Worship and Witness to the Deity of Yeshua – Richard Harvey
1. Introduction 

Some fifty years ago Jacob Jocz wrote:

At the centre of the controversy between Church and Synagogue stands the Christological question. This is not a question whether Jesus is the Messiah, but whether the Christian understanding of the Messiah is admissible in view of the Jewish concept of God. Here lies the dividing line between Judaism and Church. On this point neither can afford to compromise.

But as Messianic Jews we challenge the reality of this dividing line. In constructing the boundaries of Messianic Jewish identity we claim to be members of both Christian and Jewish communities.
 Does this mean that we present an unacceptable compromise on the deity of Christ? Or does our understanding of the nature of the Messiah and the being of God clash with the fundamental tenets of Jewish monotheism? If our belief in Jesus as Messiah is acceptable within a Jewish frame of reference, how is the Christian community to react when it appears that the key doctrine of the Triune nature of God is being challenged?

And if we worship Yeshua as only God deserves to be worshipped, how do we witness to our people that we have not abandoned the central tenet of Judaism, the oneness, uniqueness and indivisibility of God?

The two aspects of worship and witness, unless held together, result in a dangerous separation between apologetics, our giving of a reasoned defence of our faith, and systematics, our ability to articulate authentically, coherently, contemporaneously and with communal acceptance, what we believe. The Messianic movement ends up being a two-headed monster, with one half speaking the language of the Christian church, mouthing the creedal formulations of doctrinal orthodoxy, whilst at the same time living in Jewish social space where discussion of Trinitarian formulae is irrelevant at best and offensive at worst. How can we resolve this impasse?

My proposal is that we find ways of articulating the divinity of Yeshua which allow both our witness and worship to cohere, to define an authentic theological position which is sensitive to the publics we address, but even more sensitive to the truths of scripture and tradition (both Jewish and Christian) which we affirm. Before suggesting how this is to be done, we want to evaluate five strategies already being attempted by Messianic Jews. These five Christologies represent the breadth of thought on this topic in the movement, and each has its own strengths and weaknesses from which we may learn. Each answers a particular question we have about our witness to and worship of Yeshua, and we will state the question and summarise the response briefly, ranging from the least to the most acceptable.

The five questions I am using to structure our discussion are: 

Can we have witness to Yeshua as Messiah without worshipping him as the embodiment of God? 

Can we articulate our Christology without recourse to a Jewish frame of reference? 

How much can we use the Jewish mystical tradition to express and illustrate the divinity of Yeshua? 

How can we recontextualise Nicene Christology? 
Is it kosher to affirm a trinitarian and incarnational theology whilst recognising the hiddenness of the Messiah?
2. Can we have witness to Yeshua as Messiah without worshipping him as the embodiment of God?

I know that all of us here affirm the deity of Yeshua, but the debate within our movement is broader than the creedal affirmation we make here today. It is important to listen to and engage with the views of those who deny the deity but affirm the Messiahship of Yeshua, even if we disagree. 

Uri Marcus is representative of those who pose the question “Isn’t it enough to affirm Yeshua as Messiah?” He states his position clearly and adamantly:

Myself as well as our entire congregation of Believers in Ma'aleh Adumim, completely reject the Trinitarian notions of plural unity, and will not acquiesce to any theology which challenges the ONEness of HaShem in any fashion….Yeshua is the Son of the living G-d, never G-d the Son, in our view.
 

David Tel-Tzur and Emanuel Gazit, also leaders in the same group, indicate a clear denial of Yeshua’s pre-existence and deity. 

John (the Evangelist) is not teaching that the Son (of God) was living prior to his birth. The Son appeared for the first time as an entity when he was miraculously created as the ‘Second Man’ in his mother’s womb. The ‘Word’ (Logos) in Scripture never appears in the meaning of an entity or a person… The Trinity is paganism, contrasted with ‘Hear (Sh’ma) O Israel our God is One’. Yeshua is not the creator of the world, but the world was created for him.
      

Marcus argues against the Deity of Jesus on the grounds that the Hebrew Scriptures and Jewish tradition forbid idolatry; the Christian understanding of the Incarnation is idolatrous, and Trinitarian doctrine is a Hellenistic misreading of the biblical data. He defends this with a Unitarian critique of NT passages that suggest the divinity of Christ, claiming that this is a misreading of scripture without the necessary understanding of the Jewish background and frame of reference. This is given by rabbinic tradition, which Marcus sees as providing the authoritative understanding of the nature of God, the meaning of idolatry and the nature of the Messiah. Only with the use of this interpretive tradition can the Early Church’s excessive reliance on an anti-Semitic Hellenistic influence be avoided.

Marcus is clear about his assumptions:

I love discussing theology. It can be lots of fun, if people follow basic rules, like: "What the Scripture presents as a mystery should not be made into Dogma." 

However, Marcus is quite dogmatic about the nature of idolatry, assuming that any representation of the deity or suggestion of a plural nature should be seen as idolatrous. He uses the Maimonides’ Thirteen Principles of Faith to affirm the incorporeality of God.

In addition to his law code, Maimonides penned the famous "Thirteen Articles of Faith" whose words speak about the attributes of G-d and the beliefs that were intended to map out the borders between Judaism and other then acceptable belief systems (such as Christianity and Islam). Why was this necessary?

In the 12th century, Jews had already suffered a significant amount of persecution by the "min," a term used in the Talmud to refer to early Christians, which meant "heretic." A need arose for Jews exiled in Christian Europe, to set forth a definitive basis, upon which a person might know if he or she was diverging from the basic tenets of the Torah.

Already, a plethora of polytheists, deists, atheists, those who believe one should worship demigods (middle-men), and those who say that G-d has a body, were vying for social and religious supremacy.

Rambam took the challenge seriously. To him, putting G-d in a body was tantamount to polytheism, since it was just a verbal difference between talking about a god who has parts and a pantheon of multiple gods. After all, pantheism is belief that G-d, or a group of gods, is identical with the whole natural world.

Anyone who wants to find out how the Jewish People, to whom were committed the oracles of G-d for the past 4000 years, are going to define who G-d is, and consequently who He is NOT, should study this prayer. Regardless of the failure of our people to remain faithful to HaShem, and to His Torah, as history records, it in no way invalidates the primary revelation that the Jewish People received at Sinai and held onto, which we later transmitted to the rest of the world.

Marcus here equates Maimonides’ rationalist and Aristotelian formulation of the divinity with Sinaitic revelation, allowing the authority of later Jewish tradition to set the terms of the debate on how the divine nature should be conceptualised. He does not refer to the more fundamental issues that motivated Maimonides, who aimed to harmonize Judaism with the philosophy of his day, and reconcile the Tanach and Talmud with Aristotelian thought. For him the anti-incarnational emphasis is valid. This particular reading of the intent of the 13 Principles fits Marcus’ overall position of denying at all costs the possibility of plurality within the Godhead.


Marcus rightly understands that the Yigdal, a prayer reflecting the Thirteen Principles, implies that “HaShem is indivisible, unlike humans, who have many different body parts” but does not acknowledge that this position reflects the same Hellenistic currents of thought which Marcus opposes. For Maimonides, in seeking to introduce Aristotelian thought into Jewish understanding, could do no other than deny the possibility of pre-existent parts in an uncreated Creator. For Maimonides belief that God might have corporeality or is liable to suffer affection is worse than idolatry.
 

Marcus looks to rabbinic tradition to define the nature of the Messiah, appearing to give it greater authority than the New Testament scriptures. On the pre-existence of the Messiah he quotes the well-known passage from the talmudic Tractate Pesachim 54a on the seven things that were created before the world was created, including the name of the Messiah. He argues that because tradition ascribes this teaching to the period of Hillel and Shammai (c. 10 c.e.), its origins can be traced back perhaps even earlier, “to Moses and David’, and that the New Testament writers would have used this as the basis for their own teaching. He then goes on to say that the Church Fathers refused to consider 

….anything about what the Jewish mind had to say, the same which birthed the concepts of the Messiah, redemption and the belief in ethical monotheism, as they (the Church Fathers) formulated their wording of the creeds which the Church to this day stands upon, and enforces with furious intolerance…

I don't think they considered any of this. I think rather, that these Church Fathers did everything possible to avoid any contact with "Hebraic Thinking" or "Hebraic Thinkers" and instead embraced the common Greco/Roman Hellenistic philosophical understandings of who G-d was in the world, as they set out to determine what defined Christian beliefs. After that, it was just a simple matter of superimposing those ideas onto the Gospel accounts, in order to arrive at a palatable form of Christianity for the Gentiles.

