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DIGEST 

"Covenant and Process " is a summary of the theologies 

of two contemporary Reform Jewish theologians. It explores 

Covenant theology as articulated by Eugene B. Borowitz a nd 

hylotheism, the theology of Alvin J. Reines . 

The first section introduces the current need for a 

coherent Jewish theology, a nd it explores ~he changing God 

of Israel. 

The second section is on Borowitz and offers an 

explanation of his frame-of-reference, postmodernism. It is 

followed by an a nalysis of covenant theology , including i t s 

derivation , and i ts core terms, God, Israel and Torah, and 

their interdependence. The section concludes with a 

critique of Covenant theology. 

The third section is on Rejnes and offers an overview 

of his understanding of Reform Judaism as a Pol-,ydoxy. It 

provides an explanation of Reines's mode of philosophical 

analysis of Jewish theology, rational empir icism. Th is 

explanation is followed by a presentation of procest 

t heology a nd a critique of partial process theologies. The 

section next offers an a na l ysis of the God of hylotheism, 

the enduring possibility of being and concludes with a 

critique of it. 

The fourth section off~rs a n epilogue which addresses 

the profound c ris es of contemporar y life. It suggests that 

this work might serve as a guide for others seeking to 

further devel~ the t heo logies presented here. 

Additio nally, this work contains b iographical notes o n both 
• 

Borowitz and Reines . 
I 
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INTRODUCTION 

I n seeking a personal view of God there are nume rous 

paths upon whic h one may trave l. Not every i ndividual may 

be aware of this ques t. Not only are there many people who 

do not explore the variety of views which have been offered 

to humanity throughout its h istory, there are many 

individuals who have no awareness of the c hoices available 

to them, and consequent ly they "choose" what others dictate 

to them. 

In every period of Jewish history there has been a 

constant process of old forms giv i ng way to new f orms. 

Engaged in this ongoing c hange, Judpism -- both i ts people 

and its God - - has taken on many diverse forms in its five 

millen ia his tory . As the Enlightenment brou<l_ht new 

conditions wh jch challenged ideas of a previous age, our 

rel igious leaders were met with t he new conditions of that 

era. They responded to those new needs which were foisted 

upon them, alteri ng in a meaningful way both Jewish practice 

and ideo logy. Even as crises arose which demanded 

innovation on the part of our a ctions, so too did 

· i nnovations occur i n regard t o our name. Yet all such 

changes were ordered to cont inually provide our people with 

a meaningful response t a life. Thus Hebrews evolved into 

Israelites , and, l ater , Jews evolved into the Reform 

communi ty. • t has remained for Reform Judaism, however, to 

offer a response to the existential crises that now confront 

1 
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our world. 

For well over a century, Reform Judaism in America has 

carried the major responsibility of creating new modes o f 

Jewish identity. Reform Judaism, however, has slowly been 

deteriorating under the weight of contemporary society. In 

recent years, Reform Jewish insti tutions have begun to show 

alarming s i gns that they can no longer retain their 

membership. various explanations have been put forth 

regardi ng the reasons for t his decline. Perhaps this l oss 

of membersbip is due in part to Reform Judaism's failure t o 

confront the changing nature o f the world in which Ref orm 

Jews live. or, more specifica lly, perhaps this diminution 

of its adherents is due to Reform's not having provided its 

people with a tenable theology, the groundwork upon which 

every Jewish religious system has stood . Th e task has 

fallen upon contemporary Reform Jewish thinkers to present 

to the Reform Jewish community a foundation upon whic h it 

mi ght endure into the next century. 

There exists no problem more profound than the 

definition of deity. ~ The responsibility of the theologian 
, 

in present-day Reform Judaism, then, is a great one. In 

whatever manner o ne defines deity in Reform Judaism, it is 

evident that the definition must be comprehensible to its 

members. Whereas Biblical Judaism did not engage in a 

detailed theological ana lysis, a nd whereas there remain 

~o suggest that defining deity is a problem is not t o 
s uggest that such definition necessarily· entails placing 
l imits apon deity. Definition s uggests only 
characterization . 

I 
• 
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today committed thinkers who reject theology's philosophical 

analysis, such analysis wil l provide the language of this 

work. One can lament that there is no neutral language in 

which to discuss theology. I hope that my readers will bear 

this in mind. I present the thoughts of Dr. Eugene B. 

Borowitz and Dr. Alvin J. Reines, two contemporary Reform 

Jewish thinkers. 2 

2Whereas Alvin Reines refers to his theology as an 
authentic Refrom theology, Eugene Borowitz makes plain that 
his tHeology is not specifically Reform so much as it is 
non- Orthodox. 
/ 
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CHAP'I·BR ONE 

GOD IN TIME 

4 

The history of the Jewish people spans several 

millennia, encompassing diverse groups from the ancient 

Hebrews, idealized by the figure of Abraham, to Moses and 

the Prophets; from the Tannaitic and Amoraic Sages to t he 

poski m of the second through eighteenth c enturies and even 

to this day. rt can be argued that our heritage is one that 

emerged not from the minds of fallible human beings, but 

rather from the revelation of a theistic deity (as i s 

characterized by the literature). 1 Yet, a difficulty 

emerges as different views of deity have been put forth by 

Jews in different periods of t i me. Thus, if we are to 

remain consistent with the texts of our tradition~ we must 

either formulate our conception of deity i n some manner 

which would be collateral with all the wri tten traditions, 

providing we somehow integrate the realities of a passage of 

time which indicates the changing nature of humanity but, 

again through the writings , ~lso i ndicates the immutabi lity 

of divinity who is in relationship with that c hanging world ; 

or we must resolve ourselves to accept the possibility of a 

c hanging deity. Should either be the case, one must realize 

3 Theism signifies belief in one God (thees) who is 
(a) p ersonal, (b)worthy of adoration, and (c)separate from 
the world (trans,endent ) but (d)continuously active in it 
(immanent). Theism would also posit that this God was the 
creat or of the world, omnipotent , omnibenev~lent, exercised 
providence,and revealed a will. (The Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy (New York: Macmillan company & Tche Free Press, 
1 9 6 7 ) / pp. 9 7 - 9 8 • ) 

r 



that given the constraints of human r easoning, and the 

limits which that places on the ability t o have certain 

awareness of the immediate environment, there can be no 

assurances concerning the nature of deity. 

5 

One might also question the assumptions of the 

historicity of the literature. Such authority has led to 

the centralization of Jewish belief as regards the 

boundaries of tradition, r itual, theology , and various other 

realms of behavior characterizing a communi ty. It is 

altogether absurd to consider the writings of any c ulture as 

defining that culture . Indeed, it is probable that s uc h 

ideas contained within the writings do reflect attitudes 

present at their compositi on. But these same texts neither 

indicate that the ideas were prevalent nor held by anyone , 

exclusive of a c lass c apable of preserving sueh attitudes.' 

Accordingly, the range of beliefs throughout our history has 

been inclusive of numerous ideas, some considered heretical 

by the ruling powers, and some ultimately gaining authority. 

The range of beli efs throughout our history have 

contributed in some part to the diverse beliefs now held by 

members of the Reform Jewish community. However, some of 

these beliefs are rejected by other members of the Reform 

community as untenable. Therefore, I would suggest that a 

more acceptable system than either of the polar extremes 

the construction of J udaism as set forth by the soterial 

'Rivkin, Ellis, A Hidden Revolution: The Pharisees' 
Search for the Kingdom Within (Nashville: Abingdon Press , 
1978), pp. 183-190. 
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system of atheistic Humani st Judaism o r the construct ion ot 

Judaism as set forth by the soterial system of theistic 

absolutism -- is available in Al vin J . Reines's hyl othei s m. 

The challenge for today's Reform Jews, then, i s t o 

explore the possibilities which only hylotheism o ffers. I n 

meeting this challenge, we could preserve our Jewish 

identity, and all t he while develop a communal structure 

that offers to life's present unknowns answers which g i ve 

credible justification to being. 

I 



C1IAPTER TWO 

POSTMODERN JEWISH THEOLOGY 

7 

Judaism, asserts Eugene B. Borowitz , though embracing 

God, places equivalent significance upon the relationship 

between God and God's created world. Jewish theology, then , 

as an orderly reflection about Jewish beliefs , "' must focus 

not only on God, but on those relationships, as well; it 

must endeavor to understand tne c onnection between God and 

the people Israel . This endeavor is the focus of Borowitz 's 

theological inquiry . In exploring this relationsh ip he 

responds to that question which has remained central to Jews 

living i n a free society : What is t o be the value of 

particular Jewish identity for one living in a societ y which 

emphasizes universal truths? In seeking his answer to this 

question Borowltz has direct ed h i s thought toward that which 

binds God to t he i ndivi dua l Jew: Covenant . In articulating 

his understanding of Covenant, Borowitz o ffers a theology 

for the members of a cont emporary Jewish community; a 

theology for i ndividuals confronting their responsibilities 

as persons - in-general and as Jews. 

Borowitz understands Judaism not from a pers pective 

which s tudi es religion, no r f rom a perspec tive whic h seeks 

to analyze its beliefs from a secular philosophical 

approach. Rather (and I believe this to be a central the me 

saorowitz, Eugene B. , Renewing the covenant; A Theology 
for t h~ Postmodern Jew (New York: The Jewish Publicatio n 
Society, 1991), p . x. · 
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o f his ) , Borowitz suggests that Judaism must be unde rs~ood 

from within its own context, from within its own h i sto ry and 

from within its own philosophical, textual and cultural 

frames. An authentic look at Judaism, he notes, c an be had 

only when one sees Judaism as functioning apart from the 

general culture, yet in dialogue with it . 6 

In observing the general c ulture, Borowitz refers to 

our contemporaries not as modern, but as postmodern, 

acknowledging wha t he desc ribes as a nP.cessary paradigmatic 

shift in "how we respond to our world. ~ Borowitz asserts 

that there has been and remains a dissatisfaction with the 

modernist ideals of rationalism. Those espousing these 

modernist beliefs claimed as unique.to rationalism a means 

by which humanity might resolve its problems . Whereas 

modernist thinkers asserted the existence of ~a rationally 

derivabl e universal truth, he rejects these secular ideas. 

Though Postmodern Jewish theology emerged in 1961 with 

Covenant Theology, recent reviews (Peter Ochs , Edyth 

Wyschograd) of Renewing the Covenant have elicited responses 

which take issue with Boro witz's use of the term 

' "postmodern . 0 I submit that he has the authority to utilize 

6 Ibid., p. 1. 

7Borowitz seems to be suggesting that a rejection of 
the ability of pure rationalism to resolve the world's 
fundamental problems is a postmodern idea . Yet, Philo , 
HaLevi, Kabbalists and others rejected the messianism of 
pure rationalism generations prior to the onset of 
postmodernitf . Perhaps Borowitz intends to reject rat ional 
empiricism i nstead , finding non-rational "faith" to be his 
best guide to truth. This, however, runs counter to the 
metbod~logy by which the Pentateuch derives truth. See my 
footnote on emuna in Chapter Five. 
I 
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this term in whatever fashion he finds appropriate. ln 

using it as he has, Borowitz may have specified his usage as 

one which is temporal in description rather th3n ideational , 

as the event determining the onset of postmodernity is the 

Holocaust. Yet I do not find tha t his usage relies 

exclusively upon the temporal nature of the Holocaust, but 

rather upon the significance it has had in demanding an 

alternative Absolute. Borowi tz has throughout his opus 

emphasized that it ha~ been h is experience that rationalism 

conceived as an Absolute in itself cannot satisfactorily 

respond to the crises of contemporary existence . The 

Holocaust merely serves as his prime example of the failure 

of rationalism to resolve the fundamental problems of 

existence and offer a tenable basis for his theology. Such 

a view of Post- Enlightenment thought he terms postmodern. 

In so doing, he may have expanded the usage of this term . 

As no i ndivid ual can claim ownership of the term 

"postmodern " , his use is legitimate . " 

Furthe rmore, Borowitz rejects the nihilisti c views 

which assert that there are no object i ve values; no truths 

knowable rat iona lly or Othei~ ise. Borowitz severely 

· criticizes t hese modernist views and thei r accompanying 

rationalism for betraying the faith of those holding such 

quixotic ideologies. 9 Having rejected these modernist 

i dea~ , Borowitz concludes that optimistic rationalism has 

"Borowi fz , "RQligious Discourse as a Translation 
Problem" , 1992, p . 3- 5. 

9 ~orowitz, Renewing. , p. 76. 

I 
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proven itself i ncapable of meeting the challenges faced by 

contemporary society: the quest for an enduring ground of 

values. 

While this analysis holds true for both Jews and non­

Jews, Borowitz does not focus his theology on the methods or 

structures with which the world ought proceed. His amphasis 

is placed solely on the Jewish world, gua recovering victims 

of the Holocaust. i o The modern Jew, he claims, is thus 

dirferentiated from the current postmodern Jew in that the 

latter is keenly aware of the failed hope in the 

"messian ism" of post-·Enl i ghtenment rationalist thinking 

which gave unbridled confidence to the human capabilities of 

reason. " [ I f modern Jews ) worshipped anything," he states, 

" it was an enlightened humanity. This .. . is the most 

realistic c andidate for the 'God' who died as Auschwitz. 11 i
1 

Dr. Borowitz remarks on the effects this failed modernism 

had upon liberal religion: 

Liberal religion, which had as good as deified the 
self, ascribing to human consciousness or ethics a 
certainty it denied to God and revelation, lost 
much of its credibility as the self became 
discredited as its own savior. After all we have 
seen of human failure, individual and social, its 
optimistic humanism seemed shallow c0mpared with 
the old religi0us paradigms of reality. They, at 
least, had unambiguous, worthy standards by which 
persons, families, communities and nations could 

~
0 rn noting the factors that shape his theology, Eugene 

Borowitz makes frequent reference to the Holocaust. 
Whatever disproportionate emphasis he does give to the 
Holocaust, he rejects its ability to offer substantive 
values in a religious system ~pich demands, partic ularly 
with the immense destruction cJf the Holocaust in mind, 
ethical behavior. 

u aorowitz, Renewing., p. 79. 

I 
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direct their randy freedom , whereas the liberals 
had such o penness and tolerance that they c ould 
hardly ever tell us ~hen we mus t say no to a new 
possibility . For all their talk of human 
fulfillment, they provided little specific 
guidance as ~o how to attain it , for t hey had 
no thing beyond the human to serve as a lasting 
qualitative standard. 12 

Borowitz maintains that human rationalism did not and could 

not with a ny measure of satisfaction resolve the world's 

fundamental questions. Now, postmodern Jews are seeking 

solutions with a renewed standard of value, o ne which is not 

hurnanocentric. They are returning to the previously 

rejected values of tradition and embracing a renewed Jewish 

ideology; they are replacing the false god of rationalism 

and r easserting as real that which had previously functioned 

as the ground of values t hroughout o ur history, the living 

God of Israel.'> This renewal of a non-huma nocentric 

ground of value is what Borowitz terms postliberal theology. 

It is his postliberal theology to which I will now turn. 

121.hi,g . , p . 24. 

" This return to a " lost wisdom" in the pre-Haskalah 
tradi t ion b ~ s urvi vors of the Holocaust has been noted, 
independently, by French philosopher E~ anuel Levinas , in A 
l'heure des nations (Paris: Les Editions de Minuit, 1988) , 
p . 140 . 

I 



CHAPTER THRBB 

COVENANT THEOLOGY 

12 

For the past several decades Borowitz has sought a 

coherent expression for his Jewish theology. Whereas 

modernity initially encouraged such ideas as ethical 

monot heism, expressing a relationship between God and all of 

humankind, it later moved to deny t hat any such universal 

values could be asserted as true. In light of such 

atrocities a s . the Holocaust, Borowitz repudiated the failed 

"messianism" of modernity. He asserted tha t there must 

exist an e nduring ground of values . This ground of values, 

he maintained, lying beyond the human person, is found with 
II 

God. 

