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The Question & Its Importance

A few years ago a controversy erupted in the lidvéessianic Jewish movement over
the question, "Is Yeshua God?" Some leaders had publiokeasd the question with a
definitive "No!" Their refusal to call Yeshua "God" i¢gdl a firestorm. In the eyes of
many, these dissenting leaders had denied the basiofefethua-faith.

Though common in Christian parlance, the wordintdpis question has problematic
features which we will examine later in this paper. Néhadess, the passionate responses
evoked on both sides showed that the question touchedhatter of grave concern to
all.

The main reasons for this concern are threefaldt, the message of the Good News
challenges all of its hearers to answer Yeshua'squestion to Peter, "Who do you say
that | am?" (Mark 8:29). The mystery of Yeshua's idgntitderlies the narrative of all
four Besorot, and constitutes the core proclamation of the Apostles.exalted character
of Yeshua is the central theme of the Johannine writinggh present him as the
enfleshed divine Logos through whom all things were maddyeaeer of the divine
Name who is one with the Father and who shared ttieeFa glory before the foundation
of the world. While couched in a different idiom, thisrtielikewise permeates the
synopticBesorot and the Apostolic letters. "Who then is this, tharewind and sea obey
him?" cry the stunned disciples after Yeshua exercisdwatyt over the elements (Mark

4:41). As the early Yeshua-movement grew, its basic esiafie of faith became the



affirmation, "Yeshua is Lord!" (Romans 10:9; 1 Corinthiansg31Phillipians 2:11). The
Good News itself makes the question of Yeshua's transcex@atity a matter of
fundamental importance.

Second, discussion of this question dominated thedius centuries of the Yeshua-
movement, and resulted in the creedal definitions whale shape to the Christian
theological consensus of the past sixteen centuriesnést of those who identify
themselves as "Christians" and as members of the basteammunity known as the
Christian Church, the results of these councils deheesubstance of their faith, even if
they have never heard of Nicaea or Chalcedon and etleyiconsider the Bible their
only doctrinal authority. Affirmation of the deity of ¥bua — and, for many,
acknowledgement of the doctrine of the Trinity — consguioth the center of their
confession and the boundary that demarcates its uniquectdrar

As Jewish Yeshua-believers, we may identifynesnbers of the revivedkklesa of
the circumcision" rather than "the Christian ChurelWhich we see as thekklesia of
the uncircumcision,” legitimate but incomplete with@gstlewish partner. Nevertheless,
we cannot ignore the reality of the historical Chalstcommunity as the primary
enduring witness to Yeshua in the world. If we embracedodaecclesiology, then we
must seek unity with the Christian Church even as wataiaiour own distinctive
identity. Once again, the question of Yeshua's traalssgndentity — now embodied in
explicit and official doctrinal formulations — beconeesatter of fundamental
importance.

Third and finally, the denial of Yeshua's deity haasnb@most as significant for

classic forms of Judaism as its affirmation has Beethe Christian faith. Until the



middle ages, acknowledgement of Yeshua's deity and worsttie dfrinitarian God
were considered by Jewish authorities t@wmah zara, i.e., idolatry. Eventually this
assessment changed in regards to Gentile Christianspthatnegards to Jews who
believe in Yeshua. According to traditional Jewish sourfoess Jew to believe in
Yeshua as the divine Son of God — and not just as timamd/essiah — is to violate the
Shema, the central Jewish confession that undergirds all befaith.

Jews and Christians thus have agreed on the cemp@itance of the doctrine of
Yeshua's deity. The doctrine functioned for many centafidews and Christians as a
mutually accepted litmus test for distinguishing authentitaism from authentic
Christianity. It provided a doctrinal correlate to thegiical issue of Torah observance,
drawing an unambiguous theological line between the twarfgudligious communities
just as the Jewish imperative and observance (or @mristohibition and non-
observance) of circumcision, Shabbat, holidays,kasirut established a clear boundary
on the level of praxis. For the Jewish people, the duafmunity-defining positive
commandment was “You shall observe the Torah” andliied negative commandment
was “You shall not believe that Jesus is the Son af. Geor the Christian Church, the
chief community-defining positive commandment was “Youldbaieve that Jesus is
the Son of God” and the chief negative commandment ¥as $hall not observe the
Torah.”

The classical Jewish view of the deity of Yeshaeomes especially troubling for
Jewish believers in Yeshua who are convinced of thk tibilateral ecclesiology, and
who consequently see themselves as members of théhJegsous community and

heirs of its tradition, as well as partners with @t&istian Church within the twofold



Body of Messiah. Just as we are pressed from the @hrstle to give up or dilute our
conviction that Torah observance is incumbent on edeny so we are pressed from the
Jewish side to give up or dilute our conviction that Yeskumore than a man. It would
be much easier to deny bilateral ecclesiology, and takvéewish Christians who affirm
the deity of Jesus in classical Christian terms egwt fTorah observance as a mere
cultural option, or as conventional Torah-observantsJeho respect Yeshua as a rabbi,
prophet, or even Messiah but who refuse to honor hinivagedr to seek any organic
connection to the Christian Church.

Thus, wherever we turn, we face this burning questzsed for us by the Jewish
community in which we claim membership, by the Christammunity with which we
seek partnership, and by the Good News itself which héi$dddl of our lives and
claimed our unrestricted allegiance. As Jews steep&anikh, formed by a religious
tradition centered on confession of the unity of God aed-sensitive to the dangers of
avodah zarah, how do we understand and articulate the transcerafemtity of Yeshua
our Messiah, as presented to us inBbesorah? And how do we assess the Christian

doctrinal tradition and its articulation of his idey®

The Way of Approach

We have now formulated our question. How shalbes& proceed in addressing it?
It would seem natural to begin by studying the relevamtiag of the Apostolic
Writings, and then continue by examining and critiquingdlassic Christian creedal
formulas on the basis of that teaching. This approach epfogacal and cogent, since it
reflects both the unique authority of Scripture withintitaglition of the Yeshua-faith

community, and the historical progression whereby laewltigical developments build



upon earlier ones. It also conforms to the standardadetbgy of evangelical
scholarship, which has shaped the theological educatimosifleaders in the Messianic
Jewish world.

| will propose and model here a different approadhdauestion. Instead of
beginning with Scripture, | will begin with the consensosafession of the Christian
world, the Nicene Creed, and consider it alongside ahghhof Scripture and within a
Jewish frame of reference. | will not assume thatNicene formulation is the best
available or the most appropriate for us as Messianis,Jawt | will look for points of
continuity between that formulation and the bibliegdhing, and will give it the benefit
of the doubt when it is under scrutiny.