Seventeen hundred years later, the Church is now at a point where it must ask itself if it is at all serious about restoring the vibrancy of the message carried to the world long ago by its earliest members? If they ever hope to attract the Jew to hear that message, they are going to have to relate to us differently, not simply as another ethnic group that enters the Church, but as a people chosen by G-d and upon whose well-being the rest of humanity's well-being rests.

So, with our agendas clearly exposed, and our two approaches to tackle the text in front of us, as a fork before us in the road, I'll tell you what I've told you in the past... I'm taking the road to Jerusalem, rather than that which leads to Rome.

Ultimately Marcus’ position lapses into a Unitarian view of God, and an adoptionist or Arian Christology. Without the reality of the incarnation there can be know true atonement, not dynamic relationship between the Creator and his creatures, and no harmony of Father, Son and Spirit within the Godhead. Such a view does not allow us to affirm the true nature of Yeshua’s Messiahship, but limits us to the framework set by Jewish orthodoxy.

3. Can we articulate our Christology without recourse to a Jewish frame of reference? Do we need to translate our Christology into dynamic equivalent terms?

Baruch Maoz, whose work reflects the Protestant Reformed Christology of the Creeds, is reluctant to express the divinity of Yeshua in terms not directly from scripture, and without recourse to rabbinic tradition.
Baruch Maoz argues for an orthodox Christology within a systematic theology framed by Reformed Dogmatics. His exposition of the divine and human nature of Christ, and his Trinitarian understanding of the nature of God, are clear and unequivocal. His material, in the form of lectures and his recent book
 is both challenging, provocative and uplifting, but leaves little room for flexibility when it comes to expressing the nature of the Messiah or God outside the biblical frame of reference.

Maoz is critical of the Messianic movement for failing to focus on the Trinity:

The Messianic Movement has been far too tolerant of deviant views on central doctrinal issues…it is important to take note of the Unitarian tendency that finds acceptance among many non-Unitarian Messianics as expressed in a growing embarrassment with the Trinity and the deity of Christ.

In response to this trend he is one of the organisers of the recent “Jewish Christian Conference”
, an “effort to promote a courageous Gospel witness to the Jewish people that refuses to kowtow to rabbinic standards or place cultural matters where Christ should be.”  Sessions on the topics such as the Deity and Centrality of Christ; the Trinity and Jewish Evangelism; Nicea and Chalcedon all show the clear emphasis of Maoz and others in this stream. Whilst labeling himself “Jewish Christian” rather than “Messianic Jewish” Maoz is clearly engaged in dialogue with the main positions within the Messianic movement.

Maoz is open about his presuppositions. As to his theological assumptions, Baruch acknowledges his debt to the theological tradition of Reformed Protestantism in which he has been nurtured.

I know nothing but what I have been taught.  I lay claim to no originality, so all you can read from me has been better said by others before me and can be found in all the major books on theology, particularly in this case on Christology.  I see little wisdom in attempting to reinvent the wheel.

His exposition of the nature and being of God echoes that of Christian Reformed Dogmatics:
When I refer to “God” (Elohim) I mean that one and only self-existent, holy, perfect and gracious spirit who created all things, apart from himself, and that has neither beginning nor end.  God is, as I learn from the Bible, unchangeable, immeasurable, beyond human comprehension.  There are no limits to his power, wisdom or knowledge.  He is the source of all life, of all existences, free from any dependencies. All creatures owe him worship and loving obedience.  He revealed himself to mankind in scripture as the creator of all worlds, the covenant God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and as the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.

Divinity (elohut) is that mass of attributes that make God what he is and distinguishes him from all and any other beings.  By definition, divinity is indivisible and cannot be imparted, earned or taken because it includes the attribute of self-existence that neither began nor can end.

Christianity stands or falls with regard to the identity, nature and accomplishments of Jesus.  It has to do with his pre-existence, his birth, life, suffering, teachings, deeds, death, resurrection, ascension, reign and return.  It is as dependent on him as is life on the existence of oxygen.  Jesus is not the primary apostle in a long list of devoted servants of God.  He is not the founder of a new religion.  If he is, to the slightest extent, less than all the scriptures declare him to be, then the message of the Gospel has no objective, binding validity in our lives because it has been robbed of its power to save (Rom. 1:16).  If Jesus is not both God and man, and God and man in the fullest sense possible – equal to the Father in his deity, in all things but sin like us in our humanity – the Gospel is a vanity of vanities, a pursuit after the wind.

Maoz explains the dual natures of Christ from his exposition of scripture.

Before Jesus was man, he was God.  He had the very nature of God, that sum of essential, inherent characteristics that distinguishes God from all other beings.  Whatever could be said of God could be said of Jesus.  He was eternal, self-existent, perfectly holy, glorious beyond description.  He knew all things, was present everywhere, could do all that was in his holy will.

He is equal to God – yet God has no equal.  Please note: Paul does not think or speak in terms of graduations of divinity – a greater, a lesser and a still lesser God.  To do so is to believe in many gods of different divine stature.  We know that there is but one God, but we have repeatedly discovered that in the one God there is a mystery of the divine nature, so that God is at the same time both one and more than one.  Here is the difference: not that there are two or three gods, but that God is more than one.  Not that there are two or three divine essences, but that the one divine essence is more than one.

There is no lower grade of deity.  Hear O Israel, the Lord our God the Lord is one.   Jesus is either very God of very God, the only begotten of the Father – begotten and not made – of the same and equal essence of the Father, or he is not our Saviour.  Nor may he be considered divine in any sense.  Only by distancing ourselves from Jesus as he appears in the scripture, only to the extent that we allow human grids and human interests to determine our understanding of who Jesus is, only then can we find cause to deny his utter deity.  Only then dare we speak of him as in some sense divine yet not God, unequal to the Father in his deity.

Baruch’s Doctrine of Christ is theologically kosher, yet this is at the expense of any substantial engagement with Jewish thought or expression that goes beyond the biblical data. His matrix of interpretation leaves little room new articulation of Trinitarian concepts or discussion of the divine and human natures of Christ, and stays deliberately within the mode of Chalcedonian thought, as interpreted through the Reformed tradition. For Baruch, the distinction between “Judaism” and “Jewishness” is crucial to his theological method. Religious Judaism, as continued by the Rabbis, is a false path away from the New Testament revelation, and no use should be made of it in the attempt to articulate or legitimate Christian truth about the Messiah. Jewish identity has ethnic, cultural and national value, but should not be linked to a religious component. For Baruch, the error of the Messianic movement is the blurring of these two categories, at the expense of biblical revelation and a proper focus on the supremacy of Christ.

It is very dangerous for us to choose to think of Jesus in terms that we might find more comfortable, or more understandable.  We need to listen intently to what scripture says, submit to its superior authority, and obey.  This, it must be admitted, is an act of faith.  But without faith it is impossible to please God (Heb. 11:16).

It is wrong to give ourselves over to the rabbis, to allow them to wrest from our hearts increasing portions of our Faith, until they take us wholly captive, to do their will.  We ought never to forget that precisely denials of Jesus such as are common to rabbinic Judaism today brought about the rejection and crucifixion of our Lord.

There is much in this argument that is helpful for a rediscovery of the significance of Jesus within the Messianic movement, although the central premise of Maoz’s argument, that the “Judaism” of the rabbis is not properly “Jewish” will not convince all. On theological grounds the position is arguable, but if cultural factors are taken into account on how Jewish identity is constructed, and how faith in Christ might affect this, the argument oversimplifies the complex interaction between religious, ethnic, cultural and other factors that make up Jewish identity and peoplehood as a present-day witness to the electing purposes of God. Furthermore, it is unlikely that the Messianic Jewish movement will fully accept the norms and criteria of Maoz’s own theological system, with its own particular perspective on the relationship between the Gospel and Culture.  Nevertheless the emphasis on the centrality of Christ, and a right understanding of his divine and human nature, is a much needed one within the Messianic movement, and Maoz is surely right to re-emphasise this.