Rather than posit a theology of universal relevance, 

Borowitz responded to theological ques tions in an altogether 

different manner. Professing that Judaism alone can offer 

him a meaningful ground of values, he c urrently asser~s a 

t heology of post modern particularism, emphasizing the 

Covenant o ut of which the speci al relationship between God 

and the Jewish people was born . 1
' In giving expression to 

this God, Borowitz ' s describes how , in covenant1
$ wi th 

Isra el and in covenant with humankind , God func t ions as the 

uaorowi tz, Renewing. , p. 5 . 

15To avoid c a n fusion , Borowi tz dis tinguishes between 
"Covenant," u tilI'zing a capital "C" , and "covenant," 
utilizing a lower-case " c ". The former r efers exclusively 
to the Covenant be tween God and the Jewish people. The 
latt er r efers to the covenant between God and humankind . 

I 
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sole legi t i mate ground of value. 

Seeking a term which best described his view of God, i n 

1 961 he coined the term "Covenant theol ogy". u, Since then, 

Covenant theology has been explored by several other 

individuals who have offered their own responses to 

Borowitz's original ideas . While the ideas of these other 

Covenant theologians11 hav e contributed to the development 

of this theological stance, the purpose of th i s work i s to 

explore exclusively Eugene Borowi tz' s c urrent thoughts on 

Covenant theology. 

Borowitz has authored several volumes r e flective of his 

theology, yet it is in his latest work that he o f fers a 

comprehensive present ation of his thoughts on Covenant 

theology. Thus, in presenting his theology, I have relied 

primarily on his most recent publication, Reqewing the 

Covenant: A Theology for the Postmodern Jew, as well as 

several unpublished manuscripts which Dr. Borowitz has made 

a vailable to me , 

In his book, Borowitz offers a s ubstantial history of 

Jewish thought. He presents various attempts to grasp an 

understanding of the Goe§ of Jewish history. Borowitz, 

however, expresses dissatisfaction with the theologies of 

several prominent Jewish thinkers, most notably those of 

1GBorowit z originated the term in 1961 in his article 
"Crisis Theology and the Jewish Community." 

·
17See Lawrence Kushner " In search of a 'Modern Presence 

of t he Ancient God': Covenant Theology"· (Unpublished 
RabbinJc Thesis, Hebrew Union College - Jewish Institute of 
Religion, 1969). 

I 
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Heschel, Cohen, Baeck, Kaplan and Buber. Hi s ow~ theology 

emerges to describe the God of Israel only a f t e r he has 

exhausted the failures of previ ous generations . He doe s, 

however, glean insights from their thoughts, particularly 

those of Martin Buber, in arrivi ng at h i s own understanding 

of Jewish identity and its necessary relation to God. 

FAITH AND REASON 

Prior to any expositi on on God, one mus t a scerta i n 

one ' s authority for doing so. Borowi t z recalls that 

tradition was suc h that it made room for a conti nued search, 

even while it provided a path along which o ne might surely 

go. 18 Borowitz suggests that Classical Judaism operated 

out of a certainty of God and the absolute nature of tha t 

command . It was not c ertain to the Jews o f the past, 

however, that their vie~s on reason and religious 

speculation were as true. Accordingly, within the hierarchy 

of the relationship between reason and faith, faith was 

placed above the realm of reason. Borowitz continues to 

operate utilizing this hi erarchy. His disil lusionmen t with 

~ationalism has turned him back to embrace a faith which he 

claims holds greater authority than does rationalism. Faith 

alone offers him truth about ultimate reality; truth whic h 

reason alone cannot grasp; truth which is surely real; truth 

which finds utterance in the e x istence of the living God. 

The authority t o define the parameters of Jewish theology is 

" Borowitz, Renewing., p. 57. 

I 
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therefore claimed by Borowitz as a result of his faith that 

what he e xperiences corresponds to reality. 

Borowitz would assert that not only is faith an element 

in theo logy , but, he would maintain, faith is an element for 

assent to any and all truths. In his article, " Faith and 

Method in Modern Jewi s h Theology, " Euge ne Bor owitz s tates 

that " [reason ) may prepare the way . It may be necessary for 

clarification a f terward, but r eason itself does not lead us 

to the conclusion that there really is a God. The only way 

to get to Judaism's position is by faith. 11 1
~ 

I t is clear, then, that his stance is against the 

ability of reason alone to pro vide knowledge of God, as 

fai th is a prerequisite to that kno~ledge. However, 

i nasmuc h as faith provides Borowitz with c ertainty about 

God , it can be argued t hat faith is sufficient t o posit the 

truth of any God- view. While Borowitz would assert that h is 

view arises out of h is experience of i ts trut h , he would 

also argue that it is true regardless o f his assent to it. 

Borowitz stat es: 

I believe God has objective reality . .• , I likewise 
believe that . . . Juda.i..sm is t rue regardless of my 
accepting it or not, that it would s till be true 
and make rightful claims upon Jews even were I t o 
come t o deny all or any part of it. I proclaim 
the truth of t he Covenant between God and the 
Jewish people, but I know I can only speak from ~y 
own premises and pers pec tive even as other people 
must do from theirs ..• . At any given moment it is 
ultimately I who must determine what to make of 
God's demands and Israel ' s practice, tradition, 
and a s piracion as I, personally, seek t o live the 

u~Faith and Method in Modern J ewish Theology ,"~ 
Xfil'lrbook, 1963, p. 21 6. 
I 



life of Torah in covenantal faithfulness. 2 0 

Inasmuch as Borowitz asserts that his own practices or 

bel i efs bear little rela t ion to an o b jective reality of this 

God, he nevertheless finds it necessary to assert that 

within this objective reality there is room for a 

subjective, individualized theology . 

~ Borowitz, Renewing. , p. 293. 
I 
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CHAPTER POUR 

TERMS OF THB COVENANT 

17 

In Covenant theology, even as God, Israel, and Torah 

are interdependent upon one another, God is the central 

figure. As God is the ground of all existence, so then God 

is the author of the Covenant with the people Israel and the 

author of the covenant with all humankind. Living in 

Covenantal relationship with this God becomes the central 

focus of ' Jewish life. While there are Jews who have an 

awareness of their covenantal responsjbilities, they disturb 

the appropriate balance obligated by the Covenant and 

emphasize in false proportions the ~oahidic covenant over 

and above the Israelite Covenant, according to Borowitz. 2 1 

In order for the Jew to maintain an equil i brium between the 

particularism of Israel and the universalism of a person- i n­

general, Borowitz outlines several characteristics of God 

and the Covenant; thus those who choose to engage. in a life 

of Covenantal responsibility may do so with an awareness of 

those responsibilities. " 

GOD 

In seeking a term for the God of Covenant, Borowitz 

found that "Absolute," although appropriate in that it 

21Ihi,g,, P• 204. 

2~See my critique on the authoritativeness of either 
C/covenant. 
I 
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suggests the existence of a s t a ndard a ga i nst which humanki nd 

is to regard i ts be havior , does not s ufficiently reflect 

self- determinism. As part of his rejection of orthodoxy, 

whic h viewed revelation as the wil l o f an Absolute, God must 

also be sufficiently weak, thus allowing for human self­

determination.23 Hence, i n assert ing a position midway 

between the unyielding God of Orthodoxy and the nihilism of 

modern secularism, Borowitz finds God best i ndica t ed by the 

expression "we ak Absolute . " 

This "weak- Absolute, " Borow1.tz suggests, is "an 

Immanent Reality that is also transcendent .... " 24 Borowitz 

asserts that God would have to be immanent i n order tn be 

accessible to the human person. But s uch a "weak-Absolute" 

would also necessari l y b e transcendent in order to authorize 

duty. A purely immanent God c ould not provid~ a truth that 

was not contingent u pon the emotions or r easoning of a 

potentially faulty society . As God is the "Ground o f all 

grounds , 1125 transcendence would be the guarantee for 

ultimate truth . I n giving specificit y to this God, Judaism 

utilizes symbols which, while inadequate, " [ point ] beyond 

themselves to the Ineffable . ·126 That Borowi t z cannot be 
I 

more specific as to the nature of God does not diminish h is 

a wareness of i ts truth, as h is faith gives h i m the necessary 

» aorowitz, Renewing., p. 77. 

" .llu.g. , pp. 91-98 . . 
26.I.Qig., p. 9 2. 
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certainty which he does, nonetheless, require. 

As the Transcendent is the Ground of all grounds, suo h 

a God gives authentic ity to what Borowitz terms a necessary 

ground of values. Recalling the failure of modernity's 

r a tional ism to provide a suitable ground o f value or even 

some objective truth, Borowitz, 1n r eclaiming the centrality 

of God i n J e wish life, understands such a God to provide 

that eternal truth or ground of value. What must not be 

forgotten, however, is tha~ while value resides in God, the 

Transcendent, its manifestation is experienc ed as the 

Immanent . Such unqualified value is required in a theology 

wherein God conserves the distinction between the victims of 

the atrocities of the Holocaust a nd their perpetrators. 2
~ 

Whi le the existence of universal values has not 

directed all of humanity toward them, Covenant theology .... 

would maintain that there is a pr ogress toward messianism. 

God possesses redemptive power, Borowitz claims, as 

evidenced in the Exodus, the civil rights struggle . the Six 

Day War and the liber ation of Communist Europe. While 

asserting an escatology of Messiah, Borowitz also indicates 

that humankind will be a part of that final climax. He 
I 

expresses uncertainty as to how this will be, yet, given his 

f aith, he is assured of its imminence and the arrival of the 

World-to-Come . 28 On this Borowitz notes, "My trust in God 

for life after deat h relieves me of the punishing burden of 

I 

27.I12ig., p. 42 . 

28.I.Qig . ' pp. 150- 152. 
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requiring everything to be settled here."" 

Borowi t z additionally notes that while the Transcendent 

God conserves the universal Good, God's justice is not an 

Absolute. Borowitz explains: 

"·· .With God's j ustice premised on huma n freedom 
(and, hence, responsibility), God ' s justice cannot 
be perfect but must be rough .... If God wishes 
people to be meaningfully free, ... God' s reward 
a nd puni shment cannot be mechanical . "30 

Accordingly, there exist s the possibility for evil in the 

world. Such evil is net the wil l of a malevolent God, but 

results fnom the freedom granted to the individual who must 

c hose to resist such de sire for evil. Accordingly, God ' s 

retributive power will one day offer justice and mercy to 

all . Until that day, however, evil wi ll be present. 

TORAH 

In Renewing the Covenant, Borowitz states three 

criteria that the God of Covenant ordains : mandati ng Jewish 

duty, shaping sacred community, and validating a commanding 

piety. u Mandating Jewish duty refe rs to the individua l ' s 

Covenantal responsibility to live a life of Torah. "A 

Jewishly adequate idea of God would move Jews to do this by 

indicating the cosmic authority behind the Torah life a nd 

thus the ultimate significance of i ts required acts . 0 >2 As 

211Ibid. , p. 149. 

30Ibid. , P· 148. 

n lbid. , p . 57- 61. 

S2.l.Qig, 
1 p. 58. 
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the Written Torah is revelation,~> Borowitz expl a i ns, it 

"directs us to our duty as participants in the Covenant.nH 

He does, however, grant that"· .. c hanges in h j story validate 

changes in practice .... 1'"'5 Inasmuch as halakhah represents 

Orthodox Jewish duty, a theology of Covenant " ... rejects 

that authe ntic Jewish continuity r e qu i r es the halakhic 

process . 1134 Thus while Torah unequivocally mandated 

Jewish duty in the past , in contemporary societ y the 

specific practices and beliefs it instructs must not be 

adhered to whe n they con flict with o ur sense of what is 

right. Nonetheless, Borowitz a r gues, "whatever language a 

Jew uses to speak of God the communication needs to make God 

sufficiently r eal that ' commandment' results and energizes a 

Jewish life tha t deserves to be associated with the term 

'Torah ' 11 • ~
7 "Torah, 11 then, r efers t o the substance of our 

o ngoing Jewish religious e xperience . 3 6 A valid Jewish 

theo logy , Borowitz avers, must i nclude not only a particular 

set o f ideals as expressed by both our history and our 

present, but must include a command to uphold them . >9 

~ see Renewing., pp. 250-253 , for a more detailed 
account of Borowitz's v iew n f revelatio~. Borowitz attempts 
to make clear that he holds to a "more humanist theory of 

· revelatio n." Also, see my critique of this view. 

;ulbid . , p. 28 3. 

35Ibid., pp. 58- 9 . 

36Ibid ., p . 281. 

3 7 Ibid . p . 117 . 

38Ibid. I p . 56 . 

31.I..Qig • I p. 291. 
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To the extent that commandment results from covenant, 

Borowitz acknowledges that the halakhic process of Rabbinic 

times must be reformulated for a postmodern secting: 

We cannot expect formal similarity to the past to 
empower even a responsive Jewish legal system 
without a convincing theory of authority to 
persuade us we ought sacrifice our autonomy to 
it -- and if we do not, it is merely wise counsel, 
not law. A modernized ha l akhic process could have 
considerable Jewish value, but we shall know what 
constitutes authentic "flexibility" only when we 
have theologically established its meta- halakhah. 
And only when we have been personally persuaded of 
the validity of its t heory of Jewjsh decision 
making are we likely to make its rulings our 
law .---0 

What Borowitz attempts to clarify, then, is that while Torah 

is a core term of relation in the Covenant, implying duty; 

it is the individual as a member of corporate Israel who, in 

relationship with all Israel, arrives at the particulars of 

its content. 

ISRAEL 

The second criterion of Jewish duty Borowitz outlines 

is shaping sacred community . 0 In shaping this sacred 

community, the God of Cqvenant mandates that Jews live not 
I 

as individuals, but in community with one another . To 

emphasize this point, Borowitz refers t o the individual Jew 

as "Israel/self" , thereby expressing the corporate nature of 

Israel which has preserved her . God rna~e covenant not with 

individuals, Borowitz asserts, but with the whole community 

I 

'
0To.ig. I P• 287, 

41Ihl_g., pp. 59- 60 , 
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of Israel. Accordingly, in fulfillment of the Covenant, 

there must remain a sense of sacred community. This 

community achieves corporate authenticity by i ts response to 

several questions Borowitz posits: 

We will initially assess the Jewish authenticity 
of their demands upon our institutions by asking 
how they have met their obligations to our people. 
What do they know of the tradition they have 
brought into judgement? What sacrifices of self 
have they made for Judaism's continuity? What 
place does the people Israel have in their 
personal vision of the proper service of God? 
Does their individual version of Judaism give 
promise of continuing Israel i n faithful corporate 
service to God unti l the Messiah comes?' 2 

Added to this list of inquiries for the authentic Jew 

shaping sacred community are the necessary appurtenances of 

land and language. Accordingly, aliya becomes an. integral 

activity i n shaping sacred community, 0 as does acquiring 

proficiency in Hebrew.•• Also intrinsic to this Covenant, _ 

Borowitz suggests, is the criteri~n of procreation, thereby 

ensuring the preservation of such a sacred community.•5 

In referring to Israel, Borowitz makes plain that 

Israel is not to be understood as chosen by God and hence 

superior to other people. Rather, Israel must be understood 

' to he in special Covenantal relationship with God such that 

certain sacred consequences fall upon Israel . Borowitz 

enumerates them and categorizes them as shaping Jewish li fe 

'2.I.hi.g . t P• 226. 

0 1..b..iJ! . , pp. 200-202. 

0 Ibid., p. 260. 

'
5 I bid., p. 298 . 
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both i ntracommunally and extracommunally : 

Intracommunally, chosenness first founds Jewish 
existence on the conscious ness that the one God of 
the un iverse gave the Torah to the Jews alone. 
Therefore, and second, a Jew should do mitzvot as 
a n individual a nd as part of the Jewish people's 
corporate service of God. Third, livi ng this way 
makes Jewish life holy, distinguished from profane 
existence, and suffused with a sense of contact 
with God. Fourth , because of this alliance with 
God, Jews know that their people will survive 
every historical vicissitude and one day be 
vindicated when God fully redeems them a nd all 
humankind because 0f them. ' 6 

2 4 

Extracommunally, Borowitz enumerates separation from other 

groups and service or activism, setting " a high example of 

personal conduct before humanity. 11 • ~ 

Whi le Borowitz understands these responsibilities in a 

postmodern sense, he does not shirk from their valid claim 

on Israel . Still, such duties in shaping sacred communi ty 

are not foisted upon Israel/self. Were all human freedom 

denied by God, only an Orthodoxy wou l d have legitimacy . 

