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ABSTRACT - 7 —

g "Theological Pragments:
Ultimate Concerns and Partial Conciusionsﬂ
The Jewish and Christian Post-Holocaust Reformation

|} -

Marc P. Lalonde ., °

i
i
f

L

Jewish and Christian post-Holocaust theology'claims that
the Holocaust experience ruptures pasf expréﬁsions of faith,
and makes necessary a’new theology. This requires a drastic
refornulation of the fundamental religious doctrines of each
;eligion. The goal of post-Holocaust theology is to
reconcile faith with the Hoiocaust through such thepiog;acal
revisions, and in the process, to provide a more authentié
religious world view. However; a comparison between the
Joewish and Christian post;Holocaust thinkers suggests fhgt
‘both factions fail to realize this end. They do not
reconcile faith to the Holocaust, and their theological .
;?constructions'do not engender a genuine faith. Ultimately,
post-Holocaust theology uses this event as a profound piece
of evidence that substantfates ultefior theélogicai

concerns. 6
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“ Y Intsoduction

: *h . .
"And yet with my last strength I came up on
top of the 'grave, and when I did, I did not know
the place, so many bodies were lying all over,
dead people; I wanted to see the end to this \
stretch of dead bodies, but I could not. It was
impossible. They were lying all over, all dying;
suffering, not all of them dead, but in their
last sufferings; naked; shot, but not dead.
Children crying. "Mother!, "Father"...but they
were all smeared with blood and one could not
recognize the children. I cried for my
daughter..." (Greenberg 1977:16)

This is the type of experience that post~Holocaust
theology claims to confront, investigate, and reconcile.n My __

thesis ultimately challenges thisﬁgsseftion, suggesting that

it may be impossible to arriye at authentic theological ~ .

conclusions from such frightening and morbid events.
The post-Holocaust theologians which are examined in this

thesis, understand the Holoéaust to be an eveq& that raises a

¥
-

number of imposing questions about thé relationship between.
the human being and God. Fo§ the Jewish theOIOgian, the
paramount questions are; did God abandon-ghe Jewish p@ople
during the Holocaust? Is the divine covenant no longer an
eternal bond between the Jew and God? Was the Torah consumed
in the flames of Auschwitz and Triblinka? For tﬁe Christian
theologian, the Holocaust raises radical doubts sbout tne
message and intent of the Gospels and the Christian religious

tradition. The Holocaust experience leads the Christian

thinker to gquestion the Erediblity of the divine atonement;

thg priority of the spirit over the flesh; the belief in a

realized redemption; and, the affirmation of the messiahship

L I

of Jesus. ’”e
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For the Jewish and Chfistién fhinkers discuésed in the
'following pages, the Holoééust undermines the efficacy of
their religious presuppositlons.( They believe that the
Holocaust presagps a reevaluation and reconstruction of
tradltlonal expressions of faith. Thus, they understaﬁd the
urgent task of pgst-Holocaust theplogy -to be the revision of
oué religious world views, so that it caﬁ suryive the
overwhelming implicatioﬁs of the Holocaust destruction.

Yet because éf this fundamental redirection of theplogy,
the post-Holocaust thinker views the religious,Jew and
Christian to be poised on the .edge of é‘neﬁ age of faith.
Post-Holocaust theology intima;es that the ﬁ;lo;aust may in,
fact lead us toward a more genuine relationship with the
divine because it may wltimately reveal the spurious and *
distorted beliefs of the past; But before we can begin ther
business of'ﬁorship, the post-Holocaust theologian contends
that ;e must create new religious stories that will guide us
toward -this new relationship. - ‘ .

In light of this understanding of life after the '
Holocaust, Jewish and Christian postfﬁolocaust theology

appears to be a religious Reformation. Leading the way for

the ngish community. are'Emii Packenheim, Arthur Cohen, and
Irving Greenberg. The Christian perspective is advanced By
ﬁosemary Ruether, John Pawlikowski, Franklin Littell, and
Alice and Roy Eckardt. Although ﬁhesé‘theologiaqg represent
only. a small sample of post-Holocaust responses, they are
never%heless, profound and widely acclaimed thinkers. They

é%NPaVe the capacity to affect a great variety of people in -
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their respective communities. However, their real- N

gignificance lies in the intent of thsir reformulations og;

4
K

faith. These particular thinkers do not simply announce the’ [
death, of traditional religious doctrine only to leave its
bsrpse<&or otpers to revive. On thehcontrary, tﬂey attempt
to delineate the form and content'of an authentic existence
beyond the ruptﬁﬁe of tradition. ‘

‘The responses %o the Holocaﬁst within the Jewish ‘community

ranges from the death of God position, to interpretations

4 : v

'that view this event as divine punishrent.'" .Between these

‘extremes exist a huge variety of considerations, each with

) —

,their own nuance of meaning. PFor example, Martin Buber

resPonAQd to the Holocaust experience by suggesting that God .
vas silent during this period of history. Others, such as
Eliezer Berkovits, have attempted to view the Holocaust a8 @
pggblem of theodicy. Ignaz MQ~Paum places the Holocaust
withln a philosophy of history that understands the murder of
the Jews to be a v1car10us atonement for the sins of the 20th
century. Acsordlng to the Jewish theologians discussed ifi
this thesis, the type of response forwérded by Buber,
Berkovits, and Méybaum, fails to boldly confront the horrible .
truth of the Holocaust. Their explanations attempt to fit
the Holocaust experience into preconceived theological |
systems that cannot accomodate the earth,shattering

implications of the Holocaust. For Fackenheim, Cohen, and

Greenberg, authentic post-Hslocaﬁst.theology attempts to

create a theology that is directly responsive to the

Q , .
"Holocaust reality, one-that does not use the Holocaust to

-
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prove -ulterior theblogipal "truths".
' Wi%hip the Christian commﬁgity, respdnses to the Holpcaust
o glso include a multitude of considerétions. Some theologians
believe that the leo?aust occurged” because the Jewish people
continﬁed'to reject jESus as their ultimate path to

salvation. On the other hand, some Christian thinkers have

%3 concluded from their encounter with the Holocaust that Jesus
'was not God incarnate.zw Between these extfemes, many
. Christian thinkers,'such ag .-Jurgen Moltmann, Ulrich Sﬁmon,

and Franklin Sherman, have viewed the Holocaust experience .in-

light of a "theology of the cross". Tn this instance,fthe .°

sufferings,of. the Jewish people during “the Holocaust

. ¢ 4

represent the cfucifixion writ-large. The Holocaust is
understood as a confirmation of the Christian "truth". For

Ruether, Pawlikowski, Littell, and Alice and Roy Eckardt,
—_L/

-

this type of résponse constitutes a completg,disregard for

the irials of thg,Jews during the Holocaust. Worse, it

’ '
reflects traditional Christian triumphalism and ‘-
Lt . supersessionism. What such explanations fail to grasp

A

‘according to them, is that the triumphant and supersessionary
tendencies of Christian theology may have actually
//y contributed to the\development of %he Holocaust. For the
Chris£ian thinkers considered in this work, the anti-Judaic
sentiments present in Christian triumphalism and ‘
sppersessionism répresent'the horrible truth that'Chfistiané
must confront in their encounter with the Holocaust reality.

Therefore, Ruether, Pawlikowski, Littell, and Alice and Roy

v

\\;Eckard% do not attempt to explain the Holocaust by
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traditionalChristian. théology, but atpear to move toward a
more authentlc expressioff of falth by struggling with the

dublous aspects of the¢Christ1an religion. ’ AN
- In effect, the Jew1sh ang Chrlstlan theologians examined
in this study consider their responses 40 -the Holocaust to
mark a significant advance in post-Holocaust theology. They
belmeve that their theor;es embody a° more honest, vigorous,
and sophistlcate& apprbaéh’ 'Furthermore, they lmply that 1
" their theologlcal reformulatlons nay actually coristitute an
" . essent1al teligious expres31onuof life with God. Thesé .'
assertions of post-Holocaust théblogy are colossal:’ '
therefore, our investigation should be no less. \~\4~;,//{'
Allce Eckardt has noted "that there is 51mply no
comparison between the responses and reactlons of the Jewish
and Christian communltles*to the reallty of Hitler's Final
Solutlon" (Eckardt-ﬂ974 453) * More than a decade after this
statement Eckardt's observatlon remains uﬁheeded.
Undoubtedly, Eckardt senéed that theufast=grow1ng body.o?
©oe post-Holocaust theology'requnred an indepth and comprehenslvq

i . )
~examination. This goal fay be fulfilled by comparing and

: #© .
contrasting the Jewish and Christian post-Holocaust -
responses. This approach allows the critic to distance‘hng

ory herself from the idiosyncrasies of’a particular4thinker or

8

L]

theory.\‘ﬁs & result, we can better focus on tgé Targer ..

" framework that forms and directs the-'main isZues. : | ;

! In the case of post~Holocaust theology, a copparapive
ana%ysls,revéals three fundamental stages to:the Jawish and

Christian post-Holocaust response. The first stage concerns

¢ . c P o \\ ¢



' the Jewish and’ Christian rationale for -a theological point .of
g débagture. Here we endeavour to discover how these thinkere
3ﬁs§gﬁy their radical reformation of traditional expressions
.o of faith; The second stage deals with fhe exact nature and
) 3 pharac;ér of the theological re&isions. This consideration

» A

examlnes hew these thlnkers reconc1le rellglous bellef W1th
the Holocaust eiper{\Ece The third stage relates to the
‘“ potentlal for a renewed Jewish-Christian relatlonshlp. At
th;s‘pplnt we attempt to escertaap if post--Holocaust theology
(providee a uhdquerpportdnity foquews and Christians to
- develop ‘shared concerns and lasting bonds. These stages are

elaborated 1n three chapters

In the flrst chapter, “‘Surfac1ng From\¥he Deluge' A

wish Theology for a New Age", we begin by recogn1z1ng the,

ove wé'lmlng challenge that the Holocaust poses for the

‘ Je h communlty.‘ The apparent meanlnglessness of this event
paga;yses traditional theological exposition, revealing.ite
shortcomings and limitations. 1In response to this problem, ‘
Fackenhelm, Cohen, and Greenberg, .neither explain away the a

S ev1l of the Ho}ocaust, nor do they ignore it. Instead, they

attempt to account for this evil by developdng a theological

vision that incorporates the possibiiity for such a

A

.catastrophe. .
. . . Y. . ) )
o o~ The first stage of the Hologaust dynamic for the Jewish

thlnkers, is addressed 1n our con51derat10n of "The Holocaust
Ead

* and its Historical Unlqueness" Here we illustrate that it
[N
v '1s the unlqueness of thls event that substantiates the Jew1sh

,'reformatlon.q One éues*i?h\fhat ve try to answer is whether

Lo

Fa

«.M—,
,':_4"!\, ~
N

e

-

1
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the uniqueness of the Holocaust is undersfood‘ae an
interpretation, or as an established, irrefuydble reality.'°
Thehsecondlstage of the Jewish past—Holocaust response
concerns "The Nature and Character of the Post-Holocaust
Reality". his section we try to determine the possible.
ranifications for belief that result fdom the theological
reformuiations. / . ‘

In chapter two, "'The Irying Descent': Cnristiaﬂ P
Theologians Confront the Holocaust", we turn our attention to
the sericus impliﬁféEBﬁs that the Holocaust: may have for
Christianity. Ruéthef}‘PawlikQsti, Littell,'and‘Alice and
Roy Eckardt, represent a courageous gfoup, willing to expose.
. the most. sensitive aspects of Christian theology to the

Holocaust experience. ’

The first stage of the Holocéust dynamic for the Christian
theologians‘discussés_"The.Relationship Between Christianity
and the Holocaust". The possibility that the Christian
éqti—Judaic teachings inluenced the events of the Holocaust,
férms the Chfistian theological point of departuge. O%r'taek
 is to decide if these theologians follow through 6n their
incriminatory interpretation of this rglationship. The
second stage involves "The Reformulations and
Reinterpreta{ioﬁs of the Ppst—Héloc#ust bhristian‘Faith".
Again, our concern is to assess the impgct that‘the revisions

wili have on belief.

*
+

Our final chapter, "'Opening Statements': Dimensions of,
the Jewish-Christian Posi-Holocaust Dialogue", also

represents the third stage of the post-Holocausf dyhamio. The

- .
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post;Holocaust dialogue suggests that the Holocaust is not
Just a matter of historical debate, or theological Coe .;
reconstruction; but, a continuing religious issue that bears
’upon\the future of Jewish-Christian relations. These
'concerns wiil be examinéd in two sections. xFirst, we .
congsider "Post-Holocaust Jewish Attitudes Toward ° N
Ch;istianity". Second, we focus upon the "Post-Holoiaust
Christiaﬁ Attitudes . Toward the State of Israel"., At thié
‘juncture, ve try o determine if post-Holocaust theology
inspires a genuine spirit of tolerance and‘ﬁutual respect
between Judaism and-Christianity; or, if it aggravates latent
hostilities. -

Ultimbtely, the general conclusions of this study are
intimated by our title: "'Theological Fragments': Ultimate
Concerns and Partial Conclusions.‘ The, Jewish and Christian
Post-Holocaust Reformation". "Theologic%} Fragments" refers
rto;the scope of the theological responses to the‘HDIOcaust.

. Its_overpowering destruction, suffering, and perversity,
suggests that 'no single théological-responge is able to
“explein the full meaning of this event. “Thig notion of
fragmentation also describes the sense of religious truth
forwarded by the post-Holocaust theologians who unéerstand~
the human search for meaning to be an ambiguous and imperfect
endeavour. For these reasons, the theological enterprise can
Bnly hope to provide "partia} conclusions™, reconcilihg the
Holocaust to faith in half measures only.

This fragmented world, however, does not prevent human

beings from developing and sharing "ultimate concerns”.




"
N Q

k I

Through common struggle with the problems éonfront}ng our o L
#ge, we'may‘be able to underscore the priorities of an

. authentic existence. Such an.gbproéch may help the Jewish
and Christian faithsﬁto create a nev world. However, we must
constantly question if this quest fér ultimate concérps‘is
inspired by the Holocaust, or if these issues arise from
elsevhere. .
. 1t may bé suggested that\post-Holocaust theolégy is an
attempt to work out a new direction: for the Jewish and

{ Christian,missions. Where these missions will lead is the

matter to which we now turn. - ( . ) >

PR




CHAPTER ONE

"Surfacing From the‘Deluge":
'%' A Jewish Theology For a New Age

Introduction ¢
W |

in the immediate aftermath of the Holocaust, modern Jewish
religious thought avoided‘the challenge of this event, As .
“critics often no{e, Jewish thought needed time to absorb tHe
impéct of the Holocaust. ' It needed time to gatner the facts,
‘and attempt to organize them in a fashion that provided some
sense of direction..  This tagk has proven to be very complex.
As academics apply a variety of methods in search of meaning
and,explanation, many find themgelves at a loss fo adequately
place the Holocaust in a proper coptext of understanding.

The theolbgians discussed 'in th{g chapter atteméf to meet
.this methodological impass By constructing.an interpretation
of the Holocaust that accounts for i?s cﬁallenge for Jewish
thought, life, and faith. For Emil Fackenheim, Arthur Cohen,
and Irving Greenberg,'the Holocaus® haslviélently ushered in
& new age of Jewish ;eli-understanding. They view the
post-Holocaust world as an unparalieled era in the history of
the Jews, and, for humanity as a whole. It might be said

that these thinkers are surfacing from the deluge of the

" - Holocaust; rising above its overwhelming destruction in an
effort to provide a sense of orientation for belief in the

post-Holocaust age.




\ " ,

A conéidgration of thgir respective fﬁeological theories
is discussed in two parts. First, "The Holocaust and its
Historical Uniqueness". Seéond, "The Nature and Character of:
the Post-Holocaust Reality". -The“intentipn of this
subdivision is to'map the dynamic of Jewish post-Holocaust
theology: moving from a confrontéfion ﬁifﬁ fhe event,
through to the radical changes suggested fé% Jewish life.

The following examination of Fackenheim, Cohen, and
Greenberg contends that the new direction for féith advocated
by these thinkers is perhaps unnecessary, 'and ultgzzkely

destructive for religious belief. However, their ruggle

with the Holocaﬁst points toward the-significant issues !
facing the modern Jew. In this way,'post-Holocéust theology
may serve to underscore the kinds of questions that are in

" need of further deliberation. But, it is impossible to say
that we have arrived at the answers. The Jewish thinkers
presented here hastily push aside tréditibnal religious
concepts that have been a significant source of
'selfmunderstanding through the ages. Their rush to changé
the face of Judaism, therefore, ignores the ‘depth and
substance of the flexible Jewishgreligious perspecﬁ;ve; its

vibrant community of faith; and the Jewish matrix of symbolic

languaée that. commiinicates the love of God.
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| 'The Holocaust and its Historical Uniquehese

o

Historical continuity is shattered because "at
Auschwitz not only _man died, but the idea of
man"; because our "estrangement from God" has
become so "cruel" that, even I¥ He were to speak
%o us, we have no way of understanding how to
"recognlze" Him. We need a new point of
departure and a new category because the
Holocaust is.not a "relapse into barbarism," a
"phase in an historical dialectic," a
radical-but-merely-~"parochiel" catastrophe. It
is total rupture (Fackenheim 1982:250).

This statement by Emil PFackenheim illuminates his bellef
that the Holocaust radlcally undermines preconceived beliefs
about the nature of God, the~human being, and their relation.
The Holocaust confronts humanity with an unprecedented
reality: one which interrupte4the glow of time and
history.1‘ T central issue for Fackenheim is to prove the

contention that the uniqueness of the Holocaust is an

observation based on empirical fact, and not on opinion or:

A
interpretation. The conc:ete nature of the Holocaust's

rupture, then, urges theological revision: one inspired by ‘ ///
necessity and not preference.2 - Ny

/

Fackenheim suggests that to truly illustrate the /
; . ﬂ \ /
uniqueness of the Holocaust,. "what needs to be faced is..,not

the 'gymbol! Auschwitz but Auschwitz itself" (Fackenheim/’
-4982 11). Packenheim carries out this confrontation through

an examination of the "Nazi logic of destruction". 3 By

studying the accounts of Holocaust survivors, he/observes

- that the Nazis puposely tormented the Jews, plecing them in

/

absurd and insane situations, reversing

-
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the "9éé;ral" order of reality. The author concludes that.
"(t}ﬁe S.S. logic of destruction aimed at their victims®
seYf-destruction..." (Fackenheim 1982:208) Two powerful andd
;{;ghténing examples are; the witnesses to "excremental
v//assult", and the drowning of infants {p the presence of the

\

/  mother (Packenheim '1982:208,213). !
' <

!

v
/// JThe inctedible experiences of the Holocaust survivors

L

c/ convinces Fackeﬂheim that the mindless and senseless torture

Y, of the Jews was an end in itself.4 This*}esulted in the
,/( "Muselmann", £hat is, those who are "dead while sti%l alive"
y ' (Packenheim 1982:215). These persons were unable to wage
// battle against the Nazi logic of destructién. According to
\Fackenheim, the Muselmann is a new type of
being—in-ﬁhe-world. It is the "trg;yuoriginal cont;ibution
of the Third Reich to civilization" (Fackenheim 1982:215).
Faékenheim'§ investigation focuses on the surreal quality
- of the death camp experience. It evokes an immediate..
feaction of disbelief as we try to compreheﬁd that "'much
more is real than Possible'" (Fackenheim 1982:233). What we
diécover is that the mind cannot really process the empirical
fgcts of the Holocaust. fhought, especiglly metaphysical
thought, is "'paralyzed'" (Packenheim 1982:23) in the face of
Auschwitz. The author suggests that thought can no longer

transcend the facts, ignoring the particular with sweeping

\— -
generaliza.tiong.5 The unprecedented reality of the
Holocaust freezes the intellect. It is for this reason that
Fackenheim denotes the Holocaust as a completely unique event
/ ‘ +

that yields no historical counterpart. It is totally unique
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not only £6r the Jéwish people, but for all of humanity.

In response to the above dllemma, Fackenheim proposes that
thought must become empirical.. This implles a simple
approach: that the data (i.e., the experiences of the death
?amp’inmafes) will stnucturé and form his an post-Holocaust

theory. However, empirical thinking presents a. special

préblem for Jewish theology. Packenheim notes that the

‘rabbinic tradition views Judaism to be above the challenge of

history. The rabbis "affirm that nothing decisive has
occurred,oorAcan occecur, between Sinai and the Messianic Days"
(Packenheim 1982:16) . Becausé of this, a new way of thinking
nust be constructed if the Holocaust is to be understood by
faith. - \ '

To assist the movement toward empiriceal thought,
Packenheim employs the concepts of "Root Experience" and
"Epoch-making Evenﬁ".§ Root experiences, such as Sinai,
represent events which create and define religious identity
and belief. It is an occurance witnessed by a community of
faith who understand it to be a source of direction and
orientation towards ultimate ends. Epoch-making evenfé, such
as the Qestguétion of the Jerusglem Temple, challenge the
validity of the root experiences. It is one which threatens
to fracture the very foundations of the community. These
unique historical eve;ts call for serious reflection and
radical questioning of our religious tradit;on.

By Packenheim's definition} the Holocaust is aﬁ
epoch—making event. However, in this case, the root

experiences are not easily reaffirmed. Thus, Fackenheinm

T

@
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. recommends that "Jewish thought in our time, ... move forﬁard

toward self-exppsure to epoch-making events" (Fackenheim
1982:16). The cornerstones of $he Jewish faith must risk
confrontation wiﬁp the Holocaust if ; sense of security is
ever to be restored. Only by facing that which threatens
chaos can a resolution be foﬁnd.

Arthur Cohen is another theologian who believes the

Holocaust is unique. In The Tremendum , Cohen writes that
the

content of the tremendum is always
historical-- its crueliies and murders; the
caesura; however, is that the tremendum marks off
and breaks. The caesura is the formal definer of
holocaust, what makes it special, separable,
ontic (Cohen 1981:53).

This passage illustrates Cohen's interpretation of

un%gueness. As he suggests, 'a holocaust' means rupture,

creating a yawning gap between.the present era and the
ﬁrevious\age. Cohen, therefore, sharesyFackenheim's concern
that .the Holocaust presents a unprecedented reality.7
Cohen's particular argument is established bj isolating a
radical evil in the death camps which undermines thought and
faith., However, unlike Fackenheim, Coheﬁ‘does not consider
th;s rupture to be relevant td all of humankind. Instead, he
implies that the ruptu;élprimarily concefns the Jewish
theological point 6f Qiew. Cohen illustrates that the
uniqueness of the Holocaust can be perceived in two differenk

fashions: dhne, from an historical, or a mundane perspective;

and another from a theological point of view. This
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diLtinction allows Cohen to forward the notion that thought, -
| !h. .

and subsedquently belief, may survive the a@ﬂ k on meaning
iﬁperent in the Holocaust éxperience. —r T

Cohen's interpretation of the Holocaust as a human
trémendﬁm (as opposed to Qtto's description of the divine

‘presence a8 mysterium tremendum) permits h{m to entertain the

above qualifications. As he writes; "the human tremendum,
[is] the enormity of an infinitized man, who no longer seems
to fear death or" (Cohen 1981:19) God. The tremendum denotes
a form of being—inéthefwor;d'which &isreg&rds all conscience,
jrational behavior, human dignity; and self-respect; It is
//humanity "infinitize@" as a type of false god, ohsessed by

!

the denial of mortality. ©For Cohen, the tremendum is still

1

§ caesura, but one "without the complementarity of‘God's
,’ authentication" (Cohen 1981:79). This statement is not meant
to'deflect the challenée of the Holocaust f£dr faith. . But, it
'does suggest the challlenge is primarily directed toward human
- self-understanding. The task, then, is to investigate the
hideous human power that’becqmé manifest in the death camp
reality. ‘ _

Cohen suggests that the uniqueness of the Holocaust is

'subétantiated by "an ontological éathering of evil.,.." (Cogen

1981:83) He regards the Holocaust as a partitular kind of

evil, discernable for the first time iﬁ higtory. I% is an
aufonomous force, with ité own "structure" and "potency"
(Cohen 198%1:33). The evil preéent in the death camps is "an
.order of being which sinks roots deep into the hﬁman passio

and...lurks in the spirit available to succor and renascence"

A4 H
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(Cohen 1981:48). Its ontic sharacter defies resolution
through facile theodicies. In effect; %his evil is not the
mere "ebsence of good" (Cohen 1981:32). It is the alien
forse that undermines our presuppositions about réality.3

The ontic presence of evil, however, reflects a human
quallty’J—Thls 1nteﬁ§retat10n allows Gohen to consider the
Holocaust from a ra%%%gal perspective. As a human event, it
permits some contact, whether ra@ional, linguistic, or both.
The point to be considered, is that "(i)t is the immensjty of
the event that is mysterious but its nature is not mystery"
(Cohen 1981:29). Although, reason and languags may not assume
théi} previous fosms in the fsce of the caesura, they are not
rendered completely_fu%ile. Cohen believes that the impulse
to seek an explanation for the tremenium is a‘naiural.
reécﬁion. As he comments, "I cagnot make the tremendum of
the Jews so distinctive that nothing can be ssié of it--
ianguage requires, for sthe barest usey. some analogia..."
(Cohen 1981¢.37) However, Cohen is quick to qualify this
insight. The "Sarest use" does not make the Holocaust
'meaning-£u1¥§§\\8till,’it assists the search for a proper
understanding, as oppossd to insisting on the complete
dislocation of the Holocaust from a human.environment.

The wh@%é of Cohen's argument evertually discloses his
. dualisticQPErspective. On the one hand, the Holocaust is

caesura; while on the other, 1t partlally yields to thought.

For Cohen the Holocaust is
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a reality with a dowdle valence: an
“hidtorical life which, however immense and
. monstrous, must be regarded as' historical and a
—~ theological reality that insists upon a new
reading of Jewish meaning (Cohen 1981:51-52).

=

@

From this statement it seems that ;he “histo icalAigée" of.
the Holocaust reférs to its human dimengioﬁ. That is, the
event is decidedly this;wqudly, although.unique to this
world. The evil present iﬁ the Holocaust does not e&erge
from an alien éource déspite the facf that it m%pifests an
"alien immensity" (Cohen 1981:40). The historical life of
the tremendum denotes a mundane, or goncrete orientation
whefeby this event "is not sundered Lr torn free of its
moorings in causality and afﬁermath%?fw/(Cohen 1981:51) This
view of the Holocaust expresses a hope for th® survival of
thought in the face of overwheiming destruction. Sﬁch an
allowance does not guarantee success, but it points toward

| the potential to think the Holoc:aust.8 Because of this

aspect of Cohen's argument, it can be claimed that hé does
not view the Holocaust as universélly unique. The

4

possibility of applying reason to the Holocaust is furﬁpereﬂ

rv"-‘:"uv. £ : ‘:““‘:‘ Ky

Y _ by Cohen's treatment of the "theological reality". <He- 3
- understands the uniqueness of the Holocaust in a symbolic

and metaphorical sense. In its religious dimension, the

tremendum may be "perceived as brackeﬁeq and independent of
its historical enmeshment, that it may be lifted out of
temporality and regarded as an enéuring pointer'and sympbl"
(Cohen 1981:52). Cohen implies that there is something
peculiar about the tg?ological cdﬁsqiousness. It understands

the Holocaust as able to transcend .history,.
<

2
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and reorientate the believer within the cdhtex? of faith, *In
< - ¥ IR A
this manner, the tremendum "discloses somethlng nfw about our

relation to God and God's relation to creation... (Cohen

RN

* -

1981:52) ’

Cohen justifies the double valence of the Holocaust
reality with a distinction between the Holocaust as
"ultimate", and ag "final". As .an ultimate event,'fhe
tremendum affecfs the search for meaninge In this way the'
event - has a message. Itlspeaks something‘t? the humen being.
The Holoceust's "symobolic resonance [is] permanent;-;ts
, repetifion is the conﬁinuous assurauoe of its potency;'its ‘
v;ri\ultimacy'is prefiguration" (Cohen 1981349). é\so?ar;ash
a symbol participates in that to which it points,9 the
symbolio‘representation of the tremendum must express an-°
intimate involvement with radical evil; its unparalleled
‘manifestation; and its ever present ability td reémeo§é from

»

the depths of humankind. . : ' N ,
If the Ho ocaust were "final", a symbolic cohfrontation
, with the tr%,sndum would be superfluous. For, "(i)f final,

everythlng ig intended to evil" (Cohen 1981.49). If this

were the case, there would be no obligation To hear the
witness ¢f the Holocaust. - Their message is significant only

if there is some potentlal for good. Absorbing this message

R
may prove to be another matter. In the end it may require, ¢

as Cohen ‘believes it ddbes, ; revision of the divine realiu;.
Such s reformulation is poseiblexonly if one, acgounts for the
ultimacy oJf the tremendum in 1ts symbollc "reéonance" If is
this whlch,prevents the Holocaust Irom belng flnal.

% ’ . ' ¥ s
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Simllar to Arthur Cohen, Irving Greenberg suggests that

'_the Holocaust is not a radlcally unique event. Greelberg,

?

however, expounds this position to a far greater degree than

Cohen. As Greenberg notes, ‘ .

.(f)or traditional Jews to ignore or deny all
significance to this event [i.e., the .Holo.aust]
would be to repudiate the fundamental belief and ’
affirmations of the Sinail covenant:' that higtory
is meaningful, and that ultimate liberation and -
relationship to God will take place in the realm
of human events (Greenberg 1977:24).

-

Al

" Greenberg, therefore, does not characterize the Hoiooaust-ss

tooal rﬁpture the. bond between tradltlonal Judalsm and the
post-Holocaust world is still perceptlble. This latter
agssertion-is esPecielly attested to by the restoratioﬁuoﬁ:thej
State of Israel. ' Inthis event, the post-Holocaust Jewish

Y eo)

communlty W1tnesses the ong01ng covenantal relatlonshlp

w1th

the pre—%olocaust God.

\ .
DespitefGreenbergls insistence on continuity, he-

) nevertheless understands the Hoiocaust ard the State of

®
Israel to be unlque‘ events.' They serve to orlent faith,

"earrying on the spirit of Sinai in a new form and direction.

