth in the statement that ‘Jesus is God’, but it is inadequate as a creedal proposition or as a theological test of orthodoxy. Other terminology, such as reference to Yeshua as the ‘God-man’ in order to express the hypostatic union is also open to misinterpretation and can be a barrier to effective communication in the Jewish context – or any context. It brings us to the first question many Jewish people have about our Messiah – how can a Jew believe that a man could be God? On the other hand, while we may eschew simple answers, we must also eschew the complex. A dissertation on the Hypostatic Union is no more helpful. 
    Trinitarian terminology also hampers the accuracy of our communication. Already in Augustine’s writings there is a tendency to talk about the Trinity in a way that almost gives it a life of its own, as if the God-head were a fourth person! No one would seriously lay this charge at the feet of Augustine, but seminars on ‘the Trinity and the Gospel’ or church names such as ‘Trinity Worship’ or Catholic prayers ‘to the one God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit’ on Trinity Sunday all threaten to personify the Trinity in a way that takes Augustinian thinking a little bit too far.22 Theologians might understand what is meant – but the person in the pew? The Jew in the Messianic Synagogue? We must be clear not just in what we might mean when we use language, but what we might be perceived as meaning. I would suggest that in this instance it is important for us to be clear on the procession from the Father to the Son to the Spirit as enunciated in the Chalcedonian creed.
    In communicating the Gospel and the deity of Yeshua accurately we must be well informed. A lack of clear theological understanding on the part of many Christians, pastors and presumably Messianic Rabbis as well results in a confused communication that leaves our faith open to refutation. An accurate comprehension of our message will aid us in communicating it simply and clearly. Once again, the use of Biblical terminology is our ally in communicating effectively. 
D. Identity
    Years ago, Marshall McLuhan coined the phrase ‘the medium is the message.’  The ‘medium’ is any projection of ourselves – our thought, for example, expressed in words. The ‘message’ is the change that the message effects.23 It may not be an entirely appropriate adaptation of McLuhan’s phrase, but I think it is fair to say that our medium –be it Christian, Messianic, or Jewish, - has a profound effect on the message and in turn on the results we see as it changes the world. I think you’ll agree with me that the platform from which we speak greatly changes the way in which the message is perceived. 
    If we speak from the Christian platform, we speak with the authority of two millennia of Christian scholarship and interpretation of the sacred texts. We can speak for a sound tradition that is highly credible in its own way. Most of us speak from this platform and may argue that whether we like it or not, the Jewish community views us as ‘Christian’ and therefore in the ‘other camp.’ The very ‘to’ in the title of this paper illustrates the difficulty – it is a position of seeking to reach out to a community of which we are not part. We don’t help matters because our thought patterns, our theological training and almost invariably induction to the faith have been through the Christian world and its institutions. There are times when we must just accept this. It is a position that has both positive and negative ramifications.  
    On the other hand, we may well seek to remain thoroughly within the Jewish world despite the hindrance of our ‘Christian’ programming (sometimes even in our efforts to shake it off, we prove its existence). Which Jewish world do we find most in common with? I don’t know if it matters that much. Our Jewish community is fractured, with many different strands and movements, many at odds with each other. We need to find ways to communicate with them all. The hindrance is primarily in our own minds. 
    As we come to realise that we are Jews, not ‘Christians’ in the Jewish understanding of the term;24 when our primary community becomes the Jewish community and the Messianic Jewish community within it, then we are able to convey the deity of Yeshua in a Jewish context. This goes beyond our use or non-use of Jewish ‘proofs’ of multiplicity in God’s Person. It transcends our commonalities with various movements within the Jewish community, whether we feel most akin to Reform or Orthodox Judaism. Once we are comfortable within our own skin as Jews – authentic Jews – then we are able to speak as Jews to other Jews. Then we can actually expect to be heard.
    The difficulty with taking a Jewish stance in communicating Yeshua’s deity is the credibility gap from which we suffer. Unfortunately we are often inauthentic. When we endorse congregations with only one – or none – Jews in attendance we cannot claim to be Messianic Jews or a Judaism. When we misuse Jewish traditions and symbols we understandably open ourselves up to the charge of deception. A lack of scholarship has also rendered some of our literature a laughing stock of anti-missionaries. We have sometimes failed to be honest about exactly who and what we are. Inauthenticity is worse than attempting to speak from a platform we may feel uncomfortable with. It destroys credibility.