4. How much can we use the Jewish mystical tradition to express and illustrate the divinity of Yeshua? 

From the time of Pico della Mirandola (1463-94) it has been proposed that the Kabbalah confirmed the truth of Christian teaching, especially on the nature of the Trinity. Pico was the first of many Christian students of the Zohar who believed that he could prove the dogmas of the Trinity and the Incarnation on the basis of kabbalistic axioms. In his 900 theses he claimed 

No science can better convince us of the divinity of Jesus Christ than magic and the Kabbalah.

Christian Kabbalah came from two sources, Christological speculations of Jewish Christians such as Abner of Burgos, Paul de Heredia and Petrus Alphonsi (1062-c.1110), and Christian speculation that developed around the Platonic Academy sponsored by the Medicis in Florence which developed alongside more general Renaissance discoveries and new learning. 
Under Pico’s influence Johannes Reuchlin, a non-Jew, linked the doctrine of the Incarnation to kabbalistic speculation on the names of God. He argued that history could be divided into three periods, corresponding to the ages of Chaos, Torah and the Messiah.

In the first period, that of the patriarchs, God revealed himself as the three-lettered Shaddai (שדי). In the period of the Torah he revealed himself to Moses through the four letters of the Tetragrammaton (יהוה), and in the period of redemption and grace He revealed himself in the five letters of Yehoshua (Jesus) (יהושע).  This miraculous name contained the unpronounceable name of God with the addition of shin (ש). 

This Trinitarian view of history was later adopted by the Christian millennialist Joachim de Fiore into that of three reigns, that of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. 
The Christian Kabbalists continued to develop their views throughout the Renaissance and Reformation periods, and their findings were used by the 19th century missions as apologetic resources. A particularly noteworthy attempt at Christianising the mystical tradition was that of Johann Christian Jakob Kemper of Uppsala.
Kemper, whose Hebrew name was Moses Ben Aaron Kohen of Cracov, was a 17th century Jewish Christian whose primary goal was to establish the truths of Christianity on the basis of Jewish sources, particularly the Zohar, to show that the messianic faith of the Christians was in fact the truly ancient Kabbalah of Judaism.

In his commentary on the Zohar published in 1711 he begins with three initial chapters, on the Trinity, the divinity of the Messiah, and on Metatron, the embodiment of the Messiah. To this is added a series of defences of the Christian faith, and finally a translation into Hebrew and commentary on the Gospel of Matthew.

Kemper shared the same strategy as other Christian Kabbalists of the Renaissance, and foreshadows that of later authors such as Pauli, and the modern generation of apologists. They had two related aims, the use of Jewish esoteric teachings to confirm Christian truth, and the Christian application of kabbalistic methods to construct new ideas and symbols. The work of the Christian Kabbalists is to be set in the overall context of the Christian attempt, as Wolfson describes it, “to subvert Judaism by means of appropriating it”. 

Kemper's attempt to re-orientate the Jewish mystical tradition to prove the truths of Orthodox Trinitarian Christianity is noteworthy for his dexterity in handling the Jewish sources, the creativity of his exegetical methods and the awareness he shows of the Jewish context into which he is bringing a Christological interpretation of the tradition. He distinguishes sharply between the false Oral Torah of the rabbinic tradition and what is for him the true Oral Torah, the Sayings of Jesus as recorded in the Gospels. Rabbinic tradition is used to confirm the truth of the Gospel presentation of the Messiahship, pre-existence and divinity of Jesus, and of his membership of the Trinity. 

Wolfson sees Kemper’s approach as naturally reflecting 

….the split consciousness of his own existential situation. He cannot divest himself completely of his rabbinic upbringing even though he is a fully committed Christian.  On the contrary, the veracity of his Christian affiliation is confirmed most precisely by the rabbinic and kabbalistic sources with which he is so intimately familiar.

Kemper uses Jewish sources not just to prove the truth of Christianity, but also to legitimise a Jewish Christian approach as the most authentic way of elucidating biblical and traditional texts, and one of which non-Christian Jews and non-Jewish Christians should take note. Only a Jewish Christian approach can bring out the true significance of the Zohar and other mystical texts. Only a Jewish Christian approach can rightly relate Christianity to its Jewish roots.
I have chosen the example of Kemper because he illustrates the strengths and weaknesses of this approach, which is gaining ground in the Messianic movement today. In Jewish mission this approach was used by Joseph Christian Frey, the son of a Rabbi from Posen who was instrumental in the setting up of the London Society for the Promotion of Christianity amongst the Jews (CMJ) in 1809. In Joseph and Benjamin,
 a series of letters on the nature and divinity of the Messiah, Frey uses material from the Talmud and Kabbalah to demonstrate the divinity of the Messiah, in addition to the material from the scriptures pointing to the plurality of God.
The most familiar example of the Christian Kabbalist approach, which avoids some the dangers that will be noted later, is Rev. C. W. H. Pauli’s How Can Three Be One?

The title of Pauli’s book is taken from the passage in the Zohar which suggests the Trinity, and has been used in many other works of Apologetics.
 Pauli’s aim to prove that “our sages of blessed memory, long before the Christian era, held that there was a plurality in the deity.” Whilst quoting from rabbinic literature, he asks the reader to bear in mind the fact that 

…the Holy Scriptures, and nothing but the Holy Scriptures, are the foundation to which he holds, and upon which he claims that the Holy One, Blessed be He, is a divine and wonderful Tri-unity. Quotations from human writings, however old, venerable and reliable, are only presented in order to show my beloved brethren of Israel how inconsistent they are to reject such a thought regarding our great God and Saviour, while professing – as they do - to follow closely after their forefather who, it is here proved, believed this wholeheartedly.
 

Pauli uses Jewish tradition to explore the three-fold nature of God; the identity of the Memra, Angel of the Covenant and Metatron as descriptions of the Son of God, “who is an eternal emanation from God, therefore called Jehovah”;
 and the Divinity of the Holy Spirit.  Pauli concludes by appealing to his readers 

Whether I am not right in maintaining that the Jewish church before the Christian era, and in the first two centuries of the same, held   דשלושא רזא , the Doctrine of the Trinity, as a fundamental and cardinal article of the true faith?

Pauli’s method is not without its critics. His dating of the Zohar to the second century is now generally rejected in favour of a twelfth century origin, and his examples of rabbinic hermeneutics including gematria
 as proofs for the Messiahship of Jesus “bring no honour to Christianity and reflect badly against the one who uses them as well as the one convinced by them.”
 William Varner decries such attempts as deeply flawed:

Although their motives may have been sincere, their hermeneutical methodology was so defective that they did more harm than good in its implementation. Their writings serve to warn Christians today about how not to conduct the Jewish-Christian discussion.

Yet this approach, whilst “straying from a grammatical-historical hermeneutic”, continues to have its proponents.

A contemporary example of this approach is that of Tsvi Sadan, whose views have been quoted in recent debate on the Divinity of Jesus. Sadan seeks to articulate a Messianic Jewish Christology by developing a "high Christology" which can take in issues such as the Incarnation and Tri-unity of the Godhead, whilst being accessible to a Jewish realm of discourse. Although this has not always been clearly communicated or understood, he represents a significant concern within the Messianic movement. 
Sadan says
In Judaism, the search for God's unity is not shaped through precise definitions. Instead, it is framed as a midrash, that is, Imbedded in a story and therefore subject to an ongoing interpretation. [...] On the other hand, to understand God's unity by Attempting to strictly define his essence leads to a rigid and Uncompromising Dogma.
Sadan’s method is to remain within the Jewish understanding of God.

If I can sum up my methodological assumption it will be this: anything a Jew needs to know about the Messiah (Yeshua) can be found within the Jewish tradition. This is a bold assumption but nevertheless, one that can be substantiated without violating this very tradition that stresses its incompatibility with Jesus. In "Hundred Names of Messiah" I am trying to demonstrate how this is possible. One of the more difficult things to do is my attempt to "talk Jewish" rather than bring disguised Christian concepts.
 