What is the value of such an approach?

First of all, it expresses an ecclesiologiaahmitment which is controversial among
Messianic Jews, but which | consider crucial. To grasmé#tere of this commitment, we
must ponder the meaning and implications of bilateral sidtegy. This view perceives
theekklesa to be a single but essentially twofold reality: the ekklesia of Messiah is
composed of a Jewish and a multi-natic#k&lesia. They are distinct, but inseparable.
The Messianic Jewish community has its own distiheniity, but it also has an intimate
partnership with the Christian Church.

The history of the Christian Church featureslamdance of figures, events,
practices, decisions, and ideas that trouble us as Me&s3ems. Fortunately, many of
them also trouble our Christian friends. The Christiadition, like the Jewish tradition,
has proved itself to be dynamic, reflective, and setferting. We have witnessed

remarkable self-correction in the past sixty yeathenChurch's teaching regarding



Judaism and the Jewish people, and the continuing natthis process inspires hope
for the Church's future. It also opens the door to the balepartnership required by a
common life in Messiah.

For some Messianic Jews, one of the troubling efesvad Christian history is Nicene
orthodoxy. However, unlike supersessionism, antinomiartiseninquisition, and the
blood-libel, it is inappropriate for us to ask our Christntners to repent of the Nicene
Creed. The Nicene consensus on Christology has enduredhoxe than sixteen
centuries, and continues to define the basic contougiastian faith. In those settings
where commitment to Nicene orthodoxy wanes, the Gani<hurch loses its grip on the
Good News as a whole, and weakens in its faith and spitaéty.

The Christian Church which is our partner is a&eN& Church. Bilateral ecclesiology
calls us to a corporate commitment to this Churcthisfis the case, then we cannot
dismiss the Nicene Creed in a cavalier fashion. We ¢drewt it in a neutral way, as
though it were one of many equally viable doctrinal propasalhe table. This Creed
summarizes the essential and enduring teaching of our ietmigsal partner, and this
means that we must take it seriously and treat it regpect. The Creed need not remain
immune to all criticism, but it should always be givbe benefit of the doubt. This is
sufficient reason to begin our study with the Creedyegalongside Scripture and in
light of Jewish thought.

A second reason for this approach is hermeneutioak Qicene orthodoxy prevailed,
it became the lens through which all read the biblicdl teven those who oppose the

Nicene consensus read Scripture looking for evidence to supporanti-Nicene



position, demonstrating that they also fail to escap@eieinterpretative horizon
established by the Creed.

There is value in historical scholarship which apsnio bracket off ways of reading
the Bible that have pervaded Christian civilizationrfre than a millennium and a half.
However, as soon as we move from historical recortstruto theological analysis and
assertion, we should reject the belief that we ble te abstract ourselves from the flow
of history. We should not pretend that we can consaundrmative theological system
directly from Scripture, uninfluenced by the later theadagconsensus, and can then
evaluate and critique that later consensus objectivelii@basis of the system we have
constructed. Of course, we can attempt to follow sucippnoach, and many do. But we
should then be unsurprised if many of our readers fail ta sesemblance between the
method we purport to follow and the process we actuallstioe

| am far from suggesting that a later theologicaisensus should automatically
determine how we read the biblical text. That would bardgenable position for a
Messianic Jewish theologian who must continually chgleconventional Christian and
Jewish assumptions. | am only arguing that we need to labphe later Christian
theological consensus and the biblical material intsmyid seek to read each in light of
the other — and also in light of additional relevaatdrs, such as the Jewish theological
tradition. Scripture has logical and theological, butmethodological, priority.

In effect, | am proposing a theological and herentical approach in which we as
Messianic Jews take our place as part of the Jewismaaity with its tradition of
interpretation, and as a partner to the Christian comtsnwith its tradition of

interpretation, and from that place listen and respornldedible's witness to the God of



Israel and the Messiah of Israel. From this placeooimunal connection, we learn to
hear what Jews and Christians have heard before. Wéoweecause we are connected to
both communities and traditions, we also hear new thingstwthiese communities'
mutual and unnatural isolation prevent them from hearing.

We can describe this as a hermeneutdaiadéctical ecclesial continuity. In this
context, | am using the term "ecclesial" to refer tdhkibe Jewish and Christian
communities as historical realities. When we readhase covenantally bound to both of
these communities, we read and listen expecting to disamntinuity between the
message of Scripture and the consensus interpretdtioas rieceived in the communal
tradition. This expectation may not always be realibed it nevertheless directs our
reading and listening.

Of course, these two communities have disagretdone another on fundamental
matters. This is why our hermeneutic mustiaectical as well agcclesial. We view
these two communal traditions as one ruptured whadebtoken fragments of a schism
that should never have occurred. To read and hear dsalgcts to seek to gather up the
fragments, to performiakkun — a repair of what has been broken. We expect each
tradition to offer correction and healing to the other.

With our question defined and our approach to it explaimedre now ready to

plunge into the deep theological waters that lie et



The Nicene Problems
The Problem with the Council

The Council of Nicaea, which convened in 325 C.E., gaveame to a creed that is
still sung as part of the weekly liturgy in many Chastchurches. As such, the name
carries a positive resonance in the ears of mosst@ms.

This is not so for Messianic Jews. At best, osceafial reaction to Nicaea is
ambivalent — and for understandable reasons. First amongditeerole played by the
Emperor Constantine. The Emperor initiated the Couand, influenced its results. He
desired a united Church to promote a united Empire. Thus begdong history of
Church-State entanglement that has had such direqueesees for the Jewish people.

A second concern arises from the lack of reptaien at Nicaea of the Jewish
ekklesia. Granted, at this time the community of Yeshua-beliewdrs continued to
identify and live as Jews was small and marginalized itRlid still exist, as Epiphanius
and Jerome later attest. We do not know whether Naz#&ishops were deliberately
excluded from the Council, or whether they chose toatay, or whether they were so
marginalized that the question of attendance never aroséher side. In any case, it is
difficult for Messianic Jews to view Nicaea as dytflecumenical” council, since it was
unilateral rather than bilateral in composition. It veasouncil of theskklesia of the
nations.