    In seeking to communicate the deity of Yeshua, of course we are justified in looking for common ground. Sometimes in our eagerness to prove the deity of Yeshua – or the tri-unity of God, we tend to carelessly argue from the existence of semi-divine or intermediary figures such as the Memra, Metatron or the Logos. Richard Bauckham issues the caution that ‘some of these figures are unambiguously depicted as intrinsic to the unique identity of God, while others are unambiguously excluded from it.’25 His point is that such figures do not blur the ‘firm line of distinction’ between God and all other reality
    We are right, however, in supposing that since modern Judaism is very much in continuity with that of the second Temple, that there are lessons to be learned. On the one hand the exaltation of Yeshua by early believers opened them to the charge of blasphemy (e.g. Acts 7:56ff). On the other, they in no way saw themselves as idolaters and rejected idolatry (1 Cor 10:14; 1 Peter 4:3). In the New Testament we have examples both of how they thought of Yeshua’s deity and also how they communicated that to those who were not his disciples. As far as they were concerned, Bauckham is right to stress ‘That Jewish monotheism and high Christology were in some way in tension is one of the prevalent illusions... that we must allow the texts to dispel.’26
    Until we are able to speak from a credible, authentic Jewish position, we are thrown upon the last and best alternative. We will always be able to speak from the words of Scripture. From this platform we need offer no apology. Using the Tenach carefully, without trying to make it say more than it does, we can indeed show the unique unity that is God’s Person.27 From the New Testament, even if Jewish people don’t respect it highly we can assert with Paul that idolatry is to be absolutely shunned.28
III. Communicating the Message
    There is no one answer as to how one might communicate the deity of Yeshua to a Jewish person as each transmitter and each receiver have to find their own ‘wave length’ on which to converse. The following are a few solutions, or ‘wave lengths’ as to how one might converse, with some evaluation.
A. A Traditional Proclamation
    Some Messianic (or Jewish Christian theologians as Maoz might describe himself) are committed to doctrinal frameworks developed from outside the Messianic community. From this position, they have yet been able to make a significant contribution to the Messianic world and Messianic Jewish theology. Indeed, none of us are in a position to ‘reinvent the wheel’ and discard two millennia of often profound Christian thought regarding our Scriptures. Such teachers have also been invaluable to the Church, as they bring a fresh perspective to these theological perspectives. 
    Some could be caricatured as providing no translation into a Jewish frame of reference. In fact, in the early days of 1985 Fruchtenbaum remarked that ‘there is no difference’ between a Messianic theology and a Gentile theology. But he went on to clarify that ‘Messianic theology is an attempt to maintain and to accommodate Jewishness in the face of a Gentile majority’ and ‘it can also correct Gentile theology by separating that which is biblical from that which is merely Gentile.’29 This substantiates my assertion that Jewish-Christian or Messianic theologians who have remained in the Jewish world by their very act in doing so are by necessity at least partly contextualising the Gospel (and in this case the deity of Yeshua) to the Jewish context. 
    Theologians such as Baruch Maoz and Arnold Fruchtenbaum are tremendous anchors and bridges between the Messianic community and the Church. As Jews they are able to understand both perspectives and mediate between them. While coming down on the side of traditional Christian expressions of Scriptural doctrine, they yet are aware of how these doctrines are received in the Jewish context. Thus they are no doubt communicators of Yeshua’s deity to Jewish people.
B. An Accommodative Approach
    On the other end of the spectrum from the Traditional approach is the Accommodative. This approach to communicating the deity of Yeshua is that of not communicating it. This perspective would say (at the least) that Yeshua is not God in the sense that HaShem is God. Such an approach rules in favour of a Maimonidean singularity and Aristotelian perfectionism which rules out the divisibility of God into parts. Theologians such as Uri Marcus or Hugh Schonfield have been named in this category. 
    In this category we have assertions such as that of Schonfield who stated that Yeshua had to be seen as ‘an embodiment of Deity’ in order to be seen as ‘superior to the Divine Caesar.’30 In just the same way in which Schonfield believed that early Christians invented the deity of Yeshua to accommodate themselves to the Roman Empire, so it seems to me that some Jewish followers of Yeshua have denied his deity. 
     This approach does not therefore communicate Yeshua’s deity or the esteem in which He is to be held.
C. A Jewish Approach
    The ‘Jewish’ approach to communicating Yeshua’s deity relies on knowing who we are. It opens the door to many possibilities as we view Yeshua’s deity from our Jewish mindset(s). 