Sadan recognises the difficulty of this, not only in the misunderstanding that it can cause, but also the fact that the “Jewish tradition” is not monolithic and could rightly include the Christian Jewish tradition of the New Testament and later Christianity. Yet Sadan’s method, like that of Kemper and other Christian Kabbalists, is to explore and express the Messiahship and Divinity of Christ in mystical terms, whilst being aware of the need for controls on interpretation and the dangers involved in handling esoteric materials with occult, Gnostic and pantheist influences:

One of the more complex issues is that of mystical tradition. Beside the point that it is unaccepted in the Protestant world from which we Messianic Jews are so heavily influenced, it is an abused field since the very nature of mysticism is that of very loose boundaries. Nevertheless, I think it is possible to discern where valid interpretation ends. Characteristically the sign is when the text is aimed at the possibility to manipulate either divine or occult powers. I am not saying it is easy and one needs to approach it with extreme caution. All I am saying is that it is usable and valuable, and by the way, to lesser degree, you can find elements of gnosticism, occult and you name it in almost any Jewish source, including Talmud, midrashim and what not. I don't think we need to respond to it but simply put it aside. No human source is a pure source. After all, don't we need to exercise discernment also when dealing with Christian material? The doctrine of the sefirot should be particularly intriguing for us since it deals with the very concept of the Trinity but instead of three godheads they have ten.

Sadan does not wish his attempt to be understood as a denial of the Deity of Messiah, but rather addresses the Jewish objections to the plural nature of God from within the tradition itself. He recognises that Judaism presents an “outward face” which rejects the possibility of the Trinity, whilst in internal debate allows for the plural unity of God to be expressed in at times controversial ways:

Among the Jews, the Trinity is bound to raise the question whether idolatry is in fact a feature of Christianity. In the Jewish discourse that is directed outside, toward Jewish unbelievers and Christians, it is clear that the doctrine of the Trinity provokes a strong negative reaction. In this discourse, Judaism presents a united front: Christianity (not to be confused with the New Testament) is an idolatrous religion because it teaches that Jesus and the Holy Spirit are gods on their own merit. The Christian theory of three entities – God the Father, God the Son and God the Holy Spirit – violates the command not to worship any other god. As such, the doctrine of the Trinity in its popular understanding – three gods who are one – violates one of only three commandments a Jew must die for and not transgress.
 This explains the strong Jewish reaction to it and why it presents an obstacle for any Jew who is willing to think seriously about his or her relationship to Jesus and the New Testament.

Within the internal Jewish discourse, matters are a little more complicated. Two examples will suffice to illustrate it. In his book Aderet Elijahu, the Gaon of Vilna, one of the greatest Jewish sages of all time, writes the following: “The tabernacle was one […]. One is something that encloses things in unity within itself, and such is with ‘Hear O Israel [our God is one Lord].’” The Vilna Gaon had no problem to see even in the most important declaration “the Lord is one,” an indication to God’s unity. And regarding the divinity of the Redeemer, in a discussion in the Talmud on the meaning of the term Man of God, the following was said: “If it were not written, I would not be able to say it.’” Here the difficulty inherent in the term Man of God, is acknowledged but not explained. Yet in the same midrash (story) Rabbi Abin explains the difficulty: “When he [Moses] went up, and did not eat or drink, he was called God, and when he came down, and ate and drank, he was called man. From halfway upwards he was God, and from halfway downwards he was man.” Moses, who is referred to in other places as “the first redeemer,” is called both man and God hence man of God; albeit, nowhere does it say Moses is God! These few examples show that, in Judaism, the search for God’s unity is not shaped through precise definitions. Instead, it is framed as a Midrash that is, imbedded in a story and therefore subject to an ongoing interpretation. As a result, the discussion on a sensitive topic of this kind produces a dynamic and tolerant understanding. On the other hand, to understand God’s unity through attempts to figure out God’s essence through strict definitions leads to a rigid and uncompromising dogma.
 

Sadan seeks to avoid the confusion of the contemporary debate, which to him is a result not of the doctrine of the Trinity itself, but “because a man-made doctrine was turned into the very living word of God.” He proposes that “if the Messianic Jews will decide to speak about the unity of God within the boundaries set by the Bible, they would not only be able to promote unity among themselves, but also improve their relationship with the Jewish community.” 

In his “Hundred Names of the Messiah” Sadan elaborates on this method, showing how more evidence is found in Jewish sources for Jesus’ assertion that Moses and the prophets explained things concerning himself.
 
Not all will agree with this approach to Christology in the Messianic movement, but it is an exploratory one, which deserves consideration. 

5. How can we recontextualise Nicene Christology?

Louis Goldberg recognised the problems inherent in formulating a Messianic approach to Christology, and warned:

Some Messianic Jews have sought to ingratiate themselves with the Jewish community and have spoken of God as simply a Unity. However, to this writer, this accommodates too much to the Jewish position of how to understand God as interpreted by the rabbis and therefore gives away what the Scriptures would assert. We must give a strong positive witness that God be considered as a composite unity thereby allowing for the possibility of the persons within the Godhead but yet at the same time, insisting that God is one. In that way, we have recontextualised the doctrine of God from that of Nicea and dealt primarily with what the Hebrew texts have to say, and at the same time, also considering what the Messianic Jews of the first century asserted regarding who God is.

Several have made preliminary attempts to recontextualise Nicaea, by explaining the difficulties raised for Jewish and Messianic Jewish thought, yet engaging with the context and content of the Nicaean formulation, and finding ways to express this within a Jewish frame of reference.
 
Daniel Juster recognises that 

To raise the question of Yeshua’s divinity is to open one of the greatest debates between Jews and Christians. This question leads to the whole debate about the Trinity, since the Messiah is said to be divine as one part of the Triune God.

Juster, as we have seen, rejects the “widely held conclusion of modern scholarship” that sharply differentiates between Hebraic and Hellenistic modes of thought as functional and ontological. For him the real question is rather

….how a metaphysic that is implied by biblical teaching compares and contrasts with a Greek metaphysic. Because all human beings are created in the image of God, communication and evaluation with regard to metaphysical views is cross-culturally possible.

For Juster this realisation places the debate on Christology on a less simplistic and more fruitful foundation. The Nicean statement in the light of all of this is neither totally Greek and unacceptable nor an accurate metaphysical statement of biblically implied truth. Those dimensions of Nicea implied by the Bible, in Juster’s view, still are "Son of God", "only begotten from the Father", "begotten not made (created)" and "light from light". Other dimensions of the Nicean formula are biblically defensible, if properly defined, but are unhelpful in a Jewish context because they lend themselves to connotative misunderstanding. "God from God" and "true God from true God" are phrases that too easily lend themselves to misconception. These statements emphasize divinity to such a degree that the humanity of the Son and His submission to the Father are eclipsed (e.g., a danger of Docetism). New Testament Christology, at least with regard to the relationship of the incarnate Messiah to the Father, in all biblical language and in all apocalyptic pictures of the Father and the Lamb in heaven, reflect subordinationist overtones. "One substance" language is difficult philosophically even if there are reasons for its use. He is in His divine nature everlastingly one in being with the Father. Perhaps other language such as "one in essence" or "one in His divine being" could be more helpful.

For Juster there is a need to reformulate the same truths safeguarded by Nicea in order to better communicate to the modern Jewish mind. He urges Messianic Jews to look to the very Jewish roots that influenced the Nicean creed and from these roots speak afresh to our day. 
The basic question addressed to Jew and Gentile from the Messiah is "Whom do you say that I am?" That the New Testament Scriptures reveal Him as the risen Messiah is at the centre of Christological controversy. The supernatural risen Messiah transcends the issues of Hebraic and Greek categories because His work was not conceived by the mind of man.

In Jewish Roots Juster defends of the plural nature of God in the Tenach, and follows this with discussion of the Angel of the LORD, the superhuman nature of the Messiah (Isaiah 9:6-7) and discussion of New Testament passages that show the divinity of Yeshua. He then gives his own view of the nature of Yeshua.

He is one person or aspect of that plural manifestation of God (from the Tenach) who became a human being. He, therefore, is a man who depends on the Spirit, prays to the Father, gets weary and dies. His divine nature never dies, but he is human as well as divine. As such, prayer in the New Testament is not primarily addressed to Yeshua but to “Our Father” in the Name of Yeshua. For Yeshua is the human revelation of the Father.