Accordingly, Borowitz must reject such orthodoxy. In so 

do i ng, however, he does not characterize h is theology as 

representative of Reform, Conservative or Reconstructionist 

Judaisms. What Borowitz does assert is the place of 

Covenant theology among non- Orthodox Judaisms. 

Orthodoxy is distinguished from non- orthodoxy, Borowi tz 

c laims , wh en o ne places o nes reference of truth i n the 

"general culture" rather than in traditional Judaism. He 

notes: 

'
6 Thbi'ti., 195 r===- p. . 

I 
•
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Our cwo religious wings differ radically only i n 
the balance they make between revelation and 
autonomy, between the relative authority they 
ascribe to human will and God's instruction.•e 

25 

And he also states: 

... I proceed more from my Judaism toward the 
culture than did the modernists, who thought 
society had the surer truth. " "9 

While Borowitz asserts that " authentic" Judaism arises 

when one responds to the tradition, Orthodoxy assigns 

authority exclusively to God's Torah, thereby placing it at 

the center of Jewish identity and denying authority to the 

individual. Borowitz, as a non-Orthodox Jew, is unwilling 

to yield to tradition an Absolute authority. He asserts 

that such ascendancy cannot be given over entirely to the 

Torah without regard for the individual. While Borowi t z 

seems to be reiterating a modified theistic absolutism, he 

does not grant that such a God denies personal autonomy. rt 

is this critical difference, he claims, which makes his 

theology non- orthodox. 

Operating out of a postmodern frame- o f - reference, 

Borowitz contends that" · .. personal freedom [is) at the 

center of Jewish existenee."~ Still, in light of the 

tragedy of the Holocaust, he seeks a less hurnanocentric 

value system. For Borowitz, this does not mean unfettered 

sovereign ty, but "substantial self- determination". 0 Such 

·•..I.Qi..g. ' p. 77 . 

491.Q.ig. I ~ • 55. 

SOlQig, I p . xii. 

51I b id. , p. x . , 
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self-determination is indicative of the transformation of 

modern life which liberal Jews must not deny . Borowitz 

declares of this self-determining individuali t y : 

The resulting ideals of person and society it 
projected so enlarged the Jewish soul that they 
made the pains of Emancipation well worth bearing. 
We contemporary Jews may have jettisoned t he 
optimism that once sacrilized moderni?.ation, but 
the very experience that has made us more 
realistic has reinforced our steadfast devotion to 
self- determination. Witnessing the moral failures 
of orthodoxies, i nstitutions, and collectives has 
reconfirmed our trust in the self as the best 
c ritic of iniquity and our indispensable defense 
agains,t social tyranny.:.:> 

THB JEWISH SELF 

26 

Whereas the God of Israel mandates a sacred community , 

so, too, it must validate a commanding piety for the 

individual. Borowitz remarks: 11 1'. concept of God that makes 

direct address to God infantile or denies that God can be of 

help to us to meet the varied experiences of life stumbles 

against a theme of divine approachability unbroken i"'n Jewish 

religious experience over the ages.""~ What is here 

suggested is that a Jewish idea of God must be such that it 

places the Jew in relation to a God who is available to the 

individual as he or she seeks help from that God. 5
' 

~ .Il;ug., p. 285. 

53_lluQ. I P • 6Q • 

s•1t must ~ note d that several Jewish thinkers 
throughout the ages, most notably Maimoniqcs, Spinoza, and 
Reines have denied that such a God-idea has validity. Whi le 
these thi-nkers differ in their reasoning,_ they each deny a 
personal God. 
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Validating commanding piety, according to Borowitz, does not 

suggest any particular God-idea other than one which demands 

of the individual a life of Torah. 5 5 

While it is true that Borowitz rejects the 

existentialist stance that authority resides exclusively i n 

the individual self, he does grant to the individual 

sufficient autonomy to determine the specific terms of the 

Covenant. 56 This intermediary position is one which, as 

stated above, attests to a God who is neither an Absolute 

authority over humankind nor altogether impotent. Whereas 

this God must be sufficiently weak to provide room for human 

freedom, Borowitz understands that there are certain 

characteristics both of this G~d and of non-Orthodox Judaism 

which are central to the "life of Torah" - - both mandated by 

God and realized i n the particular experience of this God. 

Such particular experience is the source of authority for 

Borowitz's theological expression. 

In fonnulating covenant theology, Borowitz conceives of 

the relationship between God, Israel and Torah to be such 

that all three are defined in terms of each other. What 
; 

Borowitz effectively achieves is a model of Jewish identity 

that defines the authentic Jewish self in such a manner that 

a Jewish identity is intrinsic to a self identity. The 

Jewish self, then, emerges as the cor e term signifying a 

Jewish identity that is expressive of a view of God, Israel 

55Borowit z, Renewing., p. 60. 

56.Ibi_g_. / p . 1 7 • 



and Torah which is : 

... more individualistic and pluralistic than 
orthodoxy can tolerate, more particularistic than 
rationalists will find responsible, more 
theocentric than humanists can allpw, more ethnic 
than personalists find congenial . 5 7 

As Borowitz suggests in this model, his theology is not to 

be understood as a view of God alone. Yet, even as each 

term is built upon the other, i t is necessary to begin to 

understand the particularism, the theocentricity, and the 

ethnicity of his non- Orthodox view of God . 

SUMMARY 

Arguing against such a move to define the essential 

nature of terms such as Judaism or religion, Borowitz 

suggests that his theology cannot be dissected into 

component parts; rather, it can only be grasped as a 

relationship between its varying parts. 5 8 Borowitz 

understands his role as theologian, then, to be to 

articulate the core terms of relation and the pattern of 

their relationships with each other. He writes: 

I 

The generative vision w~ich I bring to this work 
is holistic, a vision of Judaism in which God and 
the Jewish people stand in an ongoing relationship 
structured by Torah as record and mandate, and the 
background of whose practice is God's rel ationship 
with all humankind .. . . We cannot proceed with the 
doctrine of God alone - - for it is universal -­
nor the doctr~ne of Israel alone - - how will we 
transcend the particular? -- nor from the doctrine 
of Torah alone -- who a uthorizes and who lives it? 
We must FOrrelate God, Israel, and Torah, 

57Ibid . , p. 71. 

sa.Il;;u,g • , p. 56 • 
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rendering our Jewish theology holistic .~~ 

The relationship which unite5 God, Torah and Israel is, 

according to Borowitz, the Covenant . It is in Torah that 

one can find that Covenant between the Jewish people, 

Israel, and their God. 

29 

Covenant theology, then, attempts to provide the 

postmodern Jew with a spirituality found through living a 

" life of Torah" in relationship with God. It endeavors to 

renew the dignity of believing in that living God . While 

Borowitz admits that there is a God for all peoples who 

exist in covenant with God, he, as a Jew, lives in special 

Covenant to God. While such assertions blatantly express a 

uniqueness of the Jewish people, Borowitz concedes that only 

t h rough an awareness of the special nature of the Covenant 

between God and the Jewish people can the Jew~begin to 

comprehend his or her God more fully, and engage in a life 

of Covenant . 

• 59I bid ., p . 55 . 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

A CRITIQUE OF COVENANT THEOLOGY 

There is no doubt that Eugene Borowitz provides a fine 

contribution in his analysis of the h istory of Jewish 

thought. His synthesis of h istorical Jewish theology and 

contemporary theology provide his reader with new insights 

into Jewish thought. Yet, despite his analysis of earlier 

thought a nd h is s ubsequent presentation of a new theology, 

Covenant ctleology remains incoherent . 

Borowitz makes the c laim that his understanding of 

Judaism is not to be believed for any r eason other than its 

truth. The ideological justification for such truth is only 

to be found within his writings . Thus, in attempting to 

understand Covenant theology in its most comp~ete form, one 

must regard Renewing the Covenant as a full expression of 

Borowitz's ideological stance, and little reliance , 

therefore, will be placed upon philosophical treati ses 

external to this work . 

COVENANT 

Inasmuch as Borowitz presents Covenant theology as a 

non- Orthodox theology, t here remain numerous ideas within 

his presentation that indicate otherwise. Whereas the 

Orthodox community insists that it possesses a Covena ntal 

relat i onshi p wi th God and is prepared to abide by the terms 

of the r,ovenant as it appears in both the Written and Oral 

I 
• 
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Law, ~ Bo r owitz claims that there exists an alternative 

Covenant for the non- Orthodox community. The terms of this 

Covenant~ with God are i n dynamic tension with t h is 

commun ity 's view of Torah and the nature of its self­

ident ity as Israel. "Our two rel igious wings differ 

radically only in the balance t hey make between r evelation 

and autonomy, between the relative authority they ascribe to 

human wil l a nd God's instruction, " Borowitz states.u Such 

a comment is either false, if the God depicted in the 

Pentateuch is the God of this C/covenant, or it is 

meaningless, as the term God is insuffic iently defined. 

While Borowi t z would asser t that his definition of God 

(a being both i mmanent and transcendent, the ground of all 

existence and value, the a uthor of C/covenant), must remain 

sufficiently vague to a llow for human freedorn, , he would 

equally assert that there are absolute limits to the nature 

of the Covenant. This is self-contradictory. While he 

~ rt is c ritical to note t hat the terms of the Covenant 
in the Written Torah are not identical to the terms of the 
Oral Torah. Also, the Written Torah prohibits that one 
should increase its contents or d i minish them. Whi le this 
may not be problematic for one who rejects a literal reading 
of ~e Pentateuch, Borowitz relies upon the literal nature 
of the Pentateuch is asserting the existence of a Covenant . 

61Numerous passages in the Pentateuch c l early spell out 
the nature of the Covenant between God and Israel. These 
passages leave no room for modification at the whim of an 
individual asserting autonomy. Such is not the nature of 
the Pentateuchal Covenant 1 and the r e remain no contracts 
which nullify or even modif y the terms as expressed by God 
in the Torah. Additionally, there exists no other Covenant 
within the Je11,i.sh history that grants to the individual the 
latit~de whicb Bor owitz claims for members of his non­
Orthodox community . 

; 
62Borowi tz, Renewing., p . 77. 
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admits he has no authority to determine the nature of the 

Covenant for another individual ~ as he makes clear in 

asserting the private nature of the relationship with God, 

he soon contradicts him s tatement that he has no (moral) 

right over other Jews in the non-Orthodox community by 

mandating what they must do to fulfill their obligations as 

Jews. Borowitz, for example, clearly states that getting 

married and having children are part of a full Jewish 

identity . 63 But if he has no authority ever fellow non­

Orthodox Jews, by what right does he intrude into their 

private and most intimate relationships? By Jabelling such 

behavior a s a dereliction of Jewish duty, Borowitz reveals 

not only an insensitivity to those individuals who do not 

have children for any number of reasons, but also that his 

theologically vague Covenant has, illogically enough, severe 

and authoritarian practical demands. This authoritarianism 

clearly goes against his earlier statement that Jewish duty 

is arrived at in consonance wi th what we as individuals know 

to be right. 6
' 

The need for clarification of this Covenant is further 

seen when it becomes clear that there are forms of non­

Orthodox Judaism that do not share the different iation which 

Borowitz makes in regard t o the nature of the relationship 

between revelation and autonomy. In making statements which 

63Borowit'! also asserts that living in Israel and 
learning Hebrew are Covenant al duties. See Borowitz, 
Renewing., pp. 294- 298 . 

• 
«.I.12.i.g., pp . 58- 59 . 
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attempt to distinguish non-Orthodox forms of Judaism from 

those forms which are orthodox, he fails to recognize that 

there are Jewish definitions of God whe rein God does not 

provide supernatural revelation, eliminating the Covenant 

al together. 65 

Borowitz presents an elaborate history of the 

C/covenants, reviewing them via Hegel, Hirsh, Rosenzweig, 

and Nietzsche. 611 He sees this history as one which does 

not change the essential form of the Cove nant, i.e.: the 

relationship between God, Torah, Israel, or, for Rosenzwieg, 

the world. For these men, the form has always remained 

constant . Yet, it would seem that this attempt to view 

Jewish history as somehow possessing-a singular form or idea 

is a distortion and a deprecation of the diverse ideas which 

Jews have held in the past. 6 7 Ma imonides, to n~me but one 

of count less others, has been a part of the h istory of ideas 

which did not find God, Torah nor Israel in a C/covenantal 

relationship with Jews. Nonetheless, Borowitz asse~ts that 

the Jewish people are Covenantally contracted to t he God of 

the universe in a manner that is particular to them. Of 

this special relationship Borowitz states: 

[W]hatever language a Jew uses to speak of God, 
the communication needs to make God sufficiently 

G!isee Moses Maimonides, The Guide of the Perplexed, 
trans. by Shlomo Pines (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1963) Part IT, Chapter 36. 

66Borowit* , Renewing., p. 76 . 

6 7 See Ellis Rivkin, The Shaping of Jewish History: A 
Radical liew Interpretation (New York: Charles Scribner ' s 
Sons, 1971), pp. 3-83. 
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real that " commandment" results and energizes a 
Jewish life that d eserves to be associated with 
t h e term " Torah . 11 68 

14 

Such a comment has little content other than an express1on 

t hat whatever ideas one possesses tha t would compel speciftc 

behavio r, o ne can assig n the name "Jewish" to t hat behavior, 

call those ideas compelling that behavior " Torah" , and name 

t he source of those ideas " God ." 

Borowitz does concede t hat he uses the term Torah in a 

broad sense to " refer to the substanc e o C our ongoing 

re l igious experience . .. . " ~ Using this term in t h is way 

deviates from the Classical meaning of Torah . Borowitz, 

however, asserts t hat t he Classical Jewish system was not of 

a si ngular voice i n i t s t ho ught or p r actice . 70 If we a re 

t o assume by this t h at Borowitz welcomes a d iverse 

me mbe r s h ip with in t h e no n-Or thodox Jewish community, wh at 

a re we to assume he will make of those Jews who h old beliefs 

which conflict with one anothe r ? Indeed, t h ere ha ve been 

and remain ma n y Jews today wh o assert ideas whic h a re 

mutually e xclusive of o ne ano t her . In response, Borowitz 

mai nta i n s t hat s uch i dea s which r eject the "communi t y 's 

accepted no rm" lie outside the J e wish community a s a who l e . 

For t h is reaso n , they are not Jewish ideas , but rather the 

non-Je wi s h i deas of pa rticu l a r Jews. suc h a ssertions 

r egardi ng the nature of Judaism are t r oub l i ng to me , 

I 

68Borowi t -!r Renewing . , p . 117 . 

69.I..Qi.g., p. 5 6 . 
• 

70.I..Qi_g . ' p .. 5 7 . 
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particularly when presented as non-Orthodox. Orthodoxy, 

interestingly enough, views Covenant theology a s beyond the 

limits of Jewish beljef. 

Borowitz's view of Covenant seems at odds with that 

which has been indicated through the scientific study of the 

Bible: one cannot assert that the terms of the so-cal l ed 

Sinaitic Covenant are any more obligatory upon the members 

of the Jewish community than are the terms of the Noahidic 

covenant because the Torah does not represent a ~ontract 

' between human persons and God; i t is the product of 

humankind from ages now past. There is a failur e o n 

Borowitz's part to embrace the historical s hifts in 

religious definitions. While he does not adhere to a 

Pharisaic definition of Judaism, neither does he adhere to a 

Biblical Judaism. He deviates radically from both of these 

earlier forms. Yet, he declares that the forms have not 

changed and his Covenant theology is in keeping with these 

antiquated Judaisms . Borowitz offers the view that aggadatt 

indicates that Classical Judaism allowed much freedom of 

thought for Jews so long as the halakhah was followed 

rigidly. Actions, then, were of primary importance; 

thoughts of secondary nature. This, however, is not so. 