It appears that Greénberg applies tHe category of ﬁniqﬁeness

1n a much broader sense than either ‘Packenheim or Cohen. TFor

Greenberg, unlqueness marks the reorientatlon‘of belief, a

+

process that points towar& a new revelatlon. In effect, the

Holocaust(end.lsrael are unique because they mediate a divine

belliné, requiring the faithful to respond with that same °

sense of awe first evoked at Sinai.
Accordihg to Greehberg, a reorientating event "bring[s]
.‘7’ . B - . *
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‘hunans into contact with a reality beyond themselves..."
(Greenberg 1982:63) This reality may appear {0 undermine all
that is considered sacred, as in the Holocaust; or, it may
2
seem to fulfill all that is considered sacred, as with the

founding of the State of Israel. In both cases, the human

being cannot remain unaffected. A reorientating-event

"imposes itself "like a screen through which one checks and

+

.filters out E@e signifiqance‘éndwappropriateﬁess—- that is,
the compatibility with final value-- of ﬁehavior and meﬁhdds
developed along the way" (Greenberg 1982:64). Thus, for
Greenberg, such occurances serve as an ideﬂlogical‘anh
behavioral critigque. By confronting the event we move toward
a more authenfiCJexistence.

In light of the function of reorientation, Greenberg views
the Holocaust and Israei as having a significant impact on

Tow
both religious and secular values. Concerning the religious

- factor, Greenberg simply remarks that the Holocaust is

reorientating because "there can be no covenant without the
covenantal people, [and therefore] the fundamental existence
of the Jews and Judaism is thrown into %uestion by tﬂis )
genocide" (Greenberg 1977:8). By the same Yoken; the State
of Israel suggests the Jews still have an essential )
rolationship witﬁ God.  However, the divine eﬁcountqr
ﬁqqessarily changeé. I+ nust now exist within the
dialecticai tension bgtweenxthe Holocaust and Israg}.' The
implicif meaning* for. hoth events has a fragpentary quality: ‘'
the Holocaust is not complete rupture, but neither is the

founding of Israel total redemption. A

- 5
Fide w L
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‘ Greenberg also extefids his notion to the 'secular city’.

' He suggests that the Holocaust. discloses the inadequacy o?
certainm modern ;alues, which in themselyes mey have |
contributéd to the conception, maintenance, and,perpetugtion
of the death camps. The author talkes n&te'of "(t)he total

»natu;e-of the Nazi decision" to murder all Jews ;yérywhere.
It "suggests t%?t 8 new cultural factor is opeféting, t@a%
is, a teﬂdency unigue to modern culture of fugctioning,by‘

universal and comprehensive c%yegories" (Greenberg_1982:67).

Modern ideals, such as the quest for universalism,,

contributéd to the murder of the Jews: =a people who refused

to conforn to a 'universalism' that denied their

\pa.r“cic1.1a.lza,‘ri‘cy.1‘1 -
At the same time, Greenberg also recognizes that the

creation of the State of Israel rested on a prominent secu;ar

drive for national and political\autbnomy. The author

2

concludes that the religious relevance of Israel is
inextficably bound with this modern secular
self—determination. Because of this, Jews must reorientate
themseglves toward this poSiﬁ;vq expression of secularism that

so greatly ‘impinges upon the future of Jewish well-being.

to be unique as well. ' ,

| Greenberg's consideratiops suggest that the uniQuenesg of
“the Holocausf and Israel pointréoward a reorientation of
f‘religioué and sécular values. This méy require’adjustmenfs
" to traditional persPectives{ but continuity with the past
‘remains a distinct possibility. As Greenberg states the

.matter; , v

! Greenberg, therefore, considers the secular aspects of Israel -
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'the Holocaust [and-Israel] leads not so much
to a change of ultimate direction as to a charge
in the manner and approaches to getting to the
final ends. The Holocaust sheds light on the .
earlier pattern of the religious and general :
culture even as it leads to some redirection of
‘tactics and of paths. The reshaping of values
constitutes the recognition of the Holocaust as
reorientatlng event’ %Greenberg 1982:72) .

The preceeding pageeuhave attempted to outline each
tﬂeologian;s consideration of the Holocaust's unléueneee.
,‘Fackenheim feels that the forge behind this ﬁﬁlquenees is the
Nazi logic of @estruotion. It also eeeme evident:that.he
{dentifies thls"destruetion as an epoch making event. 1In
Cohen's case, the argument is sﬁbstantiated by the
ontological gathering of evil. It permits‘either an
historical 6r a theological reading. Finally, Greenberg
argues for a dialectical perepectlve of uniqueness. This
designates.both the Holoéaust .and the founding of the: State
of Israel as reorientating events. This attitude calls for
. the revaluastion of rellglous and secular values. " " ‘
That an event can be interpreted as hiet&iically unique is

,justlflable 1f we recognize that our .concluslons represent an

interpretation.’ Ae such, .they are subjact to certain

limitations. It -seems inappropriate for Fackenheim to insist
that the uniqueness of the Holoceuet is an empirical truth.

His method Buggests that- historical events céntaiﬁ some
descernable 'objective' meaning. However, he .overlooks the
fact that "meaning is not given but is created" (Wu;zeurger '

1980:15). 1 ’ .
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For exéﬁple, to claim that the Nazi murder of the Jews was
an end in itself imparts a specificgrationalé to a particular

A

action. It goes beyond the empirical faéts To suggest an
intention. Intentions are rarely self-evident truths, and '
require some manner of 'reading between the lines'. This is
not to say that Fackenheim's reading of the events is

inadequate, only that it is an  interpretation.

Fackenheinm's use of the death camp reality is a high

powered play on our human emotions. Through the horrific

scenes of the Holocaust, PFackenheim forces the critic to feel

the event. Here we feel obliged to acquiescé to the demands
of the rupture and proclaim the Holocaust unique. This
"argument by terror" (Cohen 1983:230), does not allow us to

12 95 take issus with

fairly assess Fackenheim's theory.
* . &

the Nazi logic of destruction is also to criticize the

Holocaust victims. We cannot doubt that for the death camp

inmate the Holocaust was complete rupture. But, this is not

. the point of contention. We are not challenging the terror

of the death camps, but the manner in which Fackenhéim .

i €mploys these moments from Auschwitz.’ These stories shield

Fackenhéim from serious counter evidence and alternate
interpretations. He writes as if he has found the definitive

insight that will allow us to somehow encounter the Holocaust

" experience for what it really was. Considéring the nature of

the death camp reality, I do not comprehend how this'is a

reasonable possibility.

Nevertheless, it seems that this encounter with Auschwitz

is what Fackenheim wishes to create for his readers. Despite

o

T3
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his claims for the radical uniqueness of the Holocaust, he
iﬁplies that there is a sense of continuity between this
event and the present age. The point of contact is the

rupture itself. This is evident in the idea that the

Holocaust discloses the illusory nature of traditional
thought and belief. The question that arises is; "if the
gﬁéditional Judaic and philosophical world-views cannot lead
to authentic existence, does the Holocaust reveal the
ultimate truths that will permit us to form more appropriate
paths of living?" It may be too soon in our examination of
Packenheim to adequately reply. Yet, it seems clear that
Packenheim views the death camp experience to be more than an
epoch-making event. This reflects the extreme direction that
he leads his post-BHolocaust theology. At this juncture we x~-
" may ask if PFackenheim is serious enbugh about the megning of
the Muselmann.

Contra-Fackenheim, Cohen cannot be accused of forming an
argument from terror. Despite David Tracy's admission that
"Cohen will force us to feel, and through thattfeeling to
think the tremendum" (Tracy 1981:ix), Cohen does not attempt
to dramatize the ontological gathering of evil. In fact,
guite the oppoéite is true. The author assumes that the
death camp reality was complete rupture for its victims. He
does not insist, however, that this rupture determine his
total point of view. As Coﬂen remarks, part of the
post-Holocaust theological task is to form a reeponée
sensitive "to all those of us...who must continue tollive in

a world where such has taken place [i.e., the Holocaust] and
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is henceforth possible again" (Cohen 1981:502f -
The above attitude. denotes, the significance of Cghen's
distinction between the historical and the theological
~reality of the Holocaust. If a theologian is to adsist "all:*
those of us" living witﬁ tpe legacy of éhis event, then the
ability to provide a theological interpretation is highly
“important. Although Cohen, like Fackenheim, holds to the
idea that the Holocaust "exceeds the discernable causalities
of history" (Cohen 1980:30), he does not allow this concept
to govern his search for meaning. Since Cohen does not
believe that the Holocaust is universally unique, his-theory
incorporates a flexible perspective (although operating

within certain limitations). We can offer the observation -

that Fackenheim's unwavering commitment to empirical thought
unnecessarily binds our understanding to the Nazi logic of
. desfruction. Cohen, however, is able to frée thought from

the radical negativity and propose a way to cross the abyss
g

in language. it appears as if Fackenheim approaches the
Holocaust as "final", that is, where all i;fe is constantly
moving toward evil; while Cohen finds ah "ultimate" reading
of the Holocauét*to be the more appropriate path to follow.
Irving éréenberg may be said to intensify Cohen's

conception oflthe Holocaust's ultimate nature; Greenberg

' begins by searching for the implications of uniqueness
instead of establishing its absolute status. This attitude
gseems to be most compatible with the pe:sPective of the faifh
commpnity.. Here, belief does not require a complex method to

illustrate that the Holocaust is unique for the Jews. The
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six million deaths more than'establishes this fact.

Ygt,“we cannot ignore the possibility, that Grqgnberg
accepts, a priori, Fackenhﬁim's argunent from te.rror.13
This is indicated %y Greenberg's principle for establishing
authentic theological statements. The author suggests that
"gn)a statement, theological or otherwise, should bé nade
that would—ﬁ&t be credible in the presence of burning
children" (Greenberg 4977:23,. This ridiculous maxim is
gimilar to Fackenheim's misuse of the Holocaust victims. 1In
this case we feel’that it is impossible to’say anything in
such a situation. 3But that is juét the point: what could be
said 'in the presence;of burning children? Nothing, r

absolutely nothing. However, Greenberg does go on to say

sémething, distancing himself from the presence‘of this

horrér.14 Both he and Fackenheim are able to speak about

" the Holocaust in such terms because they have not really

confronted the event.

In the final analysis, the attempt to prove the uniqueness
of the Holocaust may be a fultile exercise. After all, any
event can be understoo& as completely’unique, insofar*that
there never has been, nor will there be, two events that
mirror the exact same historical configuration. This
smggests that the Jewish theologians examined here neglect to
outline a criteria for defining historical uniqueness. 1In
all 1ikelihood no such criteria exists. '

Another difficulty indicated ﬁy Steven Katz, suggests that

the post-Holocaust theologians must.first "broduce a

philosophy of Jewish history in which uniqueness, even if
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réal, is shown to be theologically relevant" (Xatz 1983:2&5).
Although Katz's criticism is accurate, it does not seem
unreasonable that Jewish theology be preoccupied with‘the
Holocaust, and its special challenge. .To be considered
special, however, is a far more flexible view than the idea
of uniqueness. It is with this understanding that we now

turn to our next area of concern.

The Nature and Character of the Post-Holocaust.Reality

In the first section of this chapter, we established that
Fackenﬁgim considers the Holocaust to reprgsen% a new
reality. It is one that is notb“merely a new debating point
~ for old ph&loséphies or theologies" (Packenhein 1982:28), but
an epoch-making event. In keeping with his emphasis on the
empir;cal dimension of‘the Holocaﬁst, Fackenheim constructs a
way over the rupture, again, by examining the
' flesh-and-blood' experiences of the death camp inmates.
Fackenheim'believes that the key to renewed faith lies in the
example of those persons who were able to resist the Nazi
logic of destruction. These select individuals repredent the
polar opposite of the Muselmann. Their way of
being-in-the-world also sigﬁifies‘a novum in the history of
humenity. The empirical nature of these acts of resistance
constitutes an extra-ordinary event because "(t)he Nazi logic

of destruction wag irresistable, yet was being resistggj this

is the enormous fact that must be grasped" (Fackenheim

ot
RS 14




1982:201) .

According to Fackenheim, the resistance to the death camp
destruction indicates a paranormalu}esponse, defying logical
analysis. These acts denote "a wéy of ﬁeing" (Fackenheim
1952:224), that is, they have "ontological status" (Oppenheim
1985:113). The author cites a number of examples which he
feels reflect this unique quality of resistance. These
include women in the death camps who chose to give birth
1népite of the child*s sure death (Fackegheim 1982:216-17):
and, the Buchenwald Hasidim who risked starvation to purchase
a pair of tefillin (Packenheim 1982:218-19). |

Fackenheiﬁ'sggtudy of resistance suggests that 'somehow!’
the Nazi logic of destruction could be fought.'?
Recognizing the power behind this ‘soﬁehow' is what
Packenheim wishes to comprehénd. After discou&ting the
.;ossibility that resistance is emﬁowered by a sense of human
dignity or self-respect only, the author coq&ludes'that,
through these acts "we have touched an Ultimate" (Fackenheim
1982:217). Again, Fackenheim is not merely referring to an
in%erpretation of resistence, but tq its unbelievable
actuality. These acts are not just symbolically.ultimate,
but "ontologically ultimate" (Fackenheim 1982:248). 1In

effect, Fackenheim is intimating that the source behind this

.behavior is the divine presence. In very plain terms, God is

’

preéént at Auschwitz in the acts of resistence. The "paving"
(Oppedheim 1985:110) volce from this whirlwind proclaims the

'614th commandment: "Jews survive!"16

With this revelation of the ultimate, Fackenheim suggests
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that we witness the basis of Tikkun Olam: "mendiﬁg the

world".'” . The acts of Tikkun are empirical facts that |
disclose an‘unprecedéntedvoﬁtology. They form "(f)or our
thought no;i ...an ontological category"-(Fackenheim"
1982:248). TFor this reéeon, the patterns of resistance servé
as an authentic model for life and thought in the ‘
.post-Holocaust age. -

For Fackenheim, this way of being-in-the-world is evident
in the State of Israel. It is the living witness for the
death camp Tikkun. The Jewish pebple are already
experiencing what thought is just beginning to realize: that

Tikkun Olam ig resistance. The Jewish homeland is the

foundation from which religious and secular activities ﬁay
progress beyond the rupfure.18 Israel is ‘the sole basis

for future Jewish life. fackenheim concludes "that if in our
time there was no Statg'of I8rael, it would be religious

necessity, with or without the help of God, to create it"
| 4

k(?ackenheim 1982:324) . '

Despite Israel's redeeming force, it is only a fragmentary
solution. It is fragmeﬁta;y because it came too late to savé
the Muselmann. Jewish thought and life must ex&sjfin a
dialectical tension befween the Muselmann and the State of
Israel. It is from within this tension that decisions about
authentic existence are to be made. It ﬁus? colour our_world
in such a way that its significance is neverilost from gight.,
Neverfheless, éie essgntiél T%;yun for the Jewish people "is
Isfael itself" (Packenheim 1982:312). '. |

In light of Fackenheim's understanding of the State of

- S
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Israel, the acts of Tikkun ultimately- provide a "root
experience™ for the post-Holocaust age. It is in the death

camp that modern Jewry is to discover its self-understanding.

Fackenheim therefore defines Jewish identity in the following

way: "...one who, accept for an historical accident--
Hitler's loss of the war-- would have either begp murdered or
never been bbrn" (Fackenheim 1982:295). The modern Jew .
inherits the sacred duty t&uiive the life thatecthe ﬁﬁselmann
never had the chance to express: the life of resistance.

As ng}ed éarlier, Arthur Cohen's distinction between the
historical and the theological reality of the Holocaust
aliows him to posit tﬁe potential for authentic thought. This
gsection discusses further Cohen's consideration of the o
theological interpretation. Here he attempts to account for
éﬁe 'ontological gathering of evil' by revamping the human
conception of God. TUnlike Fackenheim, Cohen does not heaf
the commanding voice of Auschwitz. God does not speak to
humanity through this event, but "(m)an speaks at and tqmard
God in the tremendum..." (Cohen 1981:79) Ultimately,

'speaking toward God' is Yohen's primary concern. The

>

theological reality of the Holocaust, and its sense of

'ultimacy', directs Cohen's attentiqp to the reformula ion of

the God-story.

Theology as story, with its emphasis on the metaphorical
and.symbolic nature of human understanding and expression, 18
tﬁe ;ehicle that brings the Jews to the other side of théJ )
abyss. PFor this crossing to be legitimate, Cohen believes

that the God-story must "estimate whatﬂ%onsequence [evil] has




- limitation,'and abyss. Metaphorically, it may be desribed as

- se . NQ]:fyﬁ o
for our thinking about the nature, existence, and action of
God™ (Cohgn 1981:34). Accordingly, the tremendum does not
legislate changes for specific ways of being-in-the-world.
Bu%,;it calls for a rehaul of the human imagination as it
reaches out to the silent God of Auschwitz. o

Cohen's quest for a new manner of describing the divine
réality employs a complex mixture of Kabbalistic cosmology,
and the philosophical interpretations of language as

developed by Franz Rosenzweig and Schelling;19 From these

gsources Cohen devises one possible model of the

post-Holocaus% deity. The author consciously leaves room for
other 'God wonderers’ to fulfill the same task.?’ The main
point is, that such revisions ngllow us 1o speak of the abyss
but not to £ill it" (Cohen 1981:37). ‘

Essential to Cohen's 'speaking' of the divine reality is

‘the "dipolar vision" {Cohen 1981:91) of God as esse and

posse. The former represents God's unknowable being, and is

humanly perceived as God's nén-being,/nothingness,
) ) i

.God's ‘silence. God's posse denotes his or her

self-manifestation or Revelation. This is experienced by

humanify in the vdriousness of.Creation. It is expressed -

metaphorically as God's gﬁgﬂgnality, love, or speech, Through

this lifelaffirming aspect of God, the human being
experiences an imaginative freédom that inspires a iinguistic
response. The human attraction toward the abundanéy of God
suggests thafmthe human's "essential character is freedom,"

and therefore, "(i)t is not reason that makes man a little

A




lower than aﬁéele, but freedom ;nd speech"” (Cohen 1981:92). s
The relationship between esse and _posse is a . .

ouintessential bond. God's nothingnees limits the abuﬁdancy

-in order that freedom remain intelligible. That ie, only if

there is somelii&d of -limit %o lrfe is freedom made .

- ~f
e efficacious. In effect, there is a dialectical relationship

between essé and posse: It is like a pulse that reverberates

,within the nature of existence. It is in this {?shioﬁ that

, . 2
(God may be said to be present in history. However it is a

....‘r
pa881ve presence. Here God does not cause nor prevent é&vents

A
t 4

from occurring, but is nevertheless affected by their
happening., Thus, God is "in continuous community and nexus"
(Cohen 1981:97) with the'actions of humanity. Cohen
describes God's presence in the world to be like a
"filament". This adjective is meant to convey that
the divine element of the historical is a
precarious conductor always intimately linked to
the historical...and always separate from it,

since the historical is the domain of human
freedom (Cohen 1981:98). _ .

/ , v

»

fne "ﬁreoariouei presence of‘éoo-does not allow humanity to
recogniie the f;;ament, nor manipulate it to achieve desired -
eods. ‘The world is the stage of the human beiog, who plays'
out his or her.wiéheéﬁ“attehpte to fulfill goale; or creates
elements that destroy foe rery qualities thaet allow for this
freedom.’ And, through all of this, God remains iltusive for
thoughf, yet resﬁonsive~to human actions: '
To provide a more concrete example of Cohen 8 revision, we

5 can e;amine his consideration of the. post-Holocaust meaning

- 3
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"'of‘Torah. Here, Torah in itself is a "schema of revelation,

~°

(cohen 1981 100) that is, a model that serves to 1llustrate
ways of being-in-the-worlds They reflect a web of possible

relationships with the 'speaking God'. By enacting these

. models 9f the divine-human relationship, the individual

W ' ’ L] ] ] v (3 -
becomes open to hearing and responding to the divine voice. ;
Seripture is not nomos but "Morah™: instruction, guidence,
and teaching. TFor Cohen, Porah is a '‘sensitive human vision”

which gives e%pressioh to ‘bhe total life situation of a

people'living‘ana dying; wrestling with the direction of

* their destiny; and probing the divine for the freedom of

;) -

imagination and creative language. Thus, the fulfillment of

freedon through the creative act is made efflca01ous by
aﬁherlng to the wéys of Torah. God is active in hlstory
through.the Jews' freedom to address the problems gnd
concerns' of ex1ste¢b§. It is a way of llfe that continues
th% "&Qeatiqn made articulate by revelation” (9¢hen 1981:98).
In ‘the case of-the Holocaust,.we witness a radical
reversal oﬁkthe "ecreation made artlculaxe by revelatlon". The

tremendum is the antl-model, one that distorts the presence.

of the dipolar God, buﬂ«does not deqtroy him or her. The

‘4 »

_effect of humanit&'s{behavior during theEHolocaust unraveled

the bond between esse and posse. This resulted in ~

the ‘dissolution of the fragilehuman A5,
integration of energetic caprice and orderly
reason, the union of nohbeing and being, and, as L
if by some monstrous -reversal, the structure of
being was.dislocated, order rather then reason
machining caprice and the energy.of caprice
immolating reason...(Cohen 1981; 95) , .
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| _ The above statement indicates that humanity freed itsel?
from the liniting presence of esse, from the pnoﬁer limite to
tnought language, and behavior. They opted for a
super-actualization of posse, shattering the boundaries of
freedom and creative action. Instead, sheer caprice‘/npowers
an activ1ty bent towards destruction, murder and evil. 'The
choice of "1nf1n1tlzed man" to surpass all limita overloads
T . ’

the div;ne filament, thereby eclipsing God's presence in the
world. Such an event can only be fueled "by a[n]...
oppository chthonic subscension. It is. this which is neant
by the abyss of Ehe,historical, tnc demonic, the tremendum"
(Cohen 1981:98).

In light of Cohen's reformulation of God, it would seem
‘obvious that the Jew's relation to the divine reality also
chahges. In keeping with Cohen‘s.dualistic nndcrstanding of
the Holocaust as historical and theological the author -
posits a dualistic comprehension of Jewish identity for the
postwgolocaust age.

From the historical perspective, Jewish identity is
intimately tied to the Holocaust. Like PFackenheim, Cohen
writes that "every Jew who has endured to this hour is a
survivor in fact or an accidental survivor..." {(Cohen
1'981:22) Cohen binds the Jew to the 'historical enmeshments
and the moorings of causalityt: The Jew as an individual
cannot escape this truth. However, the Jew as a member of a
comnunify of faith, has a corporate’'self-understanding which

accords to the theological reading of the Holocaust.
Therefdre, "as symbol, the belief in the eternity of tho
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Jewish people" .(Cohen 1981:109),
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Therefos¥, Mas symbol, the belié? in the eternity of the

Jewish people is\still important" (Oppenheim 1987:411). Cohen :
implies by. thls dual description, that the Jew as historical
agent is always -susceptible to 'crueltiéé and murders'; while
the Jew ag.part of the sacred reality, can be taken out of
history as a symbol of the divine. As the authorvstétes, ‘
"(r)edemption is not for .the single man nor even for the
single Jew, but for the Jewish people, the House of Israel"
(Cohen 1981:108). | ' |

If the above statement reflects Cohen's theological
understaﬁding of‘thé "House of Israel'", then his |

considera;ioh of the State of Israel intimates his historical

~ comprehension.’ Here Cohen sounds a forbidding note,

suggesting 'that the Stéte of Israel is not a symbol or a sign

that redemﬁtion is unfolding. In his own words;

if the Jewish people takes up the arms of.the

world before the world, its reality is for the
first time measured against the magnitude of the '
world, its resolute independence. becomes its
isolation...It may+-well be that the full
entrance of the Jewish people into the lists of

| the historical is more threaten1n$ eveﬁ\&han
genocide has been... (Cohen 1981:101

Cohen leaves no doubt that Israel has ngo part in‘ihe
%ﬁeolgical.meaning of the House of Israel. Nationhood means
historical becoming and passing;“ History cannoﬁ'actualize
theological stories, It is for these reasons that Cohen
understands himself as a Jew who-is "(0)utside the Jewish

State, any state for that matter, but never outside the
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Similar to Cohen's révision of God, Irving Greenberg
reinterprets the meaning of the ngiah covenant. )As noted in
the first section of this chapter, Greenberg suggests that
the Holocaust is not a complete rupture, for "there are still
moments when the reality of‘the Exodus is reenacted and’
present" (Greenberg 19?7:28).21 This. thread of continuity
with past traditions reflects the author's dialectical
understanding of tﬂgﬁﬂolocaust and Israell Despite their
radical differences in content, both events are reorientating
for religioﬁs and secular values. This fragmentary quality
of the pést-HolocauSt reality is expressed by Greenberg in
the ideas of the '"unfolding covenant" and '"holy secuiariﬁy".

The theory of the unfolding covenant is, éccord{pg to
Greenberg, evident in the history of Judalsm. Greenberg
regards Jewish history to exhibit a progressive dynamic

~ towards an‘increased independence from God. The pattefn

suggests that specific historical events éignal the gradual

disengagement of God from the world, allowing humanity a
heightened sense of autonomy. Thus, with events like the
destruction of the Sécond Temple,

(t)he Rebbis ultimately concluded that the
. covenant was still valid but that Israel was
: called to a new level of relationship with God.
God was more hidden now; God was using great
self-control and allowing humanity~-- even the
evil ones-~ freedom of action., God was more
hidden, but humans-~ the Jews in particulare-
were called to seek God out (Greemnberg 1982:80).

This statedent illustrates that Greenberg's theory concerns |

" an historical process at work in the'world. It is one that
s ¢ - ¢

"
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moves toward a reality bereft of a divine presence. The
'divine calling' is an indirect plea from God, asking

humanity to £ill the void created by the deity's egression

" from the stage of human affairs.

The task that arises from this movement in history is the
demanq to create auypentic action within this new found

freedom. As suggested in the above passage, the unfolding

" covenant necessarily permits a greater possibility for the

occurance of evil., This potential in no way communicates the
will of God, but wltimately reflects the desipes of humanity.
Because of this increased room for evil, the individual is

called upon to exhibit a "new [sense] of maturity, authority,

_ and responsibility" (Greenberg 1982:82) for their fellow

person,
In this schema of covenantal understanding, the Holocaust

summons humanity to the ultimate lével of reéposibilijy.

Indeed, the Holocaust illustrates that'"(t)he‘hiddeness‘of‘

God is even deeper..." (Greenberg 1982:82) Yet, the

restoration of the State of Israel is a reminder that the

coyenantal faith.is still operative, but -with an ‘intensified
human participation. The individual's role in briﬁging about
the redemption of the world becomes paramoﬁnt. The egressing
@od will not save this planet: its fate rests with the
decisions of humankind:

_For Greenberg, this latter observation is particularly
evident in.the founding of the modern State of Israel. 1In
this instance, the Jewish people re;pondedgto their new
relationship with the hidden God by taking control of their

-s\



. destiny. Both religious spirit gnd secular determination
came together in order to meet the challenge ofwthe unfolding
covenant. .

This event sets a humber of precedents for'bost-Holopaust
éxistenée. The‘State of Iérael signifies a political reality
that affirms a positive evaluation of power. As Greenberg
remarks, "(a)bsolute powerlessness corrupts even more %han
absolute power" (Greenberg 1982:74). That is, to leave a
minority gfoup open to genocide, provides the opportunity for
another group tﬂ{follow through on their triumphant
ideologies. In ‘this way, Israel acts as a paradigm for
bringing about the redemption of the world. It shows that
the way of the future lies in the responsible distributio; of
power. It is a éaring for one's neighbour as they are in
‘themselves, and as they choose to be. That is, the sharing
of power must not %e made contingent upon assimilation to the
majorit& culture. The post-~Holocaust ideal is "the 'messy' k
way of compromise, pluralisim, middle of the road [which] must
at%ain a new level of respect..." (Greenberg 1982:75)

Another aspect qf the post-Holocaust age that "must attain
~a nev level of respect" is g;eenberg's understanding of "holy
gecularity". This phrase designates the actualization of the

above political reflections. 3im ly, it 18 in the 3tate

of Israel that such a way of being-in-the~world is present.
The founding of the Jewish Btate illustrates that religious
and secular values need noy work at cross purposea.,

Holy secularity denotes)a reality where the demands of the

unfolding covenant are mef on a day to day basis. They are
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burdened, however, only by those who freely choose to accept
the responsibility. It is a "voluntary covenant! (Greenberg
1982:83) which emphasizes the conscious decision to serve God
in an authentic manner. For Greenberg, authentic religious
action is expressed through political participation. This
secular sphere must be imbued with a sense of sacredness by
exercising é wisdom credible "in the presence of burning
children" (Greenberg 1977:23). In this light, the Jew is a
person who actively seeks the redemption of the world in a
manner that fulfills the cries of the Holocaust vigtims. The
Jew gladly "takes up the arms of the world" (Cohen 1981:101)
land embraces a holy seculérity.

The above theories presented by Fackenheim, Cohen, and
Greenberg’reveal the nature and character of the
posf-Holocaust reality. All three theologians regard this
reality to manifest somekind of fragmentary quality.
Fackenheinm's pégﬁéion connotes a partial Tikkun in the acts
of resistence, and ultimately ip the founding of the State of
' Israel. This Tikkun coupled with the 'commanding Voice of

Auschwitz' adumbrates the post-Holocauét existence. Here

Jews begin mending the world by resisting all unauthentic

forms of thoug?t and life. They must live within the }

dialectical tension between the Muselmann and Tikkun,
‘Irving Greenberg's concern for the dialectical tension

between the Holocaust and the Stdte of Israel also indicates

a fragmentary quality to the post-Holocaust reality. iike

. Fackenheim, Greenberg attempts to confront thelradical

negativity of the Holocaust experience, and concludes with g

é_,.
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positive affirmation of the Jewish State. In the final
analysis, both authors see lsrael as the fugyre for the Jews
and Judaism., Although the Jewish State does ﬁot guarantee an
untroubled course, it at least points the way toward a
genuine Jewish existence in the post-Holocaust world.

