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DIGEST
Abraham Joshua Heschel has been called a poet, theologian, and a
religious philosopher. Assuming these terms are not mutually exclusive,
one can easily find a synthesis of the three vocations in Heschel's life
and works. Yet a problem arises when his critics as well as his
defenders attempt to pigeonhole him. Heschel's ideas and mode of
expression do not fit easily into well delineaied or pre-existing

categories. "Polarity" end "paradox," terms which Heschel often employs
in his writing, reflect many of the dichotomies in Heschel's thought
process. Any attempt to label Heschel as a strict adherent to a
particular school of thought obfuscates the subtlety of his measage.

The writings and activities of Hesche% bear witness to his status
as a creative and innovative thinker. His life, like his thought, was a
synthesis of seemingly opposing world views. A transplanted Hasid in a
secular world, Heschel was a student of Eastern European mysticism as
well as German phenomenology. An observant Jew and the grandson of the
Aéier Rebbe, Heschel advocated adherence to halakhah. Yet he also
warned his readers of the dangers of "religious behaviorism."” Heschel's
understanding of religious praxis of%ég led him to the left of the
political status quo; his friendship with Dr. Martin Luther King, and
his opposition to the war in Vietnam, danonstfatod a willingness to
raise eyebrows in his pursuit of truth. Yet there was a unifying
principle underlying all of Heschel's activities--his ﬁndoratanding of
the "divine pathos.”

Although in Heschel's writings he attempts to divest the reader of

preconceived notions and introduce novel ideas, he cannot be seen ipart

from the historical continuum. The questions which concern Heschel are |




timeless: What is man's relation to God? What is the essence of man?
How can the individual best come to understand the divine, through the
faculty of reason or intuition? Ultimately, does faith or righteous
action take precedence in qan'a relationship with God? Because Heschel
and his critics are addressing universal questions which can neither be
quantified nor answered with concrete proofs, they can be seen as
participants in an ongoing historical debate. Frite A. Rothschild gives
Heschel's religious philosophy a historical context:

Surely a thinker who has thrown down the gauntlet to the whole
venerable tradition of Jewish and Christian metaphysical
theology which- includes Philo, Saadia Gaon, and Hs{uonidea.
and who proclaims that Greek categories such as "being" are
inadequate to Judaism, and must be replaced by a new set of
categories derived from biblical thinking, must expect
brickbats from many directions. To replace Aristotle's
Unmoved Mover with the Bible's Most Moved Mover and to argue
for an anthropopathic God against Rambam' s austerely
de-mythologized Deity is no minor matter. (anaarvative
Judaism 23, pp. 19-20)

The problems Heschel and his critics discuss, like their issues of
cpntention, have no clearcut resolutions. Heschel and some of his
c;itics have attempted to formulate different theological and/or
philosophical world-views after struggling with the aforementioned

questions.
This thesis will explore the issues of contention between Heschel
and his critics, as well as some of the implications of their differing
world-views. For Abraham Joshua Heschel, one's view of‘God and the
"divine-human partnership," directly influences the qﬁnlity of his
existence and his relationship to the world. Therefore we will examine

Heschel's epistemology, theory of "divine pathos,” and his view of the

mitswoth. Some of the most salient objections of his critics will also

be discussed.
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Preface ‘

When I was a junior at Brown, I read Heschel's The Prophets; this
torg changed the course of my life and way of thinking. Although I was
a committed Jew, the institutional variety of Reform Judaism I had been
exposed to during my youth did not capture my imagination. The temple
and the worship services I attended struck me as cold and uninspiring.
There were issues which I felt passionately about: i.e., social
Jjustice, politics, and spirituality, yet I perceived these concerns as
far removed from Judaism. Heschel's work and life radically altered my
perceptions. The Prophets convinced me that my Judaism and concern with
social justice were interrelated. The more I studied Heschel's Iordq;
the more I came to believe that being a Jew involved an integrated and
holistic way of living. Heschel's thinking inspired me to see
connections l;stwosn global and political issues and prophetic thinking.
I became convinced that the Jew was obligated to do more than attend a
house of worship and/or donate money to the United Jewish Appeal; he was
obligated to sod;the holy in every action, encounter, and event. It is
'/;erhapa Heschel, more than any other thinker, who has shaped my vision

of the rabbinate. -

Given Heschel's influence on my life aﬁd-thinki;g. 1 approached Dr.
Jakob Petuchowski with a proposed thesis topic--The Theology of Abraham
Joshua Heschel. My intentions were to explore and analyse those ideas
which resonated within my soul. It is my good fortume that Dr.
Petuchowski is a challenging and thought-provoking advisor. He
stretched me intellectually by posing the following question: Could I
not expand my horizons more by examining both the tenets of Heschel's

thought as well as those relevant criticisms? Imitially I til reluctant




ii

to take on this project--i.e., How could anyone criticize Heschel? His
philosophy of Judaism is beautiful, inspiring, and so alive! Then I
became curious; I wanted to know who Heschel's critics were, what they
;;id, and ultimately if they would influence my perspectives. Moreover,
I came to believe that by understanding Heschel's critics I would better
understand Heschel. His critics would force me to ask several questions
about his "philosophy of Judaiem" that I might have very well ignored.

I will always be grateful to Dr. Petuchowski for suggesting the
topic: "Ratio and Pathos: Abraham Joshua Heschel and Some of his
Critics.” During the past two years I have been intellectually
challenged and forced to examine a vast array of theological problems.

I have emefged with a more well rounded perspective: I appreciate both
our need for intuitive epistemology and rational speculation. My
respect for, and commitment to, Heschel's "philosophy of Judaism" has
grown. Yet my understanding of his critics has given me a greater
appreciation of many of his problems one encounters if he or she bases a
theology upop‘intuition. Ultimately, this project has not only enabled
me to better understand Heschel; it has also helped me to better develop
a personal theology. I agree with Heschel's understanding of God as One
Who Cares. Praying becomes problematic if one ;élieves in an impersonal
deity who is unconcerned with the welfare of humanity. Yet I also
respect those who caution against the dangers of dismissing the
rational. Although we cannot afford to minimige the importance qf
intuitive insight, we also c;nnot afford to ignore the importance of
cognitive reasoning. If we stress the former while losing sight of the
latter we run the risk of elevating an irrational system of thought

and/or action which has no safeguards to prevent potential abuses. The
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strength of Heschel's thought is its inclusion of man's emotions,

passions, and profound feelings. Indeed, his innovation is the

~incorporation of these intuitive elements into a "philosophy." Yet

Heschel's weakness is his inability to provide us with a system of
checks and balances; i.e., given Heschel's understanding of
"philosophy,” we have no ue\;‘m or criteria with which to evaluate
"religious experience.” The gquestion Heschel and his critics leave us

with is: Must we, ehooie between intuition and reason, or can these

values be unified?

"
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Introduction

How do we evaluate the work and life of Abraham Joshua Heschel?
Adherents, defenders, and students of Heschel's thought argue that both
his analysis of modern man's crises and his theological insights have
had significant influence on contemporary religious perspectives. Many
of his critics, however, argue that Heschel is neither a systematic
philosopher nor a serious theologian. Moreover, those who attack
Heschel often accuse him of substituting poetic and evocative language
for content. While these individuals concede that Heachel has mastered
rhetoric, they hold that his literary g%fts are suspect, i.e., Heschel
conveys moods and feelings--not a coherent “philosophy of religion.”
How do we evaluate these criticisms? This thesis attempts to address
these concerns and the following problems: Heschel's theories are built

upon intuition; yet intuition is not a’'concept which can be easily

grticulated. Indeed, Heschel believes that the moment we perceive the

ineffable we part company with words. Yet Heschel's critics question
such an assumption; they hold that‘xgtionsl speculation must be
incorporated into any thought process which calls itself a
“philosophy."” Ultimately one examining Heschel's thoughts, as well as
his critics' observations, must struggle with the question--what
constitutes "philosophy"? ‘

Although Heschel has been challenged by a variety of religious
thinkers, his impact on the American religious scene cannot be
questioned. During the Fifties and Sixties Heschel was perceiveﬁ as
both a leading Jewish voice and.raligious figure throughout the nation.
As Reinhold Neibuhr correctly predicted in 1951, Heschel would become. "a

commanding and authoritative voice not only in the Jewish community but
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in the religious life of America."1 Heschel's impact transcended
denominations; he was seen as "the Jewish spokesperson” on a vast array
of social and religious issues. As Samuel Dresner noted, Heschel was
the "Jewish touchstone on civil rights, ecumenical dialogue, and the
Vietnam Har..."2 Moreover, the Christian community actively sought out
Heschel's opinions on a wide range of issues; Kenneth L. Woodward
relates, "When an order of Roman Catholic nuns could not decide whether
to keep or abandon their traditional religious garb, they came to
Heschel as the only person who could give them sound advice.f3

Some of Heschel's admirers compared him to the pfophata of old.
¥While such a comparison would not be amenable to Heschel, it is not
beyond the reader's understanding as to why some would be tempted to
draw certain parallels. As Franklin Sherman explains:

As the decade of the 1960's moved onward from its hopeful

beginnings through the ordeal of assassinations, urban
& crises, and protracted war to the opening of yet another new

"% frontier in outer space, a disquieting voice was heard

increasingly throughout America. The voice was that of Rabbi

Abraham Joshua Heschel... . Even in his physical appearance

conjuring up the image of what an Amos or an Isaish must have

looked like--stocky, full-bearded, speaking softly but with
passionate intensity--it is small wonder that many viewed him

as ‘a latter-day Hebrew prophet.

Many familiar with Heschel's writing have observed the influence of
mysticism on "depth theology." Indeed Heschel's Hasidic background was
a formidable influence on his thought. Thus, it is intriguing that
Heschel felt compelled to leave his milieu and pursue a secular
education. Hence Heschel's life, like his "philosophy of Judaism" was
an attempt to synthesize Eastern European Jewish thought and German
philosophical perspectives. Heschel was born in Warsaw, Poland in
1907. As John Merkle notes, "He was the descendant of long line of

scholars and religious leaders that can be traced back to the late

- - q.‘ '.'.‘I_L_ 1._..-____ - - . i - " as
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fifteenth century."” Yet despite Heschel's attachment to his place'of

birth and illustrious family, he felt compelled to leave Warsaw. Samuel

Dresner traces Heschel's intellectual development as follows:

Some hasidic leaders felt that in him a renewal of their
movement, which had grown dormant in the twentieth century,
might come about. Others too were aware of the new light
that was glowing in their midst. It can be said with
certainty that the years in Warsaw provided that nourishment
of spirit and intellect, that inner dignity of who he was,
which gave permanent direction to Heschel's being. It could
‘not, however, prevent him from peering beyond and, in the
end, setting out from his home to explore the world of
western civilization which thundered and glittered about
him. Departing from Warsaw in his teens, he traveled first
to Vilna, where he pursued his secular education and joined a .
promising group of Yiddish poets. Then on to Berlin, the
metropolis of science and philosophy in the twenties, where
he immersed himself in the culture of the West ang began to
publish his first books and establish his career.

In Berlin, Heschel "enrolled not only at the University of Berlin,

but also concurrently at Berlin's Hochshule fur die Wissenschaft des

T

Judensums... It is noteworthy that in Germany, Heschel's Jewish

studies, like his Rabbinic ordination, and early teaching positions,
t
were all under*the auspices of institutions committed to modern Jewish

thought. In 1934 Heschel assumed his first teaching position at the

Hochshule in Berlin where he had been ordained.afand in 1937 Heschel

succeeded Martin Buber at the Central Organization for Jewish Adult

Education and the Judische Lehrhaus in Frankfurt am Main.’ In 1938

Heschel was deported by the Nazi Regime. As Merkle explains:

Heschel was one of thousafids of Polish Jews being sent back
to their native country. But when the train carrying them
reached the border, Poland refused to let them come home.
Heschel and others were placed in a detention camp along the
border. It was not long, however, before Heschel's relatives
had him freed and he returned to Warsaw where he taught for
the next eight IOD*BS at a rabbinical seminary, the Institute
of Jewish Studies. v

5
—. S




pr——

In 1939, six months before the Nazi invasion of Poland, Heschel
received an invitation to join the faculty of the Hebrew Union College

in Cincinnati, Ohio. In "Abraham Jﬁahua Heschel: A Man of Dialogues,"

-

Dr. Alfred Gottschalk discusses the college's plan to bring Heschel and
other European scholars to America. "As early as 1934, President Julian

Morgenstern and the Board of Governors of the Hebrew Union College had

been concerned about the fate of Jewish scholars in Europe."11 Hence

the college developed a rescue plan; among the scholars Hebrew Union
College brought to America was Abraham Joshua Heschel. In the épring'of
1940 Heschel arrived in Cincinnati.

