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Abstract

This thesis seeks to explore the Vatican's use of the “brother” metaphorical model in its
understanding of the relationship between Jews and Catholics. After providing a brief
historical background, the thesis examines how the “brother” model of Jewish-Catholic
relationships has developed since the time of John XXIII. From John XXIII’s simple
statement of reconciliation, “I am Joseph, your brother,” a change in the metaphorical
relationship can be seen. Tracing the development of the brother model through John
XXIII’s reign up until the present, the thesis will examine how Vatican language in papal
and curial documents has changed and adjusted over time, expressing different

understandings of the relationship between Catholics and Jews.
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to structure certain ways of thinking, and determines the relationship to a certain degree,

it does not exclude the potential for other models. The most classic example of this is the
wave-particle model of light in physics: light is understood in these models as either a
particle or a wave, but neither model is mutually exclusive of the other. Likewise the
brother model of the Jewish-Catholic relationship: while saying something and creating
something real about the relationship, it does not negate the potential for the use of other
models if they are found more appropriate. An exploration of some of these other models
will be part of my conclusion.

This thesis will approach the “brother” relationship between Jews and Catholics
as a metaphorical model. In so doing, it will trace the historical development of the
brother metaphor into a more fully articulated brother model of the relationship. For the
sake of clarity, and for the purpose of this study, metaphor refers to the individual
speech-acts where the metaphor is employed. ‘“Model”, on the other hand, will be used to
designate the wider, more systematic use, application, and development of the specific
brother metaphor. The prime example of the application of the brother model, for this
study, is John Paul II’s creative interpretation of the brother metaphor of the Jewish-
Catholic relationship as that between “elder” and younger brothers. Speaking about the
phenomenon as a whole, one can speak about the brother model (i.e. systematic use) of

the brother metaphor.

Source Material
The focus of this study is on Vatican texts for the Roman Catholic Church.

Vatican texts include, at their most authoritative, Dogmatic Constitutions of the Church
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(such as Vatican II’s Lumen Gentium). They also include a host of papal documents

ranging from Encyclical letters (authoritative teachings for the Church, usually on
doctrinal or social issues), Apostolic Exhortations, Apostolic Constitutions, Apostolic
Letters, down to brief writings for a particular circumstance or occasion (Chirograph) —
with several other types of documents in between. For the purpose of this study, papal
audiences and addresses are also included, though not among “official” papal
documents."* The reason for this is, not only do they offer a wealth of material not often
examined, but also because papal audiences and addresses are themselves frequently
cited or used in writing other, more “official”, Vatican documents. For instance, the
imagery employed in the Pope’s address to the Synagogue in Rome in 1986 — speaking of
the Jews as the “elder brother” of Christians — is referred to in “We Remember: A
Reflection on the Shoah” and the Apostolic Exhortation Ecclesia in Europa. These may
be referenced in other papal and curial documents in turn."” In tracing the brother model
in Vatican documents, we cannot neglect more personal audiences and addresses that
serve as the source for the prevalence and development of the brother model in the
Vatican understanding of the Jewish-Catholic relationship. Still, some control is
necessary concerning papal audiences and addresses. Except in rare occasions noted, I
have limited myself to those audiences and addresses found in the official newspaper of

the Vatican, L 'Osservatore Romano. Being an official body of the Vatican, publishing a

' Their status is more complex than that. Some of a pope's speeches and addresses, specifically when he
delivers an oral pronouncement, are called an “allocution”. For instance, while Pope John Paul II’s speech
in the Synagogue of Rome is considered an allocution, his speech to the Jewish community of Mainz, in
1980, is not.

15 As Eugene J. Fisher mentions, the Catholic Tradition on the proper relationship between Jews and
Catholics only started with Nostra Aetate, the first official Vatican document to deal with the subject and
the basis for all subsequent dealings with the issue; Eugene J. Fisher, “The Evolution of a Tradition: From
Nostra Aetate to the ‘Notes’,” in International Catholic-Jewish Liaison Committee, Fifteen Years of
Catholic-Jewish Dialogue, 1970-1985: Selected Papers (Rome: Libreria Editrice Vatican, 1988), p. 239.
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weekly newspaper in 6 different languages, the English edition alone serving 129

countries, L 'Osservatore Romano preserves and creates a perception of Vatican ideas that
is readily accessible to a multitude of practicing Catholics. Below papal documents in
authority are several types of curial documents as well.