Juster warns against the Christomonism of losing sight of God the Father, calling for full recognition of Yeshua’s divinity whilst recognising that God is more than just Yeshua. He then calls for a deeper expression of the Trinity in Jewish terms.

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.

Juster gives several reasons why it is important to accept the uni-plurality of God and the divine nature of Yeshua. Only a perfect man could bring a full revelation of God, as man is made in the image of God. A revelation of God’s love in the form of a human being is the greatest way possible to show God’s love. Such a revelation has a unique redemptive significance, as the Messiah’s suffering is the revelation of the suffering love of God himself. As the divine Messiah Yeshua’s suffering has infinite redemptive value. 
So for Juster “the divinity of the Messiah is not idolatry, but reflects the fullest revelation of God.”  “The scriptures thus communicate to us the impression of one great divine reality of three inseparable manifestations of God. The relationship of love and accord blends the three into eternal oneness beyond human comprehension.…The reciprocal giving relationship  of love is eternally existent within the plural unity of God.”

Elazar Brandt also advocates the freedom to develop this line of thinking, whilst being sensitive to the classical Trinitarian position. His presuppositions are as follows:
For several years now I have been asking myself whether I accepted the "trinity" concept because I was taught it in the church, or because I found it in the scriptures. I have been thinking that what I always thought I knew from the scripture may have been only proof texts for what I was fed in church as unassailable truth. This is putting the cart before the horse. So I've been trying to get my thinking built more from the ground up, the "ground" being the Torah and Tenakh, and the NT doctrines standing on that foundation.

Brandt’s method is based on the need to

…process the revelation of G-d in the order he gave it to us. That is, Creation, Redemption, Torah, Sacred worship - place and procedures, prophets, Kingship, and ultimately, NT, with focus on the Gospels and the historical person and sayings and deeds of Yeshua first, and only then on the writings of Paul and others. All this should be carried out under the assumptions that:

1) Later covenants are built on previous ones and do NOT cancel them.

2) Conclusions of church councils far removed in time and distance from the events of the revelation (need) not be taken as a priori incontestable truth. Rather, we must carefully examine whether the revelation itself leads to such conclusions without being forced into a pre-(or actually, "post-") conceived form.

3) Those who question the deity of Yeshua but serve him faithfully ought not to be labelled as heretics or unsaved for their ideas alone; likewise, Trinitarians ought not be labelled idolaters by non-Trinitarians if their intent is to worship and serve one G-d. If we cannot grant each other some room for fresh thought, we will never advance beyond Nicaea in our concept of G-d.

Brandt here reflects the views of Jacob Jocz, who stated:

(The Synagogue) has a right and an obligation to ask… “How is Jesus of Nazareth God?” The Christian answer cannot be evasive. It must not fall back upon the authority of Church Councils. To refer a Jew back to the Council of Nicaea is an admission of our own helplessness and lack of conviction. It is the task of theology to attempt a contemporary answer, but with a view to the past. The Jewish questioner to-day is not edified by the historical information what Christians in the fourth century thought about Jesus; he wants to know what we think about him in the intellectual context of our own time.

David Stern views the present debate on the Divinity of Yeshua as significant, but wishes it to be understood properly in context, rather than misconstrued. Referring to the Israel Today article which reported the debate in Israel, Stern stressed:

More importantly, whilst most of the twelve are concerned not to become “Gentilized,” few have theological training; and this combination can distort theologising. In such cases the statements should be evaluated less as theology than as a heart cry to preserve Jewish identity. I think all twelve of the Messianic Jews quoted are believers who love God and his Messiah Yeshua with all their heart, even if some of their words about Yeshua deviate from what most Christians consider acceptable.”

Stern uses the concept of antinomies
 because the Biblical data underlying the theology of Yeshua’s deity are too complex to be discussed in short magazine articles or debated in the form of slogans. The Deity of Yeshua is a topic which refuses to “submit to law”, and is one of the “paradoxes, mysteries, phenomena in which “A” and “not-A” both hold.”

In the Jewish New Testament and Jewish New Testament Commentary Stern addresses such questions as “Is Yeshua God?” and “Is God a Trinity?” but tries to push past the reflex responses of “Absolutely”  (Christian) and “Absolutely not” (Jewish) in order to discuss the substance of the matter – what positive and negative answers might mean, and whether both Christian and Jewish contexts might admit of “less confrontational formulations without compromising the scriptural data”.

Michael Schiffman has gone further than most in engaging and re-expressing Chalcedonian orthodoxy in Jewish terms. In discussing the background to the Councils of the church fathers he recalls how in the post-Nicean period Jews were expected to renounce all things Jewish when they became believers. This policy of renunciation deepened the separation between Jewish Christians and the Jewish community.

Recognising that the terminology of the debate “sounds very Catholic, and hence, very non-Jewish” he suggests that there may never be a suitable answer to the semantic issue because there will always be a tension between finding a word that is Jewishly palatable and one that is theologically precise. The Trinity is a theological word based on a biblical concept that does not occur in scripture. If it were a biblical term, or if there were a Jewish equivalent, it would be more acceptable. 
Schiffman sees a theological development between the HB revelation of God, plurality notwithstanding, and the doctrine of the Trinity.
The reason a formal trinitarian concept does not exist in the Old Testament is not because it is borrowed from Hellenism, as some suggest, but because as the revelation of God is progressive, so as with the nature of the Messiah himself, a full enough revelation did not exist in Jewish scripture until the New Covenant.

Whilst the conclusions of Nicaea were “looked upon by some as having a distinctively anti-Jewish bias” such as the changing of the day of worship from Sabbath to Sunday, and the discouragement to celebrate Jewish festivals, Schiffman recognises the good that was achieved in the facing of theological challenges affecting the Ekklesia, and the articulation of truth in the light of error. 
Schiffman also challenges the notion that the Nicaean Trinitarian formula is incompatible with the Jewish view of monotheism, showing this to be an anachronistic reading of the nature of early Jewish monotheism which was far more flexibly interpreted than that of today, in the light of later Maimonidean rationalism and anti-Christian polemic. 
Joseph Shulam of Netivyah in Jerusalem is concerned at the level of heat generated by the controversy on the divinity of Christ.
The question … is one of the hottest in all of Christianity and especially among the brothers and sisters in Israel.  There have been inquisitory actions taken here by some brothers as if they were Savonarola or Torquemada during the darkest periods of Christian history, but with God's help we shall overcome this wave of tyrannical leadership with the love of the Lord and the Grace of the Cross.

In his own statement of faith Shulam is emphatic in his belief in the deity of Jesus:

1.  I believe that Yeshua is the Messiah the Son of the Living God.

2.  I believe that Yeshua is 100% man and 100% God by virtue of his commission and by virtue of His very nature.

3.  I believe that God sent His unique Son to the World because He loves mankind and wants to see all men saved from the judgment day of the Lord.

4.  I believe that the New Testament is a Jewish book and that we must understand it from a first century Jewish context and not allow the Protestant worldview and a Hellenistic Christianity to colour our views of God, the Bible, and the Messiah, but restore the Jewishness of our faith both as Jews and as non-Jewish Christians.

He adds: 

One thing I do want to state clearly - I have never even one time denied the deity of the Messiah.
 