The most serious problem with Nicaea from a MessiJewish perspective is the
explicitly anti-Jewish tenor of its conclusions regagdthe celebration of Easter. An
official synodal letter from the Council rejected argkoning of the date of Easter in

relation to the Jewish calendar:



We further proclaim to you the good news of the agreec@mmterning the holy
Easter..that all our brethren in the East who formddifowed the custom of the
Jews are henceforth to celebrate the most sacred fe&sstér at the same time
with the Romans and yourselves and all those who haser\adal Easter from the
beginning:
The concern of the Nicene Council was to end a situatitere Christians followed “the
custom of the Jews.” The bishops rejected any signitbaChurch was dependent on the
Jewish people for its faith or way of life. This intdoecomes even clearer in the letter
written by the Emperor Constantine announcing the restittee Council:
It was declared to be particularly unworthy for this, lbéest of all festivals, to
follow the custom [the calculation] of the Jews, wiaadl Isoiled their hands with
the most fearful of crimes, and whose minds were blindé&k ought not,
therefore, to have anything in common with the Jews...andeqjuently, in
unanimously adopting this mode, we desire, dearest brethreeparate
ourselves from the detestable company of the Jewd, ifotruly shameful for us
to hear them boast that without their direction wel@émot keep the feast 2..
Nicaea thus represents the definitive moment in therlgisttaChristian supersessionism,
when the Christian Church in alliance with the Rorgamperor formally renounced its
bilateral constitution.

As a result of these three factors, Nicaekes@ different visceral response from
Messianic Jews than it does from most Christians.ddencil as a whole symbolizes for
us the Church's conscious and decisiwaing away from the Jewish people atarning
to the Roman Empire. We must acknowledge this inner reqaitd be able to explain it
to our Christian friends. But it need not determine our juslgirof the Nicene Creed.

When Christians honor the Council of Nicaeaytare not paying homage to a

Constantinian synthesis of Church and State that nlstnger see as valid, and that

! Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, Second Series, Volume XIV The Seven
Ecumenical Councils (eds. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace; Grand Rapids: Eergmi&®83), 54. Emphasis
added.

2 Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Volume X1V, 54. Emphasis added.
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even the Catholic Church now finds lacking. They aredeotying a vision of a bilateral
Church of Jews and Gentiles, which most have never@uaseived as a possibility.
They are not making the supersessionist claim that binst@n Church lacks any
organic connection to or dependence upon Judaism and the pewfdh; in fact, it is
theologians loyal to Nicene orthodoxy who have takenlead over the last forty years in
combating supersessionism. When Christians honor tbedi®f Nicaea, they are doing
one thing and one thing only: they are paying homage to Yeahdalorifying him as

the divine Son who is "the reflection of God's glorg &ime exact imprint of God's very
being" (Hebrews 1:3).

The Nicene Creed is thus analogous to the Churckisragbn of Christmas, which is
the Creed's ritual correlate. The latter tracesritgres to a pagan festival. The former
derives from a political process influenced at timestisavory motives and interests.
Neither the holiday nor the Creed should be judged bpuhiéy of its sources or the
circumstances of its adoption, but instead by the wagsititeen understood and

practiced by Christians through the centuries.

The Problem with the Creed

These preliminary considerations concerning the NiCenancil clear the way for us
to examine the Nicene Creed, and to assess it on ittevms. Before we look at what it
says, however, we must raise a significant problemMiessianic Jews have with the
Creed itself. The problem we see is not with what tree@ says, but with what it fails to
say.

| refer to what Kendall Soulen calls structwabersessionism. Unlike punitive and

economic forms of supersessionism, structural supersegsianvolves a sin of
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omission rather than commissidit. summarizes the basic narrative of God's dealings
with the world in a manner that ignores the centyld played by the Jewish people. It
tells the story in a way that moves directly frora tieation and fall of human beings, to
the incarnation, death, and resurrection of the Sorodf Ghe people of Israel appear
solely as background to the main plot. This supersessiChigitian narrative takes an
authoritative form in the Nicene Creed. Like all ma@hristian confessional statements
before and after, the Nicene Creed omits any refertenite people of Israel and its
crucial role in the story of God's dealings with theld:d

Structural supersessionism constitutes both the difGsult form of supersessionism
to overcome, and the easiest. It is most difficultalse the Church must do more than
merely reassess particular doctrinal positions, sucheasnitiuring validity of Israel's
election; the Church must reconstruct its entire thggodd framework in a manner that
gives Israel its proper place in addressing every thezabtppic. But it is also the easiest
form of supersessionsim to address, because it doesqote the repudiation of any
authoritative doctrinal positions from the Church's thgicll tradition. Instead, it calls
for a doctrinal development that adds to rather thatracts from the Church's
confession of faith. To overcome structural supersessig the Church must only
recontextualize its historically transmitted depositaathf within the framework of God's
dealings with Israel and the nations.

Thus, the structural supersessionism of the Niceeedheed pose no problem for us

here. We are not evaluating the adequacy of the Cremdesbodiment of the ecclesial

3 For definitions of these terms, see R. Kendall SodleaGod of Isradl and Christian Theology
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 29-31.

*"This omission is reflected in virtually every histoconfession of Christian faith from the Creeds of
Nicaea and Constantinople to the Augsburg Confession goddie(Soulen, 32).
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canonical narrative. If we did, we would certainly findaitking. It requires the addition
of material dealing with the people of Israel, matehat would provide the necessary
context for the affirmations it makes about the persovieshua. However, our purpose
here is only to assess those affirmations. We areecoed with what the Creed says, not
with what it fails to say.

Having examined the problems with Nicaea from a Megsiewish perspective, we

are now ready to examine what the Creed teaches absht&e

The Nicene Creed
What the Creed Denies
To know what to expect from the Nicene Creed hadight questions to ask

concerning it, we must understand the nature of explicibfficdal doctrine in the

history of the Christian Church. George Lindbeck provaéelpful introduction.
...controversy is the normal means whereby implicit dioes become explicit,
and operational ones official. For the most party erfien disputes arise about
what it is permissible to teach or practice does a aanitpnmake up its collective
mind and formally make a doctrinal decision...In any casmfar as official
doctrines are the products of conflict...they must be uraeash terms of what
they oppose (it is usually much easier to specify wieat tleny than what they
affirm)...°

This runs counter to our usual assumptions about offictide. We normally conceive

of Church doctrine as though it were analogous to scietiiéory, offering propositional

affirmations about reality formulated in technical tercoined for their clarity and

precision. Church doctrine does involve affirmationsudieality, but they are rarely

unambiguous in nature, as demonstrated by the debates cogdésir interpretation

®> George A. LindbeckThe Nature of Doctrine (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1984), 75.
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that invariably follow the establishment of explicit asfficial doctrine. As Lindbeck
points out, what is affirmed may be ambiguous, but whdenied must be clear.