We might also suggest that Greenberg emphasizes the

ce of Israel in a more consistent manner than

Fackenheim. As Michael Oppenheim notes, Fackenheim "is not
as eloquent in reflecting upon either the relationship
between 'Auschwitz and Jerusalem' or the unique challenge of
Jerusalem as he is in tréating the negative challenge of the
Holocausé!'(Oppenheim 1985:107). However from the start of
Greenberg's deliberations, Israel forms part of the ‘
historical configuration that marks reorientatilon.
.Greenberg's handling of "Auschwitz and Jerusalem" displays a
straightforward concern that does not lose sight of the ’
impact of Israel on the life of modern Jewry.

With Cohen we noted that the State of Israel does mot
contribute to the saving of Jewish thought and life in thef~
post-Holocaust era. For him, the resolutionigies in the
regenerative power of imagination and language.
hlnterest;ngly, Cohen's revision of the human conception of
God involves a ﬂréémentary method, piecing together elements
of,Kabbg;ah and modern philosophy. The result is a
fragmented deity, whose movement from a wholeness -of Being
(essej to an abundant creation (posse), illustrates that God
is also limited by the act of creation, God's historical

passivity well demonstrates this point. Here thé divine

-«
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presence in hisfory is continuélly vulneraple to the absurd
behavior of humanity. In short, this post-Holocaust God ;s
not omnipotent, and like human beings,‘exists in this world
under certain conditions.

It is apparent that Cohen's concern for the proper

.God-story is reflected in Greenberg's exegesis of the

unfolding covenant. The idea that God is gradually drawing
back from the world signifies an ongoing relationship ?hat
safeguards the divinit& from full responsibility for the
Holocaust. Like Cohen, the post-Holocaust God can:ot remain
hostage to the 'ontoiogical gathering of evil'. (Greenberg,
along with Cohen, devises a theolbgical ratiopale that
pernits the Holocaust to occur without God's active
participation in the event. Tor Cohen, God is immanent
within the Holocaust as "filament"; but, it is the human
being's réspgnsibility that God's life affirming bresence was
eclipsed with the unrajéiing of esse from posse. Ip
Greenberg's case, God is at a distance from the causal
factors of the Holocaust. What is interesting is that the
egression of God from the world is not considered a negative
factor, but a positive development, ultimately allowing the
State of Israel to be reborn.

Concerning the ;resence of God at -Auschwitz, both Cohen,
but especially Fackenheim, connect God with this event.
Aéain, the differences between their fheories\is evident in
their respective God-stories. As noted above, Cohen's
Placing of God at the Holocaust reflects a passive presence.

However with Packenheim it is obvious that God's presence at
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Auschwitz is manifest in the acts of Tikkun.

Tﬁese correlations between the theologians under
discussion,'does not over ride the particular problems of
their theories. Each theolﬁgian applies hiy&own unique
interpretation to life afte; the Holocaust. It is to the
details of these suggestions that we now turn.

From first glance, it seems that there are many problems
with Fackenhein's proposal that the 'commanding and saving
presence' of God is evident in the death camp experience.
Steven Katz has stated, that Fackenhein's position can only

h be aff&rmed because he avoids‘applying the "'empircist
falsifiability thesis'" as developed by A.J. Ayer.22
Consequently, God remains unchdallenged by the radical
negativity of the Holocaust. As Katz explains, Fackenheim
avoids "direct confrontation with the empirical evidence to.
such an extent that all discussion and evaluation becomes
irrelevant" (Katz 1983:226). This insight seems highly
ironic considering Fackenheim's emphasis on the need for
empirical thought. Katz's remark reflects a valid poin%
which was intimated earlier in the discussion about - .
Fgckenheim's 'argument from terror'. As diggussed there,
Fackenheim.ié developing an hypothesis whicy is ﬁltimately
shielded by the respect and reverance accorded to those who
braved the Nazi logic of destruction. 1In other words,
Fackenheim creates a situation where it is viftually
impoésible to point toward facts that might serve to oounter
hie claims, or at least suggest a revision of his

perspecti_ve.z3
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Katz'shsuggestion that PFackenheim éide steps the eﬁpirical
fal%ifiability thesis is an importan% observation, but‘one
that does not reflect the whole depth of the matter,
Packenheim seems to employ Ayer's test but, ohe mnight say, in
reverse, Facienheim uses the acts of Tikkun as empirical .

evidence that falsifies the claim that God's voice is silent

during-the-Holocaust, or the even more exireme proposal, that

'God is dead'. This latter assertion, made famous in the
Jewish community by Richard Rubenstein, is, ironically,
deduced by utilizing the empirical falsifiability thesis.24
This development suggests two conclusions.

Pirst, that both Rubenstein and Fackenheim do not properly
adhere to the full implications of the empirical ‘
falsifiability thesis. In the case of Rubenstein, the author
ignores the restoration of the State of Israel as possible
counter evidence to his 'death o? God' position. qu
Packenheim, we may’question whéfher his vow to hold fast to
the image Bf the Muselmann is abandoned. This possibility is .
reflected in the fact that Fackenheim does not argue\ﬁhe
Muselmann's case against the 'commanding and saving' presence
of -God at Auschwitz. After all, why does the divine presence
save the select few while the majority perish?25 It is the
radical injustice of Fackenheim's God that makés it diffiqplt
to accept the idea that there was a saving God at Auschwitsz.
This question concerning the injustice of God suggests that
the acts of Tikkun are even less than a partial mending.

-The second conclusion that arises from the compafison

between Rubenstein and Fackenheim, is that the application of

e b
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the emp1rica1 falsifiability thesis is inappropriate for
theology. Such a test implles that the existence or
nonexistence of God can be proven by empirical cetegories.
Bofh Rubenstein's and Fackenheim's arguments assume that
God's manner of encountering the world is, or was, a concrete
ang physical confrontation, much in the same way as described
in the biblical narratives at a superficial level. 'For this
reagson, Katz labels Fackenheim's post-Holocaua?btheory 10 be
an "existential supernaturalism" (Katz 1983:152). It seems
that Fackenheim understands. the nature of God too literally,
epplying unrealistic demands to a reality that, more‘;ften
than not, seems ﬁo escape human description.

Nevertheless, even if one apcepted Fackenheim's

interpretatioﬁ as valid for faith, one must come to.terms

with his designation of the Holocaust as a root experience;

As noted earlier, a root experience is "one which continually:

transforms Jewish consciousness and experiences for it
demonstrates that God acts in history" (Oppenheim 1985:100).
For the post:ﬁolocaust age, Fackenheim comprehends Jewish
consciousness to be transformed into an 'accidental *
survivor'. The result is that Hitler is the power behind
this change in Jewish self-understanding: it is the Nazi
.logic of destruction that forms the content of'the

post~Holocaust root experience. It is not God nor the

‘gbcommunity of faith that nourishes belief, but Hitler. Such a

root experience, like thge Nazi movement itself, can only
__.prove to be destructive;- of God's presence in hietorj, and of

the Jew's relakionehip to God;26 It is one thing to feel a

[ .
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gense of obligation to . those millions of Jewish lives who.

fell victim to' the Nazis: it is quite another to live our

[

life constantly under their forbidding shadow, aspii’ the
‘death camp reality becomes the ground ﬁ our own.2" Yet is

this not the gist of Fackenheim's conclusions? His use, or

misusg,-', of the acts of Tikkun illustn a8 that not only "we"
) have touched an Ultimate, but "thgy" ive" come to experier}ce
some kind of special relation with God during the Holocaust.
In effect, it ‘is a revelation in tﬁe nidst of death that
orients-life- in the post-~Holoeaust era.
'In the case of Arthur Cohen's reformulation of the
post-Holocaust deity, we confront a \;\ery differer;ﬁ direction
N +in comparison to Fackenhe‘im. Cohen neither hears God's
_ commanding voice\.\\nor does he consider a Tikkun t%0.be
possible. As Cohen suggests, "'(t)‘o make...the tremendum even
the symbolic equivalenf: of Sinai is fals‘e" (Cohen 1981:79).
Cohen resf)onds to the Holocaust as an event that does not
touch God's self-existence as esse, but ita does affect the
way human beings discribe and understand God. In brief, if
the empiricist falsifiability thesis is employed by Cohen, it
_is é.pplied to the nature of relig;ous language. It is not

. D
used, however, to prove or disprove the presence of God in

Y

history.
There is something compelling about Cohen's perspective
toward the post-Holocaust reality. The central issues that

.he addresses sﬁggests that the Holocaust is a result-of humaﬁ

choice, and action. Similarly, Cohen tries to understand the

presence of evil that we may feel to 'be evident in the death
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" camp experience, as oppdsed to a‘saving presehce. This
attitude allocates the responsibility to the human being. The
mediation of the Holocaust and faith is therefore a human
endeavour equiring n ificent sign or miracle from God.
Perhaps most importantly, Cohen's reformulation has a
preventative thrust, reflected in his depiction of Torah as 2

model. This allows human freedom to express itself within 2

-

proper .boundaries that prevents the distortion-of. freedom g

into sheer caprice. )

It appears that the emthaSis on the ‘above mentioned issues
is a result of Cohen's distihctién between tﬁethistorical
reality of the Holocaust and its theological reading. The ‘
direction of the theological interpretation seems sound, but
we may wonder if Cohen's redescription of God engenders
belief. The language, symbol, and metaphor,dused‘by~thes
author\does not evoke a sense of rightpliving as-intimatei in ‘
his reinterpretation of Torah. Fo; instance, "God as

filament" lacks the Yuman point of .contac} that sustains the
diVine&humap relation. To agree with Oppenheim, Cohen's -
descripfion of the post-Holocaust God."eoes not have the —
power to direct our lives" _(Oppenheim 1987:413). '
o This insight, focuses our attention to Cohen's’attitude on
traditional religious language. The author may be
‘underestimating the "elasticity" (Oppenheim 1987: 412) of
traditional conceptions of God.‘ As Fackenheim assumes a too
literal understanding of God's presence in history, Cohen

accepts a too literal comprehension of traditional religious

e

language, ignoring its sensitivity to human imagination and’
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freedom’of expression. Contrary to Cohen! self-eppraisal,

his conception of the post-Holocaust’God is not a deityy"whonm

we may love and honor, but whom we no longer fear..." (Cohen,
A ~— . v
! ‘ 1981;97) However, Cohen's designation of the tremeh@@m as a

human event may assist’ ways of investigating the metaphor of

v "God as person" (Oppenheim 1987:415) as & possible mediator

for fafth and the Holocaust.28

[}

According to Greenberg's view of the post-Holocaust world,
. -
ther€ may be no room for the idea for God as person. The .

notion that the Holocaust and Israel are scenes in the drama-

of the unfoléing covenant; presents a deity who is
!

4

withdrawing from the human sphere. Thé‘absent God leads
towards the nédessity of establishing a 'holy secularity!',
which denotes the nature and character of life after the

. Holocaust.

-

.ﬁ"B The idea of holy secularity presents some op&ious'
o . - conceptual pjoblemé. If'secular ac%ivity’is to be "fhg
w%f. preferggd religious mode" (Greenberg 1982:77) in the . .
o postLHolocasut age, then how are we to0.make" the Qistinction ) a
between the religious and the secular? 1In thae sense both ~
'terms/are rendered meaniﬁgle;e. Simllarly, thls de51gnatlon

+

" of rellglous behav1or does not leave room for a person QQJ_\

- decllne from belng 1dent1f1ed as rellglous. In Greenberg's
“scheme, a person_who wishes to lead‘a thoroughiy seehlar life L
will be thought of as religious. The bottom line ig that
“ 0 ‘ Greenberg's holy secularlty does not aliow for' | '
self-definition: whether secular, or siricly religlous. This

~ - " does not seem té?zz the way of "messy compromlseﬁ, but hae a
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lﬁn;umphant ring to its implications.
| Besides this conceptual difficulty, the very notion of the
unfolding covenant seems tP gsuggest there are soms rather ‘
serioﬁéifamificﬁtions for undefstanding the purpose of the
. Holocaust. rThe idea that this event actually has a purpose
beyond‘the demonic plans of the Naszis, is hard to beliéve.
* Greenberg seems to be working within a theology of history
that makes unreasonable demends. To reconstruct ﬁis ’
kypothesis, we d;scover that; first, the Holocaust and the
founding of the State of Israel are in keeping - -with the
'spirit of Sinai', thgt is , these events form part of the
divine plan for‘huménity. This is indicated b& the
historical process operating throughout Jewish hiétory.
~"Becond, in his interpretation of the Holocaust, this event
acts as thé primary‘signal that God is diseﬂgaging from the
world. Third, Israel is proof positi%e that this increased
independence is fo; the benefit of humankind._<lﬁ‘effect, the

Holocaust is the price paid for the founding of the State of

.. -,
Israel. Greenberg's theological rationale for the Holocaust

implies.that humanity is not regressing from the proper norms

of behavior, but progressing toward an.authentic existence: g

“holy secularity. ‘ .

Lo . Conclusion .
Our.dritique\of the theologians here under study suggests\\g
.* 'thatxthere gre\gravé difficulties' in the}r attempt to view ’
“the Holocaust as a life affirming, orienting event. If one

accepts their reformulations of faitﬁ, I believe that a
t . . ' ’ ’

-
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‘relationship with God is greatly jeopardized, This limitation

Stems from its simplistic'imprgssion of traditional
religious 1angﬁage. Fackenheim, Cohen, and Greenberg seem to
imply that a new way of speaking about the divine reality
Will have to'be formulated t; regain a genuine ‘sense of -
continuity with the past, while remaining true to the present
existential situation. Although this recommendation ppiﬁ%s
to the need for modern Jewish thinkers to struggie ﬁifh the
Holocaust, it too quickly dismisses the flexibility of the
Jewish tradition. N‘ doubt'a response is-necessary, but it
need not be totally divorced from the Jewish matrix of
symbol, and metagphor, Thus, even though the Holocaust itself~'
is a radical event, it does not necessa;il} follow that a
radical theological departure is required,

In spite of this problem, it may be suggested that the
works of Fackenheim; Cohen, and Greenberg assist the
individuai in their confrontation with the issues of the
modern Jewish situation, Faﬁkenheim's consideration of
Tikkun underscores the need for the Jeﬁish people to ensure
their own survival, THe 614th commandmentyproclaims the

central iﬁportance-of the State of Israel. It is the axis
]

' about which the future of Jewish life and thouéht must

revolve. 'Indeed, after Auschwitz, Israel is the paramount
issue which every modern Jewish theology must take as its
Jpoint of depérture.
"Arthur Cohen's designation.of the human responsibility for

* : :
_the Holocaust,. illustrates the need for humanity to seriously

consider the ramifications of their actions. His suggestion

§
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that human bghaviOr directly affects the divine presence in
the world denoteglthat God is to be féund in love of
neighbour, in authentic human interaction, while violence
eclipses the presence of God. The emphasis Qgre is on the
need to properly harness human freedom. This is accomplished
through co-creatorship and co-responsibilty with God for the
world. ,

Similarly, Greenberg concentrates on the role.of the human
being as steward of the Creation. The redemption of the
world is td be brought about by human beings working
together, compromising in difficult situations, allowing
other persons to fulfill their own purpose in life.

. \It appears that all three thinkers conclude that there is
a future for Jewish thought and life beyond the rupture of
the Holocaust. .Although this event forever colours the
Jewish perception of the world, the Holocaust is "ultimate"
but it is not "final".

For modern Jewish thought, issues supp a8 Jewish survival,
humap responsibility; and the human role in the redemption of
the world are essential points of deliberation. [They are -
part of the modern history of the Jewish peoplergpd continue
to be addressed today in a number of different settings, both | ® .

in the Diaspora and in Israel. Nevertheless, it does-not

seem that the Holocaust is The Event that is required to

raise such points for.consi§eration. In fact,.the above

idsues are alpeady accounted for in the Halachic world view
and in the various 'sub-traditions (suéh as Kabbalah) of the
Jewish faith. 1In effect, the radical depatures advoaétid by '
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Fackenheim, dohen, and Greenberg are not necessary for such
insights as Jewish survival, human responsibility and
reQemption.29

The'aspects that are radically new in their revisions

appear tb have negative implications for the Jewish faith.

Thus, Fackenheim's encounter with 'epoch-making eyents'
relies upon an empirical method that misuses the experiences
of the Holocaust victims. It forcéé faith into an
inappropriate category for understanding the human
relationship to God. Cohen's unique fedegcription of the
human perspective of the . divine reality is not an adequate
substitute for understanding Géd ags person. As a result it
endangers belief instqaz of securing it against the
‘ontoldgical gathering of evil', Similarly, Greenberg's
regressing deity ultimately is responsible for the Holocaust
Since tge increased human autonomy forms part of the divine
plan. In the final analysis, the ideas that seem profound

are part of .the pre-Holocaaust tradition, while the negative

aspects of their work represents the post-Bolocaust

- reinterpretation. Therefore, the radically new inovations

offered by these post-Holocaust thinkers does not invoke a
sense of authenticity.

. In the same way that the theories of Fackenheim, Cohen and
Greenberg do not. advance our upderstand?né(of the Holocaust,
it seems that neither do they progress be&ond their own
mandate for change. That is, the problems that they identify
with pre-Holocaust theology are nof_surmounted in their

refomulations. ‘ T
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For PFackenheim, an important goal is to risk Jewish
thought to the jpdgment of history. 7Yet, as we saw, the
author does not follow th:bugh on this principle. He avoids
confronting God with the radical negativity of the Holocaust.
In Cohen's case, his hope to progress beyond the view

forwarded in his earlier work, The Natural and the

‘Supernatural Jew, is not completely acheived. In this work

Cohen believes that he "tried to take the Jews out of
history" (Cohen 1981:35) suggesting that Judaism is
impervious to the challenges of historical events. However)
Cohen's d;stinctioﬂ between the historical reading of the

e

Holocaust, and the theological reality of this event as

presented in The Tremendum is merely a slight revision of his
previous position.

The theblogical interpretation of the Holocaust suggests

that this event ma& be lifted out of history as symbol. In
the same manner the eternity of the ' House of’IBrael' is also
affirmed by Cohen as beyond the taint of the(historical. "As
we note@, tﬂis qualification is essential for the continuing
validity of Judaism in the post-Holocaust world. 1In this
way, Cohen's theologicai reading seems to reflect aspects of
the 'supernatural Jew'. The ability to rise above history-,
therefore, seems to be an important part of the religious
vozation for Cohen.

This insight is further supported by Cohen's consideration

0f the "natural Jew" within The Tremendum. Here the author

presents the solitary Jew as an accidental survivor, and the

State of Israel as a kind of "Fall" into the false ambitions
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of political triumph. This attitude does not provide a

clearer undérstanding of the Jew as historical agent. Instead
of illustrating how this return to history could be
liberating for the Jewish peogle, the ét%hor intimates that
thié development devalues the meaning and purpose of Jewish
life. Thus, Cohen presents a bifuricated Jewish
gelf-understanding. The historical, which designates the
mundane, natural Jew: and the theologicals, which points
toward the meaningful supernatural Jew.

Finally, it seems that Greenberg also does not progress
beyond his critique of modernity. As considered in the first
section of this chapter, Greenberg suggests the Nazis
represent the modern tendency to operate by "universal and
cgmprehensiﬁe categories" (Greenberg 1982:67). This reflects
a falsé universalism which undervalues the particular and.
thereby serves to opress minority groups that choose to
affirm‘their own self-understanding. Yet, despite this valid
insight, Greenberg continues on to present a notion of holy
secularity that reflects the same false universalism. He
writes that holy secularity "will shift the consciousness of
God's presence from the more limited number of sacred
settings to an almost universal presence..." (Greenberg
1985383) In result, Greenberg is incorporating a cdltural
value that he had concluded-to be unauthentic.

In this 1igh;, it appears that the Jewish post-Holocaust
reality is less confusing than the post-Holocaust theology.

What this suggests is that a radical theological departure

\
may not prove to be the healing factor for the post-Holocaust

—
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world. The three }'theologians discussed in this oﬁép’cer, do
not'gi\fe traditional religious thought and ia.nguage a
thorough consideration before branching out into new avenues

of thought. The encounter between ffaditional Jéﬁish

religious thought and the Holocaust may require'more time
before a éufficient response is forth coming. In the mean
ﬁﬁile,.Jewish«thinkefs must resist the rush to invent a
sqlution‘that may ultiﬁaﬁgly undermine the values. that )

continue to serve the Jewish community of faith.
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"The Trying Descent":

Christian Theologians Confront the Holocaust.
Introduction

The confrontation between Q?ristian thought and the
Holocaust has produced a number of striking developments. The
most significant yet "dangerous" position, recognizes an

anti-Judaic tradition. The assertion that Christian

_8cripture, theology and behavior reflect a "téaching of

contemp’c"1 for the Jewish people is a serious charge. The
possibility that Christian antisemitism contributed to the
historical process that culminated in the Holocaust,
critically compounds the allegation,' Ultimately, radical
doubts are raised about Christian "moral
credibility/noncredibility;.;" (Eckardt 1986:65) Can tné
Christien faith survive the charge that the events of the
Holocaust were founded on this anti-Judaic sentiment?

This question is genuinely addressed by the post-Holocaust
theologians, Rosemary Ruether, John Pawlikowski, Franklin
L;ttell, and, Alice and Roy Eckardt., These thinkers vigﬁ the

anti-Judaic dénnouement as a precedent for renewal. fTheir

writings try to account for the Christian involvement in the
Holocaust; to diagnose and expunge the "illness" which
fostered the involvement; and, to offer .alternative

interpretations of Christian belief which affirms the

G
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integrity of the Jew and the Christian. Although the goals
are clear, the means have proven 1o be a painful process. The
"descent" of the post-Holocaust theologian into the
shadow-self of Christian identity is a "trying" encounter. It
is one that threatens the very life-~source of their faith.

The efforts of Ruether, Pawlikowski, Littell, and the
Eckardts, will be analyzed in two parts. PFirst, we will
' consider their arguments for "The Relation Between'
Christianity and the Holocaust". Second, we will examine
"The Reformulations and Reinterpretations of the
Post-Holocaust Christian Faith". A

It is my contention to éhow that the post-Holocaust
Christian refo}mulations tend to sustain and perpetuate the
"teaching of contempt" for the Jews and Judaism. The
theories for renewed faith do not dissolve the Christian
propensity for triumphant and supersessionary theology.
Although their revisions hold -promise for an authentic :
dialogue with the Jewish people, they fall short of their
goal. It cannot be doubted that the post-Holocaust Christian
agenda is well guided. There are moments in the ideological
critique where real break-though seems imminents However, in
the final analysiq, their theorigs fail to engender an
authentic Christian persﬁectiye toward Judaism. The
theologians presented here %ttest to an important insigh%:
thaé the Christian anti-Ju@aic sentiment }s more deeply

u }
embedded than even they first assumed.
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The Relétionship Between Chriséianity and the ‘Holoocaust.

l ' -
Perhaps the first Christian theologian to earnestly
consider the challenge of the Holocaust is Rosemary Ruether.

Her book, Faith and Fratricide caused a storm of response.

Ruether's hypothesis that the anti-Judaic tradition is
inextricably bound to Christology, produced both outrage and
acclamation. The author does not hesitate to admit the
negative influ:nce that antisemitism had on early Christian
religious consciousness. As she states, "the root pf the
dialectic of christology and anti-Judaism is found in
Christién faith from the beginning, from the Easter faith"
(Ruether 1979:237). aThus, to fully analyze the problem,
Ruether begins with a solid historical investigation of the
origins of Christianity. 7From this foundation, she traces °
the anti-Judaic sentiment to its most grim manifestatién: the
Nazi Final Solution.

According to Ruether, the anti;Judaic attitude is a
) co£sequence of "the raising up of faith in Messiah Jesus as a
supersessionary covenantal principle,..that caused the break
between the Church and Israel” (Ruether 1974:56). The Jewish
"no" to the messianic Flaim inspired the first Qhristians to
expound a dogma of domination and displacement of Judaism.
Here the Jew became the negative witness to the Christian
"truth", Jesus was proven to be the Christ because thogse who
rejected him were blind, immoral, and doomed to a life of
misery. Ruether terms this.ideological development, "the

‘left-hand of christology". .She believes that it "totally

5
x L]
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governs the entire story line of all the Gospels" (Ruether
1974:89); it was further incorporated in the writings of the

Church Fathersz; and was taught to faithful Christians *
throughout the centuries. °
Another teaching which augments the problem ié the

gpiritualizing and historicizing of the eschatglogical. The

spiritualizing of thé eschatologiéal was a reBponse to the
a§§ence of a concrete change in the wo;ld after the
resurrection. Because it failed to dramatically alter the
Jewish historical situéfibn{ the Kingdom of God was said to
be within the individual. As sﬁch, the fbllower of Christ
experienced a transfiguration of the spirit, superior to any
historical transformation. |

The deiay of the parousia, hoyever, necessitated a 4
community to preserve the message of Jesus. Ruether
interprets the emerging Church as the vehicle for
historicizing the eschatological. Since the Church assumed a
‘spiritual fulfillment, its participatién in the world
concretized this absolute. This refers to "'the imposition
of modéls of messianic perfection upon historical \
institutions created by‘tﬁe Chrﬁftian community'" (Ruether
1979:245). As a result, the infalibility of the Church and
its doctrine became a cornerstone of the Christian faith.

The above teachings had cétastrophic ramifications for'the
Jewish people. The Church acted on its anti-Judaic tradition
with the confidence of moral superiority.. This tendenc&
intensified with the merger of Christiagity and the Roman

Empire. It gave birth-fo a triumphant conglomoration driven




by ambitions for world domination} For “the Jewish people, A
this translated into oppression, explusion, and pogrom.

This tragic situation prevailed until the European
Emancipation of %he late nineteenth Century. However, the
promise of freedom and equality was overshadowed by the .
f | pressures of assimilation. .The "enlightened" thinking of
Voltaire and others, permitted the Jew to be the universal
(Christian) person, but not the particular, self—defined
‘Jewish individual. It was nerely a philosophical version of

Christian spiritualization, while its historicization was

r

pursued in the political arena. In effect, the "Jews ﬁere

offered an ideology of emancipation which was itself based on

a rationalist version bf anti-Judaism" (Ruether 1974:219). ,
: ' The religious antithesis between Christian and Jew had

crdssed over to the socio-cultural environment. But, it was
L] s '

now expressed as the conflict between German and Jew,

Austrian and Jew, and so forth.

The logical stép from this historical development suggeéts
~ .4

Nazism represents the nadir of Christian anti-Judaism. As

Ruether remarks; ) -

(w)e begin to realize that what Nazism revived
was not a long-dead set of attitudes and ,
practices, but a world only recently dissolved in

. the West, still maintained in the East, whose
myths were still live, glowing embers easily
fanned into new flames. Moreover, the very
processes of emancipation, the arguments on which
it was based, the price it demanded of Judaism
revivified antl—Judalsm in new forms, translating
the basis for contempt from theological to
national, then rac1a1 grounds (Ruether 1974:215).
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" For John Pawlikowski, the relation between Christianity
.and the Holocaust is approached from’é wider perspective, B;
tries to _understand the significance of the Holocaust for the
human cJ;diﬁion and 'its relationship to history. Pawlikowski
%rites that "(t)he réal challenge of the Holocaust iswwhether
we can say ;nything positive éﬁd cons?ruqtive about the ‘
ﬂignit& of man after %he exposure of the evil forces within
hﬁmanity during this pefiod qf history" (Pawlikgwski X
1978:16).‘ Hence, the Holocaust is viewed as a synptom of the
human attraction to ?vil. It is not the "dignity" of the
Christian alone at stake, but that of humankind. -

Although fawlikowskj's-poiht of view diverges ' from
Ruether's study, he nevertheless reaffirms many of hef
conclgsio;s. Pawliko%skiﬁgsseﬂtygllx agrees with Ruether's
agssessment of the'anﬁi-&ydaic tradition, and its influence on
Christian support of the Nazi regime. As the author
comments, "the satanic machinations of Hitler and his“cohorts
could never have attained the heights theyddid¢ix‘it were not
for the centuries-long tradition of anti-Semitism in {\\\\\
Christian theology and preaching" (Pawlikowski 1973:24).

Where Pawlikowski parts company with Ruether, is over the
‘rgle of modern Western thought: and, the spiritualizing and‘{5
_histd}iciziqg of the eschétological.:

Contraryh£o ﬁuether, Pawlikowskl sees modern ngtern
liberal philosophy as primarily responsible for thgaeventa of
the Holocaust. Hé believes that its antirtranscendent, tenor

inspired a revolt against the divine. Thg modern individual i
‘felt threatened by the all-demanding God which denied the" ' ‘x%
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" regression in the human copdition. It waevan aberation of

-7

person 8 sense of uniqueness and autonﬂmy. These

A philosophies of human rebelli n communicate a significant

>

1n91ght for Pawlikowski: a Fod who is far removed from the"

world, who is unable to geou'nely comprehend the risks

involved in‘*human llfe, cannot inspire love, or obedleﬁce.-
Jlthough Pawllkowskl admits the reJectlon of divine

judgement resulted in the Holocaust, he undegetands this

»

development as a progression in human self-awareness. He
suggests that

(t)he Nazis were right in at least one

respegt. They correctly perceived that basic

*changes were taking place in human consciousness.
Under'the 1mpact of the new science and
technology, 'mankind was beginning to undergo the
Prometheus Unbound experience on ‘a mass scale.
People now bégan to recognize a greater se f
dignity and autonomy than most of Western - .
Christian theology had allowed for until theh..
(Pawlikowski 1978:8)

. ; .
In this light, the Holocaust does pJ:/neoessarily represent g

the human consciousﬁese coming of age. However, this new
»

sense of "dignity and autonomy" requires a proper framework
and dlreotlon . .