6. Is it kosher to affirm a trinitarian and incarnational theology whilst recognising the hiddenness of the Messiah to our people?
As the question here is with specific reference to our friend Mark Kinzer, I want to engage with his discussion in Postmissionary Messianic Judaism (PMJ) and other writings. Let me say at the outset that I find Kinzer’s thinking refreshing, challenging and orthodox in Christian terms. I also find it Conservative in Jewish terms, and challenging the paradigms of Jewish and Christian tradition. But I have several questions, and do not agree with some of his assumptions.
Mark Kinzer’s PMJ presents the potential for a programmatic theological system. Combating supersessionist readings of Scripture to argue for the ongoing election of Israel and the legitimacy of a Torah-observant Messianic Judaism, Kinzer employs postliberal
 and postcritical Jewish and Christian theological resources. His understanding of the revelation of God through the Scriptures and Jewish tradition acknowledges the significance of the Jewish and Christian faith communities through which such revelation is mediated. Ecclesiology and soteriology cohere around his bi-lateral understanding (reflecting Karl Barth) of the community of God made up of both ‘unbelieving’ Israel, and the Church, with Jesus present in both, visible to the ekklesia but only partially recognised by Israel. 
It is clear that Kinzer’s influences and assumptions place him outside the mainstream of Protestant evangelicalism, especially the conservative variety often found within previous forms of Messianic Judaism. His view of the authority and inspiration of Scripture is tempered by respect for Jewish traditions of interpretation, and the influence of critical and postcritical biblical scholarship, and postliberal theology. 
Judaism’ arises as one way of negotiating the tension between proclamation of Jesus as Messiah, and the preservation of Jewish belief, practice and identity. Such concerns reflect the challenges facing the Messianic movement worldwide as it grows in theological, spiritual, communal and personal maturity. Kinzer’s response is a Messianic Judaism that echoes Conservative Judaism in its liturgy and practice, and integrates belief in Yeshua in the context of loyalties and identity to ‘Jewish space.’ 
Kinzer sees Jesus as divine, but within a Judaism not inhospitable to the possibility of the divinity and incarnation of the Son of God. The historic Christian formulations of the Trinity are inadequate in Jewish contexts because they are steeped in Hellenism. New postcritical formulations are required that emerge from Jewish tradition and are recognised as possible understandings of the nature of God. The Scriptures of Judaism and Christianity are both inspired, and to be interpreted within a non-supersessionist appreciation of the canonical and communal contexts in which they arose.

Mark Kinzer’s Postmissionary Messianic Judaism proposes that the Jesus the Messiah is hidden in the midst of the Jewish people. Kinzer proposes a ‘bilateral ecclesiology’ made up of two distinct but united communal entities: 

(1) The community of Jewish Yeshua-believers, maintaining their participation in the wider Jewish community and their faithful observance of traditional Jewish practice, and (2) The community of Gentile Yeshua-believers, free from Jewish Torah-observance yet bound to Israel through union with Israel’s Messiah, and through union with the Jewish ekklesia. (Kinzer 2007:iv)

Kinzer’s stresses on the inherent ‘twofold nature’ of the ekklesia preserves ‘in communal form the distinction between Jew and Gentile while removing the mistrust and hostility that turned the distinction into a wall’. Kinzer  argues that a bilateral ecclesiology is required if the Gentile ekklesia is to claim rightfully a share in Israel’s inheritance without compromising Israel’s integrity or Yeshua’s centrality. 

In Chapter Six Kinzer turns to the Jewish people’s apparent “no” to its own Messiah. Kinzer argues that Paul sees this rejection as  ‘in part providential, an act of divine hardening effected for the sake of the Gentiles’. Paul, according to Kinzer, even implies that this hardening involves Israel’s mysterious participation in the suffering and death of the Messiah. 

In the light of Christian anitsemitism and supersessionism, the Church’s message of the Gospel comes to the Jewish people accompanied by the demand to renounce Jewish identity, and thereby violate the ancestral covenant. From this point onward the apparent Jewish “no” to Yeshua expresses Israel’s passionate “yes” to God – a “yes” which eventually leads many Jews on the way of martyrdom. Jews thus found themselves imitating Yeshua through denying Jesus! If the Church’s actual rejection of Israel did not nullify her standing nor invalidate her spiritual riches, how much more should this be the case with Israel’s apparent rejection of Yeshua! (Kinzer 2004:5).

The Jewish people’s apparent ‘no’ to Jesus does not rule them out of God’s salvation purposes, any more than the Church’s actual ‘no’ to the election of Israel. Both are within the one people of God, although there is a schism between them. The New Testament ‘affirms the validity of what we would today call Judaism’ (Kinzer 2005:215).

Kinzer recognises that the presence of Yeshua is necessary in order to affirm Judaism. 

Those who embrace the faith taught by the disciples will be justifiably reluctant to acknowledge the legitimacy of a religion from which Yeshua, the incarnate Word, is absent (Kinzer 2005:217).

Judaism’s validity can not demonstrated if Jewish people have a way to God that ‘bypasses Yeshua.’ However, Kinzer argues that in some mysterious and hidden way ‘Yeshua abides in the midst of the Jewish people and its religious tradition, despite that tradition’s apparent refusal to accept his claims’ (Kinzer 2005: 217). This divinely willed ‘disharmony between the order of knowing and the order of being’ means that Yeshua is present with his people without being recognised. The ontic is to be distinguished from the noetic, what exists from what is known. The New Testament affirms that Yeshua is the representative and individual embodiment of the entire people of Israel, even if Israel does not recognise Yeshua and repudiates his claims. Even this rejection testifies to his status as the despised and rejected servant. Echoing Karl Barth’s doctrine of the Church in relation to Israel, Israel’s ‘no’ is answered by the Church’s ‘yes’ to Jesus, and in Jesus himself both ‘yes’ and ‘no’ are brought together, just as Jesus is both divine and human, and accepted and rejected.

Both church and Israel are ‘bound indissolubly to the person of the Messiah’, one in belief, the other in unbelief. Therefore ‘Israel’s no to Yeshua can be properly viewed as a form of participation in Yeshua!’ (Kinzer 2005:223).

If the obedience of Yeshua that led him to death on the cross is rightly interpreted as the perfect embodiment and realisation of Israel’s covenant fidelity, then Jewish rejection of the church’s message in the second century and afterward can rightly be seen as a hidden participation in the obedience of Israel’s Messiah (Kinzer 2005:225).

This sounds decidedly paradoxical. How are we to understand and respond to it? Kinzer’s argument draws from earlier thinkers like Lev Gillet, the friend of Paul Levertoff.

 His entire notion of “communion in the Messiah” presumes that faithful Jews and faithful Christians can have communion together in the one Messiah. In fact, he seems to hold that the Messiah is also hidden for Christians to the extent that 

 they fail to understand or acknowledge the ongoing significance of the Jewish 

 people in the divine purpose. (Kinzer 2007:1)


Gillet views the Jewish people as a ‘corpus mysticum – a mystical body, like the church.’ (Kinzer 2005: 280). The suffering of the Jewish people is to be understood in the light of Isaiah 53, as both ‘prophetic and redemptive,’ but Gillet does not, according to Kinzer, lose ‘his christological bearings’ (:281). Gillet’s aim is to build a ‘bridge theology’ that links the mystical body of Christ with that of the mystical body of Israel.

The corpus mysticum Christi is not a metaphor; it is an organic and invisible reality. But the theology of the Body of Christ should be linked with a theology of the mystical body of Israel. This is one of the deepest and most beautiful tasks of a ‘bridge theology’ between Judaism and Christianity. (Gillet 1942:215 in Kinzer 2005: 281)

Gillet aims to heal the schism between Israel and the Church, showing that both Christian and Jew are united in the Messiah.

The idea of our membership in Israel has an immediate application in al the modern questions concerning Jewry. If we seriously admit the mystical bond which ties us, as Christians, to the community of Israel, if we feel ourselves true Israelites, our whole outlook may be modified, and our lives of practical action as well. (Gillet 1942: 215)

However, Gillet’s argument relies on a ‘the mystery of the [future] restoration of Israel, who are still, in Paul’s words, experiencing ‘Blindness in part’. (ibid.) The Messiah is hidden from them, because of the blindness of unbelief. Whilst He is hidden within His people, he is also hidden from them by their partial hardening.

Kinzer’s concept of the ‘hidden Messiah’ derives not from the anonymous Christianity of the Roman Catholic theologian Karl Rahner, but from Karl Barth and Franz Rosenzweig, and later Jewish-Christian relations thinkers such as Paul van Buren.  Kinzer also refers to Edith Stein, the Jewish philosopher who became a Carmelite nun, who saw the sufferings of the Jewish people as ‘participating in the sufferings of their unrecognised Messiah’ (Kinzer 2005:  227). 

Thomas Torrance lends support to this Christological understanding of the suffering of Israel as participation in the suffering of the Messiah, albeit unconsciously.