In light of this perspective, let us begin our statlthe Nicene Creed by looking at
the doctrinal positions that the original Creed of Nécarathematized:

But as for those who say, There was when He wasndf,Before being born He
was not, and that He came into existence out of notbingho assert that the
Son of God is from a differen&X heteras) hypostasis or substancaugia) [from
the Father], or is created, or subject to alteratiochange — these the Catholic
Church anathematiz&s.
Nicene orthodoxy arises as a response to and rejedtmamism. The Arians believed
that the Son of God was a creature. They acceptedtleabteaching that he existed
before becoming incarnate and that the world was madaghrhim, but they held that
"there was [a time] when He [i.e., the Son of Godpwot." If all reality may be
classified as either eternal and uncreated or temparalwith a beginning in time) and
created, the Arians place the pre-incarnate Son dfiGthe "temporal and created"
category. He is the first created entity, the higbéshe angels, the most exalted being in
all creation. But he is not eternal, and he is ndytivine.

The Arian position reflected the Hellenistic pedphical assumptions dominant in the
period. According to those assumptions, the eternal reatiivinity was absolutely
transcendent, and could have no direct point of contitictthe temporal and material
world. Such a system of thought excluded divine incarnatigninciple. But its
implications went far beyond the exclusion of incaioratin effect, it suggested that the
transcendent God was ultimately unknowable, and couldentruly present within the

created ordeiQuch a system of thought excluded in principle the living God of Scripture,

the self-revealing One who enters into an intimate covenantal relationship with the

® J.N.D. Kelly,Early Christian Doctrines (New York: Harper & Row, 1978), 232. Brackets added.
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people of Israel. In rejecting Arianism, the Nicene Creed took a stagainst the
common philosophical notions of the day, &mdthe biblical portrayal of the God of

Israel

What the Creed Affirms

Now that we have a clear idea of what the hac€ouncil sought to deny with its
Creed, we are ready to consider what it affirh&dr our purposes, it will be sufficient
to look at the opening section of the Creed.

We believe in one God, the Father Almighty,
maker of heaven and earth and of all things visibdei@nsible.
And in one Lord, Yeshua the Messiah,
the only begottenronogene) Son of God,
begottengennethenta) of his Father before all worlds,
Light from €k) Light, true God fromedk) true God,
begottengennethenta), not made,
having the sanmsia (homoousion) as the Father,
through dia) whom all things were made..

The basic framework of this confession of faith derivesn Paul's teaching in 1
Corinthians 8:5-6:
Indeed, even though there may be so-called gods in haadern earth — as in
fact there are many gods and many lords — yet for usigeree GodTheos), the
Father, from whom are all things and for whom we ezistl one LordKyrios),
Yeshua the Messiah, throughd) whom are all things and through whom we
exist.
Paul likely uses the teriyrios here as a Greek substitute for both the tetragrammeton
and the Hebrew worddonai ("My lord") which in Jewish practice acts as its surtega

In this way he builds upon the most fundamental bibbcalfession of faith, thEhema,

highlighting the two primary divine nameBhgos/Elohim andKyriog/Adonai) and the

" We will actually be examining the form of the Creedpted at the Council of Constantinople in 381 CE
that has become the standard version of the NicerezlCitchas no significant differences in Christological
teaching from the Creed actually adopted at Nicaea.
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word "one.® Paul thus expands tiSeema to include Yeshua within a differentiated but
singular deity’ The Nicene Creed adopts Paul's language ("one God, tier Faone
Lord, Yeshua the Messiah..."), and thereby affirms its oamtinuity with theShema.
Paul's short confession is a Yeshua-faith interpogtatf theShema, and the Nicene
Creed is an expanded interpretation of Paul's confession.

Drawing upon Second-temple Jewish traditions wbeshthe creation of the world as
occurring through the mediation of a hypostatic Wisdospoken Word, Paul presents
"God" as the oneffomwhom are all things," and the "Lord" as the otaréugh whom
are all things." The Nicene Creed likewise draws upon Raufisinology here,
describing God the Father as "the maker of heaven ardagattof all things" and
Yeshua the Lord as the ortlrbugh (dia) whom all things were made," i.e., by God the
Father. It thereby preserves both (1) the Paulistenction between God the Father and
the Lord Yeshua by designating each of them with @mdfft divine nameTlpeos and
Kyrios) and by employing the characteristic Pauline preposditiafor the role of
Yeshua in the work of creation; and (2) the Paultsatification of God and Yeshua
through ascription to them of the two primary biblicahres for Israel's singular deity,
through reference to their joint activity as the sowrfall created things, and through
reiteration of the word "one." Once again, Paul oféeieshua-faith interpretation of
existing Jewish tradition, and the Nicene Creed offersxganded interpretation of
Paul's teaching.

The Nicene Creed elaborates on this Pauline @msld) framework by adding

explanatory language drawn from elsewhere in the Apostétitings. The one Lord,

8 See Larry W. Hurtadd,ord Jesus Christ (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 114.
° As the context makes clear, Paul's expanded Messthaia is aimed, like its traditional Jewish model,
at the rejection of pagan idolatry and polytheism.
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Yeshua the Messiah, is also "the only-begottaon@ene) Son of God" (John 1:14, 18;
3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9). In John this word may or may noy ¢her connotation of
"begetting” — it may simply mean "only (Sori}.The Nicene Creed, however, exploits
the word's range of verbal associations by adding twoerafes to the Son's "begetting™:
"begotten gennethenta) of his Father before all worlds,” and "begotten, not miabee
Creed thus brings together the Johannmagene with a Yeshua-faith interpretation of
Psalm 2:7 (*You are my Son, today | have begotten ya€';Acts 13:33; Hebrews 1:5),
and interprets Johnfsonogene in light of Psalm 2 as "only-begotten Son."

But the Creed also interprets Psalm 2 in lightatin. What is the meaning of the
“today” in which the Son of Psalm 2 is begotten? Is &hieference to Miriam's
conception of Yeshua? To Yeshua's birth? To his immenmsitdre Jordan at the hands of
John?! To his resurrection from the ded@iPor John, the existence of the Son of God
antedates all these events in the earthly life of ¥a@shnd precedes even the creation of
the world (John 1:1-5; 18; 6:46; 17:5). Therefore the “today’safifA 2:7 must be
eternal rather than temporal. The Creed's exegetitagasition of John and Psalm 2
thus yields the completely appropriate phrase, "begotthis éfather before all
worlds."*?

The Creed draws two conclusions from its fundaaigroposition that the Son is

"begotten of his Father before all worlds." These twactgsions are conveyed in the

0 william F.Arndt and F. Wilbur GingrichA Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (Chicago:
University of Chicago, 1979), 527.