Heschel was well aware of the fate of his feilcw Jews who remained
in Europe. As he stated in "No Religion is an Island": "I speak as a
person who was able to leave Warsaw, the city in which I was born, just
six weeks before the disaster began. My destination was New York, it

would have been Auschwitz or Treblinka. I am a brand plucked from the

wl2

fire, in which my people was burned to death... Though Heschel felt

indebted to the Hebrew Union College for saving his life, he was not
comfortable at the Reform seminary. There was a wide gulf between
Heschel's understanding of ritual practice and spirituality and the

environment which he confronted at the Hebrew Union College. As Jakob

Petuchowski explains: -

«+.When Heschel came to the Hebrew Union College in 1940, the
College was far closer to so-called "Classical Reform" than
it has tended to be since. It should not be too difficult to
empathize with the feelings of a descendant of the Rabbi of
Apt, the Maggid of Megzhirech and (on his mother's side) of
Levi Yitezchak of Berditchev in the setting of Cincinnati,
Ohio in the nineteen-forties. It should-not be too difficult
to understand why Heachel left after five years, attmct?g to
what he felt to be the more Jewish setting of Manhattan.
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In 1945 Heschel joined the faculty of the Jewish Theological
Seminary in New York; he taught there until the time of his death in

1972. According to Dresner, Heschel was never adequately appreciated by
14

the Seminary. He only taught a few course hours per week and
attracted few disciples. Yet despite Heschel's academic frustratioms,

he attracted a sigable following in the larger community. Heschel's

books, political involvement, and commitment to ecumenical dialogue
provided him with opportunities to touch many lives. Heschel's
involvement with social concerns and his theological vofka provided him
with a forum in which he could express many of his ideas. .

Despite Heschel's numerous acccnplia?ments, he was relatively young
when he died; he was only sixty-five years old. Kenneth Woodward
| describes Heschel's last week:

It had been, for him, a typically vigorous week. On Monday,
he finished his latest book and personally carried it to his
puhlishar's office. Two days later, despite a weak heart, he
3 journeyed to Danbury, Conn., where he waited in the snow to
' welcome Father Philip Berrigan when the antiwar priest left
I prison on parole. Then he traveled back to New York for his
last class at Jewish Theological Seminary. By sundown on
Friday...he was utterly exhausted. And early the next
morning, Rabbi Abraham Joshua /Heschel, one of the most
beloved and rosp?gtod voices in American Judaism, died in his
sleep at age 65.

—

During Heschel's lifetime he wrote several works which covered a
broad range of topics. While a student in Berlin, Heschel wrote his

doctoral dissertation Die Prophetie (1936), upon which he based much of

his later work The Prophets. In 1935, Maimonides: A Biography was

published. Heschel's memorial to Eastern European Jewry, The Earth is

the Lord"s... followed in 1950. In 1951, Heschel published two

monumental works: The Sabbath and Man is Not Alone...; four years later

the sequel to Man is Not Alone, God in Search of Man... appeared. In
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L
1962 and 1965, Heschel published his two Hebrew volumes of Torah Min

ha Shamayim be-ispaklaryah shel ha-dorot (Torah from Heaven in the Light

of the Generations).16 According to Merkle, these two volumes are

1T 1n 1965,

"regarded as his magnum opus as a historian of theology.
Who Is Man? emerged. This book was considered by some to be one of
Heschel's most concise theological atatementa.1B During these decades,

two collections of Heschel's essays also appeared: Man's Quest for

God... (1954) and The Insecurity of Freedom... (1966).

Heschel also wrote two works addressing the specific political

crises of his day: Vietnam: Crisis of Conscience (1967) and Israel:

an Echo of Eternity (1968). These works "are answers to

appeals...answers to explicit requests by other's for Heschel's

w19

help. A few days before Heschel died, he completed A Passion for

Truth..., which was published posthumously in 1973.

'H Although Heschel's writing and thinking explore a wide range of
concerns, one familiar with Heschel will recognize certain recurring
themes. "Depth theology"” and the theory of "divine pathos" seek to
elicit a response from the reader. ﬁeschel is calling for our
involvement with God; he seeks to engage man in the "divine-human
encounter.” Moreover, Heschel challenges several traditional
understandings of "philosophy.” Specifically, Heschel calls upon us to
abandon the Greeg concept of the Unmoved Mover anﬂ/o? the Active
Intellect and to embrace a personal, feeling, and caring deity. Hence,
Heschel's theology is an affront to those who are opposed to a
supernatural deity. Moreover, t?ose committed to the idea of God as the
"Wholly Other" find Heschel's ideas problematic. Understandably,

Heschel is attacked by critics who espouse rational speculation, Greek
—
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categories of thought, and naturalistic conceptions of deity. Heschel's
critics represent a vast array of perspectives on the theological
spectrum: Reconstructionist, Modern Orthodox, and Reform responses are
provoked. Moreover, Aristotilian conceptions of God and Maimonides's
theory of negative attributes-are invoked by several thinkers. This
thesis examines some of the tensions between these competing
world-views.

Heschel and his critics are competing for the reader's religious
commitment to their respective positions. Heschel is asking us to give
intuition precedence over cognitive speculation. He is asking us to
establish personal relationships with a GPd who cares and suffers.
Heschel's opponents, on the other hand, warn of the dangers that befall
those who elevate insight 6ver reason. Those who are critical of "depth
tggology“ fear the consequences of irrational mindsets. Heschel an& his
iritica are participating in a dialogue vhichltranscenda the confines of
;iese specific thinkers. Opposing world-views, schools of thought, aﬁa
philosophical perspectives are colliding with one and other. Hence the
debate between Heschel and his critice is a clash between: the Bible
and Greek philosophy, mystical insight and logical reasoning,
phenomenology and the quest for external empirical evidence, and
ultimately--between the "God of the Philoséphera" and the "God ‘of
Pathos." It is Teft to the student of theology to de&crline whether the
aforementioned tensions can be harmonized or whether they represent

mutually exclusive perspectives.
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Chapter One: INTUITIVE EPISTEMOLOGY

In God in Search of Man, Heschel presents his "philosophy of

Judaism.” Because he offers the reader a polemic, he employs a
terminology which is consistent with his world-view. Heschel initially
attempts to define and qualify the respective meanings of "philosophy”
and "religion"; in doing so he also lays the foundation for his own
theology. One of the primary tasks Heschel assigns to philosophy is "to

1

rediscover the questions.” Religion is another domain; one in which

"the mystery of the answer hovers over all queationa.“2
Although Heschel acknowledges the value of philosophy's "eritical
reassessment of religion,“3 it is clear throughout his works that he
believes religion must now reassess philosophy.
Religion, we repeat, is a unique sogurce of insight. This
implies that the insights and demands of religion cannot be
completely synchronized with the conclusions of any particular
system of philosophy...

The role of religion is to be a cRallenge to philosophy, not
merely an object for examination.

,2Religiou is concerned with the source of man's ultimate insights and
questions, whereas philosophy is concerned with the classification and
systematization of his ideas. Heschel does not attribute equal status
to these disciplines. Religionm, d;a to the nature of the issues it
addresses, must take precedence.

After examining the terms "philosophy" and "religion" separately,
Heschel then diecusses their interrelationship. Thg goal of a
"philosophy of.religion” is not only the "critical reassessment of
religion from the point of view of philosophy"; it is also
self-understanding. Religion must seek to understand itself, in its own

terms, as "radical understanding in terms of its own spirit."5
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As mentioned earlier, Heschel views the study of philosophy es
subordinate to that of religion. This perspéctive shapes his
understanding of their interplay. One of Heschel's most novel ideas
regarding the role of "philosophy of religion" concerns its need to
limit philosophical inguiry. For Heschel a "philosophy of religion"
must set borders for its respective domains. It should be noted that
Heschel seems more concerned about the potential dangers of philosophy
overstepping its boundaries than he does about religion.

[Philoaophy of religion] must furthermore elucidate the

essential difference between philosophy and religion. Its

task is not only to examine the claim of religion in the face

of philosophy, but also refute the claim of philosophy when it

presumes to become a substitute for'relégion, to prove the

inadequacy of philosophy as a religion.
As we will see later in this chapter, Heschel's view of philosophy as =
discipline, and his caution against th; potential abuses it poses to
religion, derive from his premise that rational speculation and reason
pose a threat to intuitive imsight and faith.

In laying the groundwork for his "philosophy of Judaism," Heschel
creates his own methodology. He often expresses his theories by coining
previously non-existent words and categories of meaning. We see an
example of Heschel's creative thinking in his discussion of "depth
theology,"” his innovative subcategory of theology. Whereas theology is
the content of belief,7 depth theology's "purpose is to explore the
depth of faith, the substratum out of which belief m.-.’nsas."‘a

Depth theology is part and parcel of Heschel's epistemology.
Underlying all of our beliefs are moments of insight which cannot be

9 situation

expressed. The antecedents of faith, or man's pretheological
cannot be easily articulated; often they are experienced as bfief

intuitive flashes. For Heschel these intuitive flashes constitute the
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intensity of our profound inner experience, one that cannot be
adequately conveyed, and is the root of faith. As Fritz Rothachild
explains:

This dimension of depth never enters the domain of knowledge,
yet for religious consciousness it is as much a fact of
experience as any ¢ausal sequence... . It is the source for
man's sense of the ineffable, the sanaitiv?&y to the mystery
of being and the uniqueness of each being.

"Depth theology," the cornerstone of Heschel's "philosophy of
religion," is based upon personal experiences and intuitions. We must
be willing to abandon our preconceived notions and prejudices, "to
unthink many thoughta."“ According to this view, each person, if he is
open to the experience, has the ability to perceive the ineffable
through an innate intuitive faculty. As Heschel states: "the sense of
the ineffable is not an esoteric faculty but an ability with which all
men are endowed..." 2

"Depth theology" calls upon the reader to become engaged and
involved in the search for God with his whole being. To deepen our
understanding of God, we must use our hearts and souls as well as our
minds. "Depth theology," like the one who coined the phrase, is
unabashedly partisan. It contains no pretense of satisfying purely
academic curiosity. "Depth theology" is not concerned with abstract
theories which can be debated in a detached intellectual manner; it is
concerned with man's immediate situation. Heschel's desire is for
religion to bg relevant; it should address man's most profoﬁnd
questions, problems, and aspirations.

Because Heschel believes religion must address the concrete

situation of man, he develops a new theological term called "situational

thinking." "Situational thinking is necessary when we are engaged in



an effort to understand issues on which we stake our very existence."13

Heschel contrasts "situational thinking" to "conéeptual thinking." The
relationship between these two terms in many ways parallels Heschel's
understanding of the dichotomy between philosophy and religion. As John
Merkle explains, "[conceptual thinking] deals with concepts by way of
detached analysis; [situational thinking] by way of concerned
involvement.”14

Unlike "conceptual thinking," "situational thinking" is not
concerned with abstract theories or speculations about the nature of
man. Rather, "situational thinking" seeks to explore the events and
insights which precede conceptual analysis. Just as "depth theology"
attempts to uncover these intuitive experiences which are the
antecedents of faith, "situational thinkipg" attempts to describe those
life-transforming moments and epiphanies which precede organized
thought.

Because “situational thinking" is concerned with immediate concrete
granta and unique moments in time, its application is twofold. It
addresses man's problems and concerns in the "here and now,” and it also
connects him to the experiences of his biblical predecessors. As was
stated earlier, Heschel believes th;tlevery person is endowed with the
faculty to perceive the ineffable. The sensitive individual, open to
this startling experience, is overcome with humility, awe, and wonder.
Since these perceptions are universal, one experiencing them in the
present is capabie of directly relating them to biblical thought. As

Rothechild states: "The event of revelation as described in the Hebrew

Bible exhibits in archetypal form what normal religious consciousness
wib

-

has discovered on a lower level.
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beyond us."”

Both "depth theology" and "situational thinking" stress the primacy
of "inner experiences" and intuitions. For Heschel the first step
towards awareness of deity is man's inkling of mystery. This experience
occurs in the realm of the soul and cannot be expressed in words.