Certainly, the fearful holocaust of six million Jews in the concentration camps of Europe, in which Israel seems to have been made a burnt-offering laden with the guilt of humanity, has begun to open Christian eyes to a new appreciation of the vicarious role of Israel in the mediation of God’s reconciling purpose in the dark underground of conflicting forces within the human race. Now we see Israel, however, not just as the scapegoat, thrust out of sight into the despised ghettos of the nations, bearing in diaspora the reproach of the Messiah, but Israel drawn into the very heart and centre of Calvary as never before since the crucifixion of Jesus. (Thomas Torrance, The Mediation of Christ (Colorado Springs: Helmers and Howard, 1992), 38-39, in Kinzer 227).

Kinzer echoes Protestant theologian Bruce Marshall in arguing that the Jewishness of Jesus implies his continuing membership of and participation in the Jewish people. God’s incarnate presence in Yeshua thus ‘resembles Gods presence among Yeshua’s flesh-and-blood brothers and sisters’ (Kinzer 2005:231). Quoting Bruce Marshall, the doctrine of the incarnation of God in Christ is analogous to the doctrine of God indwelling Carnal Israel, as articulated by Michael Wyschogrod, the Jewish thinker. 

The Christian doctrine of the incarnation is an intensification, not a repudiation, of traditional Jewish teaching about the dwelling of the divine presence in the midst of Israel (Marshall 2000:178 in Kinzer 2005:231).

If God is ‘present in Israel, Yeshua is also present there’, and according to Robert Jenson, the ‘church is the body of Christ only in association with the Jewish people’.

Can there be a present body of the risen Jew, Jesus of Nazareth, in which the lineage of Abraham and Sarah so vanishes into a congregation of gentiles as it does in the church? My final – and perhaps most radical – suggestion to Christian theology… is that… the embodiment of the risen Christ is whole only in the form of the church and an identifiable community of Abraham and Sarah’s descendants. The church and the synagogue are together and only together the present availability to the world of the risen Jesus Christ. (Jenson 2003:13 in Kinzer 2005:232).

Kinzer is covering much new ground here, painting in broad brushstrokes an ecclesiology developed by postliberal Christian  theologians in dialogue with contemporary Jewish thinkers. Much of the discussion draws from Karl Barth’s Christological doctrine of the election of the one ‘community of God’ as Church and Israel, and the doctrine runs the same risks of universalism on the one hand, and a continuing supersessionism on the other. Whilst Karl Barth withdrew from participation in Rosenzweig’s ‘Patmos group’ because of its perceived Gnosticism, there is also a danger of Gnosticism in this doctrine of the Hidden Messiah incarnate in his people Israel (Lindsay 2007:28). 

Kinzer relies on a ‘divinely willed disharmony between the ontic and the noetic, following Bruce Marshall. 

For most Jews, Paul seems to say, there is at this point a divinely willed disharmony between the order of knowing and the order of being which will only be overcome at the end of time. (Kinzer 2007:1)

But if the mystery of God’s dwelling in Christ is known to the Church, it can not be equally true that Israel can know that the opposite is the case, and that Jesus is not the risen Messiah. Whilst Christians recognise a continuing election of Israel (the Jewish people) and thus a continuing commitment of Jesus to His people, they will be reluctant to admit that this commitment in itself is salvific, or that the hidden presence of the Messiah with His people is the means by which he is revealed to them. The Hidden Messiah of PMJ owes more to a Christian re-orientation of perspective on Jesus and the election of Israel than on a Jewish recognition of a hidden Messiah. The hidden Messiah of PMJ is more a Christian re-evaluation of the presence of Christ within the Jewish people than a Jewish recognition of the Messianic claims of Jesus. 

7. Conclusion

Each of the above options has its attractions – but the adoptionist Christology of Marcus cannot be accepted, as it breaches the fundamental understanding of the divine unity of the Trinity. 
In terms of communication of the deity of Yeshua, several options exist within the Messianic movement, from Maoz’s theocentric Christology to Kinzer’s hidden but nevertheless divine Messiah. As will all communication, our situating of ourselves in different contexts, and our understanding of our audience, will result in different strategies of communication. Let us not cease from using every means at our disposal, in proclaiming the Good News that the Messiah has come, and his name is Yeshua – to God be the glory!
Bibliography

Bauckham, Richard, Jesus and the God of Israel: ‘God crucified and other studies on the New Testament’s Christology of Divine identity. Milton Keynes: Paternoster, 2008.
Bernstein, A. Some Jewish Witnesses for Christ. London: Operative Jewish Converts Institution, 1909.
Feher, Shoshanah. Passing over Easter: Constructing the Boundaries of Messianic Judaism. Walnut Creek, CA : AltaMira Press, 1998.
Fischer, John. ‘Yeshua: The Deity Debate.’ Mishkan. Issue 39, 2003.

Frey, Joseph C.F. The Divinity of the Messiah. Israel: Keren Ahavah Meshichit, 2002.
Fruchtenbaum, Arnold. ‘The Quest for a Messianic Theology’, Mishkan, Issue 2, Winter 1985.
Fruchtenbaum, Arnold. ‘The Quest for a Messianic Theology.’ Mishkan, Issue 2, Winter 1985, pp. 1-3.
Gillet, Lev. Communion in the Messiah: Studies in the Relationship between Judaism and Christianity. London: Lutterworth Press, 1942.
Goldberg, Louis. ‘Recontextualizing the Doctrine of the Trinity as Formulated by the Council of Nicaea.’ LCJE-NA Regional Conference, Chicago: 1996,

Harvey, Richard. ‘Jesus the Messiah in Messianic Jewish Thought’, Mishkan. Issue 39 2003.

Harvey, Richard S. Mapping Messianic Jewish Theology. Milton Keynes: Paternoster, 2009.

Jenson, Robert W. ‘Towards a Christian Theology of Judaism.’ in Jews and Christians, edited by Carl El Braaten and Robert W. Jenson, 9-11. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003.
Jocz, Jacob. ‘The Invisibility of God and the Incarnation.’ in The Messiahship of Jesus edited by Arthur Kac, 189-196, Rev. ed. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1986. 

Johnson, Boaz. ‘Toward a Theology of God.’ Mishkan. Issue 38, 2003.
Juster, Dan. Jewish Roots: A Foundation of Biblical Theology. Shippensburg, Penn: Destiny, 1995.

Kac, Arthur. The Messiahship of Jesus, Revised Edition. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1986.

Kinzer, Mark. ‘Finding our Way through Nicaea: The Deity of Yeshua, Bilateral Ecclesiology, and Redemptive Encounter with the Living God.’ Los Angeles: Hashivenu Forum, 2010.

Lapide, Pinhas. Hebrew in the Church. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984.

Lindsay, Mark R. Barth, Israel and Jesus: Karl Barth’s Theology of Israel. Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007.
Longenecker, Richard N. The Christology of Early Christianity. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1981.
Maoz, Baruch. Judaism is not Jewish. Fearn, Scotland: Mentor, 2003.

Maoz, Baruch. Lectures on the Person of Christ. Unpublished.
Mounce, Robert H. ‘Gospel’ Evangelical Dictionary of Theology, ed. Walter Elwell. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1984.

Muffs, Yochanan. The Personhood of God: Biblical Theology, Human Faith, and the Divine Image. Woodstock, Vermont: Jewish Lights, 2005.
Nerel, Gershon. (1967יהודים משיחיים בארץ ישראל : (1917-. Hebrew U.: Jerusalem, 2003.
Patai, Raphael. The Messiah Texts. New York: Avon, 1979.
Pauli, C.W.H. (Zevi Nasi/Hirsch Prinz). The Great Mystery: or, How Can Three Be One? Amsterdam: Pauli, 1899.
Riesner, Rainer. ‘Christology in the Early Jerusalem Community.’ Mishkan. Issue 24, 1996.

Schiffman, Michael. The Return of the Remnant: The Rebirth of Messianic Judaism Baltimore: Lederer, 1992.

Schonfield, Hugh. For Christ’s Sake: A Discussion of the Jesus Enigma. London: MacDonald and Janes’s, 1975.

Skarsaune, Oskar. ‘The Making of Creeds.’ Mishkan. Issue 34, 2001.
Stern, David. The Jewish New Testament Commentary. Jerusalem: Jerusalem New Testament Publications, 1992.

Stern, David. ‘Israel’s Messianic Jews and the Deity of Yeshua: An Update.’ Israel Today (July 2002). http://mayimhayim.org/Academic%Stuff/David%Stern/Article.htm (accessed 24th May 2007).
Strong, Augustus H. Systematic Theology. Judson Press: Valley Forge, PA, 1979.