1 As implied by variant readings of Luke 3:22.

12 As implied by Acts 13:33.

13 Oskar Skarsaune argues that this phrase also "is an emtaps@rsion of Proverbs 8:22-31" and thus
reflects the Wisdom Christology that is a central fraitthe Nicene Creed. Séethe Shadow of the
Temple (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2002), 333.
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phrases, "Light fromek) Light, true God fromek) true God.** First of all, the Son

draws his being fromek) the Father. Their relationship hataais, a structure or form, in
which the Father is the ultimate source of the Sexistence and nature. That structure is
eternal rather than temporal; as a star never exigteout emitting light, so the Father
never exists without the Son. Secondly, the Son shiaedSather's nature. As the Father
is "Light," so the Son is "Light"; as the Fatheftisie God," so the Son is "true God."
Though the Son is ordered after and in relationshiped-gther, he is not a demigod, a
secondary divinity at a lower level of being from tether.

These two affirmations about the Father andSthe always belong together. They
produce the ambiguity that has always characterized diecisssi the Son's
"subordination” to the Father. The Son is subordinatead-ather in the sense that he
derives his existence from the Father, and servesdter=n the fulfillment of the
Father's purposes. But the Son is not subordinate taatherfn the sense of possessing
a secondary level of divinity, as though occupying a loweg in a Neo-Platonic
hierarchy of being.

The Son is "begotten, not made." This contrastdxat begetting and making is
crucial for the teaching of the Creed. The Son isiketd painting or a sculpture that
springs from the genius of an artist but remains fundanhediéerent in kind from the
artist himself. Just as offspring in the temporal cebateler are the same kind of beings
as the ones who generate them, so in the eternadatedrorder the Son is as much

divine as is the Father from whom he derives his being.

4 The phrase "Light from Light" alludes to Wisdom 7:26 arethi¢ws 1:3, again expressing Wisdom
Christology (Skarsaune, 333).
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The contrast between "begetting” and "making" hekpdain the most famous phrase
of the Creed, "having the samesia (homoousion) as the Father." In this contentisia
appears to mean the kind of thing that somethirlg Ehus, thehomousion does not add
anything new to what has already been presented in tieel Gteloes not provide an
explanation or theory for how this could all be sstdad, it expresses through one
technical Greek term what the Creed states elsewhenerm allusive biblical language.

The Nicene Creed thus offers a highly plausibleesng of the Apostolic teaching
on the divinity of Yeshua, in light of controversitst had emerged in the early centuries
of the Yeshua movement. Though it spoke in the langubiie @vn time and place, it
did not conform to the philosophical theories that wereetully in fashion. Instead, the
Creed upheld a commitment to an authentic encountertéthiving God who acts in a
revelatory and redemptive manner within the world. It naansd the Jewish and biblical
witness to the qualitative difference between thestandent Creator and that which is
created, the particular personal character of thet@reaa the God of Israel, and the
reality of this God’s activity within the created orderaffirmed that God can be known
and encountered in the person of Yeshua the Messiah.

The Nicene Creed does this as an expansion afilan® confession of faith, which
was itself an expansion of tiseema. In this way, it implicitly points us back to the
basics of Jewish monotheism, and presents Yeshua as¢hwho realizes in this world

the revelatory and redemptive purposeblashem, God of Israel and Creator of all.

!5 For this view of thévomoousion, see Skarsaune, 333-35. J.N.D. Kelly likewise thinks Heabtiginal

intent of this term at Nicaea was to mean "of theesaature” (Kelly, 234-37). Over time the term took on
the additional meaning of "numerical identity," i.@atthe Father and Son (and Spirit) are together one
being (Kelly, 245-47), while the related tehypostasis expressed the distinct identities of the Father, Son,
and Spirit. (As the creedal anathemas demonstratecaediiypostasis andousa are treated as

synonyms.) Nevertheless, no true theological conseasierged on the precise meaning of the terms
ousia andhypostasis. All agreed only that the former expressed the unityathier, Son, and Spirit, and the
latter expressed their distinction.

19



Medieval Jewish Parallels to the Arian Controversy

Jewish history provides us with a surprising parall¢héoArian controversy and the
Nicene response. The similarity supports our contentianwhat is at stake at Nicaea is
not merely an orthodox Christology, but the authégt@f human encounter with the
redemptively self-revealing God of Israel.

Rabbinic texts usually treat the biblical accountSod’s self-revealing presence in a
realistic fashion. The Sages are not embarrassed hyabidhthropomorphism. They
assume that the figure who appeared to Moses, IsaiakicEzad Daniel, and to all of
Israel at the Sea and at Sinai, was none otherHhdmem, the God of Israel. In fact,
aggadic material sometimes makes the anthropomorphism of biiedditheophanies
look restrained. God is there portrayed as wedsflyin, praying, and arguing about the
Torah with the angels. In recent decades, scholarseheereemployed the language of
incarnation in describing this dimension of the rabbinicgimation®

The &' century Karaites, influenced by Greek philosophical cusrebsorbed into
Islamic thought, attacked the anthropomorphism of the rabtarts. To ward off these
attacks, Saadia Gaon drew upon the same philosophy that guede€drtites. He
reinterpreted rabbinic thought in a way that eliminatédrahropomorphism, even from
the biblical theophanies. His formulation had tremendons@quences for later Jewish
thought, and is worth citing at length:

Peradventure however, someone, attacking our view, stl“8ut how is it
possible to put such constructions on these anthropomapiessions and on
what is related to them, when Scripture itself expliattlentions a form like that
of human beings that was seen by the prophets and sptiieata let alone the

description by it of God’s being seated on a throne, asdeing borne by the
angels on top of a firmament (Ezekiel 1:26)...Our answer sodijection is that

16 For example, see Jacob Neusfée Incarnation of God (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992).
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this form was something [specially] created...It is a foohlaer even that [that
of] the angels, magnificent in character, resplendatht light, which is calledhe
glory of the Lord. It is this form, too, that one of the prophets descrilzed a
follows: | beheld till thrones were placed, and one that was ancient of days did sit
(Daniel 7:9), and that the sages characterizeghadinah. Sometimes, however,
this specially created being consists of light withoetfdrm of a person. It was,
therefore, an honor that God had conferred on His ptdphallowing him to
hear the oracle from the mouth of a majestic foreated out of fire that was
calledthe glory of the Lord, as we have explainéd.
On the one hand, Saadia treats realistically thechidtheophanies. He does not doubt
that Ezekiel, Isaiah, and Daniel truly saw an enthiddneman figure, referred to in the
text asHashem. He also does not doubt that such a figure possessedivbgxistence
beyond the imagination of the prophet. On the other Haaghilosophical commitment
to absolute divine transcendence — which he understandseasssary corollary of the
divine unity — excludes the possibility that this enthronaddm figure can in fact be the
eternal uncreated One. Therefore, he concludes th&drtheseen by the prophets — the
Kavod (Glory) or Shekhinah — must be a created entity, more exalted than the armmels
not divine.