For Heschel there are three ways to God: human experience,

Siiiiosl undersianding, mnd astned doedes °

These three ways are never
presented as proofs or inteliectual arguments for the existence of God,
but rather are offered as means towards emhancing our awareness. In a
sense, Heschel is attempting to provide his readers with the spiritual
tools necessary for deepening their relationships with God.

¥hen Heachei discusses human experiences in the world of nature in
terms of power, beauty, and grandeur, he is not offering a cosmological
proof for the existence of God. He doeg not see his role in terms of
presenting us with empirical evidence. Rather, his goal is to help us
di;Z;ver our innate awareness of deity, and when necessary to strip away
our reaiatance and indifference. For Heschel God is an "ontological

w17

+++0ur belief in His reality is not a leap over a missing link

in a syllogism but rather a regaining, giving up a view rather

than adding one, going behind self-consciousness and 18

questioning the self and all-dits cognitive pretensions.

There is a paradoxical element in Heschel's writing; he is
attempting to describe experiences and concepts which he ackmnowledges
can never be adequately verbalized.' The ineffable, by its very nature,
cannot be conveyed in words. As Heschel states: "while we are unable
either to define or describe the ineffable, it is given to us to point
to it."'? The ineffable is the mystery which hovers both within and
beyond all being. Moreover, it is our means towards God. ¥e become

aware of Him when "the ineffable in us communes with the ineffable
20
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There are moments in every person's life when he feels overwhelmed
by the numinous aspecte of existence. Sometimes we respond with awe and
radical amazement, and other times with fear and trepidation. In Who Is
Man?, we read of the situations which prompt man's confrontation with
the ineffable:

All we have is a sense of awe and radical amagzement in

the face of mystery that staggers our ability to semse it. No

one can ridicule the stars or poke fun at an atomic

explosion. No one can debunk the man who committed suicide in

order_t9 ca%} the attention of the world to the Nazi

atrocities.

The ineffable is not God; it is the mystery which alludes to Him.
Before man can have faith in deity, he encounters the ineffable.
Awareness of the numinous, the unknown b;hind the known, is the first
step towards God. Man's encounter with the ineffable takes place on an
emotional level. It is an intuitive p;arception which precedes organiged
thought. Hence Heschel's innovative language attempts to capture these
wsitial human experiences which ultimately lead man to God. This is |
reflected by his use of the terms “preconceptual thought" and
"preconceptual knowledge." c

How does man become aware of the ineffable? Overwhelmed by the
realization that there is more than he knows, he is overcome by a sense
of humility in light of nature's power, beauty, and grandeur. Moreover,
he is startled by-the very fact of his existence. Evéry sensitive human
being, according to Heschel's intuitive epistemology, must be aware that
there is a grest unknown beyond all perceptions. The religious or pious
individual recognizes that this unknown points to deity. There is
meaning beyond the mystery; known'berneating and transcending the

unknorn.22




Heschel's epistemology, unlike that of the positivists and the
empiricists, does not begin with observable facts. Rather, Heachel
focuses on the unanswerable questions which are beyond our mental
grasp. It is by struggling with these questions that we enter into a
divine-human relationship. 5The way of thinking about God in

traditional speculation has been via eminentiae, a way of proceeding

from the known to the unknown. OQur starting point is not the known, the

finite, the order, but the unknown within the known ..."23

Heschel, like those other theologians and philosoﬁhers who oppose
rational proofs for the existence of God, believes that the road to
faith begins with our unanswerable questions. The very fact that we are
uneble to fully comprehend the enigma and mystery of our lives, our
world, ;nd all that is beyond us, indicates that there is a God. As

Heschel states in Man is Not Alone: "It is in our inability to grasp

Eim that we come to understand Him...God is not an explanation of the

world's enigmas or a guarantee for salvation. He is an eternal

challenge, an urgent demand."24

It is important to note that although Heschel dismisses the
empirical approach to reality and stresses the importance of intuition,
he is not an advocate of what is popularly called "blind faith." Faith
must not be used as & pretext for ignorance. Rather, it is a spiritual

-

process wrought with struggles. The following description in A Passion

for Truth is of twofold concern; it illustrates the similarities between

Heschel's and Kierkegaasrd's thought processes and gives insight into
Heschel's own understanding of faith:

Kierkegaard also opposes rational religion, for the reasoning
faculty is incapable of direct apprehension of God. God is
always perceived as a paradox: the intellect is completely
confounded by contradictions. All religious themes -




conscience, sin, repentance, [and] faith are mystifying beyond

reason., Faith is not a sustained, comfortable state of

cons?io?sneaazgut a painful, hard-won, and impermanent
conviction...

At this point a queati;n arises: If the ineffable is not God, but
rather an allusion to Him, how does man actually arrive at an awareness
of deity? For Heschel the antecedents of faith lead to actual faith
through a process. Initially we experience the sublime, wonder, and
glory as objective aspects of existence. The religiously sensitive will
respond to these three elements of grandeur by expressing wonder, awe,
and ultimately faith.

For Heschel the sublime, wonder, and g%ory are aspects of the
ineffable, reflections of the mystery hovering over all reality. Yet
these elements of grandeur, in and of tpemaelvaa. are not God; and we
must take pains not to confuse them with Him. Perceiving the ineffable
is not an act of faith in God; it is a sensory and emotional
expgiiance. It is man's reactions to these experiences that have the
potential to develop into faith. Hence our question is not: Does man
experience wonder? But rather, what niil he do with his sense of
wonder? One who refuses to penetrate the questions beyond nature's
mystery might become a pantheist. Moreover, a callous individual might
interpret that which cannot be expressed as a meaningless abyss.

Faeith, the path to God, is a choice. When confronted with the
numinous, we can opt to see "meaning beyond the mystery," or we can
remain oblivious. Some will perceive the questions we do not know how
to ask as an invitation or entrance-way towards a divine-human
encounter. These individuals will s;ruggla to develop and deepen their

faith in God. Others will choose to remain insensitive to the spiritual

challenge and forgo a life of faith. As stated in Man is Not Alone:
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Faith will come to him who passionately yearns for ultimate
meaning, who is alert to the sublime dignity of being, who is
alive to the marvel of matter, ig the unbelievable core within
the known, evident, concrete...

The antecedents to faith lie in our sense of‘the mystery of
creation, human existence, and all that is beyond our comprehension,
while our expression of faith is manifested by our response to this
enigmatic challenge. The pious individual who yearns for meaning is
forced to ask: Who is the author of it all? As John Merkle explains:

Surprised by the unexpectedness of being, awed by its sacred

relevance, we human beings must confess that we are not

sovereign in the E?alm of being, we have not authored the

realm of meaning.

Humbled by his very being, aware that he is not the author of his own
existence, the sensitive individual enters into a life of faith. His
desire for meaning leads him to the realigation that he is the object of
transitive coucarn.ze

, PFor Heschel, man's very desire for meaning attests to his

v
relationship with God. The spiritual challenge which confronts him, the

"ultimate question."29

is not formulated by him. It is God who implants
the desire for meaning in man. This point cannot be stressed enough:

It is God who is in search of man. In Heschel's "biblical philosophy,"
God is always the frame of reference. Thus the Bible is not viewed as

man's theology; it is God's anthropology.3°

Before we eza;ine the frame of reference of Heschel's "biblical
philosophy,” an observation must be made. As we have seen, Heschel sees
God as an "ontological presupposition.” His reality is never called
into question. Heschel never entertains the notion that the doubter or

the atheist might have valid views. Those who do not have faith are not

"in tune” with the ineffable; they have "lost touch" with their

.
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intuitive faculty. Moreover, many who do not have faith in God are
unable to "unthink thoughts"; these individuals are attached to
preconceived notions and préjudicos. The individual Ih6 does not
possess faith is like one who is blind to a universal truth. Heschel
believes that one need not remain in this state of darkness. Hence the
content and style of Heschel's writing reflect his desire to jolt the
reader into "unthinking thoughts." In colloquial terms, one of the aims
of Heschel's poetic writing is to reach the reader on a "gut level.”

Didactically, an attempt is being made to strip away the doubter's
and the disbeliever's intellectual barriers and appeal to him on an

-

emotional and/or spiritual level. It is an attempt to penmetrate what

31 Heschel wants to

Heschel considers to be "cognitive pretensions.”
introduce his readers to a new and different world view, to open them up
to spiritual opportunities.

'2Heachel seems aware that some might ask: If every man is in
possession of the intuitive faculty, and capable of encountering the
ineffable, why do so many remain alienated from the divine source? What
is the cause of man's obliviousness to Gad? Moreover, one might ask:
Why must even those who have faith fight with such a vigilance to retain
it?

There are two pessible responses to this problem vhiﬁh can be
gleaned from Heschel's writing: man's conceit and God's exile. Human
arrogance, as evidenced by man's zeslous attachment to rational inquiry
and scientific speculation, obscures his ability to experience moments
of insight. God's exile, the other cause of man's inability to
experience awareness of deity, is a paradox. Although God is in search
of man, and as "near as the air we breathe," He is also hiding. Heschel

explains the paradox of a hiding God as follows:




1

The prophets do not speak of the hidden God, but of the hiding
God. His hiding is a function not his essence, an act, not a
permanent state. It is when the people forsake Him, breaking
the Covenant which He made with them, that He forsakes them
and hides His face from them...A hiding God, not a hidden

God. gg is waiting to be disclosed, to be admitted to our
lives.

God's hiding, for Heschel, is a reaction to man's fleeing. This

"33 will only come to an end when man

perpetual cycle of "hide-and-seek
is willing to face God. God needs man and searches for him because He
wants to enter into a partnership with him. Implicit and explicit in
the divine-human partnership is the idea of human resfonsibiiity.

Heschel holds man responsible for God's seeming absence and the world's

disarray. As he states in Man is Not Alone:

The world is not one with God, and this is why His power does
not surge unhampered throughout all stages of being. Creature
is detached from Creator, the universe is in a state of
spiritual disorder. Yet God has not withdrawn entirely from
the world...The goal of all efforts is to bring4about
restitution of the unity of God and the world.
Messianic redemption will come wﬁen the divine-human partnership is
realiged. The first step towards restitution is for man to accept his
respongibility vis a vis deity. Thﬁa,we see the nature of the paradox:
Man is obdurate because the source of faith is in exile, and God is in
exile because man is obdurate. Heschel calls upon us to break this
vicious cycle. Hence for Heschel, the question is not: Where was God
during the Holocaust? But rather, where was man?

To understand Heachel's perspective on the divine-human
relationship we must examine the premise of his "biblical philosophy."
Unlike many modern religious thinkers who see the Bible as an account of

man's reflections about God, Heschel sees the Bible as God's view of

35

man. As we discussed earlier, the Bible is God's anthropology. In

"Heschel's Exposition of Biblical Theology," Bernard Anderson states:
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"It is the Bible, the drama of God's search for humanity and God's
engagement that captivates Heschel's thought, providing him with his
basic perapactiVB.“36
For Heschel, the Bible chronicles events which exemplify divine
concern for man. Man dwells within God, and is the object of His
search., Inherent in Heschel's view of the divine-human relationship and
man's three paths to God (the world of experience, the Bible, and sacred

deeds) is the belief that God is the subject of all, and man is His

object. Man is Not Alone describes the dynamic between God and man as

follows: "In the depth of our trembling, all that we can utter is the
awareness of our being known to God. Mah cannot see God, but man can be
seen by God. He is not the object of a discovery but the subject of

37

revelation.”

“Biblical philosophy" according to this view, is not obligated to

porove God's existence; this assumed from the start. Rather, the task-of

a "philosophy of religion" is to explore what God requires of man.
Hence "biblical philosophy" has direct applications; it strives to help
us live more righteously.