Tillich, Paul. Systematic Theology: Three volumes in one. Chicago: University of Chicago, 1967

Scholem, Gershom. Kabbalah. New York: Quadrangle, 1974.
Skarsaune, Oskar ‘the Making of the Creeds’ Mishkan Issue 34 (2001).
Tillich, Paul. Systematic Theology. Chicago: U. of Chicago, 1967.
Torrance, Thomas Forsyth. The Mediation of Christ. Colorado Springs: Multnomah, 1992.
Varner, William. ‘The Christian Use of Jewish Numerology.’ The Masters Seminary Journal 8, No. 1 (Spring 1997): 47-59.

Wolfson, Elliot R.  ‘Messianism in the Christian Kabbalah of Johann Kemper.’ In Millenarianism and Messianism in Early Modern European Culture: Jewish Messianism in the Early Modern World, edited by Matthew D. Goldish and Richard H. Popkin, 139-187. The Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2001.
� Jocz (1958) in Kac 1986:189. See my “Mapping Messianic Jewish Theology” (Paternoster, 2008) for full references.


� Feher 1998:20.


� Email correspondence, 3/2003.


� Letters to the Editor, Kivun no. 30, quoted in Nerel 2003. 


� Marcus strongly rejects this interpretation of his position: “You stated that I see Rabbinic tradition as the authoritative understanding of the nature of G-d, and that I employ an interpretive tradition in my reading of the Tanach….All I can do is deny your allegations. I do not accept Rabbinic Tradition as authoritative interpretations, when I read my Bible! I find them useful. I find them helpful. I find them in many cases wise. But I also find them stupid, and ridiculous and completely false, in many other cases.” (email 6/2003). I have given quotations at some length, to allow the reader to decide whether my interpretation is fair.


� Marcus’ views are to be found at Adonai Echad: Deity of Yeshua Debate: Why Yeshua is NOT G-d... An Internet Course from a Jewish Perspective (�HYPERLINK "http://groups.yahoo.com/group/AdonaiEchad/"�http://groups.yahoo.com/group/AdonaiEchad/�). The group has 161 members.


� Lesson 3 -- I'll take ONE please... (http://groups.yahoo.com/group/AdonaiEchad/message/16)


� “For the idolater does not deny the existence of God; he merely makes the mistake of supposing that the image of his own construction resembles a being which mediates between him and God…How much more serious is the error of him who thinks God is body! He entertains an error regarding the nature of God directly, and surely causes the anger of God to burn.” (Guide to the Perplexed Bk. II, ch.36, summarised in A History of Medieval Jewish Philosophy by Isaak Husik, 1916, 1969, New York: Temple, pp. 261)


� Maoz 2003.


� Maoz 2003:252-254


� May 22-24, 2003 in Vienna, Virginia, USA.


� Maoz email, 1/2003.


� “Lectures on The Person of Christ – Part One –Introduction”, p.5. (pre-publication copy)


� “The Person of Christ” (Annual Lecture of the Israel College of the Bible in Jerusalem, March 2002), reprinted in abbreviated form in Maoz News, May 10, 2002 (Volume 4.69), p.1.


� “Lectures on The Person of Christ – Part Four (Philippians 2:1-11)”, p. 5 (pre-publication copy)


� “Lectures on The Person of Christ – Part Six - Other NT Texts and a Systematic Summary”, p. 9 (pre-publication copy)


� See Maoz 2003, and my review in CWI Herald, Summer, 2003.


� “Lectures on The Person of Christ – Part Six - Other NT Texts and a Systematic Summary”, pre-publication copy, p.11.


� Scholem 1974:197.


� cf. Sanhedrin 97b “There are three ages: two thousand years of chaos; two thousand years of the law beginning with the revelation on mount Sinai; two thousand years of the Messianic kingdom; and then finally the world with is only Sabbath, rest in eternal life.” When the “days of the Messiah come”, the “days of the Torah” come to an end. (Moltmann 1991:104)


� Wolfson 2001:1.


� On Kemper’s translation see Lapide, Pinchas, Hebrew in the Church, (Grand Rapids, MI:  Eerdmans, 1984) p. 76.


� Wolfson 2001:3.


� Reprinted as The Divinity of the Messiah, (Israel: Keren Ahavah Meshichit, 2002). Frey argues in vol. 2 Part II-IV (pp. 122-252) on “The Divinity of the Messiah”, that although the doctrine of the plurality in unity is a stumbling block, the Rabbis acknowledge the divine plurality of Elohim, give testimony to the divinity of the Messiah, equating the Angel of the Lord (Malak YHWH) with God himself, and accept the Divinity of the Holy Spirit as the third person of the Trinity. 


� Rev. C. W. H. Pauli was born in Breslau in 1800, named Zevi Nasi (Hirsch Prinz). He was educated as a rabbi by his father, was given a New Testament by the London Society missionary C.G.Petri, and became a believer. He studied at Cambridge, and went on to become Lecturer in Hebrew at Oxford. He served as a missionary in Berlin and Amsterdam from 1840 to 1874, then retired to the UK where he died in 1877, with the words on his lips: “Into Thy hands, O God, I commend my spirit. My Saviour is near.” (Bernstein 1909: 210-211).


� Zohar, Exodus 34b, vol. 3, p. 134 (Soncino ed.), referred to frequently in apologetic literature. 


� Pauli 1970: preface.


� Pauli 1970:70.


� Pauli 1970:89.


� Mathematical computations involving the numerical values of the Hebrew letters.


� Varner 1997:53.


� Varner 1997:59.


� Email correspondence, 6th March 2003.


� ibid.


� Idolatry, incest and murder.


� ibid.


� For example, on the letter vav, Sadan explores the letters of the Tetragrammaton:


“A name of the Messiah that begins with vav, the sixth letter in the Hebrew alphabet is of great mystery. In Jewish mysticism, letters possess great importance since it is assumed that if God created the world by words and the words were spoken in Hebrew, each of the letters – its sound, shape and positions within the word – is significant. The letter vav thus is especially important since from it the name of God – the Tetragrammaton, is made. This fact makes the vav unique in that, along with ha (ה) and yod (י) it is not part of creation but of letters that create, as is befitting the name of God. Knowing this, the sages noted that the vav is positioned between two ha like so  (יהוה). In other words, since ha is also the name of God, the positioning of the vav in the midst of God, in Hebrew: bein elohim (אלוהים בין) means a great deal because, due to the nature of the Hebrew language, where the vowel letters are not always pronounced, bein elohim can be easily read as ben elohim and in English, Son of God. Having learned this, the sages have reached the same conclusion John has reached, that Vav, the Son of God, creates and is not created.”


� Goldberg 1996:26.


� Space does not permit consideration of Yellin, Frydland, Rosenthal, Harvey and many others. 


� Juster 1986:181.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Ibid.


� Juster 1986:187.


� Juster 1986:188.


� Juster 1986:189-190.


� Brandt email, 3/2003.


� Jocz 1958:62.


� He ascribes this term to "Philosophical Issues in Religious Thought" (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1973) by Geddes MacGregor (email 3/2003).


� Stern 2002:23.


� Stern 1992:xiii.


� Schiffman 1992:25.


� Schiffman 1992:12


� Shulam email, 3/2003. 


� Postliberalism began as a reaction to theological liberalism. Karl Barth’s reaction against Protestant liberal theology of the 19th  and early 20th  centuries was taken up by some of his followers in the USA to produce a new engagement with the Bible, Church tradition and contemporary culture. This sat in between the ‘liberal’ and ‘conservative’ labels. Key postliberal theologians include George Lindbeck, Hans Frei and Stanley Hauerwas, and the academic journals First Things and Pro Ecclesia are representative of postliberal thought. Postliberalism reacts against the relativism and rationalism of theological liberalism, with a more sympathetic reading of the Bible and Church tradition, but with an openness to theological ecumenism, the existence and impact of other faiths, and engagement with contemporary culture. Cf. Richard Harvey, ‘Shaping the Aims and Aspirations of Jewish Believers (Review of Mark Kinzer’s Postmissionary Messianic Judaism)’ Mishkan 48 (2006): 18-21.





PAGE  
1