Much has been included in the halakhah which severely 

restricts the variety of thought which Classical Judaism 

would have tolerat ed. In Sanhedrin 10a, we find that t hose 

who believe that ther6 is no resurrection, that Torah is not 

from heaven and that there is not a God are deprived of any 

I 
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portion in the World-to-Come. 7
' 

In actuali ty, Borowitz has conceived a theology from 

his own unique mix of h istory and has labelled it authentic. 

While I do not have d ifficulty in accepting the authenticity 

of h is new religious system, I do object to his imposing his 

values onto other individuals. In c reating a new theclogy , 

he has falsely asserted that his ideas were extant in the 

past. He then suggests that Reform Judaism must fall within 

the parameters set forth by this old/new · view of Judaism. 

In so doing, however, h e restricts his ''non-Orthodox " 

Judaism by the practices a nd beliefs of o Rabbinic Judaism. 

In order to give specificity to his Covenantal Judaism , he 

utilizes the terminology and the boundaries as ~stabl ished 

by this earlier form of Judaism. What he reveals in so 

doing is his admission of the legitimacy of e arlier Judai~ms 

to be the sole authentic sour ce of Jewish views today. He 

abdicates nearly all authority t o this earlier Judai sm as 

absolute for him. 72 Borowitz does not seem to recognize 

the implications of Biblic al c riticism which have undermined 

such an authority structure . The l imits of the Judaism have 
; 

broken open with the fall of the boundaries previously set 

by a revelation which f or c enturies enjoyed a status as the 

source of ultimate truth. The inroads of science have 

c losed paths which Borowitz wishes to remain open. 

71See T. B. Sanhedri,v lOa. 

72While Boro~itz asserts the autonomy of the 
individual, he cannot seem to allow for total freedom . The 
authoritarian nature of such a religious system prevents its 
classificatioy among a uthentic non-Orthodox religions. 
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THE TRANSCENDENT GOO 

Borowitz "points to" his understanding of the 

Transcendent One. This, for him, is God. He falsely claims 

to refrain from this term, however, because it "is so heavy 

with question and misconception .... " 73 Yet, he maintains 

that "the spirituality [he is ] pointing to offers no tight 

answers to the problem of reliability. Only an orthodoxy 

could do that." 7
• If Borowitz is suggesting that only 

Orthodoxies have certain answers -- either for the 

individual who accepts them on faith without universally 

demonstrable proof, or whether on the basis of such proof 

then I question this position which raises doubts as to the 

validity of the position held by Jews who firmly maintain a 

Jewish identity and yet deny the existe~ce of a 

Transcendent. Borowitz denies that these Jews fall within 

the bounds of his Jewish identity which asserts there can be 

no particularity of Jewish identitt without tbis 

Transcendent. It is on that front which many liberal Jews 

take offense. They posit that their personal Jewish 

response is not borne out of a covenantal relationship with 

a Transcendent Being. Rather, it grows out of a greater 

understanding of the nature of human existence which demands 

of individuals seeking a level of ideological security 

(without the fundame~talism of an Orthodoxy) a guarantee of 

I 

n aorowi tz , Renewing. , p. 114. 

7◄Thig. 
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freedom for the other. such a Jewish response to pluralism 

need not result in a denigration of individuals who believe 

otherwise. Instead, it allows for the widest range of 

personal conceptions of God. 

Borowitz, however, insists that the experience of the 

Transcendent is universal. Yet, via the Covenant, he 

maintains h is Jewish particularism. All the while he is 

offering his view of God, he frustrates h is own efforts bj 

suggesting that "we are more certain of [experiences of 

transcendent reality) than of any theologian's 

conceptualization of God." 8 such statements present an 

obstacle for validating the particular behaviors whic h a 

community-norm might mandate. This di..fficulty is found in 

R~ines's Polydox community, as well, for different reasons, 

however . Numerous questions arise in response to this : If 

we are to rely solely on our own private experiences 0£ the 

Transcendent, how then might community arise? Around what 

can it center? What does it seek to establish as " common"? 

Conversely, if there are to be common rituals, what 

authority either ordains those behaviors as binding upon the 
I 

members of a particular community or declares them to be 

unquestionably universal ?7
' How does the process of 

conversion work if membership in the community derives from 

experiences of the Transcendent? In responding to these 

question there remains a remarkable similarity between 

75JJ;ug. 

7 'See Alvin Reines, "A Common Symbolism For Reform 
Judais m", 1970, pp. 7 - 8. 

I 
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Borowitz' Covenant theology and Reines's Polydoxy and his 

use of the word Jew as an Ontal symbol. 7
' Whereas Reines 

grants autonomy to each member of the Reform com111un i t y to 

determine an authentic Jewish identify for themselves, 

Borowitz reserves such authenticating power for the 

community. 

ISRAEL 

)9 

In discussing the "momentous folk experiences," of the 

Jewish People, Borowi tz suggests that there have been only 

six: Covenant, Settlement, Rabbinism, Diaspora, 

Emancipation, and post-Holocaust disillusionment. •• J 

question the validity of this list, as I believe t hat before 

one can attempt to delineate the major events impacting upon 

the Jewish community, one must first define that community 

as well as suggest a methodology for determining how that 

community-definition is reached. Reines suggests that 

religious identity is t hat which marks the authentic Jewish 

community. His definition of religion allows him the 

latitude to i nclude as a rrligious community those 

individuals who have attempted to resolve the conflict of 

finitude. ' 9 The momentous events for the Jewish people, 

according t o Reines , then, would be those events which 

-nsee Alvin J. Reines, Polydoxy: Explorations in a 
Philosophy of Liberal JUdaism (Buffalo : Prometheus Books , 
1987), pp. 1661'J,67. 

711.Borowitz , Renewing., p. 1 . 
• 

nsee Chapter Six. 
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demanded a shift in the current formuiation of or response 

to the conflict of finitude, evidenced by the changing 

nature of t hat community's response to the confl ict. 

Borowitz seems to s uggest that only these80 major events 

are significant in their having shaped Jewish spi rituality 

today . Again, what has become of the inroads which 

Wissenschaft has made for Reform Judaism? What of the 

dethroning of the divine authors hip of a literally true 

Torah? Borowitz has not fit this i nto his scheme. I 

believe this is a major omission. Such a difficulty prompts 

the question: Who is included within the " sacred community" 

of Israel? Also, how does Israel receive definition if the 

relationship between God, God's duty and the i ndividual is 

~nique for every individual? Such a private relationship 

would appear to p r eclude the possibility of setting clear 

limits on the membership of Israel. While such limits may 

remain open, how can it be said of the individual who is 

uncertain as to his or her ide ntity that he or she is duty­

bound? 

Remarking on t he contradiction between duty and 

autonomy is David Novak. ' Novuk , a Professor of Jewish 

Philosophy at the University of Virginia, reacting t o 

Borowitz's article , "The Autonomous Jewish Self,"81 offers 

insightful criti cisms of Covenant theology, seriously 

8 0 There remains doubt as to whethe r or not some of 
t hese events ~ curred, especially Covenant, Settlement and 
post- Holocaust disillusionment. 

ns~e E~gene Borowitz, "The Autonomous Jewish Self, " 
Reform Judaism, Vol . 4, No. 1, Feb. 198~. 
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bringing into question the cogency of Borowitz's idea of an 

autonomous self duty- bound to a covenant. He asks Borowitz: 

If revelation is not an act of divine lawgiving, 
but only the experience of God's presence, then on 
any specifically practical issue, is the authority 
of the covenant not going to be j ust as 
anthropocentric as it was for the older, modern 
rationalist, form of Liberal Judaism? In the end, 
is it not man and not God who speaks norms? How 
can any norm emerging from the covenantal ethos be 
considered anything more than human- made law? If 
so, how can such a law be practically bindi~g on 
autonomous individuals together in one community 
short of some formal contract accepted by each one 
of them?u 

That these questions are posed in defense of an alternative 

non-Orthodox Judaism does not alter their keen awareness of 

the weaknesses which remain embedded in Borowitz's Covenant 

theology. My response to these quest i ons would be that I 

concur with them. Nonetheless, Novak has overlooked that 

despite the humanocentric source of this theology, Borowitz 

grants authority to t he community to accept or reject an 

individual's identity . Still, the individual maintains the 

right to promote the truths of his or her Jewish experience 

and encounter with God as worthy of normativeness. 

This liberal or postmodern approach to Covenant 

proctvces a difficulty which Borowitz has ignored. While the 

specifics of any Covenant must remain sufficiently vague to 

allow for personal autonomy, Bo rowitz would maintain that 

the God with Whom he has a relationship mandates Jewish 

duty . This duty would consists of or reflect the terms of 

82David Novak, "Contemporary Jewish Theology, " ed. by 
Dan Cohn-Sherbok (Lewiston: The Edwin Mellon Press , Ltd., 
1991), p. 199. 
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the Covenant. Inasmuch as the terms of the Covenant c annot 

be mandated apart from the community i n Covenant, how is i t 

then possible to distinguish between the Covenant of I s rael 

and the covenant of all of humankind if neither has specific 

terms? Borowitz gives no clear answer to this question. 

THE LIMITS OF AUTONOMY 

Borowitz asserts that the basis for- his faith is not 

found in an unmitigated, rati onally derived truth. Rathe r r 

he asserts that his knowledge stems from a non- rational or 

"pre- rational" faith. While he uses the term faith in an 

alternate manner from its usage in the Pentateuch, 83 such 

non- rational faith may serve as the legitimate basis for his 

beliefs. This does pose limits to his Covenant theology, 

-however. Borowi tz, relying on the priva te nature of h i s 

faith, has no authority to mandate for others what to do or 

believe, given that his beliefs are private. Others, who 

either have no knowledge of his personal experiences or as a 

consequence of the failings of language do not possess the 

capacity to understand hj,s experiences in the whole, cannot 

ever share his God idea except through their own faith. 

There are, no doubt, many Jews who do not share 

Borowitz ' s views -- the very reason he gives for p l acing 

authority not in the hands of the individual but e l sewhere. 

•>Fai t h, emuna, does not mean non-rational belief. 
Rather, emuna, indicat es belief or assent via the witnessing 
of empicically verifiable evidence. See Exodus 4:8 and 
4: 30-31. 

I 
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Yet, despite the reliance upon a Transcendent source of 

authority, Borowitz must concede that he alone is the s ource 

of his theology. Indeed, there may be myriad theologi es, 

one from every person! How, then, does one make a 

determination as to which viewpoint is the surer one? 

Borowitz accepts this as a great difficulty . His resolution 

is to adopt his position through faith . I believe this 

answer, though not in disregard of the question, fails t o 

offer a suitable response. 

That t3orowitz derives his authority from his 

relationship with the godhead94 of his Judaism is as valid 

a proof as my asserting that I have authority from the 

godhead to state that Covenant theology is false ~ While 

Borowitz may concede that as an individual I have such 

authority, yet as a member of Corporate Israel , I cannot 

effect my theology as valid in my Jewish community, my 

beliefs are overrun by his. My self- determination is non­

existent in s uch a sy·stem. Inasmuch as Borowitz emphasizes 

the primacy of community over the autonomy of the self, 

Reines is unwilling to do this. He sets individual freedom 
, 

as the Absolute. I suggest to Borowitz that the Polydox 

which Reines offers is the only viable solution which 

preserves the freedom of the individual while maintaining 

Jewish identity as a particular r esponse. 

Additionally, I believe that Covenant theology can only 

ec1n asserting Covenant theology, Borowitz is 
effectively asserting that he has received prophecy from 
God. See• Deuteronomy 18:15-22 in reference to false 
prophets. · 

I 
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operate in a Polydox structure. Because each faith 

experience is unique and every idea to which an individual 

assents may contradict the ideas of other individuals, it 

becomes necessary to institute limits upon every individual 

by recognizing that the faith which they possess for their 

truth need not be identical to the truth of others. That to 

which a particular individual assents may be true for them 

and for many others as well, yet it can never attain 

universal acceptance due to the limitations of the human 

mind. 

Borowitz finds fault with Reines's position, citing the 

position of Buber which asserts that self-determinism is 

found only in mutuality.as Still, Bo~witz ' s chief concern 

is not how to ensure freedom, but how to specify "the 

sources of authority that should legitimately .limit the 

exercise of the free self. " 56 Further, Borowi tz critiques 

rather severely the positions of Kaplan, Heschel, Buber, and 

Cohen, to name a few .• , 

MESSIAH 

The Hegelian notion of a historical progression is 

insufficient for providing humanity with logical solutions 

to its challenges. Borowitz rejects the notion that 

rationalism provides humanity with the ability to advance 

•
5 Borowitf, Renew'ing., p. 178. 

•
41.llli.g., p. 181 . 

• 
""Ibid. , p. 160. 
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ethically. He asserts that the rabbis of the Rabbinic 

period were more understanding of the human condition than 

are thinkers today.as Ironically, this assertion is in 

line with the hylotheistic position that process does not 

indicate progress. 89 I believe that Borowitz' s position 

regarding the limitations of humanity stem not from the 

inability of man to overcome their evil forces, nor is it 

the result of economic inequities. Rather, as the godhead 

is limited, so too are we limited in our ability to 

transforro the world . The conditions which now exist set 

boundaries upon the possibilities for the future. Yet, 

within the possibilities that do exist, there are those 

which allow for evil and those which allow for good. The 

godhead, however, wil l not be directly responsible for 

choosing. The individual will. There is one difficulty 

which Borowitz' Covenant theology cannot overcome. In his 

theology, centered on ethical behavior, the community 

rejects human Authority and hence individualized nQtions of 

this Transcendent Authority (like his own). How, then, do 

we as a community arrive at truth? 

SUMMARY 

Borowitz's unwillingness to define his source of 

authority, his lack of justification for continuing to refer 

to Classical Jewish responses as maintaining their validity 

I 

¥.I12ig .. , p. 165. 

99lfyl:otheism , P~ ? 



\ 

• 

4 6 

for Reform Jews, and his failure to seek a palatable 

solution to the problem of theodicy all contribute to the 

inefficacy of his Covenant theology for the modern or 

postmodern Jew. 

Most ironic, as Reines notes~ , is the evidentiary 

system of the Pentateuch which would condemn the liberties 

taken by the theological construction of Borowitz , 9
i This 

presents Borowitz with profound evidence against h i s 

theology in that he seems to suggest that Class ical Judaism 

would support his ideology. In fact, it does not. 92 

While Polydoxy and hylotheism may not poi nt to Covenant 

theology, the principles upon which the former are founded 

are compatible with the latter. Most remarkable is the 

failure of Covenant theology to offer validation of Polydoxy 

(or hylotheism), while simultaneously relying upon it for 

its own validation. 

Borowitz has struggled with his Jewish heritage and, 

true to Israel, he has emerged from his wr.estling with God, 

formulating a new mode of Jewish identity. This Jewish 

identity which he has expressed is an identity shared by 

many Jews today. Yet the manner in which they speak belies 

their greater struggle . Even as these Jews are constrained 

to let go of an inoperative Covenantal relationship with an 

90Reines_, "Hylotheism, n p. 7, note 20. 

91See Number s l~:1- 50 f'.or the fate of Korach who 
rebelled against thf commands of the God of Israel . 

9 ~See Deuteronomy 4:2 and 5:32 which state in no 
u ncertain ten!s that the commandments given bY. the God of 
Israel are not to be altered in any manner. 
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omni-parental deity, so too are they constrained to admi t 

that their views have no significant impact on their lives . 