It can be asked, though, why concentrate on the Vatican’s response, limited only
to papal and curial documents, when there are a host of interesting theological
developments in the dialogue between Jews and Christians? The answer, at one level, is
fairly mundane: Vatican sources offer a rich cornucopia of images that are seldom
plumbed in a systematic way. At a deeper level, however, this relative neglect appears
perplexing. There are a few works that do explore in greater depth the Jewish-Catholic
relation from the point of view of the Vatican, but they tend not to be systematic or wide-
ranging.'® For example, while John M. Oesterreicher’s book, The New Relationship:
Between Christians and Jews, presents a masterful study of the history of Nostra Aetate,
it does not stray beyond the period of Vatican II. Eugene J. Fisher, while touching upon
the brother metaphor in his introductory essay for Spiritual Pilgrimage: Texts on Jews
and Judaism, 1979-1995, merely raises the issue of the use of the brother metaphor,
without exploring the metaphor in depth, or linking its development through John Paul

II’s reign.'” This gap in the study of Jewish-Christian dialogue, a systematic study of the

1 One study that does examine a variety of sources to present a history of Jewish-Catholic relations is
Geoffery Wigoder’s, Jewish-Christian relations since the Second World War (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1988). Using papal and curial speeches, addresses, and Catholic educational material, his
section on Jewish-Vatican relations, albeit brief, is a good integration of a variety of types of sources.

17 Eugene J. Fisher, “Pope John Paul II's Pilgrimage of Reconciliation,” in John Paul II, Spiritual
Pilgrimage: Texts on Jews and Judaism, Eds. Eugene J. Fisher and Leon Klenicki (New York:
Crossroads/Herder & Herder, 1996), pgs. xx-xxxix. Luckily, too, it must be noted, as I did not become
aware of this book until relatively late in the thesis process.
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development of a certain key model in Vatican documents, is what this thesis seeks to

partially rectify.

More generally, it has been rather surprising to find so little academic work that
directly examines the Vatican’s role in the Jewish-Catholic dialogue: how individual
Vatican documents help or hinder, yes, but not how the Vatican itself contributes to the
dialogue. It would appear, however, that understanding papal and curial documents is
critical to understanding the Catholic position in the Jewish-Catholic encounter. As the
protector and maintainer of orthodoxy for the Catholic Church, understanding the
Vatican’s role and position is crucial. Those Catholic theologians engaged in the Jewish-
Catholic dialogue must know the position of their Church in order to speak and dialogue
effectively as Catholics. While awareness of the major documents is necessary in order
to speak knowledgeably with Jewish individuals, knowledge of the way in which the
Vatican expresses itself in relation to the Jewish people is essential for an intra-religious
Catholic awareness of the Catholic side of the dialogue. Without knowledge of what the
Pope and Curia are saying, the Catholic dialogical partner might miss opportunities to
further the Catholic perception of the dialogue, or even prevent misunderstanding within
his/her own Church

One final note regarding the source material used is necessary: in order to use the
Vatican material without handicaps, one must be a polyglot. Latin, Italian, French,
German, Polish, English — at any one time, the original sources may be in any of those
languages. I, unfortunately, am not a polyglot. I am, however, well aware of the issue
and have taken steps to minimize its impact on this study. Ihave used, primarily, official

English translations offered by the Vatican through their website and in L Osservatore



12
Romano.'® 1have also attempted to seek out other English translations in order to see if

alternate translations raise issues with the official translation. Additionally, where a close
reading would have a direct impact upon this study, I have attempted to examine the
source material or official Latin version of the text for discrepancies. That has not always

been possible. It goes without saying, then, that any linguistic misinterpretations are the

fault of the writer.

Limits and Terminology

While I have made reference to “theology” several times in this introduction, it
must be stated from the outset that I am not attempting to write a theological treatment on
the topic. That is well beyond my expertise or focus of study. Strictly speaking, this is
not even a thesis on inter-religious dialogue: my main task is not to examine the dialogue
per se, or even make claims about how it should take place. While there will be some
speculation regarding alternate models of interpreting the relationship, ultimately their
worth, and the worth of the thesis in general, will be found in its application within the
dialogue. While I do hope this study will help in the actual dialogue between Jews and
Christians, and serve as a platform for further fruitful studys, it is, properly, limited to one
issue, for one side of the Jewish-Catholic dialogue.