For Pawlikowski then, the failure of Christianity is pot'

.its contribtion to antisemitism and the Nazi movement, but

its 1nab111ty to absorb the sudden burst of .

treedom-consciousness. Theology i? the post—Holocaust age

mus<t therefore be "falthful to the new understanding of human

freedom that" Lgberal phllOiZihy “so.dramatically brought to
P

the modern consciousness" (Pawlikowski 1978:13). ' o

» n O
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To meet this challenge, Pawlikowski suggests that religion

be reinvested with "a fresh sense of transcendence"

(Pawlikowski 1978:10). Interestingly, he believes the,
solution resides with a renewed understanding of tﬂe»
spiritualizing and historicizing ofvthe.eschatological.3
The spiritualizing of the eschatological establishes an

o
intimate relationship with God that respects human freedom.

. %
Controlling its expression comes by‘identifying’freedom witq
the unique spiritual quality of the human being as a creature
of God. Thus, freedom and God are not opposing forces, but

concomltant entltlesu The historicizing of‘d!

_eschatological represents the actualization of thls splrltual

uniqueness. In this fashion, bringing forth the splrlﬁ “to ,
the world deﬁotes the human role of co-creator. The divine
presence is thereby made evident by the historical agent.
Pawlikowski's understanding suggests ﬁhat if freedom is
viewed in its sacred context, its e;;ression‘will be
constructive. .

To further discuss Pavlikowski's reinterpretaﬁien of
spiritualizing and historicizing the eschatological would
extend our. analysis beyond what is imﬁediately necessary. At
t%is stage, it is ‘important ti\:§phasize Pawlikowski's
perspective in contrast to Ruether's view. Whereae‘Ruether
saw the splrltuall21ng-ﬂlstoflclz1ng tendency as a vehicle
foe\%he antl—Judalc tradition, Pawllkowekl suggests they
mediate the.d1v1ne-human»ontologlc§i llnk.' Thle difference

adumbrates each author's énderstahding of traditional .

christology. This issue will Be discussed, fully in part twp

-



of thls chapten.
When we encounter Franklin Littelll's position, it appears :

to reflect aspects of both Ruether and Pawlikowski. In his

téxt, The Crucifixion of the Jews, Littell shares Ruether's

concern that the anti-Judaic tradition is largely responsible
for the historical conditions that permittsd‘the Holocaust.
Yet, with Pawlikéwski, Littell suggests that an essential
reason for the Holocaust is also discovered in the nature and
character of modern thought. However, in Littell's case, Ke
centres on ‘the modern tendenoy to support the power
structures of the general society. In the end, Littell
contests ﬁhat true Christianity had beer betrayed, its ?,
;msﬁoers bolstering the dominant ‘authority, thereby assisting
the growth ;nd‘acceptancé of Nazism in "the heart of
Chri'ster;gox:i%' (Qttell 1975:45).

Littell affirms that Christian doctrine played e
significant roiz in supporting the Nazi death camps. Igdsed,
he states his case in very clear terms. For instance,
Litﬁell remarks that "(t)he.genocidal note is alresdy present
in the superseding or displacement nyths" -(Littell 1975:30)
of Christian beliefl Even more to the poigt, the author
believes the writings of’thefbhurch Fathers, and the works of
the Reformation tﬂlnkers to illustrate that "the Nazi ‘flnal
*solutlon' was a logical extension of" their clalm that "God
Vas.fln;shed with the Jewish people" (Littell 1975:30) . At
this point, Littell seems ih oomplete accodrd with Rusther's

analysis . However, this parallel is quallfled by thtell'

defense of Pauline theology, and his examination of

r
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Christianity as a culture religion. ' 3

According to Littell, "Paul, for all of his‘harsh language
toward those who rejected the Christ, never inqa‘single‘line
implied God{;/fejection of the Jewish people" (Littell
1975:25)., Littell asserts that Paul's objective was to place
* the geAtile population within the sacred history of Israel,
an intention supported by the Gdspels. .Littell suggests that
the typical passages used tp‘evince Christian supersessionism
are "highly speculative" (Littell 1975:31).% Their
appropriation as supersessionary reflects more upon the
character of the exegete, than on the Gospels themselves.
Because of this, Littell believesﬂfhat the New Testament is
qot inherently anti=Judaic. 1In facf, true "(t)heological
Antisemitism began with the gentile converts" (Littell 1975:
25) and not with‘the original Christian community.

For Littell, Christién antisemitism is thé product of
"baptized gentiles" (Littell 1975:36): those persons who
abandoned thé authentic Christian vocation. Their "theology
of boasting an triumﬁhalism" (Littell 1975:29) forms the
basis of Christendom. This relationship ra;ses a very
serious question for Littell. He wondefs; "(h)ow can
Christianity survive the discovery that after a thousand .
years of itg being Europe's official religion,'Eﬁrope remains

3

pagan ‘at Heart?'" (Littell 1975:45-46). T
f :
The search for its answer brings Littell to consider the

religion of the "pagan heart": positives Christentum. This

term denotes a faith "without intellectual discipline or

ethical content beyond that imposed by the society at large"

.
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(Littell 1975:35). It is a religian dev;id of particularityy
uniqueness, and spiritual substance. As such, it is easily
manipulated by political leaders.— It mobilizes thé messes
for issues of governmental concern, and represses individual
thinking ‘and action. In briei,ait was the type of
Chriétianity that supported Hitler.
| This support, however, was not'particukar to Chrisjianity
alone. Littell points to mpdern thought as a staurfch ally of
positive“phristianity. Similar to culture-religipn, nodern
thought has a tendency tp‘ignore the concrete,éséects of
existence.’ Its propensity to overspiritualize gave rise to a
ho}low éocial ethic, one that attached itself to the whims of

the general society. In this way, the human subject was

reifiéd as an object of the staﬁe, gaining identity solely

‘from the collective. In this milieu, the Jewish person

gseemed a.threat to the social system. The Jew, as a
particular, nonconformist, unique human being, symbolized the
very values excluded by modern Christendom. Thus, Littell

describes the Zeitgeist of Nazi Germany as a

-

flight into speculative abstractions, the
flight from concrete historical events, the
anxiety about the essential Jewishness of
Christian tradition and belief-- all are a part
o0f the same spirit of gentile rebellion. And
they resulted in our own time in the mass murder
of Jews and»the mass apostasy of Christians
(Littel 1975:42).

At this stage in our investigation, it seems that Ruether,
Pawlikowski, and Littell hbld gimilar perspectives toward the

relation between Christianity and the Holocaust. Each

\
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affirms, in varying degrees; the influence of the antiAJudaiq
tradition and modern liberal thought on the Holocaugt., With
Alice and Roy Eckardt, we engage some very different‘
concérns. Although they s¥rongly support the conclusions of
Ruether's study; the Eckardts rédically\diverge into a
discussion of the uniqueness of the Holocaust.

As intimated above, the Eckardts' book, Long Night's

Journey into Day, supports the correlation between the

anti-Judaic tradition and the events of the Holocaust. They

consider4¥hat "(t)he Christian contfibution feli primarily,
though by no means excluéively, within the.:.propagation and
maintenance over many years of an atmosPhé;e hostile to Jews"
(Eckardt and Eckardt 1982:64). The crux of this hostility is
located in tﬁe belief of a consummated resurrection. It "is
the relentless forcé€ behind évery...Christian derégration of
Jewry" (Eckardt anq Bckardt 1982:1%0). The triumphant and
supersessionary interpretation of the resurrection suggests
that thosé outside the Christian faith are sub-human. TFor
this reason, "moraliresponsibility for the Endlosung.clearly
extends to the Christién community".(Ebkardt and Eckardt
1982165) . 7

For the Eckardts, the recognition of the Christian
teaching of contempt is only one aspect of the Holocaust
challenge.‘ The authors also try to understand this event as
a "uniquely-unique" occurance in the history of humankind.
This:desigﬁation represents "a truely trgnscending or‘

metahistorical event..." (Eckardt and Eckardt 1982:45) As

such it splinters human presuppositions of reality. it



,.a/

BT AL T f

reorientates the humaﬁ world-Qiew, radically challenging the
way we pérceive ourselves and others. In this fashion, the
Holocaust experience is comparabie oﬂly to precedent setting
events like "the Exodus or the giving of Torah..." (Eckardt
and Eckardt 1982:45) Succinctly stated, a uniquelylunique
event is "an éntological redirecting of the course and the
fate of human history" (Eckardt 1986:45-46) .

The Eckardts realize, howevef, that if the Holocaust i; a
uniquely~unique event, then the historical influence\qf the

anti-Judaic tradition is rendered noneffective. That is, the

Holocaust as sui géneris cgnnot be explained by historical

developments, or as a result of a particular ideology. Yet,
as we have seen, the”Eckardts profess the causal role of*the
anti-Judaic sentiment. ' To mediate this impass, the authors'
propose that if %he phenomenon of antisemitism "is itself sui
generis, and provided also that the specific event (the
Holocaust) is to be grasped as the uniquely—uhique
climax~incarnation of antisemitism" (Eckardt and Eckardt
19é2:48), then the diiemma is :esolved. In this explanation;
both the Holocdust.and the disposition from which it grew,
share a unique character. As such, they are connected
through the category of unigueness. But, antisemitismtis EQE
a holocaust, nor is the Holocaust merely a manifestation of
antisemitism.

The point of the Eckardts' philosophical exposition‘is to
safeguard the integrity of the Holocaust as a Jewish tragedy,
while keeping sight of the "moral responsibility" of .

Christian antisemitism. Yet, how do the authors substantiaté




the ‘uniqueness of antisemitism? ‘This is accomplished through
"the'concept of the 'devil'" (Bckardt and Eckardt 1982:50).
The figure of the devil is employed_to communicete the
unique evil of the antisemite. As the Eckardts' define it,
"the word 'devil' is the symbol of the transcendently unique
and per81st1ng power of evil and destructlveness, a concept
marked, therefore, by a necess1ty comparable with that of
God" (Eckardt and Eckardt 1982:52). * The devil, like God,
also has a faithful remnent willing to carry out his or her
wishes. The devil is the anti-God, and strives to murder
God's choseﬁ people. Antisemitism is an ontological force,
w1th a pervasiveness and longev1ty that defies logical
explanation. In this sense, the idea- of the devil does not
repreeent abstract evil, but a very specific kind of
sentiment and behavior.- The Eckardts conclude that "(tfﬁe
'devil' .and 'antisemitism' are correlatiye symbols:
antisemitism is born of the devil and the devil receives his
sustenance from antisemitism" (Eckardt and Eckardt 1982:53).
In light of thls devil hypothes1s, the Christian
anti-Judaic tradltlon is ev1den0e of the devil's work, and
the Holocaust represents his or her ultimate achlevement.
Consequently, Christianity is related to Nazism in a unique
way. Although not all Christians were Nazis, it can be
proposed that all Nazis were Christians. As Roy Eckardt

remarks;
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eeothe freely chosen deeds of Nazi men

succeeded in gaining identity with Satan himself,
applying yet going beyond the punishments...that

-had already been fabricated by...the Christian ,
writers, priests, and theologians whose heirs the
Nazis were (Eckardt 1986: 31)s

5 ﬁckardt's passage underscores the main thrust of the
Christian Post-Holocaust argument: the power of ideology in
history. This ié especially evident in Ruether's analysis, |
‘ and'implied in the works of Pawlikowski, Littell, and the
Eckardts., However, critics note that ideas cannot be singled
out as principal influences in the creation of events.5 It
' oversimplifies the complex process through,yhich events
materialize. To suggest there is a direct link between a
first century Christian idea and a twentieth century Nazi act
séems a remote possibility., No doubt, the critic's suspicion
has a certain‘validity. History, especially the history of
events surrounding the Holocaust, are extremely.involved.
Nevertheless, Rugfher's warning that one may also
"updervalue" (Rfiether 1979:233) the influence of ideology
seems a wise suggestion., This is particularly true in the
‘case of the anti-Judaic tradition. Considering this attitude
was embellished with a éacre@.context, supported by the
Church, and expounded by esteemed religious leaders, lends
plausibiiity to the "power of ideology" hypothesis. These
latter factors ﬁéve great impact on human behavior, and
Ruether is correct in attending to this issue.

Ruether's thorough inveétigation of the anti~Judaic bias

appears to identify the Holocaust as its ultimate
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consequence., This is clear in many statements in Faith and
Fratricide and supported by reviews of this work. However,
along side these conclusions, Ruether includes a surprising
counter-argument to her own thesis. The result is.a lapse
into unauthentic thought about the Holocaust, and a betrayal
of the raison d'dtre of her monumental work.. This occurs in
three ways., First, she confuses the meaning of Christian
identity. Second, she denies Christian‘participation in the
events of the Holocaust. Third, Ruether robs the Hoiocaust
of its Jewish content. |

Ruether'sv"flight from history" is evident when she states
" that "(t)he Nazis, of course, were nof Christians. They.were
indeed anti-Christian..." (Ruether 1974:184) .Yet, it is not
inaccu:até to claim that for at least twelve years many
Christians were members of the Nazi party. Hitler himself
never formally left the Church, nor was he excommunicated.
Ironicallyy Ruether is well~aware of these factors, She
writes; '"the fact that the Nazis declafea themselves
anti-communist, anti-liberal, and antiSemitic was enough to
guarantee that they were on the side of Christianity and the
restoration of Christendom..." (Ruether 1974:224) But how
can Hitler be both anti-Christian yet received in his day as
a defender of the Christian faith? In this contradiction the
question arises as to what cbnstitutes Christian identity. As
we can see, Ruether is most vague on the issue.

The problem with Christian identity indicatés a more
‘general problem in Ruether's argument. Inevitably, she '

deflects the moral responsibility for the Holocaust from
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Christianity. Ruether comments "that Christian anti-Judaism
was not genpcidal" as "Christianity demonized the Jew
religiously, not racialiy" (Ruether 1979:249). Yet, clearly
her initial analysis leaves little doubt that racial
_antisemitism owes its origin and sustenance to Christian
anti~-Judaism. In fact, Ruether disproves the latter
statement ohly a few pages further. There she remarks that .
Christians "who pursued the Jews as deicides must know
themselves as the, ones who laid thg ground for genocide" “».
(Ruether 1979:253). ‘ .~

These contradictions, however, represent only the sunfac€ v
difficulty’with Ruether's conclusions. She eventually )
afrives at the following ludicrous deduction: |

. [Hitled wished to destroy the Jews to also

pull out by the roots thepfoundations of the
Church, He corrupted and neutralized the

churches, but we cannot doubt that Christians

were intended to be his final victims" (Ruether
1979:2L47), |My italics)

Ruether actually suggests that C@ristians were somehow

victims of the Nazis! Quite simply, nothing could be further ./

from the truth. In.this passage, we witness the climax of

Ruether's lapse into unauthentic thbught. By ¢laiming that

. 7
Christians were scheduled for genocide, Ruether falsely

places the.Christian with the suffering ngs of the

Holocaust, denying Christian complicity in the murderous act. ?
Although Pawlikowski does not suggest that Christians were

" the victims of Nazis, he nevertheless forwards an

interpretation that reflects the tendency to sever Christian

. § o
- (
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- morai responsibility for the Holocaust. In fact, Pawlikowski
places Christian anti-semitism out of view. As he states the
matter, the real "threat before us is rather ovens and gas
chambers manned by those Who would claim the ultimate
replaqement for the religious perspective" (Pawlikowski
1978:11-12), From this, it seems that the anti-Judaic
problem is a dead'issué. It was not the Christians who
operated the death ;amps but those who proclaimed an
antl-transcendent phllosophy.

Yet what is most dlsturblng about Pawllkowskl's argument
is the positive evaluation of the "Prometheus Unbound"
experience., Although he recognizes the grav;ty of the
ﬁodern desire t6 "supplant the Creato;" (Pawlikowski -
1984:48), the author still affirms this freedom=-consciousness
as a progressive.development in human self-awareness. He

3

writes; "(t)he ultimate assertion of human freedom from God

in our time that the Holocaust qepresents may in fact prove
the beginning of the final resolution of the conflict"
(Paw]:ikowski 1984:48). Therefore, the 'final soclution'
suddenly becomes the 'final réﬂglution' for the developingb
*humén condition, Sadly, this ﬁas also the perspective of
Hitler and Nazi Ger;any. ,

Pawlikowski's attempt to see the Holocaust as, part of the
evolution of the human being is, to say the jleast, quite
astonishing. For he is not‘merely pointiﬁg to th; lessons of
o o the Eolocaust. On the contrary, Pawlikowski intimates there

is someéthing inherent in the Final Solution that makes clear °

such a progression, One can only presume that the author is

\
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unfamillar with the character of the death camp reg}ity. To

,even hint that the death camps are related to "a greater

sense of dignity and autonomy" (Pawlikowski 1978:8) is
1oaths?mé." i
. For Franklin Littell, the Holocaust experience represents
a definite regression in the Christian "semse of dignity and
autonomy". As he egﬁiained, positive Christianity excludes'
the latter qualities by definition. Yet in spite of this
fact, Littell continpes the preseﬁt trend and deflétes ,
Christian moral responsibility for the Holocaust.
This difficulty is first noticed in Littell's defence #&f
Pauline tpeology. His claim that Paul does no% abrogate the

Jewish covenant is itself "highly speculative". As the

thedldgian Gregory Baum comments, '"(e)ven in Romans 9-11,

" Jewish religion'has become null and void, and grace is

offered to Israel only through conversioﬁ’to Christ" (Baum
i979:138). ‘The intention here is not to -pursue an exegetical
debate: but, Baum's interpretation of Paul's attitude fowand
Judaism qualifies Littell's reading.

" Concerning Littell's deliberations on the rol? of ,
Christianity in the Holocaust, we witness a pattern similar
to Ruetﬁer and Pawlikowski., In sbite of his insisténce that
Christianity had a significant influence on the events of 'the
Holocaust, he says that Nazi 'teachings and practices went
far beyond the theo;égical Intisemitism of the educated ad
cultural Antisemitism of...the masses of Christians" (Littell

1975:76). This directly contradicts his initial reflection

°

that genocide was already well advanced in Christian circles,
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Littell tries to explain this contradiction by making a .
distinction between cultural antisemitism, and political
antisemitism. He sgégests that “the Christian '

'establishments' can be fairly charged with theological and
cultural Antisemitism, [}uﬁ] they are not dlrectlxngllty of

Political Antlsemltlsm..." (Littell 1975:111) ‘This differéncé .
‘-is essent;al to Littell's "saving" of Chrlstlanlty.‘

Cultural antisemitism denotes a passive subﬁort for whatever

sentiment seems popular in the general soéiety. Pglitical‘ ’

-

antisemitism{ on the other hand, is an active promﬁlgat%gp
. of the particular attitude—~__ .

Littell characterizes the political agzis?mite as a person
lacking a gecure identity and self-awareness. They are a-
"nobdﬁy" t;ying’to becoﬁe a ”somebody".6 Most importantly,
"they are breakaways from...|the Christian] ethos" (Littell
.1975:112).. The "ethos" the political antisemite ignores is, - -
according to Littell, Augustiné's affirmation of the "my&tery
o;HIsrael". This attifude suggests that the Jews must .remain

a negative witness to Christ, until the end of time when the

Jews will be,converted to Christianity. For Littell, this
doctrine prevents "the outrlght murder of the JeWSes." /
(Littell 1975: 10#) However, 1t was doctrines such as "the
mystery of lsrael" that thtell contested to advance |
Chrlstlag antisemitism, So: how can breaking away erm such a
foundation result in political anti-semitism? The illogic of
this deductio@ suggests that cultural and %olitical

antisemitism are continguous manifestations of the same

" phenomenon,

'y B 1
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» In effect, Littell removes the rlg#éan from his or her
involvement in the conditions that ldad to the.Holocaust, The
Christian sin of qgission is clearly séparatéd from the Nazi .
K sin of commission? This results in placing the brunt of

' v N\ B
respoﬁsibility on a select group of individﬁals, who rejected

Christian doctrihe inm toto. What thtell fails to consider

.

\ﬁ is how all of Europe could "break aw:gy from the Christian
ethos 81multaneously. As he notes, dolf Hitler, the Third
Reich, the Aryan paragraphs, and the Death Camps...were not

A «\acc1dental appearances in the heart of Chrlstendom" but "the

L S L >
- '4
' legltlmate offsprlng of a 'Christian 01v1llzat10n'...”> JL
. -  (Littell: 1975:45)- Xgaln, like Ruether and Pawlikowski,
", Littelirs honclnsions do not correspond with-his intitial

analys1s of the Chrlstlan relatlopshlp to the Holocaust.

. ;;‘ . F r the Eck@rdtsg the category of unlque-unlqueness is
*- v i -
- o meant to preven} the reduc;ﬁén‘of the Holocaust to
= 4,f§ ‘eril:in—general, while preserving its essential link to -

| Christian adtisemitisms However, it actually diminishes thé
.degree of Chrlstlan partlclpai"n 1n.¢ne Holocaust. Their
= ‘ 'descrlptlon of antlsemltlsm makes it into an autonomous

v ‘3 o .'ontologlcal forge. As such, 1t cannbt be contained by any

‘bne thlng, including Chrlstldh dectrine.’ Whether one assigns
;

_ ib.:f, o 'thlsn?ntlc/presence to the dev11‘o; sbmsthlng else, the .
o 'effect’ls the same. That is, Christlanlty is’ antl-&#daic

J )~ s ln‘ as it pa‘}tlc:n.pates 1n the larger force of . ¢
R ahtisemltlsm. In this SenSe( antl-Jhdalsm is not inheréent to

. " the Christian faith. { ' )

e HIhis difficulty isﬂmirrored in the Eckardts! comments on
( \ . , « . N
' : - ' »" "
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the devil. This theo}g, or stof??fﬂﬁtimately places

~Christian moral responsibility ip a mythic dimension,

mediating the expiicit impact of Christian complicity. Even

if the figure of ‘the devil iqunderstood in a symbolic or
N

metaphoric sense, the concepf takes priority over the

¢ particular Christian as historical agent. It transfigures IR

~vet

' v

s,

¢

the concrete pers?n into a pawn within a cosmic battle. ?
‘Therefore the Eckardts' devil hypothes1s is wholly
unreallstlc and constitutes a Serious flight from history.

It would appear, then, that the post~Holocaust theologians
under review‘shamp theftendency fb ignore the concrete anfl
the historical. Although' each thinker emphasizdg the
iﬂf}uence of Christian agti—Judaism, they élso unéerminqiits
signifficance. This observggion may be a symptém of their
'coﬁi g to terms with the Christien anti-Judaic dilemma. But, ~
the deg;ge to. which %hey deflect Christian moral
fésponsibil?ty suggests that the problem runs much deeper.
Indeed, thgi’r gverspiritualization indi‘gate‘s an implicit
t;iumphalism. .In Ruether's case, the Holocaust is turned . -
into .a Cﬁristian catastrophe. For Pawlikowski, it becomes a -
boon for humankind, and for Christian théology. Liftg#}'s |
separatlon of Christianteultural antlsemltlsm from C \
‘Na21—polltlcal antisemitism, and the Eckardts' dev11 theory,
both undermlne the historlcal'concreteness of the Holocaust.
Thelr 1nterpreta¢10n of the facts, therefore, eclipses the
JeW1sh significance of the event. In ggﬁh examﬁle, ‘the

*

Jew;sh victim is pushed aside and the Christian concerns
' . te - . ’

. dominate. 1In the final .analysis, this dominétion serves as.a
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modern Christian version of the traditional supersessionary

/

doctrine.
The ovérspiriiualization of the Christian relationship to
the Holocaust is connected to the problem of Christian

\
identity. The authors Seem to have no definite criteria for

determining who is_au}rea}" Chrigtian. As we noted, Ruether
denies Hi%ler's Christian identity desg@te his baptisﬁ,;
church attendence, and formal ties to Ahe Vatican.
Pawlikd;vski takes the Christian out of the\»perpetra'bors of
the death camp, and instead, .calls them antl-transcendent
phiiosophers.o Litte%l makes the distinction between the
'"baptiﬁed.gentile" and the "true" Christian? ;But.since when
was a Christian not o baptized gentile? For the Eckardts it
seems ,that a true Christian is the person who saves her br

his soul from the devil. Even if one were to grant this

devil hypothesis plausibil;ty, a positive Christian identity

-must involve more that this. In'brief, Christian identity is '

so vague that the theoiogians are able to mold it to fit

their specific theories as they progress. This serves %o .

remove the etherial "true" Chrigtian from the effects of what

[

"false" Christians épact.
As I have often cdmmented, the above ideas and
-explanations constitute a‘iaﬁse into unauthentic thought
abéut‘the Holocaust. 1In the next section'of this cﬁépter, we
will see if these theologians are able to return to a more

approprlate perspective and approach ‘ \
. 1
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The Reformulations and Reinterpretations
of the '
Post-Holocaust Christian Faith

& ' . s

Ruether's confrontation with the Holocaust raises a,
straight forward question: can Cﬂristiaﬂity still affirm the
Redemption in view of sii million murdered Jews in the centre
of Christian Burope? The immeﬁiate'responsé is "no". Ruether
therefore understanés her task to be a relnterpretatlon of
the person of Jesus and the Christian faith. Her goal is to ‘
eradicate truimphalism, 'supersessionisnm, and the belief in a
realized esehatology. Tge revision strives.to reflect the
unredeemed nature of +the world, and theﬂprecarious humao
'situation.- The author hopes to invest.a’geﬁuine faith in )
Jesus without Simultaneously saying; "'and the Jews be
damned'" (Ruether 1974:246) .

* Ruether claims that any reformulation of the Christian
faitﬁ must be guided by the Jewish‘understanding.of messianic
times. The arriral of a messiah represents only half of the
hope.for redegpﬁibh: it must be accompanied by a concrete
change in the corrupt oature of existence.  Since this ohang;
did not occur with the coming of‘Jesus, Ruether redefines him

a8 the "proleptic Christ". The ministry of Jesus exposed

points of %@ﬂﬁaCt for potentlal eschatologlcal encounters,
His principle message that "the Kingdom of God was at hend"
was meant to direct human vision toward the future )
“eschatologlcal horizon" (Ru?ther 1974 255) of existence. - In

Py .
thls manner, Jesus instilled a desire to seek out redemption. Lo
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His words and deeds inspired the human being to bring history
into collision with religious ideals of right living.

Frgm this understanding, Ruether suggests that Jesus may ,»\\\
be remembered as the person who actualized this Q\
eschatological orientation. He revealed a way of
being-in-the=-world that exists within the tension of' f'what
is" and "what ought to be'. Christians may therefore view
Jesus _ ‘ |

as a paradigm of that final.hope which has not
yet been accomplished, but still lies ahead of
our present possibilities. This memory may then
.pe reexperienced as a paradigm again and again,
in that community which preserves this memory,

. providing the pattern for experiencing the )
. eschatological in history (Ruether 1974:248). N

As this passage suggests, through the life of Jesus,

Cﬁristians experience'a "foretaste" (Ruether 197&:250) of the -
- final fulfillment of the world. However, it is pnly a -

glimpse of the Redemption. Ruether’ereatedly nbtes that the J
coming of Jesus is not "the final eschatological -event in
history..." {Ruether 1§74:248) Rather, he represents only

, one.possible way to support a hope for the future reign of

' Gods - o ot

This -revision of the message of Jesus forms Ruether's
understanding.df°the resurrection. In. keeping with the

" unredeemed nature of existence, Ruether must confirm that

Jesus died on the cross.  Yet, the story of his resurrection

s .
communicates an essential theme of his-mission: "Easter is

I 4
hope against what remains of the reality of the cross"

(Ruether 1979:251): The resurrection therefore denotes the‘

K}
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continued affirmation of hope in spite of the trials and
tribulations of life. It is the resurrected message of hope
and faith in God that lives on after the life'and death of
J;sus. Hence, "(t)his is the paradigm through which
‘Christianity mediatesxencoﬁnter with God and constantly

. Teawakens messianic hope, projecting again upon the future
what ‘has been absolutized in its past momeﬁt of experience"
(Ruether 1974:255).

Thus, the proleptic Christ serves to emphasize the
unrédeemed nature of gxistence which appﬁgps not_to
contradict the Jewish comprehension of the ‘messianic ideal.
This also rids Christianity'of its belief in the
spiritualization and historicization of a realized
esqhgtology. Since Jesus is referred to as a paradigm,”
Ruétheg implies that he is not God incarnate, and
°consequently, Christianity cannot claim to possess the
perfeciﬂfdrmula for salvation. These relativizations prevent*
the supersessionaryiand triumphant perspectives from '
dominating Christian doctrine, As §uch; Cpristianity no
longer has an idealogical foundation that abrogates the
Jewish people and tradition. Christianity along with
. Judaism, now waits and hopes for the final redemption of the
‘world through God. . But for Christians, this hope is mediated
and expressed in the life of JesPs. |

For Pawlikowski, we have already noted that "human

autonomy is the principle theological issue to arise out of

reflection on the Auschwitz experience" (Pawlikowski

PR

1984:45), The task of post-HdMocaust Christian thohght is to

R
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conta%n and channel the revolutionary gensé of
freedom-consciousness, so that it works with God,‘insteéd of
againsg her or‘him. .The cap-stone for this explosive
self-awareness can only be discovered in a "fresh‘sense of
Franscendence": That is, humanity needs a reiationship to

God which limits freedom-consciousness while nurturing its

?

growth and expression.

This goal is ulyimately connected with Pawlikowski's
concern for the spirituai;zing and historiciziﬁg of the
eschétologibal. On oné level, these world‘vieWS point to
‘humanity'é intimate relation to God, and the unigqueé role of
éo-créator. On another level, these eschatologic;al°
categories reveal the nature of the human condition. - It is |
‘this "bond between historical consciousness and inner

consciousness"” (Paﬁlikowski 1978:18) which forms authentic

existence, gccounting for the unique freedom of humanity as a -

creaturg of God.