That they are s e cure i n their identity only admits to the 

terror with which they peer into the world, now confronting , 

now h iding, eyes closed . The realit y which must confront 

them is indeed a frightening one. For no one who 

comprehends the challenge which faces all J ews can with any 

conviction affirm t hat the process of responding to this 

challenge is easy. In order for us as Jews to move forward 

i n our ideological struggles, we must first be wil ling to 

grieve over the loss of the ancient religious ideas. Their 

value has moved from currency to r e lic . We who wis h to seek 

solutions must be willing to reject our failures. Borowitz, 

unfortunately, cannot admit the loss of these ancient ideas, 

and in a ttempting to integrate them with incom~atible 

contemporary ideas has created a system divided against 

i t self that neither the traditional Jew nor the c ontemporary 

postmodern Jew can find useful in meeting the challenges of 

the world i n which we find ourselves. 

I 



CHAPTBR SIX 

REFORM JUDAISM AHD RATIONAL EMPIRICISM 

As the Heisenberg uncertainty principle suggests, 

observing an experiment affects its results in such a way 

that the outcome is inextricably linked to the perspective 

of the experimenter. This principle is no less true for 

philosophy than it is for chemistry or physics. 

48 

Accordingly, the manner in which the theological question is 

answered is directly related to the manner in which it is 

asked. As every theologian brings to his or her inquiry 

certain assumptions, not only will the formulation of the 

theological question impose upon the outcome, but the 

careful reader will be able to discern in the outcome these 

biases , as well. 

In contra-distinction to the dialogical personalism of 

Eugene Borowitz, Alvin J . Reines's theology is decidedly a 

rational empiricism, that is : a system c reated by reaffeon on 

an empirical base . Dr. Reines begins his exploration of 

Jewish theology with two assertions. One is in regard to 

his view of Reform Judaism . ' He understands Reform and all 
I 

authentic liberal religions to be fundamentally Polydox 

religious systems93
• The other is in regard to his 

evidentiary system. Dr. Reines is an empiricist. In 

attempting to understand Dr. Reines's theology, hylotheism, 

it is critical 1i(:> keep i n mind these preconditions he sets 

°For. f urther reading on Polydoxy, see Reines, 
Polydoxy, pp. 155-183. 

I 
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for asserting anything as true. 

In formulating hylotheism , Dr. Reines sought a theology 

which was consistent with his understanding of r e ligi o n . 

Consequently, in order to understand why Dr. Reines has 

found hylotheism to be the only empi rically veri fiabl e 

theology, one must first understand his view of religion 

apart from his theology. 

RELIGION 

Reines does not define religion as "bel i ef in God , " 

however that term is given meaning. Instead, he finds 

soteria, ultimate meaningful existence, to be at the core of 

religious existence." Drawing from tlle entire histor y of 

religion, Reines sets forth that religion is the human 

attempt to resolve the conflict of finitude. The conflict 

of finitude is the internal psychic s truggle which seeks to 

harmonize a realization that the self is finite- i n-nature 

with an a wareness t hat the self desires an infinite· 

existence , i.e.: infinite pleasure, perfect health, e ternal 

life, perfect relationships, all material possessions, etc. 
; 

This conflict c an cause great angst within the human person . 

Failing to meet these desires results in a loss of 

meaningful existence. Accordingly, in the quest to a ttain 

ultimate meaningful existence, many diverse systems of 

thought have been devised to resolve this conflict, each 

9'See A.J. Reines , Polydoxy, p. 63, for further 
explanation of the term "soteria. " 
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hoping to provide for the attainment cf that ultimate 

meaningful existence. Whether such systems have been in the 

guise of political or economic theories, views of the human 

psyche or definitions of the word God, these attempts to 

comprehend the world are religious systems. 96 

For Reines, each religious system c an be expressed as a 

set of essential beliefs. While this requires that every 

aspect of the religious system be expressed in language, an 

activity which is perhaps not possible for all religious 

systems, Reines maintains that to assert anything about a 

religious system which cannot be reduced to communicable 

language is to assert statements that have no truth-value at 

all. Accordingly, these assertions would be meaningless. 

Under this rigorous method of constructing all 

religious systems as a set of ideas, religious systems can 

be distinguished from one another. As the essential beliefs 

o f one system coincide or differ from those of another 

system , so too do religions coincide or differ from one 

another. Thus, a religious system which asserts that the 

Oral Torah is divinely revealed £s a different religious 

system from one which mai~tairs that the Oral Torah is not 

divinely revealed. 

Clearly, there is the possibility for much debate over 

which religious syste·m offers the best resolution to the 

~onflict of finitude. As conflict over religious truth has 

95Reines 1'btes that in resolving the conflict of 
fini tude a concept of God in not required.. For example, 
Buddhism is generally regarded as a religion and it has no 
concept 'of God . 
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been the source of great human suffering, Reines's 

methodology for exploring the content of his definition of 

the term God attempts to preclude such conflict. He 

remedies this struggle for supremacy by positing what he 

deems to be at the core of liberal religion: individual 

freedom. Such a religious system, by virtue of it being a 

liberal religious system, is Polydox . aefore delving into 

Reines's own God-concept, then, let us first bri efly explore 

his idea of Polydoxy. 

POLYOOXY 

Reines has summarized three basic propositions of 
,, 

Polydoxy i n his essay on Hylotheism. The first reiterates 

the Freedom Covenant, to which all Polydox Reform Jews ought 

commit themselves. It states : 

Every member [of the religious community) 
possesses an ultimate right to religious self­
authority, but, at the same time , ~as the duty to 
limit her or his exercise of freedom within the 
boundary set by the freedom of other members. 96 

Such an agreement between individual members of a religious 

community allows for a mult~plicity of religious ideologies 

wit};lin the same community. 9 7 

The second proposition asserts that " [e]very person is 

96Reines, Polydoxy , p. 25. 

97Inasmuch as Polydoxy has been formulated by Reines as 
a liberal relig.ill,us syptern, J.S. Mill has articulated a 
libertarian politica l theory which refl ects the contents of 
the Freedom Covenant. See J.S. Mi l l, on Liberty, ed. by 
Gertrude HJ.mmelfarb (London: Penguin Cl assics, 1985), pp. 
157- 162. 
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a unique individual. 11 98 Reines contends that psychological 

and b i ological research has revealed that no t wo individuals 

are alike. Th is proposition r ejects the Aristotelian notion 

ascribing to all humans an essence, "rational animal." Such 

an essential nat ure would require that all persons should 

have an identical understanding of truth. 

The third propos ition is that " God- views are 

subjecti ve."" As no person is exactly like any other 

person, how an individual c hooses their religious system is 

entirely s ubjective. There can be no objective argument to 

determine which of them is more c orrect. 

The term Polydox emerges to describe the communi ty 

which allows every individual t o chose his o r he r God- view, 

and allows for the peaceable co-existence of the resultant 

diverse values, requi r ements for truth and unders tanding of 

what is real. 

RESPONSES TO PDITTODE100 

All religio u s systems, whatever their s pecific content, 

fall into one of three oateoories : the infinite response t o 

, fini tude, the discognitive response to finitude, and the 

finite response to fini tude. Of the first category there 

are two kinds: the infinite personal response and the 

98Alvin J. Rei nes, "Hylotheism: A Theology of Pure 
Process" (Ci ncinnati : Alvin Reines), p. 2. 

1 ~For a full discussion of the major res ponses to 
finitude, see: Reines, Polydoxy. pp. 64- 72. 
I 
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infinite relational response . Most prominent of tne three 

larger categories have been religious systems of the 

infinite response to fini tude. This category of rel i gious 

syst ems offers ultimate meaningfu l existence i n that the 

i ndividual making t h is response finds soteria through their 

own infinite existence. Tn the infinite personal response 

individuals are the source of their own b e i ng. They are 

unc reated, i ndependent, and powerful in every way. They are 

the ground of the ir own infinite existence, In the i nfinite 

relational respon s e pers ons are finite yet rec eive infinite 

existence by formi ng relations h ips with another being , 

name ly God . ioi This God grant s to individuals infinite 

existence so that they may satisfy the- infinite conation 

found wit h i n every human person . 

The second c ategory of religions is the discognitive 

response to finitude. It function s altogether differently 

from the other two in t hat rather than resolve the conflict 

of fi nitude by gra nting infinite existence to its adherent , 

it temporarily s uspends the conflict by dull ing the 

awareness of the finitude of the individual. This res ponse 

is exemplified by drug addiction, psyc hoses, a nd suicide. 

The third cat e gory of religion is the finite r esponse 

to finitude. It is a demanding religiou s system which 

"contains essentially three e leme nts: acknowledgement of the 

truth of the percepti on that the one is finite; renunciation 

o f infinite con'Ation; and setting and accepting limits in 

10 ~1s is the c ategory into which Reines would place 
the Postmodern Juda ism of Eugene Borowitz . 

/ 
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all areas of desire. u ioi Hylotheism i s a member o f this 

class of religions in that it requires of its adherents an 

awareness of the limits of their existence, thus offering 

them soteria only from that which is possible. 

THEOLOGY, TRUTH AND BEING 

Prior to an exposition of hylotheism it is critical to 

explore several general concepts : t heology, truth and being. 

The first ~f these, theology, is understood by Rei nes to be 

any definition of the word God. However one may chose to 

define God, whether such a definition has meaning for others 

or not, is one's theology. The theology of Alvin Reines is 

hylotheism. This singular term refers to a complex 

definition of God, as defined exclusively by Dr. Reines. 

Thus we come to our second term, truth. 

Truth, for Reines, does not entail d relationship 

between some extra-mental reality and a statement regarding 

that reality. Truth refers to a relationsh i p between an 

idea or statement and an individual who holds such an idea 

to be true. 103 Reines' s reference, then, i s not an 
I 

objective standard against which all individuals judge 

value . Rather, truth is asserted i n terms of its validity 

for the individual alone. This is a Polydox a pproach to 

truth. Such a vi ew allows the individual t o subjectively 

10~eines, Polydo)QI, p . 70. 

103F'-'r further reading on the subjective nature of 
truth, see Mill , on Liberty, pp. 81-82 . -
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set the requirements for determining truth. Ideas for whic h 

Reines has sufficient empirical evidence such that he finds 

them t o correspond to that which is re~ l , j. e .: that which 

has relation to extr a -mental existence, are ideas which he 

holds to be true. Thus we come to our t h ird term, being. 

As an e mpiricist, Reines will only grant the attribute 

of being to that for which he has empirical evidence, 

evidence acquired through the five senses . In relating 

theology, truth, and being, Reines begins his definition of 

God with an inquiry: "What existent -- if any - - s ha ll I 

r efer to by the term God?" Such a question impli e s that in 

order for his definition of God to be true, its primary 

requireme nt is that i t must be correla t ive with something 

that has existence or being. Such a theology is clearly 

ontological in nature. It i s this requ irement- of existence 

whic h is critical for Reines ' s theology t o have meani ng . 

Reines notes that personhood , omniperfection and the 

a bso lute power to overcome nothing ness are ge nerally 

requi red of God i n order for the word to have mean ing . 10
• 

He rejects these preconditions for accepting a God-view a s 

true, as his God-view does not require s uch attributes. 

Neither is i t the purpose of Reines's t heology to provide a 

coherent unde rstandi ng of the totality of the historic 

Jewish experience. Rather, the function of hylotheism is to 

articulate a referent to the term "God" f or which Reines has 

e v idence that~ t is a real, i.e.: empirically verifiable, 

I 
10•Reines, "Hylotheism", p. 7. 
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exist e nt. Only through having an a wareness and expression 

of tha t which is real, Reines suggest s, is the individual 

ably suited to embark upon those behaviors which allow for 

the attainment of soteria . •~ 

While religious thinkers such as Brightman posit that 

coher e nce is a necessary condition for truth, Reines rejects 

such a test for truth. "~ Brigh t man states t hat "coherence 

[is] a 'way of knowing' God, that is .. . a way of discovering 

and testing truth about God. " 1~ Yet, Brightman also notes 

that coherence cannot be determined until such time as all 

truth is known. He realizes this may well be impossible. 

Nonetheless, h e is committed t o coherence as a test of 

truth . 10
• 

EVIDENCE 

As stated above, Reines requires evidence as his test 

of truth. He requires evidence to determine that whiGh h as 

real exist e nce. As there can be little value in speaking of 

a subject about which one has no knowledge, a nd granting 

that c ertain knowledge is unattainable, Re.i.nes is reduced to 

rely upon ass umptions109 in asserting that whj ch is true of 

~ssoteria i s ultimate meaningful existence. 

106Reines , "Hylotheism", p. 15. 

107Brightrna n, A PhilosophJ' of Religion ( Englewood 
Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1940), ~P• 189-190. 

10•,IQig_. I p • 129 • 

'"
0 9Assumptions are- t.ltose propos itions for which Reines 

does not have empirical evidence. 
I 
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his reality. In this he does not differ from Borowi t z . I t 

c an be argued, however, that one can assent to the truth of 

any number of assumptions. Such a methodology yiel ds that 

a ll statements can be determined to be true. In 

acknowledging that one must make certain assumptions yet at 

the same time must limit their numbar, Reines ascribes to 

the principle of Occam's Razor. Occam's Razor states that 

the simplest of competing theories, those requiring the 

least number of assumptions, are to be preferre d over those 

that are more complex, which require more assumptions . 110 

That Reines has chosen to employ Occam's Razor is, also, a 

subjective and arbitrary decision. In choosing to employ 

it, he has assumed the following: in~uction, memory and the 

universal status of sensory perceptions as reflective of an 

extra-mental universe. That he cannot demonst~ate that 

these are real i ties and must accept them on faith does not 

cripple his attempt to derive meaning from the world . 

In addition to his preliminary assumptions, Reines has 

chosen empirical evidence as his criterion for determining 

that which has real existence. This requirement, too , he 
I 

concedes, is one he has c hosen arbitrarily. 1
" In seeking 

to communicate with others our limited knowledge of the 

world, we are restricted to our senses, that which unites us 

with the world beyond o ursel ves. Yet, as each of us may 

perceive what is outside of us differently, thus 

I 

"°Reines, "Hylotheism", p. 6. 

i.u.Dllg., p. 3 . 
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underscoring that all statements concerning real ity are made 

subjectively, nothing can be said of reality t o which all 

others must assent. Only the experiences which produce 

physical evidence can be shared by others. They are public 

in that sense. Such physical evidence is perceived by the 

mind of the individual observing it. As not all individuals 

perceive reality in the same manner, it follows that there 

need not be any agreement as to the true nature of reality , 

regardless of the public nature of it and the human 

experience of a sensory perception of it. All that can be 

said to be known, then, are the sensory perceptions within 

that i ndividual ' s mind. That which the mind perceives via 

the five senses Reines has termed 11 seJ1sa". Those emotions 

which are internal feelings which cannot be demonstrated 

like pain or hunger or Jove, and sensations wh!ch are 

experienced within oneself Reines has termed "selfa". 112 

It is only through sensa and selfa that we can c laim to have 

knowledge of the extra-mental world. 

As sensa and selfa are the only entities which can be 

said to have certain existence, they are an equivalent term 

for being. Reines mainta1ns, however , that both sensa and 

selfa are created by mind. They do not give us 

incontrovertible knowledge of the extra-mental world . They 

only indicate the possibility that such an extra- mental 

world exists . In establishing a definition of God based 

upon that whiqti can b~ known, Reines asserts that only selfa 

I 

U2.I.Qig. f p • 3 • 

I 



and sensa have a continued existence. Thus, Reines's 

definition of God is "the enduring possibility of 

being. n i u 
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Asserting that the traditional claims of authority t o 

mandate behavior and belief - - in the interest of providing 

soterial existence -- must be understood to be without 

divine sanction, Reines removes himself from the shackles of 

a dubious and impotent history. Such a tradition has no 

authority to limi t his use of the word God. He further 

posits tha~ his criterion for accepting a God idea as true 

is not limited by the fact that he is a Jew . 114 His use of 

the term Jew is in keeping with his understanding of i t s 

historical usage. Jewish religious thinkers have always 

claimed for themselves the authority to assert their ideas 

as Jewish, regardless of the specific content of those ... 
ideas. 11

~ As part of the continuing process of the 

changing nature of Jewish thought, Reines asserts the truth 

of hylotheism. For h im, it is the only valid Jewisp 

theology. 