Even historically, this study is limited to only examining the development of the

brother metaphor in papal and curial sources. Ironically, it is the fascinating history of

'8 The numbers referenced in Vatican documents correspond to, following common usage, the paragraph
numbers in the official document. While I have attempted to be as scrupulous as possible regarding the use
of web material, the use of numbers for paragraphs helps in retrieving the information. In general, though
aware of the issues related to web-based research, there were several sources I could not find or access
easily as a paper copy. Additionally, there are certain websites, such as the Vatican website, which is a
reputable source for information. Regardless, the same principles I have used for issues of translation I
have attempted to follow for those items retrieved from the web.
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the Catholic Church in the 20™ century that inspires caution. The events, figures,

developments, and stories that are a part of that history, threaten at any moment to
become more central than the metaphorical model that is the proper subject of our
examination. For instance, the history of the Jewish part of Nostra Aetate can, and has,
been the subject of entire books. The brother model that became entrenched in Nostra
Aetate forms only a very small, though significant, part of that history. While I have
attempted to provide suitable historical background in order to understand the
development of the brother model, I have had to exclude or minimize certain historical
elements as secondary in importance. In general, while striving to be as thorough and
systematic as possible, I have tried for historical depth rather than breadth: some elements,
fascinating in their own right, that threaten to obscure the presentation of the
development of the brother model, I have not been able to give as much emphasis as they
might deserve in studies of a different sort.

The first of two important notes regarding terminology affects the brother
metaphor. More specifically, what terms or words constitute indications of the use of the
brother model in Vatican documents? In English, the most obvious is “brother”, but also
included are direct derivatives of brother as well: brotherhood, brotherly, brethren, and
fraternal. Additionally, when close interpretation of the official Latin texts is necessary,
the root “frat-" and variations of germanitas (brotherhood), have been used to indicate a
“brotherly” model of the Jewish-Catholic relationship. Derivatives of “brother” have not
been the sole criterion, however. Terms which envisage a common father between the
two have also been used as examples of the brother model. These terms include:

patrimony, inheritance, and heritage. In some ways, the documents might more
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accurately be said to express a “sibling” model of relation, rather than a “brother” model.

That, however, would be misleading. In all of the papal and curial documents I have seen,
never once is the relationship described as strictly between that of sisters, or in

predominantly feminine, sisterly terms.'

With the restriction of the sibling model to
primarily male terms, as well as key developments in the model using specifically male
language, I have chosen to refer to the model not as a sibling model, but a “brotherly”
one.”’

The second terminological point is a minor one, but needs to be addressed. For
the purpose of this study I have tried to maintain a distinction between “Catholic” and
“Christian”. When it is not clear whether the Vatican is speaking for, or to, all Christians,
or when the majority of Christian denominations might be perceived as objecting to a
position espoused by the Vatican, I have attempted to consistently use the term
“Catholic”. In cases of doubt, I have also resorted to using this term as well. Those

occasions relating to Christianity as a whole, I have tried to designate as such. Outside of

those boundaries, I have used the terms interchangeably.

!9 While this is simply conjecture, one of the reasons might be that other Christian churches are not only
described as “separated brethren”, but as “sister churches. The term “sister churches” is itself a very
closely regulated term, the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith even coming out with guidelines for
its use: Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, “Note on the Expression ‘Sister Churches’,” LOR,
November 1, 2000, pgs. 9-10. Perhaps, being non-Christian, the Jewish people are not accorded the use of
the same metaphor.

2 As metaphors can stretch themselves based on the model used (e.g. describing someone as a lion, then
saying that they ate someone up to describe them beating the other person at something), so too the brother
model. Therefore, the obvious metaphors are not always the sole indication of when the model is being
used in the documents.
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Road Map

The first chapter of this study provides the basis for exploring subsequent
developments of the brother model for the period under examination — 1958 to 2004. In
necessarily broad strokes, this chapter presents the historical background of the
relationship between Jews and Christians based on a familial model with Abraham as
‘father’. In general, with a few exceptions, the early Church sought to show a break or
rejection of the past, whereby the Jewish people somehow lost their inheritance — if they
ever truly had one. During this early period Abraham and his “fatherly” relations to
Christians became a key concept, with the opposite side being a rejection of the
connection between Abraham and the Jewish people. This formulation of the
relationship saw little change throughout the middle ages, down to the modern period. It
was only the threat of Nazism that offered a break from this estrangement between Jews
and Catholics, specifically with Pius XI’s statement; “Spiritually we are Semites.”

The second chapter focuses on the crucial role played by John XXIII and Vatican
II in the creation and development of the brother model of understanding the Jewish-
Catholic relationship. It was, in fact, John XXIII who provided the basis for the model,
with his propensity towards reconciling the Catholic Church to the world. His frequent
use of “I am Joseph, your brother” as a message of reconciliation was also used during an
audience with a group of American Jews — thus providing the basis for seeing the
relationship between Jews and Catholics in a radically new light. Indeed, the brother
model was extended to include all peoples. Vatican II was to take the brother model for

Jewish-Catholic relations one step further by formalizing it in the Council’s Declaration,
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Nostra Aetate. Interestingly, during the writing of Nostra Aetate other metaphorical

models can still be found, most noticeably the parent-child model. Only after the
Declaration was passed, did the brother model start its ascendancy.