The religiously sensitive, when confronted with the ineffable, is
aware that God is beyond the mystery. He senses that God is asking
something from him and thus his life is infused with meaning and
purpose. Heachei implies that the intuitive individual goes through a
process. He acknowledges that he has unanswerable gquestions and then
becomes aware of a transcendent being who is the subject of all life.
For one who is spiritually open, it is impossible to see the ineffable
as an allusion tola meaningless abyss or chaotic darkness. "Biblical

philosophy" is the antithesis of nihilism. Heschel sees the interaction
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between God and man as a transitive one. God, the author of all
existence, searches for man. Man, aware that he is the object of divine
concern, can choos; to respond to Him. As Maurice Friedman states:

We are embraced by God's inner life. We know only our

relation with God, and we discover this relation when we

perceive ourselves as perceived by Him and respond to His

demand. God is characterigzed above all.by his cggpaasionate

concern for every individual man and everything.
Heschel's epistemology differs from the traditional Greek categories
which characterize ancient philosophy, as well as from the later
concepts found in logical positivism and naturalism. Heschel reverses
their frames of reference: He doe{ not address man's questions about
God's reality. Rather, he is concerned with what God asks of man. A
parallel can be drawn between Heschel's "Biblical philosophy" and
Kierkegaard's religious existentialism. God's reality is assumed.
Man's problem is whether or not he will assent to & life of faith. Will
man say "yes" to the "ultimate question?"

As discussed earlier, one of Heschel's criteria for a “philosophy

of religion" is "radical aelféahperstanding.“ The desire to understand

God within the ical framework, the stress on man's intuition, and

the need to pro religion from the rigors of the "hard sciences,”
reflect Heschel's par£iaan biases. As religious thinker Dr. Jakob J.
Petuckowski -notes in his review of Who is Man?: "Heschel stands for the
religious outlook, and his God is the God of the Bible.’39 When Heschel
asserts - "To the philosopher God is an object, to men at prayer He is
the subject...What they crave for is to be wholly possessed by Him..."0
—Jit in Glekrithat the term “philbMSPhYC is WOt referring £5 1000 wio
espouses "biblical philosophy” or “"depth theology." This passage

reflects Heschel's predilection for associating the term "philosopher"

'
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with those who engage in scientific inquiry and rational speculation.
As we will see later on, Heschel's views will cause some to ask if
“biblical philosophy" is indeed a philosophy. Those who define
"philosophy” according to the Greek traditiom, for example, might call
Heschel a poet or a mystic.

Heschel's understanding of the biblical God has important
ramifications for his view of humanity. Man's ultimate purpose is seen
in his response to deity. Both human freedom and responsibility are
seen in terms of the choices one makes when confronted with God's
presence. While man is free to make a choice, he is not free to escape
making & choice. Consistent with this* perspective is the idea that:
one who does not assent to the "ultimate question" and respond to God's
call, can never truly realize himself as a human being.

The individual who is not attuned to the divine-human relationship
is incapable of realizing his potential. One who sees himself as master
of his own destiny and sovereign of his fate, is a being who happens to
be human, not a human being. Ob;gviousnaas to God relegates man to the
lowest common denominator of life forms. One of the focal points of Who
is Man? is that man is unique in his ability to acknowledge God. It is
only when man recogniges that he is "created in the image of God" that
he is distinggiahed from the animals. The man who. sees himself as
purely sutonomous lives a life of deprivation and slienation. As
Heschel states in Who is Man?:

Sophisticated thinking nﬁy enable him to feign his being
sufficient to himself. Yet the way to insanity is paved with

such illusions. The feeling of futility that comes with the

sense of being useless, of not being needed in the world, is

the most common cause of psychoneurosgis...

The only way to avoid despair is to be a need rather than

an end. Happiness, in fact may be define q88 the certainty of
being needed. But who is in need of man?
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For Heschel, the answer to this question is God. It is man's task
to realize that he is needed by God and to respond. Awareness of God's
presence and His needs has implications for how man views himself. Life
cannot be seen as a human possession; it belongs to the divine realm.

Given Heschel's understanding of the dynamic between God and man,
the words "I" and "self" take on theological connotations. These two
terms cannot refer to man in a vacuum; they can only describe man's

relation to God. Man is not Alone gives us insight into Heschel's

understanding of the human situation: "When we are oveértaken with the
spirit of the ineffable, there is no logical self left to ask the
question or mental power to stand as the :judge with God as an object,
about the existence of whom I am to decide. I am unable to raise my
voice or sit in judgment. There is no self to say: 'I think
that...'"4?
S Who is Man? addresses human self-perception. To truly live up to
our creed as human beings, our relationship with God.nust be
incorporated into our sense of “aal(.” Qur hearts, minds, and souls
must have God's imprint upon them. As Heschel states: "'Thou art'
precedes 'I an’'."%> Heschel's question: "Who is Man?"--as opposed to--
"what is man?," reflects his desire to divest the reader of a purely
mechanistic and/or biological definition of man. Man is reduced when he
is seen as only a physical and/or psychological entity. For Heschel
this materialistic definition of man is a "worst case scenario.” ¥Who is
Man? registers a protest against a minimalistic vision of man:
In pre-Naezi Germany the following statement of man was
frequently quoted: 'The human body contains a sufficient

amount of fat to make seven cakes of soap, enough iron to make
a medium sized nail, a sufficient amount of phosphorous to
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equip two thousand match-heads, enough sulfur to rid oneself
of one's fleas.' Perhaps there was a connection between this
statement and what the Nazi's actually did in tﬂg
extermination camps: make soap of human flesh.

As we noted earlieé. every individual has a choice vis a vis God.
He can respond to His plea and engage in a life of meaning, or he can
remain aloof end opt for & life of alienation. Likewise, every person
has a choice when he defines "man": Man can be seen as the object of

"

transcendent concern, "a little less than the angels," or man can be

seen as the sovereign of his own life, unaccountable to deity, "a tool
making animal.”

Heschel's observation about the Nazi's conception of man, and his

-

statement: "The problem of religious thinking is not only whether God

is dead or alive, but also whether we are dead or alive to His
w45

realness raises an interesting question. Do Heschel's protestations

against the trivisligation of humanity and his theology reflect &

‘response to an historical crisis? According to Rabbi Joseph H.
Lookstein, the Holocaust catalysed two varieties of existentialism:
philosophic and religious. Philosophers like Sartre sought to debunk
reason and speculation and stressed the primacy of "being over

essence.” Jewish existentialists responded differently. Like the
philosophic existentialists, they divested reason of its power. Yet
unlike them, the Jewish existentialists stressed the primacy of faith.
According to Lookstein, Heschel, like Martin Buber anq Will Herberg were
part of a post-war phenomenon. Moreover, the neo-hasidism of these men
was a reflection of religious existentialism., Lookstein explaiﬁs how
the Jewish existentialists altered Kierkegaard's God concept in his
article "The Neo-Hasidism of Abraham Joshua Heschel": "The God into

whose arms the Jewish existentialist leaps is more receptive to those
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who seek Him...His communion with them is not an either/or basis, but
rather on an "I and Thou" basia.'46 Lookstein posits the view that
Heschel can be seen in an historical context; he was responding to the
erises of his day. Heschel's appeal, like his "philosophy of religionm,”
can be seen as a response to modern man's crisis of faith.

Many post-war religious thinkers and their readers found Reason
suspect. Technological advancements had proven that science could
easily annihilate man. Reason was no longer seen as a redemptive force;
it could easily be detached from morality. The liberal pre-war optimism
had been shattered, and many thoughtful individuals were looking for new
theological alternatives. Mystical and intuitive approaches to religion
emerged as potential answers for the spiritually hungry. Dr. Jonathan

Sarna in his chapter "The Challenges of Post-War American Jewish Life"

in The Americanigzation of Jewish Culture, discusses the conditions which

gave rise to the new post-war theologians:
v

Abraham Joshua Heschel's Man is Not Alone, published a few
months before Herberg's volume appeared (1951), shared its neo-
orthodox critigue of the idea that religion and reason are
synonymous, and likewise vas4Qirected toward solving the-
problem of the modern man...

The religious existentialists, and the neo-orthodox critics of
rational thouahi, offered their readership a new understanding of man's
plight. Both Rabbi Lookstein and Professor Sarna see Heschel's message
and subsequent popularity as & post-war pﬂénonenon. If we understand
Heschel within this context, it is possible to see the debate between
Heschel and his critics as part of an on-going historical process.

Before we can examine Heschel's eritics, we must understand some of

the historical and philosophical influences which helped to shape his
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ideas. Moreover, in order to understand his impact we must see him in
.relation to the crises of his day. By identifying those formative
influences on Heschel's thought, we yill be in a better position to
understand his critics. For example: How do we distinguish between
those criticisms which are aimed specifically at Heschel, as opposed to
those which are broader - i.e., directed toward a school of thought, or
théologicalfphilosophical movement? As we will explore later on, many
of the observations which Heschel's critics offer, are not unique to a
critique of Heschel. 1In actuality, some of his detractors ere attncking
theological and philosophical perspectives which have come under fire
for centuriee: mysticism, intuitive/experiential Qpproachea to deity,
Hasidism, Existentialism, and phenomenology.

Heschel, his neo-Hasidic contemporaries, and his Christian
counterparts, as previously discussed, were trying to debunk speculative
thought. 1t is clear that both Heschel's upbringing and education were
consistent :ith his later polemics. A transplanted Hasid with a
phenomenological bent, Heschel articulated the yearnings and
frustrations of those seeking a Jewish and/or_épiritual revival. Using
poetic sensitivity and evocative language, he was able to both reflect
the despair, and elevate the hopes of those who were dissatisfied with
the pre-war theological movements. Was Heschel the voice of his
generation? The answer to this question depends on whom one asks. Dr.
Sarna gives us a perspective which resonates amongst Heschel's admirers:

Heschel's novel emphasis on wonder, awe, transcendence...all

deeply influenced by his background in Hasidic piety and

classical Jewish texts, had a pronounced influence on Jews and

Christians alike, no religious thinker in all of rican
Jewish history ever has made so great an impact...
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Hasidism and phenomenology played key roles in the formulation of
his "philosophy of religion."” These two influences can be seen in
Heschel's descriptions of man's inner religious experience, and the
divine-human relationship. Moreover, Hasidism and phenomenology share
some important characteristics: neither is concerned with "objective
reality," causal relationships, or scientific methodology. As Samuel

Dresner states in his introduction to Heschel's The Circle of The Baal

Shem Tov:

One of Heschel's major contributions as a religious thinker -

was his analysis of Jewish piety. He was & phenomenologist.

He held that discursive reason, while essential, was, alone,

inadequate in penetrating the inner recesses of religion.

This could better be achieved through a description of the

religious phenomena itself, which as the artist's canvasguould

have the power to evoke another level of comprehension.

For Heschel, Hasidism and phenomenology are complementary world-
views. Both concern themselves vith the purity of religious
experience.* "Situational thinking," “"depth theology," and man's need to
turn inward, are similarly concerned with describing the depth and
intensity of man's perception of the divine. Hasidism and phenomenology

were formative influences on Heschel's thought, and these two world-

_views are ever-present in his works. The following observation by

Samuel Dresner is quoted at length because it illustrates the interplay
between Hasidiesm and phenomenology in Heschel's methodology, and it
reflects the profound impact of Hasidic thought on Heschel's theology:

«++Indeed the more familiar one becomes with Hasidic
literature the more one understands how Heschel drew upon
these sources. The influence of Hasidism is reflected in
Heschel's contributions to the understanding of phenomenology
of prophecy and of ruah hakodesh (the holy spirit). There
are, for example, clear echoes of Hasidic concepts and
concerns in Heschel's excursions upon the Sabbath as a bride,
upon "divine pathos,” "the ineffable,” "radical amagement,"
the illusion of God's absence, the "holy dimension,” of all
reality, the "primacy of inwardness,” “the criticism of
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'panhalachism,'” the centrality of prayer, the "dignity of
words," and the "endless yearning." Some of the section
headings in Man is Not Alone géght, in fact, be transposed to
a book on Hasidic philosophy.