Pawlikowski expresseS'thetprofound'1ink'between Goﬁ and
thé human being by pro&iding a different view, or stor&, of
tﬁe Creation. The author suggests that Gpd S;Barated his or
her ﬁumanity'ffom the godhead "in order to develop and becone

truly God" (Pawlikoﬁski 1978:21). This description denotes

2

three essential aspects about the nature of the divine~human -

N~
relationship. . .

qurst,‘it suggests that humanity shares in the existence
i

of God. That is, there is an ontological cdhtinuity between
the individual and the divine. This connection similarly
points to’the principle foundgtion of hﬁman identity; namely

&

- -

3%
)
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@God. Second, the description also accounts for the
ontological discontinuity between humankind and God. Since
humanity was "separated" from God, there is also a profouqd‘
difference between their natures. Together, the ontologicél
continuity and discontinuity, indicates our third point: the '
- human role of co-creator, and its implication of
.co-responsibility. The ontological'continuity implies a
purpose. By fulfilling the role of co-creator,”the human .:gk
; being assists God in br;nging about the redemption of |
humanity. The ontélogiéal discontinuity allows #he human
freedom nécessafy to car;y out this purpose. 7Yet, at the
same time,'t is freedom makes humanity co-responsible for the
fate of the morld. Tgus, the hﬁmag being is granted his or
her freedofi, but it is a freedom limited by co-creatorship.
and co-repponsibility. .
According to Pawlikayski; this type of divine~human
relationshi%.was not immediately obvious to humankind. TUpon
separation from the godhead, humanity was left to rediscover
a propér orientation to the 1if;—source. This search for
identity led to many false conclusions. One such conclusion
was the paternalistic'ﬁnderstanding of God which inspired the
Holocaust. In effect, humanity has yet to truly understand
thgir rolé of co-creator, and its demand of.
Eo-responsibility. However, Pawlikowgki suggests the answer

is explicit in the story of Jesus Christ. The autﬁor writes

that the traditional christology
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tried to express a new sense of how profoundly
humanity is embedded in the divine
self-definition. The ultimate significance of
this Christology lies in its revelation of the
grandeur of humanity...Incarnational
Christology can help the human person realise
that he or she shares in the very life and
exigtence of God (Pawlikowski 1984:47).

~

Although Jesus represents the ultimate expression of the

e

divine-human connectioﬂ: his cfucifixion reminds humanity of
the ontological gap betweeh God and the individual. Indeed, g
"this is the ultimate explanation of why Jesus had to‘die on
the cross" (Pawlikowski 1979:162), illhstratiﬁg that human

freedom and the divdne presénce exist within certain limits

and boundaries.

.

What, then, is the ministry of Jesus all about?
Pawlikowski suggests that hﬁmanity learns they ao not have to
ovércome‘the Creator de in order to fulfill their sense of
dignity and autonomy. In fact the opposite is true: only by
working in harmony with the divine reality is true freedonm
expressed. Thus, as, co-creator, the human being realizes
"the bond between inner consciousness and historical
consciousness". This is the core meaning of salvation

through Christ; it brings "wholeness" (Pawlikowski 1979:162)

to’the human condition. o L

With Littell's reinterpretation, the difficulty to.be
addressed is the naﬁure agd character of the true Christian
community. Although he asks, "(w)as Jesus a false messiah?"

(Littell 1975:17) the question is not pursued. Thus,

Littell's concern is not certred on the meaning and message .-

[y
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of Jesus, but with the meaning and message of the communiﬁy
wﬁo profess to follow the Christ. Consequent}y, the author °
understands the\pqst;ﬂolocaust‘zask to be the reorientation
of the community of faith toward an authentic structure and
expression.

Considering Littell's critique of positive Christianity,
he believes the tfqe Christian community is the polar
opposite of culture-religion. "The basic nature of the
church as a pilgrim peop%g,.as a community of disciplined
w;tness, as a general'p}iesthood living in anticipation of a
better age to tome" (Littell 1975:123) is the fundamental
constitution of authentic Christianity. It denotes a return
to the "counterculture" (ILittell 1975:21) roots of early
Christianity. It declares a ?p?ophetic and discordant"
(Littell 1975:21) ‘role within the world, formed by a concrete
and historical sense of vocation. Such a transformation in
communi%y, can oﬁly be accomplished by a concomitant change
in religious consciousness. fhe latter ,is affected by
re;nvesting faith with the primal desire "to.remember, to
recaptiulate, to reenact érimordial events" (Littell,
1975:124)~that:direct the peréop toward the original vision
of the chyfich. By returning to the counterculture rooté of
~ Christianity, Littell believes that Christianity will once
aggin be a genﬁine force within the world.

One key to understanding Christianity as a counter-culture
is Littell's exaninatich 6f thé Christians wh?,resigted the

Nazig. The behavior of Dietrich Bonhoeffer (Littell
1975:49-51) and Kurt Gerstein (Littell 1975:53-55) exemplify
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rthe quintesgsential spirit and purpose of the Christian
countércgltgre. Both these men died for their efforts to
uphold true Christianity. They were the Suffering Servants
of Isaiah, "willing to draw the knife to win Isaac" (Littell
1975:57),iacting against the prihary‘sentiments and,beliefs
of gentile Christianity. However, the martyrs Bogﬁoeffer and
‘Gerstein were the'exception. As Littell asserts time and
again, the mpajority of Qhristians "betrayed the life into
which they were called" (Littell 1975:80). They failed o
comprehend that "culture is shaped by faith" (Littell 1975:
90) , and not faith by culture.

As we saw in section one of this chafter, the Eckardts havé,
a complex yiewrof the relation between ChristiaPity and the
Holocaust. Inspite of their deliberations oh the devil, this
concept fades from view as they concentrate on reso}ving the
theological dilemma inherent in the anti-Judaic traﬁition.’
Hereltheir'efférts turn to eradicating the problem of the
"consummated Resurreétion..." (ﬁck@rdt and Eckardt 1982:130Y;A
However, it is primarily Roy Eckardt's book, Jels and d
Christians, that addresses th@s issue. This wo better
articulates the thepes only briefly considered in Long
iNight's Journey into Day. Still, Roy Eckardt's text has man&

important péints in common with the earlier collaborative

work, ‘and therefore, our,exposition will depend on both

studies. .

"Roy-Eckardt makes anain?eresting‘suggestion when he
ngtes, that despite the Hoioéaust experience, "(t)he
teachings that victimize human beings" in Christianity "are

>
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promulgated as much today as they: ever were" (Eckardt
19&6:150). For the concerned Chriétian, this fact sadly
points to the rootedness: 0f the consummated resurrection ‘in *-
Christia£ belief. Because of this, many may feel to have no’
alternative but to abandon the Chriétian faith, Eckardt

finds this predicament most tragic. Must the true Christian

, sacrifice his or her relationship to the God of Israel in

order that the children of Israel be allowed to suf#ive?
Consequently2 Eckardt's task is £o diécovgr a wvay to abandon
the doctrine of the consummated resurrection, whilestill
maintaining a special Christian bond to the God of Israel.
Astonishingly, Eckardt resolves this dilemma throuéh the
modern State of Israel. . The restoratfon of Israel is the
"historical witness that ?od continues to acceﬁt human beings

wholly gpart from the Resurrection of Jesus/Christ" (Eckardt

1986:155). Therefore, the God whom Chrifians have |
worshipped‘for céﬁtur;eé, cares for the well being of those
who réjected the Christ. This is the truth that' Christians
must come to reaiize.‘ It is not necessafy to profess the
resurrection in a way that triumphs and supersedes other
faiths and peoples, Salvation, and redeﬁption,‘does got come
solely through the Christ, but ultimately through the grace °
of God: " "eeothe act of‘écbeptiné’the unacceptable' (Eckardt °
1986:89). | - )

The idea of divine grace is the basis of Eckardt!s

refbrmulation. This doctrine suggests that 'there is nothing

ere of achieved goodness" (Eckardt 1986:89). That is, .God

dogs 'not hand ot specific awards for particular "virtuousM.

\
N
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acts. This conc;usien is perhaps the only po;itive lesson to
be learned from ‘the cogsummated Bgsurrection. Its logic
suggests that the faithful Christifﬁ/must force their belief
on others in order to carry out the will of God. The result °
is ofteh disastefous for ofher people, namel& the Jews.
Christian "good intention" does not alter the situationl To

b )
counteract this truimphant tendency, Bckardt believes that

Christians, and Jews, must affirm the éaving God, the

graceful God. Yor Christians, the message is;

...(y)our victimization of Jews and Judaism
is in no way a functien of your human acceptance
by God and hence it is not necessary to your
acceptance of yourself. You simply do not need
any such "works-righteousness" or
"works-unrighteousness". TYou do not even have to
be "religious™ (Eckardt 1986:155).

fa fhiﬁ way, the. caring Christian is assured tﬂat those -who

ébandon traditionalnchristology are acceﬁteq by Géd. However,
Ji ' Eckardt wonders if thére may be a way to meintain the

Chfistian:s relationship to its historical.religiousrfa;ti in.

" the God of Isfael? As intimated in ﬁong'Night's Journey

o ‘ . Into Pay, such g relatlonshlp can only be proclalmed if
Christians share in the hlstory, fate, and destihy of the
, Jew1sh people. ‘ ’ .
The llnk to the Jewish people and the rev1ved State of
Israel may be 1ncorporated 1nto Chrlstlanlty through the
Jew1sh 1dgqt1ty of Jesus. In the post-Holocaust age,,Jesus
cannot be portrayed as the yniversal human archetype. On the
contrgry; Jesus was a'faithfg;‘child<:jglsragl, "g gpecialist

AN in celebrating the image 'of God" (Bokardt $986:153).  Because
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jj Jesus' loyalty and dedication to the Jewish tradition,
ice and Roy Eckardt suggest that the followers of Jesus

have the potential to participate in the Jewish community.. ¢

S

‘Therefore, Jesus may be thought of as

the joy that ends the desolation of those who
have been without -hope. Jesus is a second -
Abraham, the Abraham of the gentiles, patriarch
to the pagans.  We who are .gentiles must somehow
be rescued from religion, from all those pitiful
gods that tempt us, from all our idolaties. When
‘Jesus is turned into an idol-- seven words that
form a most fitting single title for the whole
story of Christendom-~ we are only returned to
our sins, our idolatries, our hopelessness. The
Christian is given the chance to live out a
unique and independently valid challenge to be an
adopted child of God, within the covenant of
promise. In the course of his pilgrimage from
time to eternity, the Christian must never leave
% the bedrock of Jewish historicalness. It gives
-meaning to his life, ever helping him to separate
-truth from heresy, (Eckardt and Eckardt 1982:126) .

L

-

In this fashion, Jesus the Jew is a poiﬁt of ontact bedween
Israel and the gentiles. The faith Qf‘iesus extends to- those
who see him as essential to their belief in-God.,'As such,
th;,loyai Christian is brought near the God ;snael,,guiging
thqqindividual toward én authentic exigtence.-

One mighf sgspect thaﬁ”éfgirming the'higtori?al Jeéué .

i)

9'
refutes the resurﬁection altogether:‘ not so for\Roy.

-

Eckardt.” Although he abrogates the consummated B

resurrection, he nevertheless {eels there i£%?20m for a valid,

reinterpretation. The author supports thé’resurréction story

forwarded by J. (Coos) Schoneveld. This Dutch theologian ’

\

believes the resurrection mxemplifies "'the validation of the.

i
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Toﬁigﬁ;nd vindication of the Jewish ﬁeople'as Fod's beloved

people'" (Eckardt 1986:85)., The resurrection cbnfirmS’fhe
value and relevancq’of Judagém. The ®Jew Jesus, faithfu%}to
Torah, died "'for ﬁpe‘sanctif;cafioﬁ of God's Name'" &fckardj
1986:85).— Jesus' life story attests to thevbgye; and mercy ‘*”f”
of the God of Abraham, Isdhc, and Jacob. 'As such, the
resurrection of Jesug is- another episode in the sacred 'story
of Israeif'.But,‘r% is one that brings the gentile into the . -

_ divine promiée. T

Theﬂgﬁové refornulations arfd reiﬁterpretations of the

meaning and message Jf post-Holocaust Christianity will'be
analyzed in two ways. PFirst, W; will co&gider how the
proposed éhang;s‘support‘%% undermine Chrisfian belief. Here
the role of tLeo%@gian ié emphasized. @s represgntagives of

e

. 2 ’ B
their respective communities, do their revisions mediate the , -

b

difficult questions facing thgvmodern Christian? Or, are-the
problems compounded? Sedond, we will investigate ‘the
relaiionship between their‘hypotheses and Judaism. Do fhese
post-Holocapst tHeologians suéceed in creating a fair
" attitude ﬁpﬁards théﬂparen% faith?n Or, do they perpetuate‘f\\
the anti-Judaic traditionZ/ |
™~  As we noted earlief, Ruether's revision of Jesus as R
paradigm relativizgs his message and meaning for Chriétigns;
The P;oleptic Christ‘hnly'anticipates the final redemption by
exemplifying a way toward .the géal.. This‘funderstanding of .3"'
"Jesus, however, ma&,raise some seripus pangs .of Christian
' conscience. Fér-to relinquish belief in the Incarnation may‘

seem like betrayal to mamy Honest believers’” Ruether seems
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: %0 forgét that viewing Jesus as God involves more than
inﬁéllectual'aSSent. itlinclgdes long-standing loya}tieé and .
emotional bonds that are tie% to importent concerns. It bi
wowld seem that a:regbggggble theologian should be sensitive
to thi§f£;ctor, gspecially'if one wishes to gffect Christisn
Jpraxis.

Thus, ié Jesus as parédigm a siénificant‘}gplacement for

N " tHe incarnationalist point of, view? It ib aifficult to say.

However, if Jesus is a humap model only ., why should he be
given priority over athef poténtial models of behavior?
Ruethér's answer denotes-the eschatological message of Jesus
aé the unique quality';hich deserves Christian faith. But,
is this enough to subétantiate a gense of vocatioﬁ and
devotion? It seems unlikely. Faith is a broad styeah‘bf
impulses requiring a variety of sourcés and orientations for
g;owtﬁl As a dynamic process, faith focuses on a number of
different_céncefns not within’the purview of the .
"ééchatological horizon". In this way, Ruether!s
reformulation seems to deny Jesus aasacred uniqueness that-
inspires worship and prayer. After all, how does one ask fbr

. strength, guidehce, or forgiveness from a par;digm? Faith is

more than exempla, it is also a dialogue with God.
The%e criticisms underscore the major gap inm Ruether's

deliberations. The author.doés not consider in detail what

Xind of relationship the Christian can have with God as a
follower of the proleptic Christ. Her insistence‘thatAhope

becomes the central affirmation lacks” foundation. Along witp

Pawlikowski, one may question what this hope'is based on.&

-
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Part of the ansyer may be revealed when we'cbnsider.Rqether's
*revisioﬁ in relation to Judaiéml lFor novw, it';s important to
note Ruether's failure to éddresg the basic guestions of the
traditional believer. For.if it is not this person that she
is trying to convince, her efforts ﬁay be inconséquential.

If Ruether's’revision neglects to fully articulate the
nature of.éée relafionship to God, Pawlikowgyi‘s revision

v > ,' makes(it tﬂe’centye of his spudy.- He forwards an
understanding of Jesus as the Christ which stresses the
human-God ontological connection. 'Pawlikowgki believes this
perspective will foster.an abiding respect for co-creatorship
and cq-responsibility:

Consideringqtﬂe difficulties that arise with Ruether's
relativizgtion!of Jesus, it mayjbgythai Pawlikowski
communicates a ﬁrofound note by'emph;;izing the oo
spiritualizing ahd historicizing/of the eschatological. As
he suggests, any reformulation o% the Christian'meSSage nust
provide for "thewhealing of thé inner person..." (Pawlikowski
1978:18) . But, doés Pawlikowski achieve this by making the
God—human’relat@onship too intimate?: That is, does He g0
beyond his inferpretation‘of traditioﬂa} christology S0 that
the passibility of relétiop is overwhelmeq by incarnation?

. Our exposition of Pawlikowski suggests that he suppofts

the traditional christology of the Church. Thé differencé&is
one of emphasis. The author lays more stress upon the huﬁﬁn
being's God—%mage,'and intimates that. each individual has the

. resources to make condescent his or her divine spark. As he

remarks, "in a very real sense God did not become man in

i \

14
LW
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‘Jesus...God always was man., The Christ event was merely the

-~ ¢

occasion through which this reality became clearly menifest
to the world" (Pawlikowski 1979:161-62). It would follow
;rom this explanation, that the ontological discontinuity
represented by the crucifixion is lost. If’ﬁGod always was
man", what difference exists betweemthe creature and:ithe
ICreator? ﬁere the potential for incarnation eclipses the
potential for relation. In effect, Pawlikowski‘e‘revision
mirrors the diffiquity he hoped to correct: the desire co
supplant the "Creator God'". ' TN

Littell's revision, as we have seen, neglects to comment
on christology. This may be viewed as a weakness in his
argument, Nevertheless; his ‘discussion of the true Christian
community makes central an important issue. It illustrates
that salvation depends on one's relationship and
responsibility to, their fellowperson. Yet, is Littell's
description of the true Christian community as cpunterculﬁure
a reasonable hypothesis? Ultimately, his definition does not
suffice,

'Littell's understanding of original Christianity 55 a
counterculture is not wholly inaccurate.. Also,‘therefare
grounds for such a position within the New Testament.
However, Littell overemphasizes the imporuauce and purpose of
the countercurhure ideal. To represent such a movement, it

seems logical that the community‘be aware of its‘role. That _

.-is, it is a stance which requires 'a conscious decision, and-

acceptance of such a world view. In the case of the early

»Christians, consclous acceptance of the counterculture role -
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does not really apply. Although this communlty did contrast
the dominant culture of its: déy, it was more accldeutal than

a planned response. A persog became a Chrlstlan to %e a

K

menmber of a community in 1tfelf and not to fulfill a

counterculture 1deology ;ndeed, an overall Chrletlan

w

ambltlon was to make 1tsei} the religion of the majority.
/
This ambition was fulfllled when Christianity joined forces

with the Roman Empire. /Any vestlges of a counterculture

©
\

sentiment have since béen erased.

Censequently, Litte&l's statements referring to the

o

abandonment of "truev/counterculture'Christienity by the
"baptized gentilee“ués»historically inaccurate, and
sentimehtal. Littell seems:to believe that Christians can
resolve their dif?&culﬁies by simply obiiterating 1600 years'’
of Cﬂpistian cuijﬁre-religion. Yet, even if ene were 10
accept Littell'i/ideaqquite apart from its historical
problems, anothér difficulty arises. In plain terms, how can ‘
the majority chlture realistically become counterculture?
This aspect pblntg toward a more serious problem with
Littell!s argument Judging from his considerat1qﬁ>of .
Bonhoeffer end Gerstein, it would seem that Litteil'views the
counterculture role as contiguous with martydom. The
Eckardts suggest that this’fype of doctrine represenfs the
"sufferiné servant syndrome" (Eckardt and EBckardt 12§é:120).
This phrase refers to the glorification of suffering as a
‘1egitimate path to God. Such a belief will not serve-$o

prohibit another Holocaustfpbut it may very well assist it.

Martyrology is not an appropriate_belief for a community
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which contrblq the 'centres of power in society. With~p6%er '
is given the opportunity to manipulate the lives of minority
groups: When this situation is cop@led with a véluizétion of
suffering, the potential for oppression is an ever present iy
R danger. However, this danger is then'deflected when a power
\ group adheres to martyrology. For how can a community of
a . "would-be" martyrs impose suffering on others? Thué, insofar
that the Christian community represents a power group in i
Western socieﬁy, mértyrology is pot an appropriate doctnine.
What is required is a belief system which supports the
responsible use of power iﬁ ways that prevent ﬁheloppressfbn
of minority groups. Por ILittell to suggest that Christians
should be countercultural, is pot a realistic alternative nor
a ghitable attitude for the modern Christian. In light of -
this, Pawlikowski's emphasis on éo-creatorship and
:co-responsibility represents authentic concerns of the
. post-Holocaust age.

Tfue reformulation of Christian ‘bkelieﬂf by Alice and RoY'ﬁ
Eckardt is marked by a branching out intd new avenues'of
thoﬁght and imagination. This descriptioﬁ,surely applies to
Roy Eckardt's unusual solution to the consummated
resurrection and its reinterbretatioh. At this atgge of our
critique, we will focus on the Eckardts' understanding of
"Christian Jewishness" (Eckardt aqd Eckardt 1982:125), and
the concept of Grace, ‘ {

-

The term "ChriStian Jewishness" accurately reflects the .

Eckardts' revision of Christianity for the post-Holocaust'

age. Judging from the importance given to the restored State
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| of(Israe%,,the stpesd on the Jewisﬁ heritage'of Jeéﬁs and N
the support of J. (00033 Schoneveld's resurrectlon‘eﬁPry, q&\N

* _ seenms that "Christian Jewishness" expresses a 81gn1fﬁcant ;«
qualltaﬁlve,change for Christian self- deflnltlon. ut, what ;
is the ultimate piciﬁre ﬁresented, and can the Chg!ft;an .
Believer appreciate'xhie change in fdeq%ﬁﬁy? f /} b ®

Accordiﬁg to Roy Eckardt, Gﬁristianiﬁy "is n7t to be -

reduced to a version of Judaism. .:" (Eckardt 1986 88)

Therefore Chrlstlan Jew1shness does not imply/the

appropr%atlon of Halakhah, nor other central/ aspects of

Jewish life. But how is a, Christian to ¢ ivate a feeling

for JewishgeSS'if they do not pa?ticipate in those very

aspects that substantiate Jewish identity? This questign

underscores the ambiguity of the Eckardts' revision.

Roy Eckardt's use of the State of I'srael to negate the

consummeied'resurrection is difficult to evaluate. It seems
to euggest that Israel has'religio l significance for
Christianity, yet Eckardt contestg "that Israel is e special
event within the spiritual life 6f the Jewish people and the
Jewish people alone" (Eckardt 1986:80). In other werds, he

does not support certain Chri

(

tian fundamentalist
‘interpretations Which.éast he;revived Israei in the drama of
events precipitating the comd, Coming. It would appear that.
Israel does not ha;e a positive religious significance for
Christianidy, but a negative one, insofar as it removes the
neceesity of the consummated resurrection for'acceétance by

God. BStill, Eckar%y/views this negation as a positive
affirmation of i;yﬁstianity, that is, post-Holocaust
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Christianitf. 'In§Vitabiy, this reasgoning maies Israél a
post-Holocaust Ghrlstian event'as, well as a Jewish event. The -
point 15, Israél has 1mport for Chrlstlan self-uﬁaerstandlng
Whether this understandlng be & fundamentallst %g’a

11\ ' *“
post—Holocaust 1nterpretatlon, the effect is the same. In

o

both’bases, the return to Israel somehow advances
4 Y4

Chrlstlanlty toward 1ts ultlmate meaning. Granted, fﬁg y

i

Christian post-Holocaust . ultimgte" /i’,é radically different
from,thé Chrisﬁian fundamentalist uﬁdérsfanding, However), it
is the'thought structure that is éimilar. 'The'Jewish'}eturn
to Israel is hot respected in itself as -e Jewish triumph.
Somehow, the Christian mind-set makes thig event a triumph
for Christianity. T {5

The above difficulty with Eckardt's use of the State of
" Tsrael is reflected in the resurrectllon story offered by J.
(Coos) Schoneveld. The significance of this story for
Eckardt is its renunciation pf triumphalism and
\@upersessionism. This is agcomplisﬁed by emphasiﬁang the
Jewish identity of J%sus, which suggests that the |
resurrecti;n is a Jewish évent. At first glance, this
revision may seeﬁ to be significant.” But, in the final
analjsis, this emphasis on Jewishness seems contrived rather
than authenfic; .First, it cannot be known for certain if
Jesus was faithful to Torah. Yet whether the answer is "yes" °
or "no", the issue does not really affect faith. The
followérs qf Jesus have persisted not because he.was a

> faithful Jew, but because he is understood as the Christ. " To

remove this essential factor and replace it with a symbolic
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"Jewishness, means that Chn;sﬂ%ﬁns wxll“ﬁe worshipping * -
"JeW1shnessﬂ ThlS is nelther &pproprlate nor realistic.
Second, the resurrectlon-cannot be a‘!eW1sh évent if Jews do
not recoonlae it as such, 9 It may be’ that Eckardt can push
aside two* thousand years of understandlng*gesus as the ’
Christ, but it seems unlikely that the Jews could ever.forget
its consequences. Because of fﬁis, to suggest the
resurfectioﬁ %s a Jéwiéh event is to imbgse a model of
Jewish?esé on theQstill-existing-Jewish people, that$does not 7
assist their étruggle with God. Qn the contrary%\}t only
assists the Rost-Holocaust Christians.

However, as indicated in our discussion on Eckardt's
reformulation, it is the conéept of, Grace Which wltimately
subétantiates his claims. Even 1f one dﬂscards the
"Christiah Jewishness" hypothe31s, it 1s 8till possible to
suggest that Christians arée accepted by God, because "(w)here
sin abounds, grace gbounds the more. Grace.says:: 3You %fe
accepted'" (Eckardt 1986:é9).} Yet, this may be the one )

aspect of Eckardt's revision that many Christians could

accept. This is possiblesbecause the concept of "Grace over

works" is a traditional Christian'doctrine‘ It is tied %o

the idea that the son of God dled for the sins of humanity.

Because 'of the divine atonement humankind need only have

faith in Jesus Christ to be saved} In effect&?@ghardt

< ®

excludes an essential‘part‘of the doctrine of Grace, and
applies it to the God of'Israel. Conseqﬁently, this shift

reflects a triumphant perspective. If Eckardt wants the

Christian concept of God; he should do so without imposing it

.
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on the Jewish understandlhg of the" di%lne-humad relationshlp. A

e ThlB last fabtar“brlngs us to- tﬂé}aecnnd part of this

analysis: the,gelatlonshlp betwzen tHe reformulations and -

', the'J;wish traditiénf:n;t is this relationship yhichﬁfeflecté
the ddequacy of the post-Holocaust interpretatton of - =
Christianity. The implicit goal of their de}iberatioﬁs ds to
substantiate the integrity and distinctiveness of ’

Christianity. *“That is, despite their negation of traditional
Christian doctrine, these post-Holodaust thinkers do not want
to suggest that Christianity is less worthy, or less valuable

. ..than Judaism: but that these faiths are co-equal.

’ ?or Rosemary Ruether,.the task of making Christians

Co-equals wdth the Jewish people centres on the issue of

Jewish glection. For, if the proleptic Chrlst does not '

1naugurate a "new electmon or convenant" does not the Jewish

covenant nullify the relat1v1zed Christian relationship to the

God of Israel? In other words, if Jesus_is not God, why

should the Christians not. convert to Judaism?- Ruether

answdrs this in two ways. - CONL A

. First the author suggestg-that the proleptic Christ is in

keeplng with the Jewlish dialectic between partlcularism and

universalism. As Ruether remarks, the Jewish, conception

“accepts the general humanlty and possibility for salvatlon
of others, without trying to define their identity for them"

. (Ruether 1974:254). - In this way, a Christian has the right
to interpref a special retation with the God of Israel

; ¥ ’ .
through Jesus., By embracing this Jewish dialectic, each

cdmmunity.is free to develop its own self-definition, and a

N\
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particulat kind of divine-human reletiohshfp. Thie
suggestion seems most appfoprigte. Such a.&evelopment need
not threaten Jewish particue}rism, as loﬁg,aslbhristian ¢ /
self-definition is. a particular defin%tion,{and not thrusted
. o upon the Jews'against their will. | |

The gecehd way Ruether affirms the mqfuelity of Judaism
and Christianity is by equivocating the'natdre and oharacter
of the two groups. She suooest that the Jewish people are
not exceptlonally dlfferent from the Christian .community.
,Both- religions incorporate a varlety of nationalities, 301ned
togeﬁher by a shared belief systeﬁ; Acéﬁ?ding to'Ruether,
"Jews.in the ﬁiaepora have long sinee ceased to be
’ 5 identifiable as descendents of a local Semitic tribe. Even
‘the Nazis were unable to deecribe'the Jews genetically as a

-

" trace'" (Ruether 1974:252-53). In this instance Ruether
; .
violates the parﬁicularist—universalist.dialec%ic. She

denies the Jewe the right fo fine themsé&ves as a

nationaiity,‘and worse, summons Nazi authority to support her
. i
claim. The author feels "(t)hey are a peopYe only because
. rs .

they have all adopted the Jewish covenantal identity" C,
(Ruether 1974:253). Therefore, it seems that Ruether must

'y

relativize Jewish particularism in order to assert the

'post-Holocaust, Christian particularism. :The idea of Jewisgh

natlonaI“electlon by God threatens Ruether's relg}1v1zed

- »

¢
comprehension of Chrlézlanlty because follow1ng b paradigm
does not guarantee a relavi onshlp 0 the God' of Israel For

- this reason, Rueéher‘must make the Jewish people into a
- .
"voluntary" peoplehood. Consequently, the author's revision

- ’ - 3
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of Christianity furthers the anti-Judaic Sentiment in a
Christian post-Holocaust form. SN

.For Pawlikowski, the reiation between his conception of

. post-Holocaust Christianity and Judaism is largely based on

his reading of the Christ eqeﬁt. As:we noted, the-;uthor '
views Jesus Christ‘és the ultimate manifestation of the

proper human condition: +the synchronization of the divine

*

'image and creatureliness, Pawlikowski claims that this

conception is pot completeiy-foreién to Jewish thought. 1In \

faegt, the author‘traces ggs roots to the fﬁarisaig,movement..

Pawlikowski suggests that incarnationism is 4 logical - s
extension of théLPharisaic stress oﬁ the internaligation of
Torah. . In each case, the sacred value of the individual is’
intepsiffed. fét Pawlikowski does’ not ?xplain chfﬁsﬁology as
merely an extrene Eipression'of the Pharisaic tendency, but

as its perfecfiona He understands "the final version of the -

church's christology -as the culmination of the Jewish

tréﬁition" and "the fulfillment of the growing sense-of the '
dignity and uniqueness of the human pérson}.," (Pawlikowski

1979:162). Therefore, Pawlikowski's revision perpetuates the "

triumphant and supersessionary aspects of Christianity.

For Littell, the very title of his text, The Crﬁqdfixion
» 7
of the Jews, suggests that he understands the Jewish people

to be quasi-Christians. ?his designation seens plausigle in
light of Littell’s.suppo}t of martyrology. 1In an‘atfempt té
gﬁock éhristian sensibilities,ihe asks; "(i)s the Jewish
people, after all inspite of two millennia of Chr;stian

calumnx, the true Suffering Servant promised in Isaiah?"