Chapter Three’s focus is on the period of Paul VI’s papacy. Starting with Paul
VI’s involvement (or rather, lack thereof) in the Council’s section on the Jews, this
chapter focuses on the development of the brother model throughout the period of his
papacy. As will be seen, there was relatively little papal involvement in Jewish-Catholic
relations during this period, and therefore relatively little development in the brother
model of the relationship. The one exception to this was the “Guidelines and Suggestions
for Implementing the Conciliar Declaration Nostra Aetate (n.4)” published in 1974. Yet
the pragmatic nature of the document contributed little directly to the model. After the
intense activity of Vatican II, and the public reaction to Humanae Vitae, this period is
marked more by internal Catholic theological developments, and by Jewish responses to
Catholic overtures, than by papal or curial innovations.

Chapter Four deals with the period of John Paul II’s papacy. With the increase in
contact between Jews and Catholics which has become an integral part of John Paul’s
papacy, a more complex relationship and use of the brother model can be seen. To
highlight this complexity, the fourth chapter will examine three different forums where
the Vatican’s views regarding Jewish-Catholic relations are presented: in the Pope’s
speeches and addresses to Jewish organizations and individuals; official papal and curial
documents such as encyclicals, apostolic exhortations and documents from various
Congregations within the Vatican; as well as John Paul II’s general audiences and

homilies directed to a more specifically Catholic audience. We will examine the
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development of the brother model in each form of address in turn, highlighting challenges

and adjustments to the model. We will then attempt to present the disparate forms used
by John Paul II into a more integrated narrative. In the process, certain elements of the
brother model, and the relationship between Catholics and Jews, will be brought to the
surface.

The conclusion will be primarily concerned with succinctly tracing the
development of the brother model in Vatican conceptions of the Jewish-Catholic relation.
However, that will not be its sole function. Treading into the more speculative, we will
briefly address Jewish concerns regarding the brother model and explore alternate models
that might be capable of expressing neglected aspects of the relation between the Jewish
people and the Catholic “People of God”. All of these models are based on an
overarching familial model, and can be traced as metaphors already employed in papal or
curial documents. The three major models that will be discussed are the parent-child
model, the sisterhood model, and a model based on marriage. We will then conclude by

returning to examine the brother model and its function in future dialogue.

Ending this thesis on a speculative note is quite purposeful on my part. The
purpose of this study is to provide a basis for future thought and development in the
Jewish-Christian dialogue. For myself, this is how it has functioned within the progress
of my own academic studies: it has served to raise a multitude of questions, all deserving
of further attention and research. It is hoped that this thesis will also provoke in its reader

their own questions, and a desire to pursue this intriguing area of study.
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Chapter 1

For many scholars the Jewish roots of the earliest Christian communities are a
given. Jesus and Mary were both Jewish, and so were the apostles. The earliest Christians,
too, were Jews. In the Gospel of Matthew, Jesus even identifies his mission as exclusively
to “the lost sheep of the house of Israel”(15:24). As scholars have increasingly pointed out,
the New Testament should not be read apart from the predominantly Jewish character of
the communities and individuals that produced the texts. When seen and understood this
way, the problems and accusations found in much of the Christian New Testament can be
read as disagreements and boundary creation of two different sects within the same
tradition - or, put another way, as the relation of brothers within the same family.! These
ideas, especially the Jewishness of Jesus, can be found with some regularity in modern
Jewish reappraisals of Christianity.”> Martin Buber, among others, has even explicitly
referred to the Jewish Jesus as his great brother.® It was not until after the destruction of the

second temple in 70 CE, and the growing predominance of Gentile Christians, that the

! See especially Alan F. Segal’s Rebecca’s Children: Judaism and Christianity in the Roman World
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1986).

For example: Benjamin Bruteau (ed.), Jesus through Jewish Eyes: Rabbis and Scholars Engage an Ancient
Brother in a New Conversation (Maryknoll: Orbis Books, 2001); James H. Charlesworth (ed.), Jesus’
Jewishness: Exploring the place of Jesus within Early Judaism, (New York: Crossroad, 1991).

3 Martin Buber, Two Types of Faith, trans. by Norman P. Goldhawk (New York: Harper & Row, Publishers,
1961), p. 12.