Both John Merkle and Fritz Rothschild nﬁte the impact of phenomenology
on Heschel's methodology. As Rothschild states: "The phenomenological
method, advanced by Edmund Husserl whose writings were of decisive
influence on Heschel in his student days in Berlin, may briefly be
defined as the attempt to present the structures of experienced reality
in their essential and archetypal purity."51
While Merkle and Rothschild stress the import;nce of the

phenomenological method on Heschel's thought, both take pains to point

o with phenomenology: According to

out that Heschel "does not stop"
Merkle and Rothschild, Heschel's "philosophy of religion" encompasses
more than an analysis of man's perceptions of religious experience.
Both scholarslfoel that Hehchal goes beyond describing spiritual
phenomena; heh%xplorsa what they signify. As Merkle states, “Hhile
Heschel maintains the soundness of the phenomenological method, he
employs it only as a first step in his study of religion. Concerned as
he is not only with the essence of phenon;na, but ;130 with their
existence, meaning, and relevance, he sees the need to go beyond the
method of phanonenology.“53 )
Fritz Rothschild's analysis: "Varieties of Heschelian Thought,"
attempts to present a coherent and systematic schema of Heschel's
epistemology. Heschel's methodology is divided into three levels of
discourse: empirical description, phenomenological analysis, and the

phi‘loaophioa'l approuch.54

Rothschild summarizes his analysis as
follows: (This text,) while having its poetic moments (level one), and

while proiontiﬁg a phenomenological description of the relatiomnship

S LT —

e B il



21

between needs and ends (level two), also seeks to persuade its readers
of the reasonableness eand the universal significance of the problem
described (devel three).55
For Rothschild, Heschel's ideas both include and move beyond
phenomenology because of his emphasis on the univeraality of religious
experience and perception of "the ineffable." Indeed, one of Heschel's
# primary epistemological points and central arguments in his "philosophy
of religion" is that throughout history vast numbers of men have
perceived and recorded their communion with "the ineffable." In many
ways Heschel's view on the universality of religious experience

resembles Judah Halevi's position on reliable tradition. Halevi

believed that the reason Jewish tradition has been effectively
56

transmitted throughout the centuries is due to its truth. How could

the vast majority of Jews believe a lie throughout the generations?
Heschel offers a similar polemic when he states:

To assert that the most sensitive minds of all ages were
victims of an illuston; that religion, poetry, art, and
philosophy were the outcome of a self-deception is too
sophisticated to be reasonable. Bringing discredit to the
genius of man, such an assertion uould,sqf course, disqualify
our own minds for making any assertion.
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Chapter Two: THE QUEST FOR m:m

Now that we have examined some of the most prominent tenets of
Heschel's epistemology and formative influences on Heschelian thought,
we are in a position to discuss those salient criticisms. A
fundemental objection to Heschel's epistemology is voiced by those who
challenge his definition of "philosophy." As we shall see later, this
objection underscores all those arguments which fault Heschel for
dismissing rational discourse and giving faith an exalted status over
reasor. The following oft-quoted challenge posed by Reform thinker
Jakob J. Petuchowski parallels those criticisms which take Heschel to
task for dismissing logical anslysis, rational thought, and scientific
speculation:
...Instead of striving for that higher unity of rational
thought and mystical insight, he [Hsschel] has almost declared
war on the former, and practically branded the philosophic
quest for God as idolatry.

But can the "God of the Philosophera" be so cavalierly
dismissed from the mind of the 20th-century Jew? How indeed
can Heschel hope to communicate his insights to those of us
who are benighted enough to tarry in the realms of "gonceptual
thinking" if he shuns conceptual thought altogether?
Dr. Petuchowski's observation raises interesting questions: Can a
"philosophy"” which dismisses rational thought be called a "philosophy"?
Is it possible to base a philosophy entirely upon one's understanding of
biblical thought and iénore the Greek tradition? What criteria do we
use to define "philosophy"? Heschel and his critics seem to be using
different ones a;d thus are engaged in a battle of semantics.

It seems that Heschel anticipated that some would fault him for
espousing & "philosophy” which did not conform to the Greek tradition of
Aristotelian metaphysics; perhaﬁ; this is why he went to such great

lengths to create a vocabulary which wes consistent with his own views.
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Heschel, in his two "philosophic" works: Man is Not Alone and God in

Search of Man, devotes a great deal of energy to the definitions of--"a

philosophy of religion," "a philosophy of Judaism,"” and "biblical
philosophy." Moreover, these works, like many of Heschel's others, are
filled with terms and language patterns which reflect Heschel's desire
to divest the reader of more conventional definitions of "philosophy."
Yet Arthur Cohen in his chapter "The Rhetoric of Faith: Abraham Joshua
Heschel," objects to Heschel's definition of terms and use of language.
As (Cohen states:

+«.Abraham Joshua Heschel, [ia] undoubtedly the .most

significant thinker which traditional Judaism had given to

contemporary America, as a rhetorical theologian. His

rhetoric }a both the strength and the undoing of his

theology. a
Cohen, like other critics, voices overall objections to what he
considers to be Heschel's self-serving definitions. TFor example, Cohen
notes: "...Heschel is not averse to pronouncing evident and clear-cut
self-contradictions under the popular form of paradox...“3

Yet Cohen is particularly disturbed by Heschel's understanding of
the term "philosophy"; an understanding which assumes an unnecessary
dichotomy between Faith and Reasﬁn; One of Cohen's most pointed
objections to Heschel's epistemology is the criticism that Heschel
presents his readership with a caricature of philosophy and logical
discourse. Fgr Cohen, the relationship between Faith and Reason and/or

philosophy and religion need not be seen in terms of black and white,

As he states in The Natural and Supernatural Jew: "If faith is only to

be reborn out of the ashes of philosophy, we risk giving birth to a
crippled phoenix...In the end, only philosophy and faith conjoined can
ensure that the marveling of one--in which philoscphy begins-;and the
radical amagement" of the other--in which faith arises--will comport to

man's nature and God's deaign.'4
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Reinforcing his premise that Heschel creates a caricature: when he
discusses traditional views of philosophy, logic, and scientific
speculation, Cohen offers the following observation: Heschel does not
acknowledge fundsmental distinctions between the aforementioned
disciplines. Moreover, Heschel does not demonstrate a willingness to
discuss the fact that "philosophy" is not a monolithic entity, but
rather a discipline comprised of a vast array of world-views. Cohen
believes that Heschel does not make the subtle, and not so subtle,
distinctions necessary for intellectual discourse. Rather, Heschel
categorizes all those disciplines and world-views which he finds
personally objectionable under one heading. Cohen registers his protest
as follows: )

...Heschel is clearly dissatisfied with philosophy. He is

sufficiently passionate in his dissatisfaction as to be

reluctant to draw distinctions, to acknowledge the abyss which

separates philosophy as the Greeks understood its nature, from

, the attitudes of Western scientific empiricism, medieval

aphiloaopgy from the idealisms of German philosophy; Kant from
Hegel...

.+».Heschel polarizes philosophy, science, and reason and the

Biblical. The former cluster of attitudes and doctrines

reflects all that bespeaks the self-arrogating hubris of man,

his assumption of self-sufficiency |and conpletenaaa. The

latter casts_man into & universe of existential risk and

involvement. .

"The Rhetoric of Faith: Abraham Joshua Heschel" provokes an
important question: Can Heschel be subjected to a critique by those
very disciplines he divests of meaning? In other vordé. Heschel seeks
to insulate religion from the rigors of rational and systematic
argumentation, yet should he also be considered immune from intellectual
scrutiny? For Cohen, it is clear that if Heschel wishes to offer @
"philosophy"--it must meet certain intellectual criteria. Hence he

faults Heschel for his circular reasoning, and lack of precise language
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and rational argumentation. Cohen offers the following example of
Heschel's lack of a cogent methodology: He refers to Heschel's
statement that: "God is given with our world: to think of him is to
experience him, to acknowledge his life is already to accept his life

into ours, to apprehend his reality is to place ourselves before him and

wl

to accede to his dominion... Then Cohen presents his critique, one

which finds no logical progression of ideas:

This is but to say--and Heschel says it often and variously--
that the only way to enter the orbit of faith is to enter it,
and the only way to apprehend God is to apprehend him. This
seeming tautology--and it is a persistent and aggravating
tautology--underscores the fact that Heschel 'is essentially
disinterested in argument._ The argument is won long before
the conclusion is reached. T

L3

Another criticism which Cohen mentions briefly, but, to which, as

we shall see, Meir Ben-Horin devotes considerable time, is the vapidity
of Heschel's evocative language. Moreover, both critics find several of
the terms which Heschel coins--meaningless. As Cohen states: "Heschel
is so evidently concerned with evacuating from religious exparieﬁ&a all
contact with common modes of rational and philosophical discourse that
he makes use of phrases puch aéﬁﬁpreconceptual and presymbolic,' which

are at best suggestive, and at worst leaninglesaf“g

4

Reconstructionist thinker Meir Ben-Horin is on;xof Heschel's most
acerbic crit;ca. In his articles: "The Ineffable: Critical Notes on
Neo-Mysticism," and "The Ultimate and The Mystery: A Critique of Some
Neo-Mystical Tenets,” Ben-Horin examines some of the potential dangers
of mysticism in general, and what he considers to be Heschel's abuses in
this area. Ben-Horin's articles caution against abnnﬂonins_ihe

intellect in favor of intuition and supernaturalism. "The Ineffable"

opens with an observation by Gershom Scholem quoted at length pertaining




to "sn uncritical and obscurantist glorification of the Kabbalah.“10

Throughout his articles Ben-Horin cites numerous historical examples of
dangerous interpretations of mysticism and the worst case scenarios of
irrational understandings of deity. His writing abounds with examples
of scheming charlatans, Kabbalists who practiced necromancy and
exorcism, Christian mystics who were willing to burn people at the stake
in the name of faith, and with other atrocities.''

Using Heschel as a modern test case, Ben-Horin writes a powerful
and compelling polemic against the abuses of mysticism and its harmful
applications. As a cpitic. his agenda seems to be twofold; he seeks to
negate all theologies which dismiss rational discourse and elevate
intuition over reason, and by refuting the specifics of Heschel's
epistemology, Ben-Horin hopes to equip his readers with the tools
necessary to recognize "conceptual vacuity and logical
cﬂ?tradictoriness..."12 Like Arthur Cohen, Meir Ben-Horin accuses
Heschel of creating a terminology which is barren of meaning. Moreover,

wl3

for Ben-Horin, "vaporous and fugitive verbalizations are endemic

problems for those who seek to exprésa:myatical or intuitive
experience. Heschel, like his mystical counterparts,14 does not use
precise terms, rather he employs an evocative language which can only
point to imprecise feelings. For Meir Ben-Horin, Heschel's over-use of
words like "ultimate and ineffable" render these terms meaningless.
Thus he states in "The Mystery":

The mystical terms are vacuities not simply because they

'provoke' neither music without words nor hypothesis without

precedent. They are vacuities because theirs is a music

without sound, an hypothesis without condition, experience

without life, existence without being. They 'provoke' the

evacuation of inquiry from questions, thought froTsneaning,
vision from the actualities to which it responds.
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, In Ben-Horin's estimation, Heschel's terminology reflects a desire
to evade rational discourse and engage in profound theological debate.
Heschel's vocabulary by its very nature is anti-intellectual. Because
words like "ultimate, ineffable, presymbolic, and pretheological” are
used to modify such a plethora of ideas and concepts, Heschel sidesteps
a systematic and sustained discussion of any substance. Not only do
Heschel's terms lack depth and meaning, in Ben-Horin's eyes, they exalt
human ignorance. The following observations typify his objections to
the form Heschel uses to express his ideas. Ben-Horin vociferously
attempts to prove that bothzgeschel's medium and message glorify the
adage "ignorance is bliss"; a perspective which he bglieves has had
tragic historical ramifications. "The critic will conclude that to be
filled with the ineffable or incompatible essence of things is to be
stunned, amazed, dumbfounded, chronically stupified..."16 Particularly
pointed is Iyn-Horin's criticism that:

At this point the objection must be raised that to return to

the presymbolic-language- is symbolic-, to the preconceptual--

true, good, beautiful are concepts--, is to return to the

prehuman stage of evolution. To anchor religion in general

and the Jewish religion in particular to such

precivilizational "ultimate" insights is to redefine Judaism

as a religious preciviligzation and religion and sanctity as

originally a173tter of the inarticulate ejaculations of the
Neanderthal.

Though Ben-Horin spends considerable time and energy attacking
Heschel's linguistics, the thrust of his critique is directed at his
understanding of Heschel's ideology, an ideology which he believes can
prove extremely dangerous. As we noted in Chapter 1, Heschel believes
that the words "I" and "self" have theological connotations. Heschel's
concept of the dignity of man reflects the view that "Thou art precedes

I al“.18 For Heschel, human life is a "transcendent loan," a divine




]

28

gift. His "biblical philosophy" is founded upon the premise that to be
human means to exist within the mind of deity. For Heschel the ideas
that: "our lives are not our own" and "we are not the sovereigns of our
own destiny" resonate with positive implications. His view of the

divine authorship of all life, in his scheme, assures dignity for ell

.people. Promoting this view of the divine-human relationship, Heschel

sees his theology as a safeguard against a minimalistic and/or
nihilistic view of humanity.