•uReines, "Hylotheism", p. a . 

lHibi,Q . I • 5 • 

U5See Chapter 2 in Reines ' s Polydoxy, as well as 
Julius Gµttmann ' s Philosophies of Jµdaism (New York: 
Schocken Books, i964). 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

PROCESS 'IHEOLOGY 

PARTIAL PROCESS THEOLOGY 

6 0 

As stated previously, Alvin Reines begins his 

theological inquiry seeking that to which he might refer by 

the word "God. " The particular theology for which he has 

empirical evidence is hylotheism, a theology of process. 

Process theology is that class of theologies which 

characterizes the godhead of that particular process 

theology as possessing mutability. Prior to Reines's 

introduction of hylotheism, process theology was of one 

variety. Of process theologies today there are two 

varieties: pure process theology and hybrid or partial 

process theology . ' 14 The former, pure process, is a 

theology wherein the totality of the godhead is in process. 

Reines's theology of hylotheism is a theology of pure 

-
process, as no part of the godhead is static. The latter, 

partial process theology, is a theology wherein only a 

portion of the godhead is , in process, and a portion of the 

godhead is immutable. A theology which attributes 

immutability jn a ny part to the godhead is a partial process 

theology. This kind of process theology characterizes the 

theologies of several modern religious thinkers, most 

notably those of Alfred North Whitehead , David Ray Griffin, 

u'Por a fuller discussion of Reines ' ~ views regarding 
partia l •process theology, see section IV of "Hylotheism", 
pp. 31-47. 

I 
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and Charles Hartshorne. 

CRITIQUE OF NON-HYLOTHEISTTC PROCESS THEOLOGY 

Reines assents to the truth of hylotheism because it is 

the only theology for wh ich he has evidence of truth. As 

there is evidence for the truth of hylotheism, Reines 

states, there is an absence of empirical evidence attesting 

to the truth of alternative theologies . Reines offers a 

criticism of these hybrid or partial process theologies for 

three reasons: they lack empirical evidence suggesting the 

godhead possesses an enduring component; they equate process 

with progress; and they attribute c hange or process to some 

other cause than the godhead. 

The process theologies of Whitehead , Griffin and 

Hartshorne are theologies which attribute t o a portion of 

the godhead immutability. This static component of the 

godhead would serve as the enduring ground of value, 

-
establishing as un i versal truth certain modes of quality, 

here Christi an values. Not surprisingly, then, this 

limiting of the mutability of the godhead is the only means , 

by wnich these Christian theologians have been able to 

assert "eternal universal truths." By way of response to 

the Christian partial process theologians who predicate such 

values upon the infallibility of Revelation, Reines asserts 

that such values arise out of the subjective speculation of 

the partial process theologians who are human persons.u7 

• 
U.

71.tu..2. , p. 46. 
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As all persons are finite, their existence temporally 

limited, it is not possible that there could be eternal 

values. Reines maintains that any and all values arise from 

the individual, not from the godhead. 

In articulating what he perceives to be the essential 

error within partial process theology, an equation of 

process with progress, Reines presents the ideas of David 

Griffin, a Christian process theologian. Griffin indicates 

the following: 

God's aim is for the entities in the world 
constantly to experience greater va lue. The 
prerequisite for greater value is greater 
complexity, for as a greater variety of data can 
be synthesized into a harmonious unity, a greater 
intensity of feeling is possible. A few of the 
most important thresholds in the •ascending 
complexity of finite existence were life, the 
psyche, and consciousness. These novel 
possibilities were able to emerge out of an 
extremely complex ordering of molecules; and a 
psyche, especially one with consciousness, could 
only emerge out of an extremely complex order 
among the living cells. Hence the fact that the 
direction of the evolutionary process is toward 
ever- increasing complexity is il}uminated by the 
idea that God's aim is toward higher types of • 
values being experienced by his creatures.ua 

Reines offers a critique of this position which equates 

complexification with an ever i.ncreasing value of the 

universe. As always, his criticism is leveled from his own 

personal vantage point. He states: 

The prime example of complexification is the human 
person. The question is: Did the evolutionary 
process produce higher value in the universe by 
the emergence of the human person? The answer , of 
course, is determi ned by the criterion employed to 
measure h ~ her value. The criterion I use is: 

u•oa-.,id R. Griffin, A Process Christ5)logy 
(Philadelphia: Westminister Pr ess, 1976), p. 153. 
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that which furthers the well-being of the earth 
(which includes its atmosphere} and all life on 
earth . By this criterion, the emergence of 
humankind through the evolutionary process has 
been the greatest and most calamitous disvalue 
produced in earth's history. No species has 
destroyed more of the earth, more of the earth's 
species of living creatures, more members of its 
own species, and has suffered, apparently, more 
anguish, particularly from inherent defects and 
conflicts of its psychic structure. Complex-
ification does not mean higher value , just as 
process does not mean progress. 119 

Partial process theologies, Reines goes on to say, "conceive 

the divine process as a cosmic becoming lead i ng assuredly , 

albeit gradually, to universal betterment and the increase 

of human good. I n hylotheism, p rocess is not progress; 

process has no necessary relation to progress . Process 

occurs because it must .... «•n Lacking• empirical evidence 

for such assertions, Reines denies in no uncertain terms 

that the likening of complexification with progi;.ess is false 

and thus equating progress to process is most assuredly 

false. As an essential idea of partial process theology, 

its rejection demands that partial process theology must 

necessarily be rejected as false. 

Partial process theologies also suggest that change 
, 

occuus because of the creativity or the will of entities 

other than the godhead. Such assertions are denied by 

Reines. In hylotheism the requirements of the godhead are 

responsible for change. Such change may or may not result 

in human suffering. Reines critiques the attempt of 

119Reines, "Hylotheism", note 50 , p. 53 . 
• 

u°Reines . "Hylotheism, " p. 18. 
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Hartshorne to offer an explanation of the presence of huma n 

suffering or evil in the universe. Hartshorne suggests 

that as not only is God free but "all creatures have 

creativity above zero, all are creators. '1121 It is this 

creativity which results in human suffering or evil. Reines 

asserts that such a view of deity is not tenable . He argues 

that were this the case, then this limited deity would be 

surpassed by some other entity which would have the 

requisite power to overcome human suffering. in A.s there 

is no evidence for such a being, it is the deity who must 

ultimately accept responsibility for the presence of evil. 

In hylotheism it is the finite power of the godhead which 

prevents it from overcoming the evil in the universe. 

Reines asserts that as progress is denied of the godhead of 

~ theism , human suffering is not precluded from such 

" ~i):,cess. He states: "Since process serves o nly deity's 

need, any direction that process takes accomplishes this 

with the result that human good or evil can result from it. " 

"[T]he existential need and impuissance of toe godhead 

require it . n u 3 

·
121Charles Hartshorne, A Natural Theology for Our Time, 

edited by Will lfm Ree~e (LaSalle: Open Court Publishing Co., 
1964), p. 4. 

1.~eines, " Hylotheism" , pp. 40- 41 . 
• 

ll>I!2i.g. , p. 18 • 
I 



CHAPTER EIGHT 

HYLOTHEISM 

65 

In contrast to partial process theol ogies is the pure 

process theology of hylotheism. In this process theology no 

portion of the godhead is static. The entirety of that 

which is defined as the godhead i s in constant flux. 

Hylotheism derives its name from the Greek word, hylos, 

meaning potential . Hylotheism, then, refers t o the theology 

which characterizes God as potential or the enduring 

possibili ty of being, where being is equivalent to sensa and 

selfa. In hylotheism 0 deity is conceived of as entirely and 

always becoming -- the possibilities ~onstituting the 

godhead continually going out of existence and new 

possibilities arising. 11 •
2

• Reines states the following of 

his theology: 

"The essential concept of hylotheism is that the 
godhead is in constant process .... For to the 
degree that t he godhead changes so does the nature 
of human beings change, bringing into existence 
new conditions and requirements for the attainment 
of soter ia. " u s 

Hylotheism is a system of , thonght which expresses the idea 

that underlying and precedjng that which is empirically 

verifiable, actual existence, is a potentiality which 

provides the ground for that being to exist in actuality. 

Actual being, then, supplies proof that such potentiality 

exists . That actual being is continually manifest is 

I 

1..241..b.i.g. ' p. 1? • 

1-25.Ihl.g • I pp• 4 7 - 4 8 • 
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evidence for the endurance of this possibility for being o r 

God. 126 

In clarifying the essential ideas e xpressed by 

hylotheism, Reines has outlined three principles inherent in 

it: the actuality principle, the equivalenc e principle and 

the process-time principle. These principles address major 

concerns of both process and non- process theology. They are 

the underlying principles of hylotheism and together reveal 

that hylotheism is coherent with an empirically verifiable 

reality which often challenges the valid i ty of non­

hylotheistic theology. Reines posits five fundamental facts 

of existence which he claims "represent major instances of 

the 'hard' facts that confront theolog~ ... ": 1 n the 

existence of dysteleological surds; existence only through 

destruction; evolution; death; and the value-dea~h of the 

universe. In thi s chapter, I shall first present Reines's 

three principles of hylotheism and later go on to discuss 

how they respond tu the five fundamental facts of existence. 

THE ACTUALITY PRINCIPLE 

The actuality principle explains why there is 
being or actual existence , namely, the 
universe .... This is appropriate since a cosmology 
would seem rather incomplete without offering an 
answer to the ancient question: Why exist e nce , why 
not nothingness? The a nswer of hylotheism to t his 
question is that the godhead, the enduring 

"
6 Such a ~ology differs radically from the 

Aristotelian no~ons of an immutable, omnipotent personal 
God. The God of hylotheism is neither a pe,1:son, nor 
omnipotent, nor immutable . . 

u "Reines, "Hylotheism", p. 14. 
I 



possibility of being, requires actual existence 
for its own existence. Inasmuch as possibilities 
reside in being, without being there would be no 
possibilities, and t he godhead would cease to 
exist . Being is thus an instrument of the 
godhead's existence. In sum : the actuality 
principle states that being or the universe exists 
only because the godhead's existence requires 
it. 12a 
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The significance of the actuality principle is that it 

answers the question of "Why being?" Simply put, there is 

bei ng because the godhead requires it. Reines explains that 

the godhead is made up of possibilities w~ich inhere in 

actual being. Without actual being, then, there would be 

nothing in which the godhead could inhere , thereby 

precluding its existence. Accordingly, as the godhead 

requires actual existence for its own existence, so then, 

there is being as a necessary requirement of the godhead of 

hylotheism. 

Inasmuch as what is actual can only emerge out of that 

which is possible, hy lotheism posits that all that exists in 

actua lity emerges out of the existent potentialities-of the 

godhead. As not every humanl y conceivable actuality has a 

possibility for i ts a ctual existence, such limitations 

having been imposed by present actual existents , it can be . 
inferred that there are limitatio ns to the godhead . such 

deficiencies are incorpor a ted i nto the godh ead , thereby 

rendering the God of hylotheism f inite. These limitations 

are that the godhead has no actual bei ng , it cannot overcome 

nothingness, a 1'a that the godhead cannot overcome human 

uaTuig., pp. 15- 16, 
I 
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suffering. Also, the God of hylotheism, existing only as 

potential and having no actual existence with which one can 

relate, is not a person with whom one can communicate nor 

one with whom one can enter into relationship. 1 29 

THE EQUIVALENCE PRI NCIPLE 

According to hylotheism all actualities or 
instances of being are of equivalent worth to the 
godhead. This is that they enable the 
continuation of the divine existence as described 
above. Any and every 0ccurrence cf being performs 
this function so that to deity no actuality is of 
greatdr value than a ny other. ~w 

As indicated by Reines's equivalence principle, all 

instances of actual being, the universe and all it contains, 

are of equivalent value to the hylot~istic deity. This 

value is expressed in the actuality principle which asserts 

that the purpose or telos of every and any instance of 

actual being is to provide actual being in which the 

potentialities which make up the godhead can inhere, thus 

conserving the existence of the godhead. That such~actual 

existents may produce human suffering is, as stated above, 

indicative of the limited nature of the godhead of 

hylotheism. Such a deity cannot overcome the presence of 

human suffering as such a God cannot acknowledge the 

humanocentric distinctions made between "suffering'' and 

=9 s uch a God has no capacity for either a written 
communication of Revelation nor a n oral communication, as 
claimed by prophets. Accordingly, all "divine commandments" 
which have as heir authority either a written text or an 
oral transmission have no legitimate authority as the God of 
hylotheism is i ncapable of authoring such commands. 

1 ~ Reines, "Hylotheism", p. 16. 
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"pleasure." All such terms are of no relevance t o God, 

which places equal value on every actuality. 

THE PROCESS-TIME PRINCIPLE 

More i ntri guing and certainly more fundamental to 
the Greek philosopher s than the question of " Why 
being, why not nothingness?" was " Why becoming?"; 
that is, why does process or c hange occur? The 
answer necessitated by hylotheism is that the 
power of deity to prevail over nothingness is 
limited to the point where it is only cap able of 
being the ground of being or actualities that 
survive ephemerally .... [ T )he view of hylotheism 
is that process results from divine imperfection, 
the godhead's inability to atLain an assured and 
lasting dominance over nonexistence .. .. Similarly, 
the existential need of deity requires time, the 
movement of present to future. AS already 
observed, the possibilities that make up the 
godhead are transient. The godhead would 
therefore go out of existence if there were no 
time. For the possibilities of a particular 
present peri s h , and only the emergence i nto 
exist e nce of new possib ilities give duration to 
the godhead. In sum: the process-time p rinciple 
is that process and t ime entail neither h uman 
progress nor regress; either may occur as the 
consequence of a process-time which is solely an 
instrument for sati sfying the exist ential need of 
the finite godhead. 13

i 

. 
Hylotheism i s designated as a pure process theology. 

Such designation indicates that its God is in consta nt 

process . The process-time principle explain s the reasons , 
why such change does occur and, given that s uch c hange 

occurs, how it is achieved . 
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All actual existents, by virtue of the fact that they 

are actual being, are temporally finite. As that whic h is 

real or has actual existence is constantly falling away to 

make room for new reality, the possibilities whic h precedes 

u , '· .IQ.ig., pp. 16- 18 . 
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those future actual existences and i nhere in them a re a l so 

in constant process. God, then, defined as the endurance of 

those potentials which allow for future actuality, is 

continually altered by that whic h is realized. The process­

time principle indicates that this process within the 

godhead, and therefore within actual being, comes about from 

the godhead itself . Simply put, change from actual 

existence to non-existence occurs because the godhead cannot 

sustain an enduring existence for a c tual beings. This is 

the primary limitation of the godhead. The godhead, 

possessing such a nature, cannot exercise absolute control 

over actual existence. What does re~ain within the power of 

the godhead, by virtue of its own endu~ance as the 

possibility of being, is an ability to provide 

potentialities for being s uch tha t they may beco~e some 

actual being. This process, however, can only occur in 

time. This is explained by tbe second half of the process-

time principle. ,. 

While it is evident that actual beings, possessi ng 

potentials for new being, may give rise to those potentials 

in new, actual beings, such ' a ptocess cannot occur without 

the ' passage of time. While time itself is indeed 

empirically elusive, it is evidenced in actual beings 

whenever process occurs. If time were to cease , however, it 

would follow that actual beings would cease to exist as the 

possibilities wtt,;ch give rise to their continued existence 

as actual beings would no longer have the requisite time in 
, 

which t o allow the process from potential to actual to 

I 
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occur. Without time, then, all being -- potential and 

actual would cease to exist. Thus for its own continued 

existence the godhead requires t ime . 

CORROBORATIVE EVIDENCE 

Reines posits that aside from the evidence which 

immediately gives support for the truth of hylot heism, there 

exists corroborative evidence for its truth, as well. He 

notes five fundamental facts of existence to which, h e 

asserts, only hylotheism can offer a meaningful response. 