As Gershom Scholem notes, Saadia’s interpret@Became “a basic tenet of the
[Jewish] philosophical exegesis of the Bible.” We finchisuch classic writers as
Yehudah Halevi and Maimonides. Scholem also points otadisal novelty.

These respected authors could hardly have ignored thin&chis conception of
the Shekhinah as a being completely separate from God was enttigly to the
talmudic texts, and could only be made compatible with tygmeans of
extremely forced interpretation of these texts. Ninedess, these philosophers
preferred ‘cutting the Gordian knot’ in this way rathartiendanger the purity of
monotheistic belief by recognizing an uncreated hypostasis

The parallel here to the Arian interpretation of ltegos should be evident. The

underlying concerns are identical: a desire to guard the mirndtivine transcendence

" Saadia GaorBook of Beliefs and Opinions, 11:10 (Rosenblatt, 121).
18 Gershom Scholen§n the Mystical Shape of the Godhead (New York: Schocken,1991), 154-55.
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and unity understood in terms of Greek philosophical conagptibhe problems
encountered as a result of this concern are likewesdihl: the realistic biblical
presentation of God'’s self-revelation to Israel. Findlig strategies adopted to overcome
the problems are the same: the thesis that the Oneasvdalled by the divine Name and
who apparently manifests the divine Presence is a creatiyg distinct from God and at
a lower level in the hierarchy of being.

Just as the Jewish philosophical reinterpretatidhedfavod/Shekhinah parallels the
Arian reinterpretation of thieogos, so the kabbalistic response to the Jewish philosophers
parallels the Nicene response to the Arians. Like thern¢ fathers, those who
championed the tradition of tlhar agreed with their opponents on the ineffable and
transcendent nature of God. These Jewish mysticogegpthe ternteyn Sof (i.e., the
Infinite One) to refer to this aspect of the divine tgalHowever, also like the Nicene
fathers, the kabbalists viewed the self-revelation@d Ghe biblicaKavod, whom they
referred to as th&efirot) as both distinct from and one wilyn Sof. The infinite and
transcendent nature of God required the distinction,Heubbjective reality and
truthfulness of divine revelation required the unityheKavod revealed to Israel is not
truly and fully divine, then God remains unknown to theldycand Israel’'s claim to a
covenant with a redemptively self-revealing God is rerdlésudulent.

Even the language used by the kabbalists to expressdtienship between the
Sfirot andEyn Sof resembles the language employed within the stream oh#lice
orthodoxy. “The kabbalists insisted that Ein Sof and #fiect formed a unity 'like a
flame joined to a coal.' ‘It is they and they ar&'ftThis language distinguishes both

Kabbalah and Nicene orthodoxy from Neo-Platonic thought, in wigiabh stage of

19 Daniel Matt,Zohar (Ramsey NJ: Paulist, 1983), 33.
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emanation involves a gradation in the hierarchy of beindimwhich everything below
the ineffable “One” occupies a lower ontological statughat hierarchy.
The hidden God in the aspectEh-Sof and the God manifested in the emanation
of Sefirot are one and the same, viewed from two different anglese is
therefore a clear distinction between the stagesraiation in the neoplatonic
systems, which are not conceived as processes withiaatlkead, and the
kabbalistic approact.
Thus, while kabbalistic thought in some ways resemblesMatonism, and was
influenced by it, on this fundamental point the two systelivergeKabbalah here has
more in common with Basil of Caesarea than witHifls.

This commonality derives less from direct influetican from similar issues and
concerns. For both the Christian and the Jewish iwaditGreek philosophy challenged
the biblical presentation of the God of Israel and ithed faith of the communities who
worshipped that God. Nicene orthodoxy and Jewish mysticsponded by drawing
insights and terminology from the challenging philosodisgatems and employing
them within a new framework provided by Scripture and the toaddf the worshipping
community.. The philosophical terminologyafsia and emanation now served faithful
testimony to the infinite transcendent God who acthiwithe world to establish a

covenant relationship with a people, a relationship in wthes God is genuinely and

redemptively known.

Post-Nicene Christology in Messianic Jewish Perspective
We have examined the teaching of the Nicene Creastoung the deity of Yeshua
in light of Scripture and Jewish tradition, employing bieemeneutic odlial ectical

ecclesial continuity. This examination has exposed nothing objectionable itedwhing

20 Gershom Scholentabbalah (Jerusalem: Keter, 1974), 98.
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of the Creed, but instead has confirmed it as a faithtmless to Israel's God and
Messiah by the Church of the Nations in the partictitmumstances of thé"&entury
Greco-Roman world.

However, affirmation of the Nicene Creed neetimply uncritical reception of the
normative Christian piety and theological expressiat it generated. Here, we must
stress thelialectical component in our hermeneutic. At this point our Jewestsibility
comes to the forefront, and raises pressing questions.

First, many Messianic Jews question whether Gdmishought and practice have
dealt adequately with the differentiation of the Fateat the Son. As noted above, the
Creed rules out any inequality of being between the FatiteBan, at the same time as it
recognizes that the Son derives his being from the Fatiteis thus ordered after and
towards the Father. It rules out the one type of “sdibation,” while implying the other.

However, in the history of Christian spirituglihis delicate balance became
increasingly precarious, as the equal divinity of the Bas stressed at the expense of the
distinction between the Father and the Son. Espgamaihe Western Church, this
exaltation of the Son threatened the unique positioheoFather as the source and goal
of all things. Consequently, many Christians have anisimed sense of the inner order
and differentiation within the divine life, an ordeattwas expressed in the early Yeshua-
community by its normal mode of worshipping the Fathegubh the Son, in the

Spirit.2*

21 Many Christian theologians of the"2and 2% centuries have recognized the need to recapture the
structure otaxis of differentiation between the Father and the Sonekample, John Zizioulas writes: "In
making the Father the 'ground' of God's being — or tiveate reason for existence — theology accepted a
kind of subordination of the Son to the Father withoirtdpebliged to downgrade thegosinto

something created. But this was possible only becéwas8dn's otherness was founded orstine
substance.” (Being as Communion [Crestwood: St. Vladimir's Seminary, 1985], 89. Simila@ylin

Gunton: "There is, in the biblical representation ofilag in which the acts of God take shape in time,
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Though the Messianic Jewish movement possessefeveuniversal characteristics,
a reasonable candidate for this designation is theroust@addressing formal
congregational worship to God the Father rather thafeshua the Son. This almost
instinctive pattern of Messianic Jewish prayer arissgggest, as a result of a Jewish
sensibility that sees Yeshua as the one who brings tle Father, who mediates a
relationship with the Father by revealing rather thatacepg the Father. He can only do
this because he is fully divine. But he must do this seahe Father is the source and
goal of his own existenc@.