-
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oo (Littel®? 1975:17). In other words, Littell wonders if the
Jews might be the "true” Christians. Here ghé.adthor'imposes

the Chrfstian understanding‘g§-the suffering servant model on
Jewish identity. A‘ o _

This aspect is supported by .Littell's clai? théﬁ tﬁe
"Jewlish people repfesent'an authenﬁic expressioﬁ of the
counterculture commgnity.slln fact Littelf’believeS'that'the
Jeﬁs vere mﬁrdereﬁ because tﬁey were "an unpleasgnt'reminder 1
A( : — ¢ ' that New Teétamanﬁ\s§andards ?eqdqre Christigns to be a
| counterculture too..."'iL}tﬁeilu1975:78) This reasoning
suggests that the Jew is alway; %he victinm. Similarly, it
views the Holocaust eiperieﬁce as an aformatid% of the

S T
Jewish faith, ignoring the challengs it presents to the

"

; modern Jew. Ultiméfely, this represgents anéﬁﬁefﬁsid? to .the
§ "suéfering serxant éyndrome". Littell'S»?nderéganding of the
$rwe Clhristian community-séams to~ha;ntéiﬂé the teaching of
contempt for the Jews and Judaism. , T -
Concerning the Eékandts; revisidn,, 9ﬁr‘diséussion of

3

"CRfistian Jewishness" necessarily focused on the

-

¢

< relationship bgtween~postTH3}ocaﬁét Christigniﬁ& and .Judaism.
There we noted. that the;é are gbme d;fficultieg with Roy -
Eckérdt's use of the State q?‘Israelf'his suppo;t for J.
(%oos) Séhbﬁ;veldﬂs r?interpretatipn of the resurréction;
and’, Alice aqgnRoy‘Eckarqt's affirnation of the Jéwish
identity of Jesus. Also, we -commentéd. that Roy.Eckardt'é
deliberation on‘the dodtfine of Grace implkies tpe traditional
Christisn cohicept of divinecatonement. . Nevertheless, it is a

. i F ) ® 4
doctrine which he sees. as valid for Jewish belief. It is to

¥
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,.According to Roy Eckarot, the idea of works-riéhteousnessl
is no longer a valid belief for Christians or Jews. We noted
earlier that sugy a consideration is not alieh to Christian
belief, but what about for Judau:Ls;m‘> For traditional Jew1sh
thought, to abrogate works righteousness would undermlne the

very core of raobinic Judaism: Halakhah. Undoubtedly,

‘ !

. Eckérdt is well.eware of .this factor. However, he is able to

- . o
offef his concept of Grace to the Jews by following Irving

Greenberg's idea of "the voluntary covenant'. Greenberg's

theory suggests that after the Holocaust, a Jew must choose

to be a member in the convenantal~coﬁahnity. This befief

4
focuses on the prlmacy of conscience over divine election ard

]

1!! snbsequent Halakhlc obllgatlons. In effect, the Jew is

no lonner bound %o works-righteousness.

In light of Greenberg's understanding of post-Holocaust'

Judaism, Eckardt can affirm that the Jew and the Christian

are both ultimately accepted by God, as reflected in the -

restoration‘of’the State of'Israel. Thus, for both’
cohmunities, workS-righteousness no longer has a place in the
divine-~human relationship. All 15 dependent upon "a.voice
that says 'I accept you‘" (Eckardt 1986:88). It is because
of the graceful God, that afJew1sh—Chrlst1an encounter is
still possible after the Holocaust

The problem wrth the above re%etlonshlp between Eckardt'

rev191on and Judalsm is three-fold. Flrst his rellance on

Greenberg'e théquz,ze\g:emature. That is, Greeﬁberg 1s;not
/ t . .

representative of the majority Jewish persiective toward the

o

Al
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covenant, _ff_Eckardt'e goai is to foster genuine Christian
relations with the Jewish pébple;‘then he cannot so easily -~
Sypass the rabbinic understanding o@AHalakhéh.

,Seé;nd, Eckardt's suggéstion that the doctTine of
‘works-righteousness leads to "works-unrighteousness" (Eckardt
1986:15§§ is only gfplicéble %f the values one enacts are |
corrupt. For/Eckardt this may be true for Chrlstlanf%y, but
it is not necessarlly true for Judalsm. The Christian
problem with works—righteousness arises when they assume to~
be thenbearers of universal.truth, and then férce this truth
on others aga1n5u their W1ll This has never been a problem
« for rabblnlc Judalsm. Jewish works-righteousness, or
: Halakhah;~is particular to the Jdwish people.- [Thus; if
Eckardt is sincere when he writes "that bellef-systems are
"ever subject 3o judgment-at the hands of their human ~
consequenQes"'(Eckardt 1986:135), then there is no r?ason why
Judaism must see ﬁalakhah 8s contrary to authentic faith.

In liéht’of this, our third point is, fhhx Eckardt's
notion of Grace ﬁgy beha "cheap grace" (iitteil 1975:44).
Essentiaily; he is suggesting that God accepf§~every human
being né matter what they have done. Althouéh he
dlfferentla%es acceptance from personél redemptlon hlsQ
theory nevertheless attrlbptes a characteristic to]God which
at best can be a story, a midrash, "but not a certainty. na
if it is a midrash, ig it the approprlate one for Christlans
to forward afier the Holocaust?_ Implicit in Bekardt's theory
of,Gra:;[is the notion of forgiveness. ‘Tet, forgiyeness for

Christ‘an,cohplicity during the Holocaust'is'somethiné that
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can‘only be given by the murdefed victims of the Holdcaust.‘
Forgivenes; here is not God's %o give. Tt nay well‘bé‘that

| » Bekardt senses this, dnd therefore igﬁoreS'the~connection -
between div&ng Ggace.and the traditional Christién doctrine
of divine atonement. The above factors, together with the
Eckardts' understanding of Christian Jewishness, illustﬁatesﬂb

y o

+the triumphant tendency in this reformulation. .

v

¢ Conlusion

Prom the analysis of the post-Holocaust theological
‘ revision, we are presented Wiﬁp a Jesus who is a paradigm; a
Christ who is a candescent God-image; a counterculture

~ Christianr community; and, & Christian Jewishness

- substantiated by Grace. An obvious questién arisbs;'are

VA e “these reformﬁlations and reinterpretations théﬂp:Educt of
confronting the Holocaust? Or, ane they the rgsult of other
kinds of reflection? It seenms that one doéé not need the .- |
Holocaust to suggest any,ofﬁﬁpe aboveﬁrevf%ions. Indeed, as
we illustrated‘in part one of this chapter,.each\thinker '

N . . e
moves back from a direct confrontation'wifh the event. - But

wh§—¥ﬁen the pretense of confrontation? A possible answer is

that their initial recognition of Christdian gsupport for the

Nazi Final Solution is accurate. In this sense, they‘é;e

.right to struggle with the dilemma. The Christian religion
does foster antisemitic attitudes and behavior.. The ultimate
‘ truth of this égsertion is provided by the post—Holocaust

" theologians tﬁemselves.

e

W .
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The_difficultieéireflected by these Christian thinkers is
no light matte;. Ruether, Pawlikowski, Littell, andjthe
Eckardtsy, represent a radical stfeam in Christian fhought.
Their ideas are extremebin compé}ison to the more traditional
perspective. 7Yet, their considerations do not transcenq the
anti-Judaic sentiment, but contribute. Their in&estigations.
reflect the perennial Ch}istian difficulties. The ten@ency
to be triumphant and'supersessionist; to overspirituaiize; to
impose self-definition on other groups; and to lack a clear
undersfanding of Christian idegtity. Perhaps Rg& Eckardt
sumﬁarizes the problem best when he writes; "(t)he difficulty

is that...[they are] striving to have things two ways:. to be

fair and just to Jews while retaining a theological posititon

.that has, historically, caused all the.unfairness and all the-

injdgtice" (Eckardt '1986:137).

However, it may seem that my’oﬁn critique is unfair.’
First, I fault the theologians for their perpetuation of
traditional Christian %héology and ig? anti~Judaic bias.
- Second, I féulfﬂ%hem for relativizing Jesus Christ and o

abandoning the trgditional believer., I feel this (‘

”Vpontradiction points to a basic truth for Jewish-Christian

‘dialogue: +that, there must necessarily be a serious tension
‘between the two faiths. Cpristianity and Judaism are very
difﬁgrenf. Their dialogue will not be facilitated by making
Jesus into, a human being only, or b& attémpting té return to
a pristine Jewiéh\escﬁatological cu%t. Dialogue does not
"necessarily réquire aqceptaﬁée of the same faith claims or

\

'concerné. That is, two groups engaging in conversation about
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their respective faiths do not need to have the exact same

conéeptions‘of.Gpd for such an encounter to be prbduct;ve.

What is requiréd is a deep respect for religious pldrélism,
ijand the recognition that such differences between religious
" world views add to the richness of our lives., Perhaps the

Jewish-Christian dialogue should“be a’ forum to aséist the

other in the struggle for authentic faith as they define it.
This goal may be better served through contrast than
similitude. Such a contrast, however, need not'be
.antigonistic, |
Yet, this idea of "ser;ous1tension" does not relinquish
+ the Christian from searching for ways to correct its .
anti-Judaic tradition. Bere, a Jew can encourage the
Christian to continue the struggle, and remind him,‘ that the
anti-Judaic sentimént is till a problem despitq the efforts

of certain post=Holocaust theologians. ‘

N



108

CHAPTER THREE ey
"Opening Statements'":
Dimensions of the Jewish-Christian Post-Holocaust

‘ Dialogue

. Introduction
Although the Holocaust is an event that undefscoré§ deep e
divisions between the Jewish people:and thelChristian

community, it is also an event that seems to. force these two
groups towardeahfrank encounter. For the Jewish theologians
examined in this work, the principle issue of the.
pést:Holocaust Jewish-Christian dialogue is the duéstion of
Christian culpability for the events of the Holocauét. The
primary concern for_the Christian thinker, is to demonstfate
that their confrontatlon with the Holocaust has resulted in a
better understandlng of» the Jew1sh people and their religlous
Ltradltlon. Yet in the flnal analysis, the, post-Holocaust
dialogue arises becansé of the Jewish 'and Christian hope that
| such an event will never reoccur. | | C
| However, despite this mutual toncern to prevent another
Holocaust, the Jewish and Chrisfian post-Holocaust dialogue
is a difficult and trying endeavour., It requires jifat’ each
sidé wrestle with some painful episodes from their religious
histories. Yet because of this cathartic aspect, the
post=-Holocaust dialogue may prove to be an unique opportunity-.

to reconstruct the Jewish-Chriét::;\relationship.. The .
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- forthright quality of sthe Holocaust encounter ;ay agtually
sefve td'purge this relationship of its past prejudices and
biases. Our purpose is to discovei if~tpe post-~-Holocaust
theoloéical reformation ser;es as the stafting point for such
a regéneratiog.

In the first gpcfion of this chapter we will examine théh
"Post-Holocaust jéwish Attitudes Toward Christianity". In

‘the second partﬁwe w;ll,consider the "Post-Holocaust
Christian Attitudes Toward the State of Israel“. What these

reflecfions will illustratg is that the post-Holocaust J

Jewish-Christiaﬁ dialogue is -still in its fnitial/sfages.

Each party ié searching for a point of contact while coping

with 'an unfamiliar religious tradition, and the difficult

emotions that such an encoﬁnter stimulates. As such, some of

their éommentsasuggest that this "dialogue" iefmore a

monologue. However, such a conclusion mistakes an awkwéfd . ,

introduction for a étormy farewell. What we witness in this ////

exchange are the "opening statements" of the Jewish and

.
/

Christian post-Holocaugt encounter.  Although this dialogue

is not free of all disaffection, its basic direction is / .
encouraging. . | . ///
. oy
. " ' / =
_ Post-Holocaust Jewish Attitudes Toward Christianity/ ;
: e
A . : , \ S

. /
¥

For Packenheim, Cohen, and Greenberg, a respohse to
Christianity in light of the Holocaust is deemed essential.

Their comments underscore three central challenges for this

dialogue: <first, the recogndtion that the Holocaust may
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reRKesent an unbridgable lacuna for Jewish-Christian
gﬁﬁatidns: second, that the Christian anti-Judaic traditio?
/
//deepens the abyss separating the two communities: +third,

’ that the Christian rgaction\ﬁo the Nazi "Final Solution"

: :

’ /// ndicates a tragic absence of Christian solidarity.
/// Cifirtheless,'our Jewish tthiZéians-dg\hot judge
y ristianity to be hopelessl& compromised by the events of
// 'ihe Holocaust. But, they feel that any future relationship
/ between Judaism and Christianity depends on reaching a common
/// understanding of ﬁhe post-Holocaust reality. This point of
) <) contact affirms the unredeemed nature of the world, and its
ensuing ambigdity. As a result, "truth" is fragmented,
partial, and particular, but never absolute.

Fackenheim begins his deliberaéions by clearl& marking
the ﬁroblem Eo be ové}come in the post-Holocaﬁst
Jewish-Christian dialogue. 1In keeping.wi%h th sic
éharacter of his argumenf, Fachenheim pidaces ;;;Efchallenge'
squarely wig?{f)jhe Holocaust world. He writes that "the
arduous t kﬁjto be addressed is the "narrowing [of] the
abyss between 'Aryans' and 'non—Aryans'—-i.e., most

Christians and all Jews—- created and legislated in 1933..."

B

(Fackenheim 1982:279) For Fackenheim, the evaluative
IR . distinction between Jew and Christian is a profound wedge
forming part of the persisting Holocaust rupture. The
attenpt to rebuil@ nutual trust and respect cannot be
accomplis?e@ thfough facile theories or simplistic
resolutions. Yet, Fackenheim does not desﬁair over this

dimension of the Jewish-Christian relationship. He prefers
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to approach the problem by "attempt(ing) to enter into the E
Christian,self-understanding, with a view to helping it
confront the ﬁolocaust.' This is to serve the wider purpose -
of renewing-- of mending-- Jewish-Christian dialogue" e
(Fackeﬂheim 1982:279) ., It is to this End ﬁhat'Fackenheim-
forwards his comments on Christianity.

Arthur Cohen understandé his role.in thé Jewish-Christian
.dialogue to be pedagogical, as he introduces Christian
theology to his hermeneutic of suspicion.1 This
perspective considers-all theological exposition to be
historically situated. As such, it represents one reéponse
by a speéific community to particular situations. In this
sensé,'theological insight can no longer be thought of as
eternally true. The "suspicious" tﬂgologian is very much
aware of this factor, and attempts to expose and deconstruct
presuppositionslof,a particular doctrine which méy nb longer
respond to the unique challenges of the present age. The
theologian must feyork tﬂz inadequate aspects of their
religious tradition, and move toward a more appropfiate
expression of their.faith. .

Cohen suggests that the Jewish thinker may have an
advantéée when subjecting Christian theslogy ﬁp ¢%§
hermeneutic of suspicion. The author beliéves‘th;t the
hiétorical experiences of the Jewish people najurally leads
‘ them toward a suspicion of any doctrine that offers‘a %
realized redemption. As Cohen states the matter, the Jew "is

"already conditioned to regard the world as a place where

injustice is normative" (Cohen 1982:418). Thus, the Jewish

feohe
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theoldgian can assist Christianity by acting as one pole iﬁ
the critical pursuit of a new seif-understandipg.

For Irviﬁé Greenberg, the JeWiéh-Christian dialggue playsg
an important role throughout his work. He ju@ges
Christiaﬁity to be equally reorientated by the Holocaiist and
- the restoration of the State gf‘Israel. As a result, the
Christian community is summéned to fulfill a role within the
unfolding covenant along side the Jewish people. ?he .
concéfned Christian must‘also redescribe their goals and
aspirations, remaining opén to the possibility of a’new
revelation after the life, death, and resurfection of Jesus.
In the final énalysis, the "task of faithful believers',
whether Jew or Christian, '"is not to rule out further
illumination but io respond gratefully to any reorientating
event that sheds light on the tactics, the goal, and the way"
(Greenberg 1982:86).

In many ways, it seems that all three theologians are
émploying the hermeneutic of suspicion. In each case,
Christianity is seeﬁ as vulnerable to events that affect
human perception of the world. This understanding is carried
' forward when Fackenheim, Cohen; and.Gréenbérg reflect upon
the relationship between Christianity and the Holocaust. _

, Although Fackenheim does not view Christianity to be 3
directly responsible for the pis;oricallconditions that lead
to the Holocaus£,‘he nevertheless, understands it to have
played an essential r-ole.2 Fackenheim writes that "without
Jew-hat;ed in Christianity iiself,.;nschwitz, in the heart of

Christian Europe, would have been impossible" (Fackenheim
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19?2:281). Yet, Fackenheim's analysis of the Christdan
prbblem does no; focus on the anti=Judaic tradition. Instead,
hejtries to illuminate the existential crisis fﬁcing the |
A Ch}istian community, as revealed by.the Holocaust experience.
Ac;ording to the author, Christians missed a world
historit opporfunity to actualize the "Good .News.of Man"
during the Holocaust. If they had attempted to prevent the
death camps from opefating,:the principle Gospel messaé%--
"to love one's neighbour"é- would have received its ultimate
expression. But since thislwaé not the case, Fackenheim
, concludes that ""never was a'gg;;g§~more betrayed, the Holy -
<fSpirit more wounded, than when the Word was not spoken, and o
| instead there was a dead, murderous silence" (Fackenheim
1982:291=92). It appears that Fackenheim directs Christian
cohscience to confront the possibility that this 'murderous
1 silence" indicates an abysmal emptiness: the absence of (\
_ commitment, solidarity, and genuine éommunity. The Christian )
failed to speak the Word ‘'when it was crying out to be spoken,
//7, Aé a result, the "Word" itself is depleted. |
~ - Fackenheim underscores éhis crisis by reflecting on the

‘"Word made flesh". He wonders; "(w)here would Jesus of : ;‘

4

R :
Nazareth have been in Nazi occupied Europe? If he was who he

is said to have been, he would halve gone to Auschwitz or

Triblinka voluntarily..." (Fackenheim 1982:280-81) For
Fackenheim then, the crux of ;he Christian problem is
discovergd'by askiﬁg khe simple question; '"what would Jesus
have done during the Holocaust?" Fackenheim's’answer is

meant to show the direction Christians should take in the

A
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. , post-Holocaust age:

Cohen's examination of Christian respénsibility for the

L

events of the Holocaust, provides a giimpse of his

>

hermeneutic of suspicion at work. Cohen suggests that

patterns of Christian thought and meaning may have served as ‘
a veilednnationale~ or the Nazi "Final Solution"™. As the
author notes, the ajgi—Judalc scenarlo shows that "(%)he
}1v1ng Jew must become the dead Jew in order -that t@e non-Jew

\'\\

be saved" (Cohen 1981:19).

J

¥
This cryptic statement is argued more thoroughly in

Cohen's article, "The Holocaust and Christian Theology: An
Interpretation of the Problem". In this essay, Cohen
reevaluates the'Marcionite doctrine and its foundation in

p - » ) , ‘
Christian thought. He believes that Marcion's separation of

the "superior" and “true" Christian faith, from the
"jinferior" and "false" Jew1sh/re11g10n, is a dlstlnctlon
preflgured in the Gospel writings. What Mar01on perceived
was an illogical tension between the ﬁwo faiths. If - ‘4)
Christianity truly supersedes Judaism, and abrogates‘its lawé'
and rituals as the New Testament proclaims, then the iogical
lsfep to take is a complete divorce from the parent faith. " In
this.light, Marcion's 1nterpretat10n does not represent an
. aberation of Christian doctrlne but an exaggeratlon of an:
implicit understahdlng. I
Gohen ﬁelieve; that the Church's .suppression of +the
Mar;ionite heresy aia not-extinguish its inspiration. &tgl
particularexert a powerful ;nfluence on the faithful.

According to thetauthor, it was this Marcionite impulse
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"%OWQrd“separation'from Judaism that was "renewed and
strghuously advanced by the most potént-agti~Jé§ibﬁ sectors
of German Christian Biblical ipvestigatidnaduring the last
century,_gn&/gg their own supplied a s%rengthened and
envigoratéd strand in the historical matrix. that was enacted
at Auschwitz" (Cohen 1984:15). 1In effect, the relationship
betweeen Christianity and the Holocaust is‘mediatqd by the
Marcionite tendency in Christian exegésis. It is the task of
the post-Holocaust Christian to expose tbis aspect of
Christian thought in its vgrious méﬁifestations.
Cohen's critique, however, does not end with a

recommendation for theological deconstruction. Like
Fackenheim, Cohen also points‘toward the failuge of thg )
Christian cgmmunity ﬂﬁﬁu?eak out against the Nazi atrdcigisé.
Yet, different from Fackenheim,,Cohen focuses his argumqnt on
thé establishéq Church. He feels that the individual
- Christian has "nothing to apologige for" (Cohen 198@:&@1).
The faillre to act on behalf 6f'the Jews_ duriné-the Holocaust
was aided by years oi/theologlcal conditioning. éﬁb Chﬁrch,,
on the other hand, is a dlfferent natter. This institutionj
‘must be he%? %Pcountable/not only for 1ts theology, but for
its inability to prov}de genuine leadership. Cohen writes
jthat / ",'

. (i)n no dlfgct challenge of this century has

_ the Church behaved before tyranny with anything
: resembling the conduct of the most. beleaguered
¥ community of Israel throughout its long diaspora

existence. Not in Nazi Germany, nor in Vichy
France, nor in PFacist Italy, nor in the Communist

East, have Christians in ahy numbers chosen to
say no and perlsh for theix truth" (Cohen

f
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This passage suggests that the herﬁbnehtic—of suspicion also

applies to histgrical institutione. In this case, Cohen is ™
ree;ending to Chirfch's power to affect religious

sentiment. It is a br}thue that 'addnesees the historical
situatedness of the\ieligiods adhereny} who gages the
appropriateness of their beliefs by referr‘ingc to their

rellglous leaders. @br this reason, Cohen cannot 1gnore the

role of the off%pal Church in the process that lead to

.

‘Auschltz.

"anti-dddaic tradition. He believes that . 5\\

Irv1ng Greenberg 8 comments on the-relationship between

Chrlstlanlty and the Holocaust concentrates on the

3

"

(i)f the,Teaching of Contempt furnished an
occasion-- or presented stereotypes which brought
the Nazis to focus on the Jews as the scapegost
in the first place; or created a residue of - .
anti-Semitism in Europe which affected the local
populations' attitudes toward the Jews; or
enabled some Christians to feel that they were
doing God's duty in helping kill JeWws or not >
stopping it-- then Chrlstlanity may be hopelessly
and fatally compromised (Greenberg 1977: 12)

- A

As. we ‘can gee, Greenberg's analysis leaves little-room for

Christiani d %o escape the grave implications of the
Holoeeust Yet in spite of this judgment the author .
believes that the Chrlstlan confrontatlon w1th its role .
durlng the Holocaust may prove to be a bqaf for its religious
development The eraditatlon of the Teaching of Contempt may
free-the authentic mGoqus of lofte from..f[ils] incubus of
evil and hatred" (Greenberg 1977:25):‘ Sueh a deconstruction
\

elears the way for an ultinate reconstruction.

¢ N N -
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response to the Holocaust9
Fackenheim recommends that Christians must recognize that

. %he “Gbod News that God saves 1n the Chrlst is itself broken

4 Nazi "Final Solution". It is for this reason that Féckenheim
' heralds the behavior of those few Christians who resisted the
spirit® of Nazism. These acts are the source for the
Chrisxian EEEEEE% attesting to "the Word made flesh;. Yet,

this Christian Tikkun is only a partial mending. Fackenhein.
continues to emphasige that the death camp neéiity.rthdres

‘Christian belief. )
’ ';‘ . i |

, meaning of Ege divine atonement. Fackenheim believes it ig

impossible to geuinely<advocate that the crucifixion
v1car1¢3sly atoned for all possible sin. ‘For in the _case of

b\ .
the Holoﬁaust Fackenheim * asks, "(w )here is’ that sin

-

vicariously atoned9" (Fackenhelm 1982: 285) Thef atonement ss

explalned in Christian theology is overcome by 'the monstrous
evil'of the Holocaust experience. Bagiceally, Fackenheim

. L
underscores the need for Christiang to eradicate their belief

-

in a rea11ZEd redemptlon. Instead Chrlstlan theology must

. cultlvate a sense fon the radical unredeemed nature of the

world. v e oLy

A

We have alresdy noted Cohen's concern for appiying,his

3 N
®

. .

Marcionite impulse.of Christianity, and ‘the shortcomings of

~ the Church. Tt is thesd very kinds of limitations sad -

[

Tt

- - .
- - . 4

What kind of issues, then, constitute a genuine Chrlstian f

by" (Fackenhelm 1982:279) the Chrlstlan failure to re81st the‘

One result:of this rupture is the necessity.td rethink: the. -

'hermeneutic of suspicion, and _thus far, it has revealed the .
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‘QHQiguities tiat should guide the post-Holocaust Christian
r;const?uction. In this light, Cohen, like fackenheim, :
believes it is impossible for Christians to suggests that

Jesus'! death atoned for the sins of humankind. ﬁe writes;

"I cannot believe that any Christian theology “f God who hes

.already saved can make much sense after the tremendum.,."
(Cohen 1981:.76-77).\ Cohen, therefore, aiso advocates the
neéd to aff}fm a fragmenfed poét-Holocaust reality. The—‘

" incorporation of this perspective will allow Christians to\ .
expdnge the triumphant and supersessionary attitiges, /
dependent as they are on "a God who has already savéd".

In Irving Greenberg's case, the concern for the unredeemed
nature of the.pos%-Holocaust reality reemerges. However,
Greenberg goes farther than either:Fapkenheim'or Cohen in ~
suggesting possible fé}nterpretations of Christiap doctrine.
For Greenﬁerg, thg Christian response to the unfolding
covenant must aSandén;the belief in the Incarnation. Its
nessage emphasizes divine intervention, implying-that only
God's Grace ;edeems the human being. After‘Auschwitz; this
concept is no longer apprbpriate. What needs tonbe pfomofed
'is the ideal of human pért;cipation in the process of
redemption. The freedom to engage in this religious
activity, however, is éfficacious only in aﬂ unredeemed&
wo.ld. .

j

(reenberg carries forward his analysis by offening

/
. '

alternative interﬁretations\of the crucifixion, and the
resurrection. He understands the traditional reading of the

_crucifixion to stress that“"frpe victory 1s the renunciation



19

~of power" (Greenberg 1982:79) which implies that salvation is
achieved outside of history. Hdwééer, Greenberg suggests
that the crucifixion may be best understood as a symbol for
"the pngoing unredeemed nature of the sociopoliﬁical"reality“'
(Greenberg 1982:80). In a similar fashion, he regarks that
_the resurrection should have "(a)n evocative rather than fa] .-
manifest" (Greenbeﬁg 1982:85) meaning. What tﬁegauthor‘tries//<rf
to communicate by these revisions, is a-sense of the ' |
hddenness of God after the Holocaust. In the post=Holocaust .
*+ age, -the divine presence is more ambiguous, and’ the human
encounter with God less Aecisive, What 1s important is for
Christians to take full responsiﬂility for their beliefs, and
the behavior tpéy provoke, The thrust of Greenberg's.
reinterprétation "presages a major new emphasis on worldly.
redemption, personal responsibility, and human cocreativity
in Christianity" (Greenberg 1982:85).
' N In many Ways,vit appears that Fackenheim, Cohen and
Greenberg are familiar®with the post-Holocaust Christian
. argument, and they do not radically diverge from its critique.
Each thinker affirms that a Christian confrontation with the
Holocaust is a prgrequisite‘fd} a fruitful dialogue. Perhaps
Féckehhgim's analysis best describes why this is the case.
The distinction in "being" between the Aryan and the
non-Aryap are categories that disturblany facile iesolution
to probleﬁs dividing the Jewish;and Christian communitiés.’
The resonances of these terms confronts the Je% with chi%ling
possibilities, Undoubtedly it is a queétiqn of trust. But,

. the wounds of the Holécaﬁst run deep; and one mﬁst perform a

4
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thorouéh éxaminatiqh of the illneés before the method of
.treatment can be known., In this'way, Fackenheim is directly
challenging Christianity to consider to existential impact
of the Holocaust eré,before entering into abstract
discussions of ips tragic meening.

_Anothér concern of‘these Jewish theologians is the
relationship between Christianity and the Holdcaust. Although
'Eaékenheim is heéiténtqto implicate Christianity as one of ‘

* the régt causes of the Holocaust, he nevertheless, affirms a
definite connection. Greenbérg's analysis aﬁpegrs to follow
«Ruether's basic £hesis, whiie allowing a gréatef cpmpaés for

the Teaching of Coﬁtempt.‘ HOWeyer; with Cohen's examination '
of the Marcioniteqdocfrine, we eﬁcounter.a unique
interpretapion.