The three principles of hylotheism stated above are coherent 

with these five fundamental facts of existence, here 

restated: the existence of dysteleological surds: existence 

only through destruction; evolution; death; and the value­

death of the uni verse . 1H 

In addressing the existence of evil, Reines posits that 

hylotheism alone responds satisfactor.i ly to the problem of 

theodicy. Reines utilizes Brightman's term, 

"dys-teleological surd," to describe that "evil whjch is 

inherently and irreducibl¥ evil, containing within itself no 

p~inciple of development or improvement . 111n While 

departing from Brightman by asserting the existence of 

dysteleologic al surds , Reines finds within his experience 

that there are such actualjties whic h cannot be expressed as 

a good in any fashion, as they produce some measure of human 

132Ibid., p . 14. 
I 

133Brightman, A Philosophy., pp . 245-246. 
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suffering. The existence of such dysteleological surds 

provides further evidence for the truth of hylotheism. The 

Holocaust need not be recalled as witness to the existence 

of surd evil in the universe. There are newborns who die of 

AIDS related illnesses. Millions of individuals are 

pove rty-s tricken. Emotional disturbances and pain, suffered 

from a variety of losses, wrack the lives of countless 

people. These facts attest to the vastness of human 

suffering. As the actuality principle states, the godhead 

requires actual existence for its own existence. This 

principle in conjunction with the equivalence principle, 

which states that all instances of actuality are of 

equivalent worth to the godhead, together yield that the 

actuality of such entities including dysteleological surds 

would sufficiently provide for the existential~needs of the 

godhead. Thus, while human suffering is an element of such 

actualities, the existence of dysteleological surds, though 

not specifically required by the godhead , in accordance with 

the existent possibilities for their actual existence as 

determined by the present actualities in existence, is not 
, 

and , cannot be precluded by the godhead. 

The second fundamental f act of existence presents 

another challenge to hylot heism's theodicy: existence only 

through destruction. Refries asserts t hat this " is 

exemplified by the obvious fact that all living beings, ... 

non-carnivoro\Jrs plants and inanimate syst ems from sub-atomic 

particles to galaxies must by incorporation destroy either 

the structures or integrity (that is, the independent or 
I 
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pure condition) of o ther entities in order to exist." Suet 

a fact is coherent with hylotheism and the time-process 

principle, The time-process principle states that the 

godhead cannot prevail over nothingness. Hence, coherent 

with and as a result of the finite power of the godhead, the 

''quantity of existence avai lable to actualities is . . . limited 

with the result that to exist one actuality must take 

existence from another by destroying it. ,,.,. 

In addressing what he terms " the fact of evolution," 

Reines asserts that the process of the " survival of the 

fittest " is coherent ~ith the process of hylothei sm. As 

evolution describes the process by which beings which did 

not possess the capacity or potential for a continued 

existence ceased their existence, as they were not 

sufficiently fit for survival, so too, hylotheism posits 

that in o rder for an actuality to endure as an actual 

existent i t requires the inherence of future possibilities 

f o r actual existence ~ithin its present actual existence. 

So then, the process of evolution is coherent with the 

process of hylotheism. 

Perhaps most disturbing to the theologian is the 

question: "Why is there death? " Whereas the answer given to 

this question in the Biblical book of Genesis135 is that 

death is the result of the sins o f Adam a nd Eve, hylotheism 

responds with t he process -time princi ple, stating that death 

e 

13'Reines , "Hylotheism", pp . 20-21. 

135See Genesis 2: 15-17; 3 : 14- 24. 
I 
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comes from the inabil ity of the godhead to prevai l over 

nothingness. 

Reines posits two kinds of human death: death-in-life 

and death-of-life. Distinguishing between them Reines 

states: 

Since the actual existence of a human in its 
entirety consists of a single sel£um or sensum, 
and each endures only instants in time, humans are 
continually going out of existence or perish ing. 
This form of perishing is called death- in-life -­
for new selfa emerge linked by memory to the selfa 
and sensa that have pe1ished. Death, as 
ordinarily understood, is the c essation of a 
perished selfum and sensum series that can be 
linked together by a presently existing selfum 
recollecting the series. This constitutes death­
of-life. " " 

Death-of-life, then, is the death of the process of 

death-in-life . This latter death, Reines asserts, is 

responsible for the feelings of angst or asoteria, a mental 

state in which an individual has lost ultimate meaningful 

existence. Death-in-life and death-of- life typify the 

hylotheistic process of actual being conti nually going out 

of exjstence yet potent ial being providing for a renewed 

existence . Thus God, as the enduring possibility of being, 

is limited in that it cannot p~ovide humans with temporally 

i nfinite existence . 

1'.dditionally, Re.i nes gives evidence i n support of the 

truth of hylotheism as it relates to several theories of the 

universe. As the value-deat h of the universe is speculated 

by scientists, J1ylotheism alone among theologies is coherent 

with this fact of exist ence. 

i.)
6~., pp. 25- 26. 
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In offering scientific support for his view of the 

truth of hylotheism, Reines c i tes W. Sullivan, a physicist 

who writes: 

We do not know for sure whether the universe is 
open or closed ... If the universe (is open and) 
expands forever, the stars, one by one will 
collapse into white dwarfs, neutron stars, and 
black holes (or some other form of superdense 
state). The white dwarfs will cool into black 
dwarfs. The pulsars will radiate away thelr 
energy, and run down. The end will be universal 
darkness .... If, as many would prefer on 
philosophical grounds, the universe stops 
expanding and collapses, perhaps to rebound into a 
new universe as part of a c ycle without beginning 
or end, the prospects for anyone alive at the time 
of collapse are no more appealing. 137 

Reines remarks on this evi denc e for the eventual destruction 

of the universe. He states: 

Thus the direction of the universe is toward 
extinction of everything that reasonable human 
beings hold valuable: either in an eternal 
lifeless cold and darkness (as the evidence now 
indicates ) , or in the annihilation of a big crunch 
singularity that is followed by a new beginning, a 
senseless cycle in which whatever is valuable is 
always doomed to ultimate and inevitable 
destruction . I find the opt imistic v'iew of God 
and the universe set forth by partial process 
theology to be incoherent with the destiny of the 
universe as presently conceived by scientific 
cosmology . 13

" 

In affirming the eventual valu~- der.th of the universe, 

Reines· does not contradict the equivalence principle, as a 

universe without value is to t he godhead of equal worth to a 

universe with value. The sole value of the universe to the 

hylotheistic godhead is that it provides the godhead with 

l'
7W, Sµllivan, Black Holes (New York: Bantam Books , 

1979), pp. 267-268. 
' 

u c'}eines, "Hylotheism" , pp. 43-44. 
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existence. 

SUMMARY 

While it is clear that the God o f hylotheism differs 

greatly from the majority of his torica l Jewish views of God, 

such a God is nonetheless coherent with what is known t o be 

true as regards an empi rical ly verifiable universe. Reines 

offers a brief summary of h is de finition o f the God of 

hylotheism io the following paragraphs: 

By God I mean the metaphysical cause or ground of 
being and/or the processes of being. The primary 
importance of the human search for an under­
standing of the ground of being i s to acquire the 
knowledge necessary to attain soteria, that is, 
ultimate meaningful existence . ... Belief in one 
category of God-views provides for a resolution of 
the conflict of finitude by the decision that 
through God's grace, despite appearances, humans 
are ultimately infinite; another category of God­
views requires the decision that humans are 
ine luctably finite. Theistic absolutism belongs 
to the former category; hylotheism and process 
theologies generally belong to the latter. 

It is evident that hylotheisru represents a 
God-view that gives no comfort to those whose 
psyches are dominated by infinite conation and 
require therefore assurance of personal infinite 
and invulnerable existence to attain soteria. 
Even for t hose who are capable of resigning 
themselves to finite existr nce and the consequent 
acceptance of the ultimate finality of death, 
hylotheism is an austere and demanding God-view. 
Why then should one accept it? For the reason 
given earlier for accepting any God-view, the 
conviction that it is true. 139 

Seeking an awareness of the ever-changing nature of the 

godhead, Reines maintains, is the responsibility of the 

Polydox Reform few, that he o r she might best be enabled to 

u~Hylotheism, p. 13- 14. 
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fulfill the religious goal of the attainment of a state of 

soteria; finding ultimate meaningful existence in life. 
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CHAPTER NINE 

A CRITIQUE OF HYLOTHEISM 

POLYOOX REFORM JUDAISM_ 

Hylotheism is the Ref orm Jewis h theol ogy to wh ich Dr . 

Alvin J. Reines assents. He d e fines a uthe nti c Reform 

Judaism as a Polydoxy. Given this , i t is appropriat e to 

foc us firs t on the noti oLJ of Reform Judaism a s a Po lydoxy . 

Polydoxy asserts the autonomy of the individual membe rs o f a 

religious community and regards the relations among these 

autonomous members to be gover ned fundamentally by the 

Freedom Covenant. The Freedom Covena~t states that every 

member of a religious community pledges to affirm the 

ultimate religious self-authority of all other members in 

return for their pledge to affirm his or her own. 140 In 

Polydox Reform Judaism, then, no individual has the 

authority to determine for another i ndividual those t,eliefs 

to which he or she assents, and no individual member can 

mandate or limit the freedom of other members of the 

comm~ity. Inasmuch as th~ bel iefs and practices of an 

inaividual member of a Polydox Reform Jewish community 

cannot be limited by another member, self- authority is 

granted to every individual member to accept whichever God­

view that individual finds compelling. Thus, a Reform Jew 

may assent to ~y theo: ogy, including hylotheism, so long as 

u°Rei.nes, Polydoxy. p. 25. 
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he or she does not compel another Reform Jew to subscribe to 

those beliefs. 

Reines 1 in accordance with this notion of Reform 

Judaism, rightly asserts that the individual Reform Jew, as 

a free,.1 being, possesses the right to determine for 

himself or herself the requirements for belief in a God­

view. He states that such criteria must be arbitrarily 

chosen because inasmuch as no i ndividual has authority to 

assert for another individual those ideas which must be 

accepted as true, so then there can be no objective basis 

from which one might argue for theological truth. This 

requires that all criteria for determining theological truth 

must be understood to be subjective . Such a methodology is 

in full keeping with the Polydox principles Reines has set 

forth for Reform Judaism. 

TRUTH ANO BE:rNG 

Reines defines truth not in relation to all 

individuals I but in relation to the self. He 1naintains that 

truth is determined by whatever subjective criteria one sets 
; 

for asserting it . Basing himself on this principle , Reines 

holds that empirically verifiable evidence is required by 

him in order to assent t o a belief or proposition. It is 

empirical evidence, he states, that must be presented to 

verify every claim that some extr&mental entity exists . 
_______ fi...._ 

H'-This freedom is not to be understood as a freedom in 
contrast to a determi nism. Rather, it is a freedom of self 
rule or autonomy. 

I 
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Such a criter ion is in accordance with the autonomous 

structure of Reform Judaism that he has set forth. 

A difficulty which remains is the nat u r e of the 

relationship between the extramental world and the realm o f 

sensa and selfa. Reines uses the term sensa to refer to 

those subjective mental phenomena t.~at are experienced as 

appearing through the five senses. He asserts that sensa, 

though subjective and created by mind, are realized from an 

extramental ground, the enduring possibility of being. 

Those i ntramental phenomena which are experienced by 

introspection as coming from within the person he terms 

selfa. They do not correspond to an extramental reality. 

Reines identifies the term "misrepresented selfum" as a 

designation of that which a n individual refers to as a 

sensum , that mental phenomena produced by an extramental 

existent, which is actually a selfum. Based upon his 

inability to acquire empirical evidence for the existence of 

such an entity, Reines would assert that i t exist s o n !Y as a 

selfum. If he cannot empirically verify what another has 

determined to be empirically verifiable, Rei nes has no 

grounds for assenting to th~ trLth of its "extramental " 

exist ence. Not only may disagreeme nt result from so 

s ubjective an e ntity as selfum, it is also the case that 

Reines cannot determine for another individual whether or 

not that individual is experiencing sensa or selfa. 

The enduri'""1 possibility of being or existence, where 

existence is synonymous ~th sensa and self~ , is only extant 

within the' mind . That sen~n_3/selfa exist only in our 

I 
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mind is problematic, however. Reines assumes that there is 

a relationship between that which exists in extramental 

reality and the sensa in our minds. Such a God is c l aimed 

by Reines to have extramental existence through the 

empirical verifiability of the sensa it produces. Yee how 

can Reines assert that "empirically verified being" has an 

extramental existence, given that the definition of 

"existence" is empirical verifiability? This is a 

tautology. It would appear chat Reines cannot claim any 

extramental existence either for the godhead of hylotheism 

or any other empirically verified entity. Empiricism as 

Reines has defined it does not seem to allow such a 

possibility . He can only claim that hylotheism is coherent 

withrn the confines of his own mental processes. This 

dilemma in Reines's thinking uniquely places him as a 

"subjective empiricist" . 142 

This criticism leveled against his ability to 

demonstrate extramental existence, however, does not detract 

from his asserting ideas as true. Rei nes would claim that 

in asserting truth , onl y he needs compelling evidence for 

asserti~g such truth . 
I 

Consequently, his extramental reality 

need o nly be real for him. 

While Reines does criticize other theologies as false 

for him, it must not be forgotten that his criticism is not 

intended to discredit such theologies as necessarily false 

H
2This is my own term for one whose basis for truth is 

empirical evidence, yet does not claim that such evid e nce is 
universal. 
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for all individuals . As he does not intend to limi t others 

by that which he finds to be true, truth ceases to be a term 

positing ideas to which all others must assent. A relig ious 

structure wherein an individual can assert his or her 

autonomy while preserving the freedom of the other to accept 

as real whatever God-view they find to be true is f ound only 

in Polydoxy. 

UNIVERSALISM AND PARTICULARISM 

In rejecting the notion of a universal truth, he 

simultaneously denies universal values. While there are 

certain individuals who maintain that the particul arism of 

Jewish identity conflicts with a broad universalism, Reines 

does not object to universalism on the grounds of a Jewish 
.. 

particularism. He rejects universalism as it is incoherent 

with what he perceives to be true of the universe. While 

the universalist may struggle with a belief in the 

particularism of Jewish identity, Reines is not confronted 

by this challenge. His authenticity as a Jew is assured by 

virtue of the fact that he ide~tifies as a Jew. In a 

Polydo~ structure, such self-authenticating identity is a 

valid means for proclaiming one's identity as a Jew. 

Ironically, Polydoxy, granting autonomy to the individual, 

would engender the fostering of particularism. This is not 

a difficulty for Reines as in such a Polydox structure 
l 

freedom in assured to all members of the Polydox community 

and thus the particular individual's beliefs are protected. 
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THE LIMITS OF FREEDOM 

Hylotheism is the only religious system which grants to 

the individual a utonomy for freedom of thought . Yet, as the 

rights of every individual are protected to the extent of 

the limits o f an individual's freedom, a difficulty arises 

as one approaches the limits of that freedom . Where the 

values of one ind ividual might hold that certain behaviors 

a re within the limit s of their autonomy, anotheL's values 

might equally ma intain that such beh aviors have crossed over 

into the realm of a nother person's autonomy. The 

hylotheistic God of process neit h e r a sserts values as tru e 

(whic h would then be asserted as true by the individual 

assenti'ng to hylotheism), nor does it deny that a given 

value i s true (which would then be denied by the indi~idual 

assenting to hy l o theism) . As neither individual has a 

greater c laim to the validity of the values to whic h they 

assent, hylotheism, in the interest of preserving the rights 

of both individuals, would d e mand a Polydox struc ture 

wherein neither person ' s autonomy is compromised . 
, 

The c urrent dispute over abortion and the woman's right 

to choice is a fitting e xample of s uch a confl i c t where a 

blurring of lines might exist for one or both parties 

involved. As there c an be no certainty as to the nature of 

the personhood of a n unborn fetus, the question cannot be 

resolved with any sat isfaction or surety. What c an be 

certain , tl1ough, is tha t while individuals might disagree as 

to who has t he greater c laim to truth, in a Pofydox system 
I 
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both individuals retain freedom or control over thems elves , 

each choosing how they shall respond to the existential 

questions which present themselves to them. 