    There is much work still to be done in this field, not only in terms of ancient texts but also modern Jewish streams such as Chassidism and contemporary Kabbalah. One interesting development is that of a Jewish form of panentheism. Panentheism is be belief that all that exists is within God, in contrast to Pantheism that holds that all that is, is God. Noted authors such as Abraham Heschel have been described as having such an outlook. Fritz Rothschild writes of him ‘Gods’ glory ubiquitously sensed in and behind all things leads to a panentheistic outlook.’31 
    From such a perspective, scriptures such as 1 Cor 15:28 where we read about God as ‘All in All’ provide grist for the mill. Is it possible that Paul infers that everything that exists is in God? Everything is upheld by his Word (ῥήματι - Hebrews 1:3). As such we worship our Messiah.
    1 Corinthians 8:6 states ‘yet for us there is one God, the Father, from whom all things come and for whom we exist; and one Lord, Yeshua the Messiah, through whom were created all things and through whom we have our being.’ Some scholars such as Bauckham even see this as an early statement that echoes the Shema. It is clearly a model statement concerning Yeshua’s divine nature in a way that clearly identifies him and differentiates him from the Father. This is the kind of approach that we need to take as Jewish followers of Yeshua. Such terminology is relatively clear and unambiguous. By using Biblical terminology we are freed from the Evangelical straitjacket that we might not even be aware that we are wearing. We may be liberated to relative sanity in the eyes of the Jewish people all the while not compromising the truth of the Word because we are standing upon it. 
    This approach relies on Messianic Jews being aware of Jewish thought. There are many ways in which we are encumbered unaware by our non-Jewish conceptual underpinnings. One of those is highlighted by someone who is not Jewish himself. Bauckham notes that we are conceptually tied to issues of the past – those that focused on the divine nature of Messiah and have largely missed that the Jewish concern and that of the Scriptures is more one to do with the identity of Messiah. He writes, ‘once we have rid ourselves of the prejudice that high Christology must speak of Christ’s divine nature, we can see the obvious fact that the Christology of divine identity common to the whole New Testament is the highest Christology of all. It identifies Jesus as intrinsic to who God is.’32 When we see that Yeshua is intrinsic to whom God is, we may recall Dan Juster’s words in Jewish Roots: ‘The divinity of the Messiah is not idolatry, but reflects the fullest revelation of God.’33
    Where our knowledge of Jewish thought is not sufficient, the Messianic Jews can take comfort in his or her commitment to Scripture and the knowledge that as Jews we have an advantage over other cultural groups. Our Jewish culture retains a substantial continuity with the culture and mentality of the writers of the Tenach and Brit Hadashah. We would be foolish not to avail ourselves of this benefit. Both knowledge of Jewish thought and the Scriptures are required. Richard Harvey quotes Dan Juster in MMJT as writing ‘Jewish ways of expression are needed, ways more consistent to the New Testament, if Jews are to penetrate Christian rhetoric to see the truth of Yeshua’s divine nature.’34
A Way Forward
    Finally, it must be said that our biggest problem in communicating Yeshua’s deity is not just our language but our altered frame of reference. We have become habituated to a community outside the Jewish world. Surely, for the sake of eternal life it has been a trade worth making, but it is not a necessary trade, and we must struggle to re-contextualise ourselves to the Jewish world. Should we do so, our language and terminology will inexorably re-contextualise itself as well. 
    True, there are different theological positions within the Messianic movement. Messianic Jews can scarcely be accused of a lack of creativity with which the issues surrounding Yeshua’s deity and communicating that doctrine are concerned. Defining where the movement as a whole stands on these issues is part of communicating the deity of Yeshua to the Jewish people. Being able to compellingly state our case regarding Yeshua’s deity is not only important for the sake of those outside the Movement but also some who are within. In this case, we need to make a case to Jewish people who are captivated by the figure of Yeshua the Nazarene, but ambivalent to his claims to equality with HaShem. To a degree, the amount of heterodoxy – or even heresy – among those who self-identify as Messianic Jews presents us a test case or a pilot study in how we might present Yeshua’s deity to the wider Jewish world. 
    However we might formulate, express and communicate Yeshua’s identity as the Son of God to other Jewish people, it is part and parcel of our worship of Him. 
    We have a great truth to communicate. Yeshua’s deity is Who He Is, and is part and parcel of the miracle of God reaching down to man. His sacrifice on the cross, and the efficacy of that sacrifice, depends directly upon his divine Identity. We are brought to the foot of the cross and to the statement of the Centurion guarding him who said ‘Truly this was the Son of God!’35 Yochanan Muffs, in the context of God reaching out to Israel: ‘There are two choices: to love or to die. One can hardly conceive of a death more tragic than that caused by a love that does not find its destined partner.’36 
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