Yet for Meir Ben-Horin, Heschel's understanding of a supernatural
deity and man's inability to comprehend the divine can only promote
human degradation, the antithesis of his intended goals. Meir Ben-Horin
sees Heschel's mystical understanding of man's relation to deity as a
view which negates human autonomy and responsibility. According to this
perapective, Heschel's theological beliefs divest the individual of his
unique ‘dentity and cause social degeneration--which can result in
mobocracy and totalitarian systems.

A supernatural deity, and a mystical understanding of the
divine-human relationship, according to B;;4Horin, destroy the sanctity
of the individual and undermine his initiative and decision-making
abilities. In a worst case scenario, these conditions can breed
totalitarian destruction. Ben-Horin sees a direct relutionghip between
the anti-intellectual tenets of mysticism and human atrocity. He
believes that theologies which exalt "the unknown" and take disparaging
views of logic and reason pave the way for totalitarian systems.

Ben-Horin's argument against Heschel in particular, and the mystics
in general is the foliowing; those who ponder "the unknown" and life's

"unanswerable questions" and then turn to mysticism commit a tragic
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error. Instead of using reason and logic to penetrate life's questions
and that which seems beyond their intellectual grasp, they exalt
ignorance. As Ben-Horin states: "The fallibility of the intellect does
not argue the infallibility of intuition. Mysticism misrepresents the
religions it defends by mounting frenzied assaults on the strongholds of
intelligence."19 According to this view, the mystic's error is his
reliance on intuition in the face of uncertainty. Moreover, the mystic
misinterprets his sense of wonder as the answer to all that baffles
him. For Ben-Horin, the appropriate response to life's enigmas apd
seemingly unanswerable questions is not intuition, nor is its reliance
on supernaturalism, rather it is the further_refinement and development
of our powers of reason.

Comparing Heschel to the Christian mystic Meister Eckhart,
Ben-Horin notes that both men take pejorative views of the terms:
“niq%, vi;dom, and reflection." Moreover, according to this critic,
both mystics are guilty of singing “hynna.to 'higher ignorancs.'"zo As
we noted earlier, it is not the anti-intellectual trends inherent in
mysticism which give rise to Ben—Horiﬁr;jmost vehement objections;
rather, it is the relationship Ben-Horin perceives between mysticism's
anti-intellectual tenets and ensuing totalitarian mind-sets. According
to this reascning, destructive self-effacement tends to flourish in
environments Ihich.aiacourage individual inquiry, rigor;ua intellectual
debate, and an open forum which promotes a vast array of competing
philosophical views.

"The Ineffable” concludes with the author presenting historicni

examples of the inter-relationship between destructive interpretations

of mysticism and the emergence of totalitarian and nihilistic




societies, amongst them Bolshevik Russia and 20th century Geruanj.21

Ben-Horin explains his perception that: "Totalitarianism emerges as
mysticism's ultimate social expresaion,"22 as8 follows:

Heschel actually suggests that 'I am that I am not' which is

the same as suggesting that to be is either not to stand for

or to stand for nothing. In either case an ominous relation

between mysticism and totalitarianism becomes visible: the

former idealiges the continuity and eventually the identity of

being and non-Bging; the latter realizes the ideal in mass

extermination.

In evaluating the criticisms of Ben-Horin, we must ask whether he
is justified in labelling Heschel as a "mystic" since all of the
former's attacks depend upon this contention. Moreover, we must ask
vhether Ben-Horin can categorize what he considers to be Heschel's
"mysticism" under the same rubric as that of men like Meister Eckhart.
By classifying Heschel's theology under such a broad heading, and not
differentiating between the different genres of mystical thought, Meir
Ben-Horin's criticisms are open to the charge that they lack any
apecificiﬂy. Moreover, it is not clear to all that Heschel is indeed a
"mystic." Though Reform theologian Dr. Jakob Petuchowski agrees that
Heschel can be classified as such, another prominent Reform thinker, Dr.

Eugene Borowitz takes issue with the categorization of Heschel as

"mystic.” As Borowitz states in A New Jewish Theology in the Making:

Were the term not so0 easily misunderstood, Heschel might be
termed on the first, most generally available level, a nature
mystic. That would be true in regard to his extraordinary
sensitivity for the wonder that inheres in all things, for the
hidden reality that the seemingly ordinary actually reveals.
Yet it would be false to his sense of normalcy to this sort of
perception. He is n054a believer in special states or special
talents for religion.

In an interview on August 4, 1988, I questioned Dr. Borowitz about
his position. I asked whether those who call Heschel a "mystic” might

not be justified given his penchant for using terms like "the ineffable”



ineffable"” and a "hidden God" are found in the Torah.

B

and "the hiding God." Borowitz stated that those who call Heschel a
"mystic" commit an error; perhaps this error stems from misconstruing
the influence of the latter's Hasidic background on his formulated
world-view. Borowitz feels we must note that Heschel left his place of
birth to study philosophy. Moreover, his writing does not imply that he
is a "mystic"; he never uses terms like "sefirot." The ideas of "the
25

It is ironic that Heschel and Ben-Horin are both responding to the
same historical crisis and share the same concerns: the trivialigation
of human life and human annihilation. Yet their respective solutions to
humanity's plight are diametrically opposed. For Heschel, our salvation
lies in recognizing the limits of Keason and committing ourselves to
lives of faith. The answer to human misery requires us to realize that
we are accountable to the source of "the meaning beyond the mystery"--
deity. For Heschel, the "I" and the "self" belomg to God and this
awarenad; will bring about redemption. Ben-Horin, on the other hand,
believes that human salvation requires us to renounce supernaturalism.
Belief in intuition and a belief that "the 'I' belongs to God" destroy
the individual's initiative and sense of reaﬁonaibility. Ultimately
when these ideas are taken to their logical extremes they can lead to

the degeneration of humanity.

Like Meir Ben-ﬂoriﬁ, Maurice Friedman also takes issue with
Heschel's understanding of the divine-human relationship; yet unlike
him, FrieSman's overall view of Heschel is characterized by reverence

and appreciation. Hence Friedman's book Abraham Joshua Heschel and Elie

Wiesel: Your Are My Wiinesses tends to be an adulatory tome. Moreover,

when the author of this work does criticize Heschel his tone is gentle,
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almost apologetic. Although Friedman's scholarly erticles tend to be
somewhat less felicitous, this reader could not escape the impression
that Friedman considers Heschel a legendary master and himself a mere
student collecting dust at his feet. In colloquial terms, Abraham

Joshua Heschel and Elie Wiesel: You Are My Witnesses seems to reflect

the perception that Friedman does not consider himself in the same
spiritual or academic league as Heschel.

As noted earlier, Ben-Horin objects to Heschel's tendency to
obliterate the individual's unique identity. By claiming that the "I"
and the "self" belong to deity and that man is "transcendence in
disguise," Heschel is accused of minimizing the importance of human
autonomy. In a similar vein, Msurice Friedman questions Heschel's idea
that man is & "possession" of deity. Specifically, Friedman takes issue
vith the vantage point of "biblical philosophy,” & perspective which
claims that "God is the subject and man is the object." By creating a
"s&iject*object" dichotomy, Heschel robs the individual of his
responsibility and initiative in the divine-human relationship.
According to Friedman, Heschel's understanding of God as the subject or
the "I" and man as the object or "it" contradicts his view that God and
man- are engaged in a reciprocal partnmership. It is understandable that
this critic, a man who considers himself a disciple of Martin Buber, is
troubled by Heschel's view that "what is an 'I' to our minds is an 'it'
to Gud."26 In his article: "A. J. Heschel: Toward a Philosophy of
Judaiem," Priedman voices his objections as follows:

This "subject-object" terminology appears incompatible with

Heschel's dominant theme of a genuinely reciprocal

relationship between God and man. His assertion that the "I"

is &n "it" to God cannot be reconciled with his statement that

God is conpsssiongfely concerned for the fate and needs of
every individual.
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A genuinely reciprocal relationship denands'that man regard

himself neither as God's "possession” nor as an "object" of

gis ?hought,2gut as a free and responsible person--a partner

in dialogue.

Another objection Friedman raises which has also been expressed by
the majority of crities di;cuased in this thesis is relevant to any
epistemology grounded upon intuition: concepts like the ineffable, the
ultimate, the meaning beyond the mystery, and flashes of insight, can
never be established as objective truths. Friedman, like Heschel's
other critics, argues that we have no objective criteria which can be
applied to these experiential aspects of an intuitive philosophy. We
gannot prove that these ideas are the objective and universal fealities
Heachel claims them to be. As Friedman states in his review of God in

-

Search of Man: "Heschel gives no real answer to the question he himself

raises of how we know that what is subjectively true--the sense of the
ineffable is transubjectively real, that is, genuinely alludes to or
d?rives from the trnnacandent.”zg This observation, as we will discuss
lé%ar, will prompt other critics to question Heschel's availability to
those who are not already disposed to his theology. This underlying
challenge, more than any other, seems to motivate Heschel's critics:
Can intuitive insight, the ineffable, and God be understood as objective
realities and universal truths?

Friedman notes that Heschel's response to this critique seems to be
his theory of the "ontological presupposition.” According to Heschel,

an awareness occurs on a "preconceptual level” as a response to life's

mystery. As he states in God in Search of Man: "...our belief in His

reality is not a leap over & missing link in a syllogism but rathej a
regaining, giving up a view rather than adding one, going behind the

self-consciousness and questioning the self and all its cognitive

h
|
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pretensions. It is the ontological prasupposition."jo In layman's

terms, Heschel seems to be saying that if man would simply be honest
with himself and abandon all of his pretenses and psychological
defenses, he would experience deity. Heachel's view that "subjective is

the absence not the presence of radical amazement“31

is indicative of
his belief that intuitive epistemology reflects objective truth.

In discussing Heschel's "ontological presupposition” as an
objective reality, Friedman notes that it bears a striking resemblance
to the ineffable. Hence Heschel is engaging in a tautology, not in
presenting independent ideas. According to Friedman both the
"ontological presupposition” and the ineffable require man to think on a
"preconceptual level" and to be open to rare moments of insight; .
therefore Friedman arrives at the conclusion that the “ontological
presupposition” is "only another name for the awareness of the ineffable

w32

itself. Indeed this critic is not the first to call Heschel's

reasoning circuitous or sccusﬁshim of creating a methodology which "begs
33

the question."

John Merkle in The Genesis of Faith refutes Friedman's claim that

the "ontological presupposition” and the ineffable are synonymous. It
should be noted thgt Merkle, a Catholic theologian, is a firm adherent
of Heschelian concepts. His work not only attempits to organize and
present a cogent and systematic view of Heac@al’a philosophy, it also
attempts to defend many of Heschel's perspectives and further develop
his arguments in 1ight of his detractors. Merkle denies Friedman's
charge that Heschel's progression of ideas is convoluted when he
atate;: "The ontological presupposition about which Heschel speaks is

not as Maurice Friedman claims...'only another name for awareness of the
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ineffable itself'. It is God or our experiential belief in God that is
34

thé ontological presupposition of our affirmation of God's existence.”

T T ——

The "ontological presupposition” is not the only Heschelian concept
l Merkle and Friedman understand differeﬁtly. These two expositors have a
profound disagreement as to whether Heschel effectively conveys man's
journey from awareness of the ineffable to belief in deity. Friedman
feels that Heschel does not adequately prepare his readers for the

transition he makes between man's universal ability to perceive the

- —pv

ineffable, and the Jew's particular need to embrace the God of the

Hebrew Bible and commit himself to a life of sacred deeds. As he states

in Abraham Joshua Heschel and Elie Wiesel: You Are My Witnesses:

This may account in part for what will seem to some readers to
be an unprepared transition from the sense of the ineffable to
an acceptance of the unique authority of the Bible and the
sacredness of Jewish law in which Heschel identifies the voice
of God with objective tradition. He does not show sufficient
recognition of the tension that may arise in the relggionahip
of the sense of the ineffable to the inherited form.

* f

i Merkle takes I%aue with this critique and once again accuses Friedman of

—— g ——————

misinterpreting Heschel's thought process:

Therefore, contrary to what Maurice Friedman claims...The

f transition that_KescheI makes is not- from thel sense of the

. : "ineffable to the belief in God proclaimed by the Bible, but
from a sense of the presence of the Ineffable One to an

v sccaggance of the biblical proclamation of this very same
God.