What e merges as a challenge for Polydox Reform Judaism 

is the formation of a community as it struggles for 

consensus on how it might best preserve the rights of its 

members. Freedom alone is a slender thread binding 

individuals together. In asserting the validity of Polydoxy 

and hyloth~ism, Reines has authored numerous works 

expressing th~ values of this freedom and the hylotheistic 

godhead . Written in multivalent language, they serve to 

meet the needs of a diverse community while uniting the 

community on such commonalities as expressed by hylotheism. 

THE SELF A.ND THE NON-SELF 

As demanding as the extreme of freedom for the 

individual may be, it is asserted due to the lack of one 

individual ' s authority to determine fer another individual 

how he or she ought live. Reines, i n asserting Polydoxy, 

affirms that the point of origin from which one moves toward 

that . limit is to be found within the individual. He makes 

such a c laim based upon empiricism, as defined above. While 

it may equally be asserted that the authority for setting 

this limit lies outside the self, Reines has no evidence for 

such a claim. While there remain difficulties in asserting 

tha t the individual may claim such self-rule, the "self" is 
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not readily defined, 1 n 

Given Reines's assertion that the individual's f reedom 

extends to the limits of another ' s freedom, it remains for 

the individual to defin e his limits in relation to that 

other. It must be understood, then, that determining those 

limits can only be done in consonance with those who are 

external to the individual. It remains to be seen how the 

individual, in consonance with others, can determine his or 

her limits, (thus distinguishing between himself or herself 

and those selves external to that individual) if such terms 

as " self " and " external " require a nother jndividual for 

significance . 

Attempting to resolve such difficulties, Reines c laims 

that all that can be known by him is that for which he has 

empirical evidence. Accordingly , he could only qssert t hat 

h is " self" ext ended to the limit s of his person as 

experienced by him. Whereas others may disagree with his 

defin ition of self, unless they could empirically 

demonstrate t o h im that the limits of his self existed 

elsewhere, he would insist that such a defin i t ion of self 
, 

was ~ e only definition to which he could assent . 

VALUES 

No pri nciple, regardl ess of its widespread appeal, c an 

u 3The compltlxity of this philosophical problem is 
explored in- depth by Eli Hi r sch, The Concept of Identity 
(New York : Oxford University Press, 1982). - see especially 
pp. 201-21.l. 
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be mandated in a Polydox religious system. It follows 

logically, then, that Reform Judaism cannot mandate either 

the necessity of values or the c ontent of those val~es for 

i ts members. Nevertheless, Reines, in identifying human 

intolerance as a source of human suffering , has placed 

f reedom at the apex of his religious system. Thjs is in 

itself reflective of h is s upreme va l ue: the primacy of 

i ndividual freedom. While the principles of Polydox Reform 

community would not compel any of its members to assent to a 

particular value , including freedom, it remains t hat in 

order for such a religious system to endure , it must require 

of its members the preservation of the freedom for t he 

other. This, then, emerges as the sole value to whic h al l 

Polydox Reform Jews must commit themsel ves. Consequently, 

the Freedom Covenant stands as a binding force UP£>" all 

those who wish to identify as Polydox Reform Jews. It is 

this covenant , Reines maintains, which marks the authentic 

Reform Jewish community. 

The equivalence principle of hylotheism asserts that 

all actual being i s of equivalent worth to the g odhead . 
. , 

Thus t~e godhead of hylotheisrn does not e ndorse any value, 

including freedom. Consequently, criticism has been leveled 

against hylotheism as nihilistic. Hylotheism, however, 

exi sts within a Polydox religious structure. Polydox Reform 

Judaism , though, identifies freedom as integral to i t s 

definition. Whi~ it might appear that a contradiction 

exists between the value- laden religious structure of 

Polydoxy and the value-free theology of hylotheism, Reines 
I 
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thwarts such attacks. As "freedom for the individual" is 

most certainly not a value-free ideal, so then the Freedom 

Covenant cannot be labelled nihilistic . 

SOTHRIA 

Bruno Bettelheim, in his introduction to The Uses of 

Enchantment, makes the following comment: " If we hope to 

live not just from moment to moment, but i n true 

consciousness of our existence, then our greatest need and 

most difficult achievement is to find meaning in our 

lives. 11.1 .. Reines, in accord with contemporary 

psychologists,'~ has posited that the primary function of 

relig~on is the attainment of sot e ria , ultimate meaningful 

existence, achieved by resolving the conflict of finitude. 

Whi l e Polydoxy guar antees personal freedom, a nd it has been 

shown that the libertarian nature of the Polydoxian Freedom 

Covenant allows for the attainment of soteria, the prim~ry 

test for the validity of hylotheism as a theology of a 

Polydox religious system is in determining whether or not it 

contributes to the resolution 6f t :tis conflict and offers a 

means by which one might attain soteria. While Reines could 

legitimately respond that hylotheism is valid in that it 

provides him with a means of attaining soteria, it is the 

10Bruno Bette)Dl_1eim, The Uses of Enchantment (New York: 
Vintage Books, 1975), p . 4 . 

u ssee al,so A. J. Reines's 11Freud's Theory of Knowledge" 
for an analysis of Freud's view of God and religion. 
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purpose of this work to determine whe ther or not such a 

theology might hold significance for others -- offer i ng them 

t h e ability to attain soteria, should they also seek that as 

t heir highest goal. In either case, hylothe ism is presented 

as a valid theology for Reines, and, given the context in 

which Reines offers such a theology, it remains valid. 

While Polydoxy cannot guarantee that every individual 

assenting to the truth of hylotheism and its religious 

syst em will a ttain soteria, such a system does not prevent 

any i ndividual from attaining that state of existence . The 

att ainment of soteria is achieved privately. One must 

realize, t hen, that only in a religious system whic h grants 

to every individual the right to make a r esponse to finitude 

which mi ght provide him or her with soteria -- thereby 

imbui ng the r eligious system with the possibility of 

universal sot erial existence -- can the potential for the 

actual r eality of universal soterial existence be c l aimed . 

When one affirms belief i n a god which is t he enduring 

poss ibility of being, one necessarily affirms a belief t hat 

what curr e ntly exi s t s i s not identical to that which has the 

possibilit y of existence' . I = we are t o make a s u bstantive 

·response to finitude , l iving through what we are c urrently, 

then we resign ourselves to the status quo, .however brief 

that may be. In mak i ng the substantive response to 

finitude, living through this present reality , we use 

induc tio n to assume the actuality of the future, especially 

the realization of our particular ideals and va lues . But we 

also b~come aware that in order for us to s hape our world 

I 



89 

into the kind of world which would produce soteria for us, 

we must confront the present actual world. As we are 

currently limited to the world of actual existence, we must 

then so act as to shape our world into the kind o f world 

which would bring about a state of soterial existence for 

us; if we are to find meaning in our lives, we must do so 

within the confines of the currently extant universe. It is 

only in accepting hylotheism then, Reines maintains, that 

all people might find such ~ltimate meaningful existence. 

Hylotheism suggests, however, that as the godhead 

conserves the universe, new actualities, emerging from the 

potential established by the previously existing actual 

entities, are limited by the potentials which preceded them. 

In so describing reality, a somewhat deterministic mechanism 

of the universe is posited with a limited freedom for the 

individual. Such limited freedom raises the question as to 

what extent humankind is really free to make any c hoices 

about his or her beliefs o r behaviors. 

ONTOLOGY, COSMOLOGY AND TELEOLOGY 

Reines's hylotheism responds t o three characteristics 

traditionally attributed to God: being, motion, and 

purposefulness. His willingness to confront these hard 

theological questions reveals that Reines, too, is not 

capable of asserting a God which cannot respond to such 

issues. While Reines asserts that hylotheism is coherent 

with several. fundamental facts of existence, his proofs bear 
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this out . There is a coherence of hylotheism with what is 

true of the universe . 146 

SUMMARY 

90 

As the formulation of a theological question affects 

its outcome, so it must be remembered that Reines posits a 

question of ontology: to what existent may he refer to God? 

Thus, his response must appear i n a form which provides 

evidence for the existence of some entity, named God . As 

the evidence which Reines seeks need only provide him with 

suitable grounds for determining truth, it must be implicit 

in his having accepted hylotheism as true that he has found 

evidence sufficient for asserting that such a God exists. 

Yet, in asserting that the godhead of hylotheism has 

being, Reines further clarifies his use of the term 

"existence " or "being". He defines the hylotheistic godhead 

as possible being inhering in actual being. What Reines 

does not make clear is the nature of the process between 

potential being and actual being. There are several 

questions he leaves unanswered: What is the relationship , 

between potential and actual? At what moment does this 

occur? If it can be posited of something that it undergoes 

c hange from actual being to potential being, at what moment 

does this occur? If the statement being made is that 

146The how of ~ xistence I the how of change, and the why 
of either have not been answered by Borowitz. While he 
rejects that such questions need answers, thEn-e remains a 
human destrP, for ordering the universe in a pattern which is 
intelligible to them. 
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something does not undergo change but rather facilitates tne 

change of the present actual to the future actual, how is 

the present actual acted upon if the possibility for its 

c hange has no existence, hence no substance? What can be 

said to be acting upon the matter of reality? Is this God? 

Whereas the godhead of hylotheism requires actual being 

for its own existence, and whereas the expanding universe 

theory suggests that at some point in time the universe will 

reach zero density and thus will have no substance, the 

godhead, too, will go out of existence. It would seem, 

though, that this godhead would cease to exist when all 

minds cease to have an awareness of the actual being it 

grounded. Such a God , then, contrary to, Reines's assertion 

that it is temporally infinite, would have limited 

endurance. 

Hylotheism is a non-theistic finitism. Such a 

distinction is made of hylotheism because of its rejection 

of the tenets of theism and the limited nature of t he God­

head, it having no actual existence , an inability to 

overcome human suffering, and a dependence upon a ctual being 

for its own continued existence. 

Can it be said of this god that it is wholly immanent 

or wholly transcendent? Whereas Borowitz posits a God who 

is simultaneously immanent and transcendent, having 

existence both beyond a physical realm and yet present in 

the sense of neartless and availability to humans, Reines 

r ejects the plaus i bi lity of transcendence as such a God-view 

has no emp i r ical ver ifiability and thus c annot be s tated to 
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be true. Accordingly, God, for Reines, can only have an 

illllllanent nature. Any other designation would be meaningless 

to him. 

Reines does not touch upon the source of the universe 

in his essay on hylotheism. He seems to suggest , however , 

that God, requiring actual being for its own existence, 

would require a universe comprised of eternally existent 

matter. Accordingly , creatio ex nihilo must be denied by 

him. 

Borowitz critiques hylotheism147 by way of crit icizing 

a process God , which necessarily holds no special value for 

the particularity of the Jewish peopl e. Also, such a God of 

process effects no providential role in the world, it does 

not respond to the individuals prayers, it cannot claim 

responsibility for creating the universe. All o{ these may 

be weakness es within the God of process, yet these faults 

may be part of the limited nature of the only logically 

tenable God. That the Jewish people is not elevated by this 

theology is less a fault of hylotheism than it is a fact of 

ultimate reality. I n so stating, I give c redence to the God 
, 

of process, while denying the God of Torah and of the Torah 

Life to which Borowitz makes frequent reference. Reines 

would concur with t he "dispensable" nature of the Jewish 

people, as the godhead requires of all actual existents that 

they go out of existe.,ce. Yet, in his having redefined the 

nature of J udai~ and the membership of the Jewish people, 

u 7 Borowitz, Renewing . , p. 126. 
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such annihilation is neither necessary nor desirable. 

In positing his views in a Polydox structure, Reines 

ensures that all others may believe whatever they find 

meaningful . Additionally, Polydoxy, denyjng the authority 

to any of its members to mandate belief, precludes 

fundamentalism . A belief system which protects the rights 

of all individuals to exercise their individual beliefs, 

whatever the latter's specific content may be (given the 

limits of that freedom ending at the threshold of another's 

freedom), is an appealing structure for all liberal 

religions. 
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EPILOGUE 

Humankind endeavors to seek an understanding of the 

world i n which it exists. Whether such explorations 

manifest themselves in the form of theology or physics is 

dependant upon the individual seeking a meaningful 

existence. While Eugene Borowitz finds solace in his 

relationship with a living God, known through non- rational 

faith, Alvin Reines resolves his intrapsychic conflicts in 

confrontation with all he knows t o be real . Who has the 

surer answer? None can answer but for themselves. As the 

century draws to a close and Judaism approaches its sixth 

rniliennium, the struggle for personal fulfillment continues. 

In hoping that the future will be one whe rein a ll~who seek 

meaning are succe ssful in their search, all much realize 

that they must labor to build such a heaven on earth. 

Sadly, as the people of our world realize that the future is 

found in economic unity, they find it necessary to 

distinguish themselves i n cultural individualism, 

proclaiming their identity while suppressing their 

neighbors'. It is the purpose of liberal Judaism, then, to 

provide a religious system which not o nly fulfills whatever 

attachment to traditions we may harbor, but one which also 

meets the challenges of our present crises. Thus, it is my 

hope that this w~·k will sufficiently provide those 

individuals seeking fulfillment in their religious quest 

with enlightenment as to the current scope of serious 
I 
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inquiry into the resolution of the crises of today i n order 

that they might advance the thoughts of Borowitz or Re i nes 

and arrive at a plateau from which many others might 

envision the future of our Reform Jewish faith. 

I 
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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE FOR EUGENE B. BOROWITZ 

"Dr. Eugene B. Borowitz was born in 1924 in New York 

City, the son of Benjamin and Mollie Borowitz. The family 

moved to Columbus, Ohio, where young Eugene received a 

Jewish education in a Conservative synagogue. Borowitz 

first began to think about becoming a rabbi in high school, 

when he wrote a letter to the then He brew Union College. He 

was ordained in 1~48 and two years after ordination returned 

to the college t o pursue a doc toral degree . When the Korean 

war intervened, Borowitz became a c haplain and finished his 

doctorate while in military service. 

"Borowitz e ntered congregational life, subsequently 

joined the staff of the Union of Americ an Hebrew 

Congregations, where he rose to the position of direc tor of 

the Reform movement's Commission on Jewish Education, and 

ultimately joined the faculty of the New York Campus of th~ 

Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion. He has 

served and taught there with distinction for close to three 

decades. nue 

u•Rifat So~sino and Daniel B. Syme, What Happens After 
I Die? (New York: U.A.H . C. Press, 1990), pp. 107-108. 

I 



BIOGRAPHICAL NOTE FOR ALVIN J . REINES 

"Dr. Alvin Reines, pro fessor of Jewish Philoscphy at 

the Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion in 

Cincinnati, has become known as one of the most brilliant 

yet chal l enging thinkers of the modern period. 
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"Reines, educated in Orthodox Jewish religious 

i nstitutions and a descendant of a family that includes 

eminent rabbis such as the founder of the Mizrach i, an 

important Orthodox Zionist organization, had originally 

i ntended to e nter the Orthodox rabbi nate. Influenced by his 

studies i n philosophy and psyc hology, Reines in time came to 

the personal conviction that Orthodox Judaism was based on • 
beliefs that were untenable when critically examined. 

" Upon graduation from Yeshiva University, Reines 
' 

determined to pursue his s tudies in a liberal Jewish 

e nvironment s uitable t o an inquisitive mind and open t o 

c ritical thi nking. He was ordained from the Hebre w Unjon 

Col lege-Jewish Institute of Religion in Cincinnati in 1952, 

received a doctorate in Philosophy f rom Harvard in 1 958 , and 

has touched thousands of s tudentb with his challenging i deas 

in subsequent years. 

"In 1970, Reines and a g roup of h is disciples founded 

the Institute of Creative Judaism, a researc h a nd 

development institution that publishes liturgy, philosophy, 

and educational ~ t erial~ emanating from Reines ' s philosophy 

I 
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of Reform Judaism as a Polydoxy."149 

149Rifat, Sonsino and Daniel B. syme, What Happens After 
I pie? (New York: U.A. H.C. Press, 1990), pp. · 126-127. 
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