Secondly, the continuation of the second artitkhe Nicene Creed affirms
unambiguously the historical humanity of Yeshua, who veas bf Miriam and suffered
under Pontius Pilate. Nevertheless, the challenge posadaysm led the Christian
Church to stress Yeshua'’s divine rather than human naduseas the delicate balance
between the equality and differentiation of the Fatret the Son was threatened, so also
was the balance between Yeshua’s divinity and humablfigistians found it
increasingly difficult to accept at face value thet$an the Apostolic Writings which

suggest Yeshua'’s ignorance of future happenings, growth inl&dge; need for

some support for Zizioulas’ giving of priority to thetker. It is often said that when the New Testament
writers use the word ‘Godimpliciter, they are referring to God the Father, so that Irenizguse to
Scripture in speaking of the Son and Spirit as the twd$iahGod, the two agencies by which the work of
God the Father is done in the world...Such talk of thendigiconomy has indeed implications for what we
may say about the being of God eternally, and would seamggest a subordinationtekis— of ordering
within the divine life — but not one of deity or regardhe Spirit is the giver of faith, not in himself, nor
even, strictly speaking, in Christ, but in the Father thinoDfrist. In that respect, we return to the theme
that Godsimpliciter is God the Father, the fount and goal of our being. Buheither receive our being in
the first place apart from Christ, the mediator @fation and salvation, nor are directed to our goal apart
from the Spirit, the perfecting causerhé Promise of Trinitarian Theology [New York: T&T Clark,

1991], 197, 199. Finally, from Thomas Torrance: "All theesding and saving acts of God come to us
from the Father, through the Son and in the Holy Sginitl all our corresponding relations to God in faith,
love and knowledge are effected in the Spirit througtSttreand to the Father.The Christian Doctrine

of God: One Being Three Persons (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996), 147).

22 A concern about the role of God the Father as timegpyi addressee of prayer appears in the two most
seminal texts of the early Messianic Jewish moveni2ant: Juster'3ewish Roots (Rockville: Davar, 1986),
187-88; and David SternMessianic Jewish Manifesto (Jerusalem: Jewish New Testament, 1988), 94.
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companionship, fear of death, and learning of obedience amptagon to
disobedience.

The Creed's lack of reference to Israel renddredimerable to this imbalance. If the
person and work of Yeshua had been properly situatedaimoreko his own people, it
would have been more difficult to swallow up his humanity sxdivinity. If the Creed
had mentioned not only his birth but also his circumaisibwould have buttressed its
affirmation of his concrete and particular human idgninstead, the reverse happened:
the accentuation of Yeshua'’s divinity at the expendasoiumanity made it more
difficult for the Christian Church to grasp the sigeaihce of Israel or to recognize the
implications of the fact that it had been incorporatéd the Body of a resurrected Jew.

Once again, a concern about this historical ienizad tends to characterize the
Messianic Jewish movement as a whole. Our Jewislbségsattunes us to the
importance of bodily realities. Our convictions aboutehduring significance of our
own Jewish identity are connected to our confessigheoénduring significance of
Yeshua’'s Jewish identity — for us, but also for theomatiof the world, and for all
creation.

These two reservations about the outworking oéhi Christology in the life of the
Christian Church reveal the problematic nature of thetiquewith which we began our
paper: “Is Yeshua God®? This three word question seems simple and straightfdrwar

yet it contains at least two ambiguities that renderaarsyver similarly ambiguous. These

3 Referring to the man Yeshua as “God” is rare in&pestolic Writings, but becomes extremely common
in the early centuries of the Christian Church. & igflection of a Christian linguistic convention known
as the sharing of attributesofnmunicatio idiomatum), in which verbal expressions specifically appropriate
to Yeshua'’s divine or human nature are applied alscstmtegrated divine-human person (see Kelly, 143;
296-301). We can not denounce this ancient practice giitlate, since it is also attested (albeit
infrequently) in the Apostolic Writings (e.g., John 20:28)wdver, our Jewish sensibility alerts us to its
potential for misunderstanding and abuse.
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two ambiguities correspond to our two reservations stdtedea First, the question could
mean, “Is Yeshua the fullness of divinity, so thatehis no Father distinct from the Son,
from whom the Son receives his existence and to whaireixistence is eternally
oriented?” The answer to that question, according to Niga@aresounding “no.”
Secondly, the question could mean, “Is the flesh anaidodd the man Yeshua divine, so
that it is uncreated, eternal, and thus unlike our ovahfénd blood that is created and
comes into being at a particular time?” Once again, teeer to that question, according
to Nicaea, is a resounding “no.”

One might say, “Nobody who asks this question sé@an either of these ways!”
This may be the case. However, in light of the tweohisal imbalances in Christian
spirituality and thought described above, we have good groands$uming that many
of those who ask the question fail to consider witifigant care exactly what they do
mean when they ask it. Moreover, as Messianic Jewsiwgt also consider what our
fellow Jews understand when they hear such a questidiwlaen they hear it answered
in the affirmative. What they hear and understand isllysas far beyond the limits of
normative Christian faith as it is of Jewish orthodoxy

Our hermeneutic alialectical ecclesial continuity thus enables us to receive
appreciatively from our Christian ecclesial partner,disib to offer proposals for
rebalancing and repair that derive from our participatiothé ongoing stream of Jewish
ecclesial tradition. We can affirm the Nicene Cresd] then add our voice to the

continuing argument as to how it should best be interpieatd practiced.
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Conclusion

The primary contention of this paper finds expressidhe parallel discovered
between Arius and Saadia, Nicaea &afibalah. In accordance with the clear teaching
of the Apostolic Writings, we see Yeshua not onlyresMessiah but also &hochmah
(Wisdom),the Logos, and thekavod, the mediator of all God's work in creation,
revelation, and redemption. Obviously, mainstrégahnbalah does not accept this view,
but it does affirm a distinct hypostatic reality, regr@ed by thefirot, which fulfills an
analogous role. Both Nicene orthodoxy dtabbalah accept the philosophical
acknowledgement of God as infinite, transcendent, invisdlsid,incomprehensible. But
they also reject philosophical interpretations which nethegeeality of God's
involvement with and in the world, and which so separate f®om creation as to render
God utterly unknowable. They both accomplish thisextron of the philosophical
currents in their own religious traditions by distirghing between God the Father and
God the Son, or betwediyn Sof and theSefirot, while simultaneously asserting their
inseparable unity.