T There is no clearcut way to evaluate which interpretation of

Heschel is correct; indeed his poetic and evocative style and complex

ideas lend themselves to a multitude of exegetics. In fairmess to both
Merkle and Friedman, Heschel uses the term "ineffable"” as both a noun--
"our sense of the ineffable" and as a modifying adjective--"the

ineffable name." It should be noted that Heschel himself does not use

the term "the Ineffable One," although Merkle is correct in his

. p .
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assumption that Heschel's theology implies that Buch an entity exists.
Ultimately it is the reader who must decide whether Friedman's
criticisms--that Heschel's language and thought process are nebulous and
tautological--are accurate; or whether Merkle is correct in presenting
Heschel as & methodical philosopher. This latter perspective is

expressed by Elliot B. Gertel in his review of The Genesis of Faith when

he states: "Merkle makes it clear from the outset, in responmse to
Heschel's critics who have accused him of substituting poetic and
suggeetive phrases for systematic thinking, that Heschel was indeed a
philosopher whose very methods of expression reveal a nhilosophy of

language and words.">!

Another theologian questioning Heschel's concept of the ineffable
is Father Edward A. Synan. Given Heschel's view that man is totally
incapable of fathoming the ineffable, let alone capturing end
communicating it in words, Synan wonders how Heschel can consider the

1

d#scipline of theology possible at all, Synan finds Heschel's negative
estimations of man's conceptual abilities self-defeating, when he
observes:

Heschel insists on the negative character of our grasp of the

ineffable God so strongly, however, that in principle it would

seem for him no theology remains possible at all. But,

inadequate though our concepts of God be, they are true; when

Heschel says that in the face of God's reality 'all concgpts

become cliches,' he falls into & trap of his own making.

Synan asks ﬁov it is possible to be certain of God's existence when
we consider the fragility of our mental comprehemsion. According to
this criticism, Heschel's idea that man "ponders the ineffable" is an
oxymoron. For Synan intellectual humility must preclude a certainty

that "there is meaning behind the mystery."”



As we noted in Chapter One, Heschel's epistemology elevates the
intuitive faculty over the rational mind. Thus for Hescﬁel our
awareness of the ineffable does not derive from cerebral prowess of our
conceptual abilities but rather from brief moments of insight or
intuitive flashes which océur on a "preconceptual level." We referred
to Heschel's theory of appreheading the ineffable colloquially as
understanding this phenomenon "on a gut level." Heschel provides us
with an example of how we can arrive at certainty without logical

discourse in his work, The Quest for Certainty in Saadia's Philosophy.

The following perspective bears a striking similarity to Heschel's own
intuitive epistemology:

According to Aristotle it is impossible to prove everything.

There are final propositions which, on account of their

immediate certainty, neither admit nor stand in need of

proof. In the human soul lies an intuition or immediate

knowledge of those highest principles which are the source and

premise of all scientific and immediate knoulggge and which a

student must possess before he can be taught.

Professor Marvin Fox asks several thought-provoking questions about
Heschel's reliance on intuition. Unlike those critics who focus on
terminology, Fox's trenchant observations penmetrate to the heart of
Heschel's "philosophy of religion.” In his article: “Heschel,

i
Intuition and Halakhah," Fox attacks the premise that any theology or
religious system can be built upon a theory of intuition. Moreover, he
posits the view that Heschel's three paths to God: the world of
experience, the Bible, and sacred deeds, are all dependent upon his
theory of intuition. In Fox's assessment, before the reader can embark
upon Heschel's paths to God he must first be open to intuitive insight
and accept its divine nature. Objecting to the primary role intuition

plays in Heschel's "philosophy of religion,” and to the assumption that
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our paths to God are contingent upon it, Fox devotes much of his
critique to debunking intuitive epistemology.

The initial challenges Fox offers are not unique to a critique of
Heschel; they apply to any belief system which makes intuition its
corner stone. His first observation is familiar not only to those who
question the mystic's assertions, but also to those liberal Jews who
question the divine origin of the Hebrew Bible:

The most common objection to any theory based on intuition is

that we have no reliable way to distinguish between those

experiences which are genuine perceptions of a higher reality

and experiences which are delusions or hallucinations. How

can we be certain whether a given intgﬁtion is a prophetic

vision or the aberration of a madman? .
Cognizant of Heschel's view that--in genuine intuitive experience there
is no doubt, the one perceiving flashes of insight is filled with a
sense of certainty--Fox notes that this response does not answer the
question of how we can distinguish between true experiences of deity and
illusions. The madman, religious fanatic, and cult member may all be
certair that their perceptions come directly from God. Fox wants to

“ _
know what standards Heschel uses in evaluating intuitions.

Although Heschel never directly tackles the problem of how modern
man can establish criteria to prove the I;Qitimncy of his intuitive
experience, he does attempt to deal with this issue on a biblical
level. In The Prophets Heschel attempts to differentiate between
prophecy and psychosis when he states:

The mind of the ﬁrophet, like the mind of a psychotic, seems

to live in a realm different from the world most of us

inhabit. Yet what distinguishes the two psychologically is

most essential...While his [the prophet's) mode of perception

may differ sharply from the perceptions of all other human

beings, the ideas he brings back to reality become a source of

illumination of supreme significance to all other human

beings. Once the psychotic crossés the threshold of sanity to

take refuge in a world of his imagination, he finds it &1
difficult to return to reality, if he wishes to return.
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Hence for Heschel the prophet can be distinguished from the madman. The
former offers beneficial insights and teachings to all of humanity,
idaa; which will be passed on throughout the generations; whereas the
latter is incapable of communicating a message of universal or ethical
import.

There is an implicit relationship between Heschel's concept of
prophecy and his intuitive epistemology. Likewise, there is a
correlation between his "biblical philosophy" and view of modern man's
perceptions of deity. The individual can look to tradition ;nd to the
Hebrew Bible for insight and understanding in regard to his intuitive
experience. Heschel seems to imply that genuine intuition is related to
universal truths, truths which have been expressed in the Hebrew Bible
in the forms of revelation and prophecy. In contemporary terms,
intuitive flashes are not "a shot in the dark"; they resonate with
universal truths which have been perpetuated for more than three
thousand years.lxnn we noted earlier: "The event of revelation as
described in the Hebrew Bible exhibits in archetypal form what normal

w42

religious consciousness has discovered on & lower level. In Jewish

Philosophers Steven Katz describes the relationship between contemporary
man's religious experience and Heschel's view of biblical revelation:

To evoke the 'ineffable' in our own lives a mediating source
and model of authentic spirituality is required and Heschel
argues that this is found, paradigmatically, in Hebrew
scripture. Scripture is the record of an authentic human
response to the Divine address, and as such an authoritative
model. Biblical man sensed the Divine mystery and responded
appropriately in wonder and awe. A renewed recognition of the
former and the lived resggnno of the latter are the pressing
needs of our generation.

In a sense Heschel's response to those who question his intuitive

epistemology seems to be--the reliability of Jewish tradition. The
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Bible provides modern man with a litmus test for his intuitions; and the
legitimacy of the Bible and Jewish tradition, for Heschel, cannét be
doubted. We recall his view: "To assert that the most sensitive minds
of all generations were victims of an illusion; that religiom, poetry,
art, and philosophy were the outéomes of a self deception is too
sophisticated to be reaaonable."44

Despite Heschel's defense of biblical thought and the correlation
he suggests between intuition and timeless truth, there are many who
will not be satisfied with these responses. Fox's criticisms will find
much sympathy amongst those who doubt the divine authorship of
scripture, liberal Jews and Gentiles wary of external authorify, those
who look at mystical experience in askance, and all who have not as yet
experienced intuitive flashes.

Similar to the question: How do we distinguish between authentic
and insuthentic intuitive experience, is Fox's second observation.
Differegt religious groups often have contentious and mutually exclusive
claima:lshou do we establish the validity of one belief system over
another if intuition is used as the root of religious doctrine? In
other words, does the Jew who bases his faith on the grounds of
intuition have any right to criticige the "Jew for Jesus" or the Hare
Krishna who does the same? As Fox states:

In the market place of competing and often contradictory ideas

the appeal to intuition seems to be a self-defeating weapon.

If it is used to Justify one doctrine it can be used with

equal success to justify every other doctrine. The net

result, it would appear, is an intolerable theological chaos,

Ihice offera-a“fertila fiz for the saccharine inanities of

the "good will" movement.

Fox's third objection to Heschel's theory of intuition is

consistent with those criticisms Ihich-chargé that Heschel's theology is

l-.
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only accessible to those who are already predisposed towards it. Fox
feels that Heschel addresses himself to an extremely small segment of
the population: those who experience intuitive insights which they
attribute to the divine. In Fox's appraisal, not only does Heschel
dismiss the atheist, agnostic, and skeptic, he also ignores a vast
number of those who are religiously faithful: namely those who adhere
to their tradition for reesons other than intuition. Fox notes that
there are many observant Jews who "simply accept the entire tradition as
valid because they received it from their parents and teachers. For
them there are no serious perszonal or intellectual obstacles to a
Torah-true life, and it is not to them that Professor Heschel has
addressed his writinga."46 Accusing Heschel of only appealing to a
small select group, this criticism takes "philosophy of religion" to
task for addressing itself to such a narrow asudience. Only those who
have personally experienced the intuitive flashes to which Heschel
alludes can appreciate his theology.

;5...Furthermore, a religion which depends on intuition as its
primary method restricts itself to a very small segment of
mankind. Great spiritual sensitivity is not widespread...

Flashes of insight, moments of spiritual exaltation, soul

shattering vision are available to very few of us. A

conception of religion which is rooted in such experiences

automatically ?esti?cta the realm of faith to a small group of

spiritually elite.

In evaluating the charge that Heschel is a spiritual elitist, the
following observations should be made. One reading Heschel cannot fail
to note his blatant disregard for those who mechanica].l;; practice
halakhah without any higher purpose. Indeed Heschel devotes much of his
writing to the dangers of "religious behaviorism,” "pan-halachism,” and
prayer without sufficient inspiration or kavvanah. True tc his Hasidic

roots, Heschel asks Jews to do more than go ‘through the motions of
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ritual; he asks them to experience "wonder" and "radical amagement" in
every aspect of daily life. For Heschel religious observance ié an
entrance-way to spiritual living. In a sense Heschel is bold in his
didactics, demanding both the performance of sacred deeds and an
accompanying enthusiasm. It was ﬁot an accident that much to the
consternation of his respective audiences Heschel addressed the Central
Conference of American Rabbis on the importance of halakhah, and the
Rabbinical Assembly of America on the importance of spontaneity in
prayer. Fox is therefore correct in assuming that Heschel takes a
disparaging view of the Jewish practitioner who does not atruggle to
understand the reasons behind his actions and seek "spiritual
exaltation."

Yet can Heschel be called a spiritual elitist? In considering the
criticism that Heschel addresses himself to a select few, Fox is not
alone. QOthers also accuse Heschel of not speaking to those who harbor
doubts.‘ Though there is no way of measuring how effective Heschel is in
uinniné‘over adherents, his books do seem to-be writtem for this
purpose. His worke are polemics written for the purpose of convincing
people they must change their ways, "unthink thoughts,” and abandon
preconceived notions. Hence the question nﬁat be raised: If Heschel is
only addressing himself to those who share his views why does he spend
80 much time and energy proselytizing? It is for the reader to decide
whether or not Heschel’s arguments have the power to convert those in
doubt; yet it is clear that Heschel is addressing himself to all those
vhom he feele are in need of spiritual nourishment.

An interesting aside should be noted. Although both Friedman and

Fox accuse Heschel's epistemology of "begging the question” because it
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requires an initial acceptance of certain premises vis a vis intuition,
the ineffable, and God, both critics also acknowledge that Haachei'a
*writing has the force and kergymatic pouer48 to convince and transform
his readership. It is for the student of Heschelian theology to decide
if he or she thinks that Friedman's and Fox's praises contradict their
criticisms. To my mind the following defemnses of intuitive epistemology
offered by Friedmen and Fox respectively suggest that these two critics
do not require of themselves the same intellectual consistency they ask
of Heschel. We noted earlier that Friedman was a reticent critic, thus
the following observation is not surprising:
Actually, Man is Not Alone has as much power to speak to the
"uncommitted” as any book that American Jewish thought has
produced. It does not start with dogma or the law or with
recapitulations of classic proofs of the existence of God, but
with that sense of wonder and the ineffable that belongs, in
greater or lesser measure to every person's experience. Only
then does it move toward transcendent reality...Thus it

becomes a fitting instrument gar conveying new meaning to the
minds of the "unconvinced"...