The key to ungerstandiné'Cohen's argument is the idea
that Marcion merely exaggerated an implicit logic of New: - .
Testament'theology. éohen ;iluétnates that Marcion's
Position is pgi a small step away fme the supersessionary
and triumphant aspects of traditional cliristology. “I‘believe

- the profunaity of this insight becom;s'evident when we

" compare Cohen's interpretation with'ﬁuether's.,

At first glance, i£ appears {lat\Cohen is simply poin}ing
out that thé anti-Judaic sentiment is fundamental\{o’the
Christian world view. Ruether also forwards this
observation, but she afrives at a mare?tentative conqlueion.
Ruetier's examination of the "left-hand of christology"

uitimately suggests that it may have contributed to-‘the

antisemitic milieux that lead to the Holocaust. Yet in spite '

]
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( of this {elazionship, there still exists a necessary bond
with Judaism. As we noted in chapter two, Ruether explains
éﬁhf ghe anti-Judaic element of Chriséian éhought was basic
to the messianic affirmation pf Jesus, and for Christian o
r/// ‘~Self-understanding. ‘A}thoug§‘this.coﬁnection is severely

‘negative, it is an essential point of contact. Thus, the °

influence of Christian antisemitism on the Holocaust is
:tempered by this requisite association with the parent faith.
Cohen's consideration of Marcion, however; seems to
deconstruct Ruether's "buffer zone" between Christian .
anti-Judaism and the Holocaust. Cohen's cribiqpe insinuates
that the Marcionite doctrine, with its harsh dualism between
the good Christian and the evil Jew-~ the sons of lightness

and the sons of dérkness-- represents a more drastic form of

the "left-hand of christology". Perhébs this underside of
the left-hand might be described as the "nefarious-hand". We
can charécterize it as a dormant, but constant comﬁanion of
the left-hand éf christploéy.3 Aé such, there is a
distinct possibility that this nefarious-hand represents a
sub-tradition of Christioan thought, which is not only
anti-Judaic, but advocates the grasure of Judaism. According
to Cohen, it was this element of Christianity that was

llbreviﬁed by the pro-Nazi Christian theologians and "enacted at

(" Auschwitz",
Cohen's critique of the Marcionite doctrine, therefore,
points toward a deeper kind of anti-Judaism than Ruether had

- ~anticipated. Ultimateiy, this disclosure compounds the

. ' gravity of the Christian relationship to the Holocaust. The
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task for the post=Holocaust Christian thinker is not only the
eraéication of the Teaching of Contempt, but the exposure of
the Teaqhing“gi‘ébliteration.

Although Cohen's master example of theological
deconstruction is not matched by either Fackenheim or
Greenberg, all three thinkers concur that theological
req}sion should be a priority of the post-Holocaust
. Christién. One common denominator resulting from the Jewish
and Christian theological reconstruction,-is the character
'and nature of the post-Holocaust reality. Both groups
recommend developing a sense for the unredeemed.nature of the
world., For the Christian thinker this means undermining the _
belief in a realized eschatology. Instead, Christians should
stress that redemption has "not yet" occurred. As we noted
in chapter two of this thesis, the concern for the fragme£¥éd
nature of the post-Holocaust age is a pri y dimension of
the Christian‘argument. Fackenheim, Cohen, and Greenberg,
affirm that this ambiguity must guide all theblogical
~exposition, whether Jewish or Christian.:

Where the Jewish interpretation eventually differs from
the Cnristian analysis, concerns assessing the gravity of the
Holocaust challenge. Judging from our examination in chapter
two, one of the main .questions for the Christian theologilan
is; "how can we reconcile ourselves to the Christian
conception of God in light ol the anti-Judaic tradition and
its relationship to the Holocaust?'" The Jewish theologians,

however, state the matter more succinctly. In their own

struggle with this event they ask; '"why did God abandon the



Jeﬁish people duriﬁé the Holocaust?" When they turn to
reflect on fhe Christian dilemma, we find this question
inversed: “why did the Christians abandon God during the
Holocaust?" b g

This question is largely championed by Fackenheim and
Cohen. Although Fackenheim'directs his accusation at

% Christians in general, while Cohen addresses the Church and
*&ifs leaders, thei; concerns caﬁ be neatly paﬁalleled. Both
these thinkers attempt to steer Christian attention toward

‘miheir failure to believe in_J;;ﬁs Christ" (Cohen 1982:438).
It is this notion of betraying the Christian ideal that
surfaces in their critigue. '

However, éuch an analysis seems unconstructive, and ’
"un-deconstructive”. Pirst, most religious communities could
be shown to fall short of the ideals of their tradition.
Aside from this qbvious counteﬁlpoint, Packenheim's and

¢ Cohen{s understanding of the ﬁunction of an "ideai", lacks
depth and sensitivity. ﬁBoth thedlogians could benefit from
the ethical insight of Maétin Buber. He perceptively -
understood that "'(t)here is no firmly established law,
formuwlated once and for all, ...but only the Word of God and
our current situation which we have to learn by listening. We

do not have codified.principles that we can consult. But we

\must understand the situation and the moment'" (Mendes-Flohr

1983:20). It may be that the Christian community should
reflect upon their misunderstanding of the Holocaust
situation, but it is unrealistic to suggest they "failed to

believe in Jesus Christ".

-
Q
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The implied criticism that Christians were unable to
emulate the behavior of Jesus, represents the second
difficulty with this accusation of betrayal., It reflects a
simplistic and one-dimensiofpal understgnding of the person .

’Pinsight" neglects to account for

and figureq of Jesus,
the élethora of views and interpretations of Jesus a; the
Chrisz. The Qiewpoint.of Fackenheim and Cohen infers an
Observable essence to the Christian tradition: an essence
judged to have been abandoned. This concern simply reduces
the complexity of Christian theology, and enhances the
pointedness of Fackenheim's and Cohen's critique. But, it
does not assist the Christian struggle to confront the
Holocaust.

Another difficulty with the Jewish examination of
Christianity are the reinterpretations of the Christian root
experiencés. This is particularly evident in Greeberg's
analyé%s of the crucifixion and the resurrection. In the
same way that it is illegitimate for Christians to define the
meaniné of Jewish identity, so too is it inappropriate for N
Jews to comment on whgi*authentic’Qhristianity should entail.
It is inauthentic for those outside the Christian community
of faith to prescribe their theological stories.' But, one is
not barrpgd from revealiné beliefs that may be a source of
injustice, even if it be another's theology. 1In this sense,
Jewish rgfleciion on the.Christian anti~Judaic tradition and
its relationshib to the Holocaust is a legitimate exercise.,

dné more central issue of the Jewish response to

Christianity, concerns the Christian understanding of the

T
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‘holds true for the Christian community as well.
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modern State of Israel,” This matter, primarily advanced by
Fackenheim, suggests that Chrlstlans can demonstrate their
repentence for their actlons during the Holocaust, by
actively supporting the Jewish.State. This brings us to a
mpst.delicate topic: what do Christians think of the State
of Israel? David Hartman has observed-that Israel hatufgll;
"invites ideological passions" (Hartman 1987:229) from the

Jewish people, As our next section illustrates, this also

©

Post-Holocaust Christian Attitudes

Toward the State of Is;ael

One;litmus test of Christian yiliingne§§ to engaé% in
genuinekdialogue, is to examine fheir attitudes toward the
State of Israel. The Jew's relationship to the State is a
vital aspect of their:self-ggderstanding. Israel incarnates
an historic sense of communal responsibility for the destiny
of tﬁe Jewish peoble and, more concretely, provides a place
for fhe,Jew in this world. This last factor is espebially
significant after the Holocaust., Israel raises the Jew from
a powerless political situation, allowing the means to pursue
self-determination, Thus, a thorough comprehension of the
purpose of Israel is fundamental for a productive exchange.
Such a perspective acknowledges the contemporeinty of the
Jews as a people affecting the course of history: and, it
rgzognizes the continuing vaiidity of Judaism within this

newfound political autbnom&.
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The initial reflections of Rosemary Ruether seem to
support the above sentiments. Sﬁe understands that "(i)f
there is'aﬁ'answer to the Holocausg, it is for the Jews the
State of Israel" (Ruether 1979:252). However, Ruether

éﬁggests that this "answer" must Be interpreted in .its prbper
‘context The author firmlﬁ stresses that thé Jewish return
to Israel is not the "dawn of our redemptlon"' the grave
political difficulties of Israel undermine any such an
interpretation. What Ruether is referring.to here, is the
Israeli "oppression" of the Palestinian population. She
feels that the injustice of this situation constitutes a
Jewish betrayal of the Holocaust experience. She writes tnat

(f)or the Jewish people, the answer flung into
the teeth of the .Holocaust is "never,-never
again". Does this mean only that "never, never

_again" will the Jews be vietims? Or does this
mean that never, never again will anybody be
victims, Jews, but also Palestlnlans° (Ruether

1979:254)

This passage suggests that the Jewish preoccupation with
sur&ival has eclipsed their concern other victims of
powerlessness.4 This most serious accusation underscored
Ruether's diappoinfmént with Israel: a sentiment she finds
lacking among Jews. According to Ruether: only when Israel
achieves "that better righteousness of 3halom without
victims" (Ruether -1979:254) will the redemptive understanding
”of Israel be credible. Until fhat time, "(w)e have only

grubby, mean, human success under sinful conditions" {Ruether

1979:254).
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This latter thought is developed in depth in one of her
most~recept articles, "Zioniém anﬁ the Ideological

s ;ﬁanipulation of Christian Groups". Here Ruether asserts that
Israeli'Jews and some Diaspora‘communities, are collabofating
to convince Christians to supporf Israel without‘coﬁcégp for
its political activities. A powerful weapon in this Zionist
propaganda is the resolute nurturing of Christian guilt'for ’.”
the events of the'HOloqaust. Throﬁéh such a strategy,

i Christians are goaded to view Israel as "a messianic sign of
Jewish vict;ry over the Holocaust" (Ruether 1987:63). This

/  reasoning, thereby, equates anti-lsfaeliﬁviews with;
antisemitism and the precipitation of5another Holocaust.
Consequently, Christians cannot demur support without
incrimination. Ruether cites the Vatican's refusél to
formally recognize Israel as a typical target of such Zionist |
préssures.‘ On thisiparticular issue, Ruether sides with the
Pope's appraisal which stresses that "recognition of Judaism
as a valid religion and recognition of a Jewish state as a
political entity are totally separate issues" (Ruether
1987:64) .

Beyond this reference to Papal author{ty,'Rﬁether

A\l

recommends that the Jewish right to Israel rests on a

congpicuous reading of history. The author tables tﬁree
possible objections. . FPirst, she considers it "doubtful that
most modern Jews are descendants of ancient Hewbrews"
(Ruether 1987:66) since intermarriage was a common OCCurance
throughout Jewish history. Her second objection,;based on

R o " archeological findings, suggests that "it is very unlikely.
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that the ancient Hebrews'were ever the sole residénts of
Judea and Samaria" (Ruether 1987:66). Finally, and perhaps
ultimately, Ruether asks how one cén “take seriously the
claim that God gives any racial-ethnic group épgcific land?"
(Ruether 1987:663 In effect, Ruether belie{es that the
justificatiop for a Jewish Israel is constructed on obsolete
historical and'théological presuppositions. ‘

Pawlikowski's attitude %gyard the State of Israel.is
Chgracterized by its absence., The most thorough examingtion
of the State of Israel occurs under the heading,
"Incarnational Chfistology and thé Jewish Land Tradit%on".
Essentially, Pawlikowski summarizes the religious view toward

P "land" in the Jewish tradition. He affirms that "land is iﬁ

fact no less essential than.peopiehobd with resped; to the
. carrying out of Isfael's'redemptive vocation" (Pawlikowski <
1982:129). What. the author avoids discussing is that the
land is the modern State of Israel, to which the Jews have
réturned in full force. , s ¢
Claire Huchet-Bishop has noted that /P'awlikqwski's &

indifference to this momentous event is continuous with the
Chupchﬁs response, According to this critic, thg'ch\rch's

withdrawal "into what it claims to be Christian impartiality"

(Huchet-Bishop 1977:184) toward Israel, is actually a

defensive reaction. The Jewish return to Israel contradic£

the teaching of the exiled Jew, forever wandering due to

.

their'rejection.of the messiah Jesus, Therefore,, the Churéh~

e
Vi

prefers to ignore the contradiction by ignoring Israel.

'Doctrines aside, Huchet-Bishop believes that such silence

¢
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" only serves to support the enemies of Igraei, ;jgfitique that
necessarily extends to include Pawlikowski. .

With Pranklin Littell, we encounter a view which Ruether
highly criticized., Littell bérceivea“a definate connection.
between Christian cultural antisemitism and anti-Zignism. The
péint of contact is revealgd by the nature of the criti@ims.‘

He feels that Israel is judged by "the customary double
standard...[which] finds fault with the Jews whatever they
think or do" (Littell 1975:95). For Littell this observation
. is evinced by the lack of official church support, and the
absence of Western political backing. He suggesés such
vresponses are conditioned by the Christian belief that
"nothing important happens between .the Ascensidn and the -
Second Coming..." (Littéll 19%5:96) Indeed, the .foundation
of Israel exposeé ?he inadequacy of this perspective. In its
place, thtell offers the followiné intérpretation: .
(t)he cfucifixion and resurrection of the
. Jewish people is a sign that God is not mocked,
that pride brings the biggest battalions low in
the end, that the Aufﬁbr and Judge of history

blesses the Suffering Servant and brings the
human hero low (Littell 1975:98-99).

i

¥

Therefore, the restoraéioh of Israel provideé an important
religious insight for Littell. It illustrates that the Gdd:

. of the Jews and "true" Chriétians 8till reigns sup}éﬁe, and’
the genuine devotee is rewardéd: ‘Thus, fhe ultima??t
religious model for the post-Holocaust age is the suffering
servant: this is the truth to be grasped.

Perhaps the most involved examination of Israel is

presented by Alice'and Roy Eckardt. They suggest that the

- .
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majority of Christians do not truly comprehen&ffhe° ~ "
: significant role Israel plays in the life of a Jew. 'As they..

(N ] 4

‘*'1 . A Y + ]
remark, "Eretz Yisrael forms the answ8r to almost two .

thousand“‘y*ears” of Jewish de;t‘ense:ﬁesgness'\ ( Bckardt.and ‘
Eokards 1982:135). ‘In this depiction, Zionism'is a -
liberating force guldlng Jews to a land where it would be ’ gii,
possivle.to build a réfuge aga;nst oppression. It is for
i’ " this reason that Rby Eckardt desgribés "(tlpe State df‘Israel
...[as] & simgular Jewisﬁvceleﬁration of life. This alone
makessit a religiousapﬁengménonxva hymn to thé Creator of
life" (Bckardt 1986:39). | S e
Mig latter sta@;ment'%akes on specfETJemphasis because of
’ ‘ the Holodausmj; Howevef; the author is g}ick to note,that‘
the Jewish State of is not the causal ef%éc@ of éh? vs
Holocaust. Although thésegtwo events are inextr?bébly bound,
i; is a relation 'preceeded by "(t)he abi@;ng Jewish link to-
.Kﬁ‘t - the 1and"’(Eckarqt 1986:39). He recognizes that tﬁe‘Jewish
péople have always defined themselved in reference t6 Isfael.
T@iS‘consé;ousness was aliveciong before eiéher Zionisem or
“"the Holocaust came 40 be. ‘Thus Tor Fckardt, Zionism and
B Judaiém‘are npt separate éntities, but” share Ehe same .
heritage, symbol, and meaning. L \
Eckardt's 1nvestigatlon éf the centrallty of the State of '
Israel,Pls matched only by his understanding of the Christian.
dilemma over the eX1stenpe of the Jewish State. He believes

that , . * , i . . R . \
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' (t)he refusal or inability of some Christians
to accept the State of Israel is & ~
twentieth-century variation upon traditional
Christian denial 6f Jewish rights and idtegrity.
The treatment of Israel as a nation very largely
recapitulates the treatment of the, Jewish people
throughout Christian history. Insofar as ]
anti~-Zionism and anti-Israelism reject the right
of Jewish collective self-determination, wpile

~ supporting other laic and national collectives;
they incarnate antisémitism (Eckardt, 1986:74-75).

4

The above description of the Christian-Jewish/Israelite

. rélationship %s not made without regard for the Palestinian

"people. The author is well aware of their hopes for an

autonomous homeland. In fact, Eckardt believes that one of

the paramount lessons of the Holocaust recognizes that "(i)t

1s the minority peoples of’ this world who need political

sbvereinty the most if they are to proteéﬁ themselveé, to
survive, to prosper!" (fckardt 1986:14é).. What he’%oes object
to, howeVver, are critics of Israel who ignore the potential

Paleséznian threat to Jewigh existence. The Ejkardtsd

suggests that these critics "demand of Israel...what...[they}.
#il to ask of the Arabs" (Eckgrdtdahd Eckardt 19§2:136). In"

A
this light, the Eckardts forward a fair appraisal of the

Israeli situation. They understand the pivitol place Israel

‘0

~holds wit%in Jewish neligious consciousness; they comprehend

its profound political implications for Jewish'life; and ,»
they are sensitive to the Palestinian sjruggle. LT

In coﬁparison to this thortugh presentation by the

]

'Eckardts, Ruether's aﬁalysis‘sqems'distortative. T bélieve

that her difficukties with the State of Israel are similan to

her problems with the Jewish religion in general. - In both

<
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cases, Ruether v1ews the Jewishupeople as'a covenantal*

o e e e e b T

'éommunity only. As a result, she negates the ethnic
dlmen31on of Jew1sh self—deflnitlon.5 This repudiation hag (”b”
obv1ous ramlflcatiogs when discussing the State of Israel,
for it is not merely a nation-state, but a‘ggzigg State.
Ruether's awkwardness with Jewish ethnicity érises in her

»

4comménts on the befrayél of the Holocaust experience.
Although she suggests that the unjust treatment of
Palestinians is the root of the betré&al, her conclusions
reveal other concerns. She writes that for this nation to
pursue its own self-interesfs "like all\other nations is an
.sbandonment of Israel's election” (Ruether 1979:254). This
statement discloses two related bbints: first, it suggests
tpat the "true* Israel (i.e., a‘covenantai community) is
abolished by political empowerment: second, such a deducti&g
exposes her Western- Chrlstlan bias toward the separatlon of ‘~'
rellglon and state.

The first suggestién not only exemplifies Ruether's
'pré};uﬁdﬁ.oe against an ethnic Israel, but it forms her own
befrayal 5f the Bolocaust experience. As Fackénheim and

. Greenberg tiressly remind us, it was, the absernce of political
empowerment that almost abolished IsLael. Thus, Ruetber 8
undervaluing of the Jewfé political indeperdence marks a
‘regression to a pre-Holocaust orientatien. The.second psint
, 11Iuminates the author's assugytion that the eeparation of
religlon and state is- the "correct" (1.e., the modern~Western
Christian perspective) pattern of apcial organization. .

Ruether's unwillingness to consider alternntive,pélitical

h
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‘ visions undermines her crifique\of Israel,. because Israel is

- 'an experiment in politica; alternatives. _Israel represents a

| cons01ous attempt to establish a modern progresszve nation
with an acute sense of its religious heritage,*meaning, ‘and
Purpose, kRuether's oversight of this factor divulges her
unfamiliarity with the historical and political'development
of Israel. Without such knowledge, it is impossible 'to
understand the unique problems that confront the Jewimh
State, and tlierefore, equally impossible to provide %:i,
insightful resolutions. | \

What, then, is-Ruether's proposal for a 1ast1ng peace in
Israel”r She fuggests that the way toward Shalom w1thout
victims "lies under the shadow of the crucified me551ah. We.
can taste its first fruits only when each are willing to

»~sacr1flce somethlng of our own so that the other may live"
(Ruether 1979 255). Thus, it appears that Ruether's response
to the Jewish struggle is the Chrlstlan answer to salvation:
an answer that resonates with triumphalism. Similarly, the
demand for a Shalon without victims shares in this triumphant
perspective. It represents an unreallstlc request, one that
presupposes a Utoplan view of moral and ethical  conduct. - In

> jresponse to this, we can only reiterate the wisdom of Martin
Buber: that ideals are not ipmutible laws or codes, but
flexible guidelines for an 1nexact but caring 1nvolvement. The

) "project" of Israel represents Just such an 1ntrom1581on. The

fact that it is imperfect, that it is not a "Shalom without
4" ‘ victims", does,not underminefits significance. Indeed, this

very precariousness denotes Israel's astondishing presence,
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life, and'actgaiijy.

Ruether's determinat}on‘to unde{mine ﬁhe-import of Israel’
culminates in her tripartite objection to the Jewish heir
presumptive., The task here is not to challenge,%he author's

\ " . "evidence" against the Jewish right to Israel, but to pointv‘
out that Ruether aotual}y infringes upon the right to Jewish

' self-definition. Whether the modern Jew is a true decendant
of the aﬁbient‘Hegggys or not, is unimportant. The fact -
remains that the Jewish people have chosen to understand |
themselveé'in this‘way, and continue to discover mea&%ng—éﬁd
direction through this story. Ruether's repudiation merely
represents another story, one which most Jews would“find
derogatory. Her suggeétion that the Jewish, conception of God
should not be taken "seriously" indicates the depthvof‘the
author's triumphant bent. I find the only possible rejoiner
to be; "how can dne.take seriously a modern post-Holocaust
theologian who lacks sensitivity toward religious pluralism?"

Concerning Pawlikowski's attitude toward Israel, there is

. 1little need to go beyond the criticisms of Huchet-Bishop.. She

.implies that Pawlikowski's indifference to the Jewish State
éonsiderab}y limits his penchant for sincere dialogue. To~‘

* ignore the State of Iérael; is at the same time, to disregard
the still-existing-Jewish-people. But, if Pawlikowski is not
;onveréing with then, then exactly whs is he addressing? _

We intimated eailier that Littell's encounter with the
State of Israel represents a more sophisticated underetahding
_ @hah either Ruether or Pawlikowski. However, Littell is not
without his own difficulties. When we reconsider pia \'

N ]
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interpretation of the Holocaust-Israel experience as thé -
“cruci#ixion and resurrection of the Jewish people", it seems
he perpetuates "the Suffering Servant Syndrome" once again.
This perspective ultimately-impligsythat Israel is the rewérd
for. enduring the Holocaust. - Littell" s réasoning inevitably
ﬁndercuts the "human hero" and "human pride", preferring to
focus upon the v1ct1m as God's faithful servant. However,
,uhe very foundatlon of Israel may be understood to rest on
the resilience of the human hero and human priag. Indeed, it
was the Jewish hero and their Jewish pride which lead and
inspired'the Jewish people to take control o% their destiny.
In light of this, Littell's story illustrates that hé too
. does not fully coﬁprehend the historical developmént of
Israel. Consequently,'his dialogué would have‘a limited
affect on the modern‘Jer.' o -
If there is a hope for a fruitful Christian~-Jewish
* dialogue, it resides with Alice 5nd Roy Bckardt. Their
* knowledge of Jewish post-Holocaust theology, and the me;ning
of Israel within these writings, is surpassed by none. In
mépy vays, their deliberations on Israel Serve as a‘direct
coqnteq arguﬁeﬁt to Ruether. Inédvertently, the ‘Eckardts”
_underscore Ruether's prohlep‘in the following passége. They
‘ask; | | '
is there sémething more grievous than saying
that Christians understand the meaning and goal
of Judaism and the promises and intentions of God
better than Jews do? Yes, at least one thing: %o
do this while claiming that we are not doing ift.
Christian triumphalism is unfortunate enough, but
it is not as unfortunate as the triumphalism that

denies, or does not see, the trutlh the that is
being triumphalist (Eckardt and Eckardt 1982:97).
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This passage may be said to represent the purpose of our
second chapfer. As we concluded there, the Eckardts are not
beyond their own ob;ervations on Christian triumphalism.
Nevertheless, their statement illuﬁinates one of the main
‘difficulties with Ruéther'slreflections on the State of
Israel: an implicit triumphalism. Roy Eckardt suggests that
it is the "Christocentric polemig [ihaﬂ still feeds ? |
-conscious and beibw-conscious anti-Israelism in the church of
today" (Eckardt 1986:78). Thus, Christian antisemitism and
anti~-Israelism are not separate issues as Ruether would like
to‘believe. The Eckardts' récognition of this basic point
could well lead the Christian community toward an equitable
dialogue with the Jewish people. It grasps the importance

of Israel fof Jewish self-understanding, and it intimates the
primary Christian problem with Israel's existence., Until
this is realized by Christians, their comments and critiques
arg bound to be prejudiced by other concerns that will lead
from diqlogue toward conflict,

)

Conclusion

It is obvious from our reflections that the post-Holocaust
Jewish-Christian dialogue is still in 1its initial stages.
Because of this, bofh factions include careless statements
and conclusions that betray their lack of understanding. To
compensate, each group tries to éimplify the other, giving

the impression of a sound analysis and critique., Such

difficulties seem to be part of the dialogue's compleXx
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nature. The Jewish and Christian theologians are not only
conversing with each other, but are aiso debating with their
own communities of faith for a post-Holocaust theological
revision. In a similar fashion, these thinkers must also
illustrate thatAJudaism and dhristianity have value for each
other. This is not an easy undertaeking. Only after these
discussions have taken place is it possible to encounter the
specific issues of the post-Holocaust Jewish-Christian
dialogue.

However, there are other limiting aspects of t?is dialogue
that, reflect well roéted Jewish and Christian prejudices. One
such instance concerns Fackenheim and Cohen's accusation of
the Christian feilure to "believe in Jesus Christ" and,
Ruether's suggestion that Israel is religiously insignificant
becauée it has failed to actualizé a "Shalom without
victims". This mutual slight is merely an attempt to weaken
the other through-accussations of moral inferiority. Both
points are impetuous and reveal a latent animosity between
the two factions. It is an animosity that overcomes their
mutal emphasis on the unredeemed nature of the post-Holocaust
world. As our comparison %o Buber illustrated, Fackenheim,
Cohen, and Ruether imply that ethical principles are beyon&
the taint of an unredeemed reality. Yet, the surprising
point is, thathall three thinkers would 1ikely‘agree with
Buber's interpretation. ' In tﬂis light, their accusations of
betrayal may indicate that something else is at work here-—-
anger.

If the above observation proves anything, it is that there
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© is mueh rooxln for progress in this 'Jevfish-Chr;l.stiaig di’alogﬁe.
‘Undoubtedlb, anger'is bound to play & role in the 1ﬁitia1 |
dis;:ussions,- perhaps a cathart‘ic one. 'Wha.’ce'ver the case, it
is evident that the po:t-Holocaugt theologians have taken an
important step to'wé.rd a meaningful JFewish-Christian

_encounter.”

o
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We post-War thinkers are less. concerned with
the revealed character of the true God or the
true character of nature than with the survival
of a truly .human society. In asking for a truly
human society we put the question of truth once
more; but our specific endeavour is the living
realization of truth in mankind .
(Rosenstock-Huessy 1970:2).

True or false? .
Are the Jewigsh and Christian post-Hoiocaust theologians
"gearching fo}‘a truly human society"? Such a concern would
seem to be an obvious goal in light of the uﬁhuman quality of
the Holocaust world. However, at this stage of the
deliberations, the answer is "ns“. The Jewigh and Christian
theological confrontation with the Holocaust may be a
necessary prelude béforeusuch a search can be carried out.
Perhaps only by cémprehending the most horrible event in P t
human history’can we then lea}ﬁ how not to live, and thereby, -
” discover how we should live. O0f course, thig)reasoning -
implies that there are lessons to be’culléd from the
Holocaust experience: lessons that will direct the human

being toward a more authentic form of life. TYet, the

post—Holbcaust thqplogians,suggest that even an apodictic

interpretation of this event may be inappropriate.
What, then, do we learn about living in the post-Holocaust

age? What is it that we must realize before we can begin to

gearch for that truly humen society? And, is there g
. ‘ ~<,

' e
gignificant difference between the Jewish and Christian
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conqeptions of where to sta§t such a reconstruction? By
sumﬁarizing the nature of the Holocaust challenge for both
communitiés of faith, we may be able to beﬁter‘aqdfesé these
’questioné.

The Jewish theologians consider the Holocaust to undermine
'trust in|the presupp081tlons of belief. This event
31gn1flcant1y alters our existence, and as a result,’ changes

the nature and character of the Jew's rei;?ionship with the

requires a parallel alteration of ﬁhe*expressions of faith.

'divine.JIn turn, this change in the religious world view
bifﬁerent stories are neé@ed to account for the Holocaust
experiénce; stories that orient the religious person within
this poét—Holocaust reality. Ultimately it is the question
of discontinuity with paSt expressions of faith that these
thiﬁkers address. This fundamental concern can be further
di?ided into 6ther questions: do we totally abandon these, | N
pas% expressions of faith and create new ones? Do we attempt
to affirm a potential for continuity within definite
limitations? Or do we suggest that, depite the Holocaust,'
continuity is agsured?

When we come to reflect upon the Christian dilemma, one
ﬁbuld expect to find different -questions from those pursued
by the Jewish community. 'Surprisingly, this is not wholly
geccurate. TFor the concerned Christian, the presuppositions
of thelr faith are undermined by the relationship between
Chrlstlan doctrine and the events of the Ho&G/;ust. The

Christian is compelled to alter their God-story, or risk

infecting the faithful with &n intense anti-Judaic sentiment.
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This conclusion changes the nature of the relationship with
ieéhs, and therefore, raises the question of-continuit&.
Thus, similar to the Jewisp community, the post-Holocaust
Christian theologian asks; do we totally abandon the past
expressions of féith and create new ones? Do we attempt to
affirm a potential for continuity within definite
limitations? Or do we suggest that, depite the Holocaust,
.continuity is assured?

Yet, within the above parailel there is an obvious

conﬁrast: the impact of the Holocaust on the exiﬁtential

situation. Por the Jewish people, the Holocaust concretely

changes their life. The cruel death of six million people is
a permanent atrophy. Contrary to this,.the Christia@
existential situation changes only insofar that a different
God-story is capable of affecting one's life. Barring this,
the Christian need not be‘rad%cally altered by the events of-.
the Holocaust. Futhermore, eﬁéﬁ if one were open to changing
the God-story, it remains a matter of choice. The Jeﬁ,‘on
the other hand, cannot logically choose to remain unéffeéted
by the Holocaust because it’is\an event that ‘touches the |
Jewish people. Therefore, the %asiéﬁdirection of the
Holocaust challenge is dissimilar. For the Jews, it arises
from within the experiences of the people and then confronts
their religious doctrines. TFor the Christians, the challenge-
arises from within their doctrine and then moves toward a
confrqntation with the community. .
Although the Holocaust challenge for the Christian

community seems less intense, this does not mean that it is
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.less drastic. Th;‘Jew is responding to an irrational event,
one which she or he did nothing to provoke. As such, the Jew
is the innocent Yictim of an evil that arises f;om_without.
For the Christian, the Holoéaust is not an.}rrakiqnal event.
Its happening ;P explaineds, in part, by the anti-Judaic |
teachings of,éhristian théology. As such, they are not an
innocent vietim, bgt a culpable agent of the event. Here the
e§i1 arises from ﬁithin. In effect, the Jew must battle with
the ﬁemory of a desperate hglplessness: the Christian must
battle with the awareneés of nurturing tﬁis helplessness:
Jewish religious expression is shown to be inadequate to
;espond tdhthe Holocaust evil: Christian religious
expression is shown to be inadequate because it is cdnnected
to this evil. What this comparison illustrates is that the
Holocaust oﬁallenge for Christianity is far from being
insignificant.