Thus, what is at stake here is not an arti@radf doctrinal truth that has no bearing
on our lives. We are not debating the number of angelséimadance on the head of a
pin. Instead, we are seeking to bear verbal withesstretility of a redemptive
encounter with the living God in a way that does jugticéhe authenticity of that
encounter and which effectively invites others to share This is what it means for us

to confess the deity of Yeshua.
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A promising answer to an important question alwaiges several new questions. Our
answer to the question of Yeshua's deity immediately es/a host of new queries,
three of which deserve note and comment as we conclugdmitial stage of the journey.

First, affirmation of the deity of Yeshua leadsviitably to the question of the
hypostatic identity of the Spirit, and from there intsadission of the Triunity of God.
Thus, the Council of Nicaea (325 CE), which addressed sbe f Yeshua's deity, was
followed by the Council of Constantinople (381CE), whiddr@ssed the deity and
distinct identity of the Holy Spirit. We cannot adeahatappreciate the significance of
the deity of Yeshua for our life until we have taken farsher stage of the journey.
According to the Apostolic Writings, the Spirit joias to Yeshua, who bring us to God
the Father. Not only are we encountering God in Yeshuanion with him, we are being
ushered into the inner life of God. Once ag&iabhbalah offers suggestive parallels. But
that is a discussion for another day. .

Second, affirmation of the deity of Yeshua letadhe question of how this truth
should function in the definition of our identity as addianic Jewish community. As
noted earlier, the Christian Church has treated thigidedoth as its theological center
and as its external line of demarcation. In many castéenial of the deity of Yeshua
places one outside the Church's communal boundary. Wailaight question whether
this should be so, we can also appreciate the ratiforaseich an exclusionary practice.
For Gentiles, union with Yeshua opens up for the firsétparticipation in the covenant
which God made with the patriarchs and matriarchs. Refjeof Yeshua's role as divine
mediator of God's creative, revelatory, and redemptivpqa@s puts the covenant status

of these Gentiles in jeopardy.
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However, the Messianic Jewish community findsifite a different situation. Our
position in the bilateradkklesia involves partnership with the Christian Church and also
membership in the Jewish people. Messianic Jews arariorthe covenant with the
patriarchs and matriarchs, and then discover itsrialhning and power in Yeshua. When
someone in our world rejects the deity of Yeshua, theyatting in jeopardy the full
realization of their covenantal identity, but notitlewvenantal identity itself. They are
usually motivated, at least in part, by pressures ex&dedthe wider Jewish
community. In effect, they are choosing a closeraagnnection to the covenant
community of Israel at the expense of a connectionddthurch. They are accepting the
negative doctrinal boundary marker asserted by the widesli@ammunity.

As part of the bilaterakklesia, we refuse to accept the Jewish community's negative
doctrinal boundary marker, just as we refuse to accepChnistian community's
negative boundary marker dealing with our covenantal peaofithe Torah. (Once
again, we realize the significance of our hermeneutdiabéctical ecclesial continuity.)
But should we exclude from our midst those Messianic Jewesadhere to these
negative boundary markers, i.e., who deny the deity ofitYagsor who deny the
covenantal obligation of Torah? | am not convinced thashould. Affirmation of the
deity of Yeshua and affirmation of the covenantalgadiion of Torah observance for
Jews are the two central principles of our communatencg, and we can rightly require
that our leaders uphold them. They are our center, bytrtéed not constitute our outer
boundary.

Third, as we have just seen, affirmation ofdbiy of Yeshua brings us into conflict

with the wider Jewish community that we call our ovenit viable on a long-term basis
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for us to identify so wholeheartedly with a communitgtthas erected a social and
cultural boundary that consists of a denial of what weesrally affirm? | would

answer: probably not. In the same way, bilateral eiodteg/ lacks long-term viability if
the Christian Church maintains its negative boundangeming the covenantal
obligation of Toralf* These two negative boundary definitions provided the Churdh a
the Jewish community with a comfortable, unambiguous, Mytaecepted border,
fenced-in and well-patrolled. They also supported theidluthat these two social bodies
represented two religions, each of which made total ssyese from the other. Our
existence as a corporate Messianic Jewish presencevinbaess to the arbitrary and
unsustainable nature of this border, and of the religltusson it perpetuates.

We exist as a movement in part to protest this neglwrder. Such a protest
constitutes a crucial element in our prophetic callMgreover, our long-term viability
depends on the success of that protest. We alreadigad&ant changes in the Church's
attitude towards its negative boundary. While the Messizawash view on the Torah
has not yet carried the day, the contrary view isongér a universal presupposition. We
can and should hope and pray for the same changesJeawsh community's attitude
towards its negative boundary.

But this will never happen if we surrender our aféition of the deity of Yeshua, or
lose sight of its true significance, or yield to pressmré hide it from public view. It will

also never happen if this affirmation becomes for usletract proposition, prominently

24 Of course, our movement does recognize a sense in fufiichbed observance of the Torah should
function as a boundary — not betweendki¢esia and the People of Israel, but betweenekidesia of the
circumcision and thekklesia of the uncircumcision. This boundary distinguishes but doeslivide — it is
not a fortified border between two feuding countries,ablime marking out the territory of two provinces
within the same nation. And it is not a negative boun{except in the limited sense that it does not bind
Christians), for the Christian Church should honor thefi@nd endorse its full-orbed observance by all
Jews.
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displayed as a mark of doctrinal orthodoxy, but divorcethfthe revelatory and
redemptive power to which it is meant to bear witness.

It is especially appropriate that this message bieespand heard in the context of the
Hashivenu Forum. The name "Hashivenu" has become emliamtie Messianic
Jewish world for the stream of Jewish Yeshua-belgewdro uphold Torah observance,
Jewish tradition, and the importance of integratiorninithe wider Jewish world. As
such, those who identify with the name are also tbapesed to the greatest temptation
to deny or minimize the deity of Yeshua.

It is my hope that future generations will identlg name Hashivenu with a bilateral
ecclesiology that rejects both the Christian andJdwish negative boundaries -- exalting
the Torah as the covenantal constitution of theslempeople, and the deity of Yeshua,

light for revelation to the Gentiles and the glof\n® people Israel.
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