This symmetry between the Jewish and Christian engﬁunter

with the Holocaust, also yields some of the ultimate conéerns

that arise for the post-Holocaust religious thinker. Ultimate
concerns m;ght be described as principle values and beliefs
that direct the content of faith. These concerns represent
individual and communal priorities,that attempt to lead the
adherent toward fulfillment within their partlcular
sltuatiqn. As such they indicate the goals, or ends of the
reéponsive religious life. It is in this spirit of
unaerstanding that the post-Holocaust theologians have
offered their reformulatiohs of traditional faith.

One such u;;imafe concern is Revelation. TFor Fackenheim

t
b
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and the Eckardts, this topic revolved about the issue of the

Holocaust's uniqueness; .For vaing Greenberg, revglation was
interpreted as reoreientation. . Whgzifhese thiqkers.ére
trying to express is that God's int ractigwith the world is
an ongoing process. The divine presence did not disappear
with the giving of Torah or ;he resurrection of Jesus Christ.
Indeed, God is conétantly confronting tg§ human being in !
their daily life. The rbie of humankind is tb search for
authentic résponses to this encounter. The religious quest'
is life, aﬁd therefore, the events of life and the
machinations gf history, participate in the divine scenun.
This affirmation of God's "presence in history" presents
some obvious complications when considering the Holocaust.
Yet,, these theoloéians even%ually pro%ide aﬁ interpretation
that shapes the Holocaust as part of a divine encounter. How
is this possible? The evil nature of the Holocaust reality
demands a religious r;sponse. As such, it is an important
aspect of an encounter with God. It is not that God
engineered fhe Holocaust in order to communicate Her or His

desire for a theological rev181on but, that God would expecf

such a revision in light of this historical event /
Yet, ;n the case of the Holocaust, the danger of” ;' /
glbrifying'its uniqueness may lead to the divine ;‘ //
authentication of its evil. Dhis is most evident in Q/
Packenheim's interpretation. Por hinm, fhe Holocaust beg mes

a root experience for the Jewish religion.l This problem is -

» /
Pawlikowsi. TFor them, the Holoceust indicates an evolution

\
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humankind.,
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ato&ard a more sophisticated religlous consciousness. Cohen

this "da‘nger and stressed that humanity is
screéaming-- at God through the Holocaust, but God

The Holocaust has no part in t};'e:divine plan for
. ]

Nevertheless, it is an event that still has the
force to undermine our religious stories, si\nc_e they are @

. products of the human imagination. Thus, if the ﬁolgcaust is |,

i a revelation, it is a human one. ToO 'suggést ti’h{_at \this'
event somehow }llustrat‘es an’ ontological truth:—— as ' j' /‘
Fackenheim, Greenberg, Pawlikowski, and the Eckardts
v contend—- is a rellglous story that th"eatens genuine faith.

"o Another ultimate concern of post—Holécaust theolbgy is

Freedom., It has been intj.mated throughout our analysis that

3

7 the Holocaust marks the exorcn.sm ‘of morallty and’' human ’
. I 4
consc:.gnce. The death camp reality denote&2 the omega of

absolute }reedom, where one's wish becomes one's supreme
. - value. Pawlikows‘ki interpreted this development as a stage
. o R ,
» in the psychologicdal maturation of humanity. But, is this an

[N

appropriate understanding of freedom? Ins comparison to thisﬁ,

AL

s ) , "Cohen's distil‘actiosn”betwe’en freedom and caprice is most ~
enhghtemng, The author demonstrates that freedom is not

. ] the,ablllty to enact whim or fantasy,’ but to live within '

| .prescr:.beud boundaries and limitations, In th:’.s explanation, -.

Cohen seems to be addressing the misconceptior; that -

limitations. are necessarlly oppr%551ve. Cleérly, the

opposite. appears more accurate.,‘Without boundaries freedom .

losesyits form, and its direction., True freedom is the

conversion of caprié:ﬁtfnergy into a definite design. For

¥
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Cohen, 1t is the search for the.approprlate d951gn that
constitutes the post-Holocanst task » ‘ .

Thbgdesire to,eonstruct the correct design for

poét-Hol ust religious behavior, represents tq"ultimate

concern for #Divine Paradigm. The impression is, that 1f ’

the “proper" conceptlon of God and His or Her relation to
6 bY R

humanity can be created, then events like the Holocaust’'need

never occur again. This idea 4s particularlj prominent in
L 4

the Chrlstlan confrontatlon with the Holocaust. The
Christian; thinkers examined here belleyé/xhat if they expunge
the trlumphént and superse331onary aspect§ of Chrlstlan 4;

,doctrine, then sthe réligiogs’person‘will be guided toward a’

~

fair understanding of the Jewish religion and people; and as

‘a result, participate in a purified, more authentic

Christianity.
There seems o be no major difficulky with the above
depicfion of the function of paradigm. It is.logical to

believe that religious teachings have a §ignificaﬁt,impact o%,

the acfions of the adherent. To disregard this religious *~
. e .

i

influence on real life sifuations, admits fie irrelevency of

faith. If the method and content of religious education can

v
4]

be improved by a revised theology, then the post- Hoiécéusta .
thlnkers should continue towafd reformatlon and rénewal. '
The difficulty we confront here is not w1£h thpilntentlon
of rev151on,‘But with the actudl reconstructlona, We first
encountered this with Ruether's notion of Jesus as an’
eschafologica%,afgadigm of religious behaviof? The qpestion'

we considefed was; "why’tﬁis péradigm and nét,another?ﬁ - Why
’ o s S “ LN )




4

1]

146

) ' -
phould the Christian follow Jesus if he ?s only a model.for
ﬁﬁman behgvior? This same critique migh% also ﬂe applied to -
Cohen's reinterpretation of Torah as "theory™. Again, why
should réligious Jews incorpdrate the theory of Torah'into
their iives as opposed to another theory of behavior? I

believe this problem with paradigm indicates two important

: points. TFirst, that for the purposes of description and

ahalysis, understanding religion as paradigm may be helpfui,
iut it seems insufficient'to sustain a religious sentiment.
Second, people take the leapiof faith nof mefeiy/éé discover
how to act, but to be cléser to the "truth" of life. jThig
truth can provide :\Eecure ground for the development of
communitj, friendship, and love. Because of this, the
religious person is not only emulatiﬁg a model o; carrying on
a tradition: They are also creating a way of living that is
%pique to their partigular situat%on:. a process of
-participation aﬁd altéraﬁ}on. To act in thg world requifes{
faith, and not only an intellectuél decision %o actgalize a
‘pafadigm; o ) ‘ . ’5,r‘ | ‘_
Similar to the cqoncern for paradigm is- the inégspigation

of Resistance by Packenheim and Littell.‘ For,both~thinkers,

the key to posf—Holocaugt religious action resgides in the

v

example of those who resisted the Nazis. Fatkenheim found

hLS'priméry exémples in the death damp resistors, while

Li+tell noted those Christians who upheld a countercultur
. ’

o~

position against Nazism. This issue could have sodiblogic 1

¢

éignifibance if resistence indicates a kind of«rgvolutioﬂary

response to political oppression. TUndoubtedly, this is part
. - . N ' ¢

'Y
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of the meaning implied by Fackenheim and Littell. It
suggests that a remnant of consclentious people can affect
society by fighting against its injustices. In the final
.- analysis, it is a questién of power. Resistéﬁcp, as
described by these thinkers, is advanced from the perspective
of a powerleés community. We noted already how this ’
RO undermines Littell's hope for a Chrlstlan countercultuﬂr
‘\\ Christians are not a powerlegs group, and therefore, to
\‘h define them as a resisting counterculture constltqtes a
martyrology. But, could éhe same critiqué be applied to
Fackenheim? '

In chapter three of this»thégis, we noted Ruethef's
suggéstion thét.Israeli Jews and some\giaspora'groups, have
played upon Christian guilt for the Holocaust in order to

- gain suésort for the political policies of the Jewish State.
Essentlally, this crltlclsm ig leveled against the functlon
of the Holocaust ‘story in the Israeli gociety. Ruether
implies that it is used. to justify politieal triumphalism
agaiﬁst the Palestinians. _To extend her iﬁsight,'it may‘be

( true tha} the Holocaust story repfesents the Jewish

| equivalent of the "Suffering Servant Syndrome”.

+ Tackenhein's reflections on Jewish post-Holocaust life

suggests that its future resides with the "Résisfing

Servant". One result of this perception may be the
# confusion of the powerless "resisting servant" symbol with
the empowered Israeli. Since Packenheinm's underétandiﬁg of

resistance arises out.of the experiences of a powerless

community, is it legitimate to apply this story to g .
N ‘ ‘

LAY L e
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community which is no longer powerless? Fackenheim's use of
this symbol of resistance imﬁlies that the modern Jew is
Still battling the Nazi logic of destruction.- As one
Israeli minister of education explained it; "'...the
Holocaus% is not a national insanity that happened once and
passed, but an ideology that has not passed from this world,
and e;en today the world mayffondone ;rimes against us'"
(Liebman and Don-Yehiya 1984:56). What this passage éuggests
is that there is a fundamental sense Qf'continuity between
the death camp'reality and the trials of the State of Israel.
However, Israel is not a death camp. 'To‘Qake this connectfoﬂ
may serve to sanction political attitudes and actiohs that
areoinappropriate for the situation. 1In this way, the
Hblocaust story may functioh ;n‘the same manner as Christian
marpyrology. For, how can a 'powerless group of resisters be
oppressive? ‘

Despite this ‘potential ﬁanger with the resistance story,

‘1t does point toward the virtues of.Co-Responsibility and

Co-Creativity. Perhaps more than the other ultimate

concerns, these latter issues may represent the primary

post=Holocaust values. According t6 Greenberg and “

Pawlikowski, the Holocaust demands that humanity cultivate a .

sense for their mﬁtgal interdeéendence, and the need pd work
tcgether for fréedom and peace. Yet, co-responsib}lity and
co-creativity also describe fhe rglationship between the *

individual and the divine pfesence. Humankind has a mission

to fuifill with the Creator. Each party is therefore

responsible to the other for the fate of this project. At

g

®

1

-
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the same time, this covenant of shared responsiveness
necéssaril& incorporates a co-creativity: humanity and God

working in unison toward the redemption of the world.

The above concerns come closest to Rosenstock-Huessy's

call to search for that truly human sociéty. In this sense,

Pawlikowski and Greéenberg éeem to be willing to suggest that
the Holocaust does have impof%éﬁtulessons to be absorbed, and
enacted, Co~-responsibility and co~-creativity imply that

there is hope for humankind after Auschwitz; that there are

positive steps to be taken that will usher in a better world.

Hdwever, do these positive steps, these "ultimate
concerns'", actually arise from a true confrontation with the

Holocaust? The cohcernxfor Revelatibn,—for example, seems to

-merely reaffirm Buber's and Rosenzweig's interpretation.

Their mutual concern for understanding God's presence in
history, and the way we encouner the divine, does not appear
to be significantly altered by the'post-Holocaust

reformulation. Similarly, the issue of Divine Paradigm also

458

. not need the Holocaust to suggest that Jesus is a human being

only, or that Torah is simply a guide t%e right living. The

reflections on Freedom continue this trend, as the discussion
4

concentrates on the freedom of humanity to commit evil in the
&

presencd of the divine. With the concern for Resistance, we

[

‘can do no better than to reiterate Steven Katz's insight that

a Holocaust is not necessary to realize that people must

resist evil. In the same fashion, the concern for
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Co-Responsibhility and Co-Creativity does not seem dependent

upon the Holocaust experience. In many ways, these issues
reflect traditional interpretafions of the Covenant.
This suspicion of the post-Holocaust ultimate concerns

suggests that these theologians do not really encounter the

Holocaust. They have distanced themselves from its horror in
order to provide some semblance of understanding. In the

final analysis, it appears that the Holocaust acts as an

ultimate'piece_gg_gvidence that dramatically illustrates &

preconceived conclusions about God, world, and humanity. For

the theologians.examined here, the Holocaust lends a weight
to their messaée: a weight that seems impossible to refute.
As a result,gtheir conclusions give the impression of being
ironclad. \ _

Our gost~Holocaust.%heologians would likely counter«thg;

above criticisms by suggesting that their ultimate concerfs

représent only Partjial Conclusions. They represent tentative

answers because the post-Holocaust world is a Fragmented

reality. The immensé evil of the Holocaust ;utomaticaliy
cancelé the possibility for definite, unsuspicious
conclusions. To forward absract reflections about the
Holocaust experience indicates the inability to really
confront this event. This sense of fragmentarity is likewise
embodied in the post-BHolocaust theological response. The
revisions and reformulgtions of faith mirror this splintered
quality, imbuing the religious quéest with a radical
ambiguity. The full truth and meaning behind the Holocaust

may not be available to human 1pbestiga$ion. Therefore, the
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insights advanced by post-Holocaust theology must be

‘approached with this sense of limitation.

Yet, is this emphasis on partiality inspired by phe
Holocaust rupture? Or, is it a matter of advancing the
modern religious sense of truth? I believe that the Jewish
and Christian preoccupation with fragmentation, and
unredemptiveness, signifies the postmodern concern foi the -
pluralism of truth and doctrfne. Fragmentation serves to
relativize theological claims, which at'the same time, allows
the freedom for radical thinkers to- pursue alte{ﬁative
religious visions. Again, it would appear that the Holocaust
is used to legitimize an ulterior concern: +the modern
emphasis on the ambiguity of ;g}igigus truth.

{ - If the post-Holocaust.conciusions are partial, it is
bgﬁauée not enough time has elapsed to decide whether such a
reformation is required. What is certain, howéver, is that a

,respbnse to theigyents of the Holocaust is a necessary
exercise. Rosenstock-Huessy has suggested that response is

the sine gua non of the true human life. He believes an

appropriate ‘epigram for human existence should read:

"Respondeo esti mutabor, (I respond although I will be

* changed)" (Rosenstock-Huessy 1970:2). We have examined the

post-Holocaust response in depth; but, are they willing to
change?

/ . This work has judged that both the Jewish and Christian
post-Holocaust efforts have failed to reconcile faith -to the

experience of the Holocaust. Although their intention ¥s to

rescue faith from the ashes bf Auschwitz, they are unable to

E})\"wv~“‘
o
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discover the 1life force required for such a regeneration of -
belief. Yétjmy conclusion is also a response, one that I
- will have to change. As theologians continue to wrestle with
the issues of the Holocaust, new insigh%s are 5ound to arise.
There is still much room and need for furfher,analysis of the
Jewish and Christian post-Holocaust writings. If scholars
"“begin to take the answers of post-Holocaust theology

!

seriously, undoubtedly we will witness research in areas such
, .

’

as post-Holoéaust ethies, and political theologies.2 It

r“"”‘\,

is difficult to predict what such investigations will yield.
Whatever the result, this type of activity attests to the

‘ importgncefoficonfronting the chal;enges of our age,
cqnstantly testing the relevency of our doctrines, and
beliefs. Hopefull&, such & process will strengtﬁen our

_conviction to search for that truly human society.
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Notes for Introduction

- B

1. EKatz (1983 141-173) Prov1des a thorough analysis of the
nature and character of the Jewish responaes to the
Holocaust.

2. Although there is no adequate overview of the Christian
responses to the.Holocaust, Michael McGarry (1977) supplies
an excellent study of the impact of the Holocaust on

christology. _ : L
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Notes for Chapter One

[ Some post-Holocaust thinkers, like Alice and Roy Eckardt
(1982:45), suggest that time and history should be recounted
in reference to the Holocaust. In this way, a particular

date would be cited as either B.F.S., "Before the Final
‘Solution", or as F.S., "in the year of the Final Solution'",.
This designation is meant to express the radical implications
of the Holocaust's uniqueness for our perception of the world.

i

2. In his paper on Fackenheim, Steven Katz writes that
“(o)nly if the Holocaust is 'unique' in some specifiable and
demonstrable way are the new and unusual theological
departures advocated by Fackenheim required or justified"
(1983:212). For the purposes of this thesis, Katz's insight
may also be extended to include the post-Holocaust
reflections of Cohen and Greenberg. ' oy

3. ' One straightforward way that Fackenheim attempts to
illustrate the uniqueness of the Holocaust, is to make Y
historical comparisons with other catastrophic events. The
result of this procedure is a succinct list of 'empirical!'
factors that differentiate the Holocaust from these other
events. The author concludes that it is difficult "(t)o find
another catastrophe containing even one of these features"
(1982:12), In this fashion, Fackénheim intimates that even a
gloss of the external aspects of other possible 'holocausts'
does not yield a direct historical counterpart. This method
of examining the Holocaust, however, often leads to a ,

" reduction of the events under study. Despite claims that
"(a)1ll this is by no means to deny the existence of other
catastrophes equally unprecedented, and endowed with unique
characteristics of their own" (1982:12), the very nature of
the comparative method reduces the significance of the
events., For an example of how this approach to uniqueness
fails toengender the legitimacy of' such an exercise, see
Yehuda Bauer, Et al (1980).

Iy .The notion that the murder of the Jews waa an "end in
itself" (1980:12) is an essential aspect of Fackenheim's
argument for the Holocaust's uniqueness, as he continually
stresses this point throughout the text. This insight
appears as.point number 4 on the author's list of empirical
factors that substantiate the uniqueness of the Holocaust.

5 Fackenheim criticizes Hannah Arendt's philosophical
argumént about the uniqueness of the Holocaust because it
allows the "unprecedented event of the, Holocaust [to be] lost
to the author, such a process deflects the truth of the
particular situation, allowing one to ignore the imposing
ramifications of an event like.the Holocaust,

~
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6., Although the concepts of "Root Experience'" and
"Epoch-Making Events" are barely dealt with by Fackenheim ‘
(1982), I believe that these categories of understanding are
implied throughout the author's argument. For a thorough
description of these concepts see Fackenheim 1970, For a
critique of these categories, see Oppenheim 1985:87=114,  °

7. Like Fackenheim, Cohen (1981:27-58) also considers
historical comparisons as a method for demonstrating the
uniqueness of the Holocaust.

8. The idea that it is possible to think the Holocaust is
indicated by Cohen when he states; '"(h)ow can we regard the
atomic bomb, or Vietman, or the revelations of Solghenitzyn's
Gulag, if not as modalities of the abyss, excavations.and
elaborations of the human penchant to self-infinity, to the
ultimate hubris which brings not only Jews but all creatures
to the borderlands from which there is return for none"
(1981:22). This statement illustrates that Cohen does
entertain the idea of a fragmentary continuity between the
Holocaust, and the post~Holocaust age.

9. This understanding of the symbolic is forwarded by Paul

Tillich (1957). B

, 10, This attitude is perhaps best summarized by the fampus
statement in the French National Assembly during the debates
/’ on the '"Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen".
It reads; "(t)he Jews should be denied everything as a
nation, but granted everything as individuals" (Mendes-Flohr
and Reinharz eds., 1980).

1. Fackenheim well recognizes the limitations of

s historiography. In fact, part of his argument for uniqueness
is based on the insight- that historians move '"beyond the
facts toward their explanation" (1982:230).

12. Although Cohen (1983) uses this phrase in a figurative
sense, my intention is to emphasize a literal interpretation
as a way to characterize Fachenheim's manipulation of the

/ death camp experiences for his theology.

13, In a conference report by Baum (1974), he notes that
Greenberg's post-Holocaust works tend to capitalize‘on a
number of insights forwarded by other post-Holocaust Jewish -
thinkers, including Fackenheim.,
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14, Greenberg's propensity to distatpe himself from the
Holocaust evil is given quintessential expression in his
suggestion that '""Jews and others who seek to orient
themselves by the Holocaust will unfold another-sacnalﬂronnnn
Men and women will gather to eat the putrid bread of
Auschwitz, the potato peelings of Bergen-Belsen. They will
tell of the children who went, the starvation and the hunger
of the ghettoes, .se(t)o enable people to reenact and relive
Auschwitz..." (1977:54) I fail to see how this ritualizing
0f the death camps is anything but the worship of a god of
torture and death.

15, Fackenheim considers many "different types of
resistance, such as armed resistance, and prayer as
resistance. However, the essential acts of resistance for
Fackenheim were those performed within the death camps., It
i® for this reason that we do not address these other kinds.

16, Fackenheim's 614th commandment reads as follows; '"'Jews
are forbidden to hand Hitler posthumous victories. ,[They are
commanded to Survive as Jews, lest the Jewish people perish.
They are commanded to remember the victims at Auschwitz lest
their memory perish. They are forbidden to despair of man
and his world, and to escape into either cynicism or
otherworldliness, lest they cooperate in delivering the world
over to the forces of Auschwitz. Finally, they are forbidden
%?9des a%r of the God of Israel, lest Judalsm perish'"

70:84) .

17, The idea of Tikkun in its traditional Kabbalistic sense
denotes '"a divine-turning to the human being, and a human
being-turned by the Divine...'" (1982:251) After this initial
encounter, humanity works with God, through prayer and :
Halakhah, perfecting Creation, returning to the divine what

" had become separated upon creation of the world. The point

to be emphasized is that mundane human action can consciously
be directed to contribute to the repair of the original _
perfection of the universe.

18, Fackenheim notes that ”([wjlthout an
originally-religious inspiration, the modern’ secular impulse
to self-liberation would not have lead to Zion; and without
the impact of secular self-activity, religious Jews would
have continued to pray for the rebuilding of Jerusalem,
rather than taking a share in rebullding her)" (1982: 145)

19.  For the purpose of‘investigating Cohen's vision of the
post—Holocaust reality, it is not necessary to carry out an

in depth examination of his use of Rosenzweig and Schelling.
For a more exact understanding of this aspect of Cohen's

reconstruction, see Oppenheim, 1987
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20. Cohen ([1982:415) employs this term to describe the
essence of Jgwish theology through the ages. K

21. The-nhotion that there is a potential for contlnuity
between traditional religious expression and the
post-Holocaust reality, is reflected in Greenberg's search
for biblical models that may assist our understandlng of the
Holocaust experience (1977:34-41). The author examines three
possible paradigms: Job, Isaiah's Suffering Servant, and the
third chapter of Lamentatlons. Although this is an
interesting development for post-Holocaust theology,
. Greenberg's exegesis does not add to the significnce of hls
argument. His reinterpretation of these blbllcal works seems
to.lack depth and insight.

22. As Katz states, "the 'empiricist falslflablllty
thesis'" suggests "that propositions about God are to be
straightforwardly confirmed or disconfirmed by appeal to
empirical events in the world" (1983 179-80)

-

23. Oppenheim expresses a ‘similar opinion, but within the
context of Facknehiem's use of mldrash. Oppenheim writes
that Fackenheim's God-story "would be authentic to our
deepest emotions and reflections only if it were accompanied
by, and never separated from, an opposing story that spoke of
God's absence" (1987:413).

————

24. TFor an analysis of Rubenstein's reliance on the
falsifiability thesis, see/Katz, 1983, 174-204.

/

25. © It may be suggested/that Péckenheim could free himself
of this dilemma if he were willing to follow through cu the
logic,of Buber's."I-THou" relation, which ie implicit
throughout Fackenheinm's, con31derat10ns of Tikkun. PFackenheinm
could forward the 1dea/that those persons who were gble to
resist the Nazi logic of destruction were actually more open
to the presence of the Eternal Thou. However, if Packenheim
were to consider this possibility, he would inevitably '
criticize those persons who were unable to resist the death
camp reality. As such Fackenheim is trapped in his own
"argument from terror". ' _ :

26. As Oppenhelm suggests, "Fackenhelm does not salvage,
but destroys for us the meaning and power of the notion that
God acts or is present in history" (1987:413).
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27. The suggestion that Fackenheim believes that the modern
Jew should live in constant relation to the Holocaust is
reflected in the following statement. He writes that he
"heard of a recent Jewish weddingaat which no expenses were
spared, .Thousands of candles lit‘up every part of the large
hall, s¢fthat not a single spot was dark, Except for the:
bride, &#l1 members of her parents' family had perished in

the Holocaust" (1986 117). Py

¢

, 28.  Oppenheim-(1987:414-19) considers the idea of a

providential God to be intimately tied to the notion of "God
as person". This kind of understanding of the divine reality
is one which the Jewish community of faith continues to
respond to in the post-Holocaust age. It therefore has
retained the power to direct.the lives of the &religious
erson, Although Oppenheim notes that Cohen's revision of

od misses the mark, I believe that Cohen's approach is not

- totally at odds w1th the idea of "God as person'. Cohen

makes a°very important statement when he writes that "in the
tremendum, God does not speak to man, but man is .talking at,
or towards God" (1981:79). It may be suggested that Cohen's
statement be extended to_denote the character of humanity's

religious language. Here, the idea of "God as person" could

" be interpreted as talking towards God; describing the

human-divine relatiopship as a relatlonshlp between human
beings.

29, Katz (1983:219) addressés this questlon to Fackenhelm's .
614th commandment. However, for our purposes, it is a
question that can be applled to the post-Holocaust Jewish
reformation in general.

‘«\ . | d

SN,
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Notes for Chapter Tyo
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>

1. This phrase refers to a text composed by the Jewish
historian, Jules Isaac (1964)) This work, plus others by
Isaac, may be said to have crystalized the depth of the
Christian problem with Judaism and the Jewish people. I
Isaac's work that inspired a sustained effort on the part of
Chrisjtian theologians to investigate the ramifications of the
anti-fJudaic, tradition.

2. This position contradicts the one put forward by -
Pawlikowski in Challenge (1978:32). There he states that
"only by reversing the process of 'spiritualization of the
eschatological'...can the church finally remove the

fatalistic tendency...and insure that it will not cause some .

future, far greater holocaust!. However, this attitude is
not pursued elsewhere by the author (1979, 1984). I consider
these latter works to reflect Pawlikowski's actual position.

4. The passages Littell cites are Matt. 21: 18-22, and 22:
1-10. ' -

A

5. See, for example, John c. Meagher's artlcle, As the twig
was bent: Antisemitism in Greco-Roman and earliest Chrlstlan

times (Dav1es ed., 1979 1-26 ).
. '
‘6. This interpretation essentially):eflects Sartre's (1965)

analysis of the antisenite.

. This, p051t10n toward the resurrection 51ffers from the
one expressed in Long Night's Journey (1982:150). 1In this
work the Eckardts deny the resurrection. Still, they affirm

the belief in a fubure resurrectlon when "Qesus of Nazareth .

shall be raised" along with the murdered "children of
~Apschwitz". However, only some unknown future event can .
accomplish this feat.

14 ‘ .

8.. Pawllkowskl (1979:161) notes that "(1)t is not
sufficient to maintain that hope is the central meaning of

* christology, as Ruether seems %o do. We must go deeper and °
ask what is_ the bagis of that-hopé." / ,

9. Roy Eckardt (1986:60-61) sup;%rts the cleinp that Jesus

- may eventually be accepted as a faithful Jew by contemporary
Jewry. The authoer points to the efforts of certain modern
Jewish scholarg that have afitempted to reclaim Jesus as their
own. But, these types of works should ndt be understood as
representative of the majority Jewish opinion on Jesus: g

v g

~4
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Notes for Chapter Three

?

1. One Christian post-Holocaust thinker .who has affirmed
Cohen's hermeneutic of suspicion is David Tracy. For an
example of Tracy's use of this method, see his article;’

* Religious values after the Holocaust: A Catholic view (peck
ed., 1982:87-107). ;o .

2. Fackenheim's examination of Christianity represents
another limitation to his argument for the Holocaust's
uniqueness. If the author were to strictly follow its logic,
he would not suggest that Christianity influenced the events
that lead to the Holocaust. Thus, for Fackenheim to
challenge the Christian for their role in the Holoqaust he
must negate the argument for uniqueness.

3. This insight is supported by David P. Ef mson's
article, The patristic connection (Davies ed., 91979:98-117).

In this paper, the.author illustrates that Marcion's
claims were not so much refuted by the Church Fathers, but
shown to be misguided.

'Marcion's position was attacked by four major Christian
thinkers: Tertullian, Justin, Irenaeus, and Origen. What one
. discovers is that even ‘within this inter-Christian conflict,
the anti-Judaic argument is employed. Marcion's
characterization of<the 0ld Testament God as the evil,
immoral, low god of the Jews, was explained away by the
Church Fathers as a necessary response by God to a "stiff
necked people". God's "unloving" actions subsided, howevet,
with the development of the "true Israel in Jesus Chrigt".

What the contra-Marcion writings appear to illustrate is
 the inherent relation between the "left-hand" &f christology,
and what I have called, "the nefarious-hand". The objections
against Marcion were not inspired by a love for Judaism, but
because his.doctrine would wltimately divorce Christianity
from its messianic self-understanding. Thus, the
nefarious-hand did not alarm the exegeites, but affirmed
their hasic disposition toward‘the Jewigh rellglon and
people. It was merely Marcion' concludions that they
fought, but not his basic 1nterp§zta10n. In this sense, the
left-hand and the nefarious-hand -are definately on the same
side of the argument.

similar argument is forwardeddﬂn Marc H. Ellls'
(1987) most - recent work. TFor'a critique-of this text, see
my forth coming review in the Journal of Religion and
" Guitare. . 7

-
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" 55 Ruether's interpretation of the Jewish people as a
covenantal community only, fails to explain its implications
for the secular Jew. This oversight raises the complex
question of "who is a Jew?"  Although it is beyond the scope
of this ¢ pter to adequately discuss this issue, it is
importan to emphasize that Ruether forwards her comments
‘without ‘tegard for the importance of this questlon for the
modern Jewish community.
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Notes for Conclusion

1, For an example of a post-Holocaust ethics, see Michael
L. Morgan's article; Jewish ethics after the Holocaust
(1984). Here the author exemines the work of Packenheim to
arrive at a basic outline for ethics in the post-Holocaust

age. \

[ . ) . .
2. “The concern for political theology .in a pest-Holocaust
setting, is examined by Marc H. Ellis (1987).

\
<
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