Fox's article: "Heschel's Theology of Man" published six years after

his "Heschel, Intuition, and Halakhah" seems to reflect an about-face:

He helps his readers share his own sensitivity and teaches
them to respond to ordinary events and ordinary people with
wonder, wi reverence, &and with a profound sense of personal
renewal... .

There are some who find Heschel's rthetoric inflated, others
who are suspicious of his tendency to express a profound
insight in a pithy epigram. Such critics miss the point of
Heschel's approach to the problems about which he writes. His
strategy is to appeal simultaneously to the mind and heart, to
engage in intellect and emotions; for he seeks more than the
assent of the understanding; he aims at the transformation of
feeling, the awakening of sensitivities, the heightening of
imagination. Heschel is a poet as well as a philosophical
theologian—-g1poet with a mission, the saving of man from self
destruction.

William Kaufman's Chapter "A. J. Heschel” in Contemporary Jewish

Philosophies effectively summarizes the major tenets and criticisms of

————
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Heschel's intuitive epistemology. Moreover, Kaufman offers us his own
observations on the strengths and weakmesses of He;chelian'thought.
Particularly helpful for those trying to place Heschel within a
?ﬁiIOSOphical framework is Kaufman's method of comparing and contrasting
Heschelian concepts to other-philosophical thought developments. Hence
the reader is able to draw parallels between the following: Heschel's

52

understanding of wonder and Wittgenstein's theory of amazement,
Heschel's "ultimate question" and Tillich's "ultimate concern,"53
Heschel's view that "God is the subject and men is the object" and
Barth's notion that "theology starts not with man's ascent to God but
rather with God's revelation to man."”® Because Kaufman Qces not treat
Heschel in isolation, the student of theology emerges with a contextual
understanding of many of Heschel's ideas and is also better able to
analyze his critics. Moreover Kaufman enables his readers to
distinguish between those objections which are unique to a critique of
Heschel as opposed to those which are inherent to all intuitive
epr&xemologiea.

We noted earlier that Heschel's "ontological presupposition” has
been accused of "begging the questionfi Kaufman further extends and
develops this argument with his observation that Heschel's method
precludes the free and open exchange of ideas. According to Kaufmen,
not only do Heschel's assumptions result in circuitous reasoning, they
limit the scope of‘inquiry to such an extent that true debate is
rendered impossible and genuine philosophic exploration is no longer an
option. Heschel's presuppositions rule out the possibility of any real
discussion of conflicting viewpoints and thus the whole philosophic.

enterprise is compromised. In a sense, Kaufman is accusing Heschel of
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not only dictating the acceptable answers to those in search of
knowledge but the acceptable questions as well. The follbwing criticism
reflects Kaufman's method of placing Heschel within a philosophic
context:

Either the question "ihy does the world exist?" is an
unintelligible, unanswerable question or it is intelligible
and presupposes that the reason for the world's existence lies
in the will of God. More precisely, to ask the question the
way Heschel raises it presupposes that the answer is already
known.

This is the fundamental difficulty in Heschel's philosophy
that will continue to arise--namely one will not find a
spirit of free, untrammled inquiry. The answer is already
implicit in the question. In this respect, there is a
similarity with Tillich s method of correlation. According to
Tillich, the problems of human existence are correlated with
theological doctrines which resolve snd5§ulfill the
deficiencies of human finite existence.

Implicit in the charge that Heschel's ideological intolerance
results in myopia is the idea that because Heschel refuses to entertain
opposing viewpoints there is no substantive discussion. Hence Heschel
never even provides himself with an opportunity to successfully refute
h;ﬁ critics. This lack of mental sparring is to the detriment of
Heschel's polemic; by not allowing himself to come under fire he never
further sharpens or refines his arguments.

A variation of this criticism is kaufman's attack that Heschel
attempts to legislate feelings. This challenge stems from Heschel's
tendency to mssume that his own experiences and insights are normative
and that his reactions toc nature's grandeur and life's mysteries are
paradigmatic for every man. It is true that many have responded to
their sense of the unknown with awe and reverence and understood their

sense of mystery as a manifestation of a transcendent deity; but Kaufman

wonders if Heschel is being presumptuous in assuming that this reaction
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is & categorical imperative.56 Does he have the right to assert that
everyone must react to a sense of mystery and grandeur as he does?
Moreover, does Heschel have the right to assert that there is something
wrong with all those who do not share in his response? Kaufman cbserves
that many a sensitive individual has responded to life's unknowns and
mysteries with a sense of finity. Indeed many of the post-war
existentialists who were not of the religious variety, often looked at
life's unanswerable gquestions and saw a meaningless abyss or experienced
a sense of resignation. 1Is there a necessary or logical progression
between sensing grandeur and responding with a sense of awe which
germinates into a full blown faith in God? Kaufman's challenge
illustrates the problems many have with Heschel's correlation between
man's sense of mystery and his understanding of the appropriate
response--one of awe which leads to faith.

A possible objection to this argument lies in the fact that

there are morally and sesthetically sensitive individuals who

do not see a categorical imperative manifested in this

situation. It is precisely nature's grandeur, that generates,

for %lbert Camus, the sense of the absurd. A more fundamental

objection is now implicit--namely, how can feelings be

legislated? This intellectual certainty, argued by Heschel,

that in the face of nature's grandeur we must respond with

awe, is not & certainty shared by all intellectuals.

Therefore, we must c0nc1u§7 that Heschel's argument, though

subtle is not convincing.

Kaufman notes that Heschel's epistemological point--those who do
not sense the divine nature of reality are deaf to God's call—-is{part
and parcel to his "biblical philosophy." According to Heschel those who
do not sense the divine purpose behind the mystery are spiritually
lacking. This view is the corollary of "biblical philosophy" which

states that scripture is the account of God's search for man, and man's

failure to respond. Hence the modern mah who senses life's mystery but

e T 26
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does not respond with awe is echoing the behavior of his biblical
counterparts who failed to heed God's call. As we noted éarlier.
Heschel's view that "God is the subject" permeates his philosophy. This
view is predicated on the belief that biblical thought is normative and
the Jewish tradition is reliable. Hence for Heschel the idea "God is
not the problem, man is the problem" is a timeless truth which is
reflected by contemporary man's obtuseness. In Kaufman's opinion it is
Heschel's view of the Bible and Jewish tradition which distinguishes him
from the existentislists. As he observes Heschel's view that "God is
not the problem, man is the problem" is not only comsistent with
“Biblical literature" it is also found in the work of Judah Halevi, and
other traditional sources.’®

In considering Heschel's reliance on “biblical philosophy” in order
to explain modern man's refusal to respond appropriately to life's
mysteries, Kaufmen poses the following question. Can we afford to
dismiss modern man's quest for understanding the world and God from his
ov;'vantage point? Kaufman observes: "Despite its literary
antecedents, the concept of God in search of man is not congenial to the
modern mind. Few people today experience the irresistible compulsion to
be seized by God..."59 The question generated is: Can Heschel afford
to dismiss all those who seek to understand God from man's perspective?
According to Kaufman, not only does Heschel ignore those who strive to
understand God from the human perspective; he consideré their efforts to
be arrogant.

Just as the Reform theologian Dr. Jakob Petuchowski asks if "the
‘God of the Philosophers,' can be so cavalierly dismissed from the mind

60

of the 20th-century Jew,"  Kaufman seems to be asking if--the way
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modern man thinks, conceptualizes the world, and processes information,
can be so “cevalierly diemissed" from the 20th-century mind?' The
implication here is that even if Heachel adheres to his "God is the
subject" perspective, he must also attempt to address modern man in
terme which he can understand. As a philosopher, Heschel cannot ignore
those who conceptualige the world from another perspective; he must
utilize the modern frame of reference if he wants to reach people on
their level. It is almost as if Kaufman is asking Heschel to use Reason
to defeat Reason.

Given this perspective, we can understand that for Kaufman and
others, Heschel's “ontological presupposition” and belief that "God is
the subject," do not address the problems of the modern mind. These
critics see such terms as evasive since they ho not answer the guestions
of those who are not predisposed towards Heschel's theology. Thus if
Heschel truly wants to stop "begging the question" and break his cycle
of circular reasoning, he must address modern man's problems from modern
mnn';‘perapective in & language which he can understand. It follows
that Kaufman, Fox, and others do not feel that Heschel's "philosophy of
religion" is accessible to the atheist, agnostic, skeptic, or
questioning intellectual. Kaufman explaiﬁn why Heschel's lack of
sustained argument renders his theology meaningless to many:

Heschel relies heavily on his conception of revelation as

God's quest for man. To many minds, this conception is einply

too anthropomorphic to stand the test of ratiomal scrutiny.

Moreover, to those seeking a tenable idea of God, Heschel's

"Copernican revolution" begs the question. Consider an

intellectual person seeking a tenable idea of God, who is told

that God is seeking him. Such a person would probably

consider the idea of God's quest for man as an arbitrary way

of ternigftins open-minded theological discussion and
inquiry.

-2
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Dr. Eugene Borowitz shares the point of view that Heschel is
doctrinally intolerant. A few initial observations are necessary
concerning Borow;tz'a Chapter "Abraham Joshua Heschel and Joseph Baer
Soloveitchik: The New Orthodoxy." This brief analysis reflects
Borowitz's attempt to present a balanced view of Heschel's strengths and
weaknesses as a religious thinker; both positive assessments and
critical observations are therefore included within it. In his
preliminary eomment; Borowitz addresses Heschel's presentation of
jdeas. He notes that Heschel's method of articulating his "philosophy"
is difficult for many to penetrate because his arguments do not proceed

62

in & linear fashion. For Borowitz, Heschel's mode of communication,

like his "philosophy of religion" tends to “point to" or "allude to" a
meaning beyond itself. As he explains, Heschel's sentences are not

63

"additive," nor are his paragraphs "ladderlike in their progression,"

w64

yet he is able to make "structure emerge. This point is well taken

when we consider that Heachq;'s two most sympathetic expositors--John
Merkle and Fritz Rothachild-:each altered Heschel's conceptual structure
of ideas when they attempted to present their respective understandings
of Heschel's "philosophy."s5 |
Turning to the oft-mentioned criticism that Heschel has little
sympathy for those who do not agree with him, we note that Borowitz
challenges Heschel from the Reform perspective. Citing Heschel's
reliance 'on biblical thought and the oral tghdition. Borowitz
categorizes Heschel's position as "a sophisticated fundamentalian,“66
and places him to the right of the religious spectrum. Borowitz sees
Heschel as "Orthodox...or at least to the far right of the chservative

novunent.”67 This categorization allows Borowitz to attack both
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Heschel and the traditional stance of all those who adhere to the divine
authorship and authority of the written and oral Torah. Borowitz
régiatars the protestations of many liberal Jews when he takes Heschel
and other "Torah-true" Jews to task fo; their religious intolerance
which stems from an absolute certainty vis a vis biblical revelation.
For Borowitz Heschel's immovable faith in this doctrine creates an
obstinacy which renders him incapable of adequately responding to those
who have not adopted his views. In contrast to Ben-Horin for whom the
culprit is "mysticiem," for Borowitz, Heschel's major stumbling block is
the rigidity of his traditionalist position vis & vis revelation. Since
Borowitz believes that it i1s Heschel's faith in divine revelation that
causes him to fail "to see the validity of the questions that come from
the other aide...,sB the thrust of his objections are not unique to a
critique of Heschel. In this sense Borowitz's observations could just
as well be the liberal Jews' objections to the Orthodox position that
the Torah is divine.

Although %orouitz'e challenges to Heschel's ideology are not unique
to a critique of Heschel, Borowitz's objections to his mode of
expression do address Heschel in particular. Liig}thoae erities who
accuse Heschel of engaging in tautology and inflated rhetoric, Borowitsz
accuses Heschel of using aphorisms to circumvent rigorous debate:

Almost as with & Zen koan or a Hasidic master's epigram,

enlightenment may strike, Yet the repeated exposure to that

Ereatnent, pgrtieularly in works that call thenselvgg

philosophy,” makes one increasingly uncomfortable.

Both Kaufman and Borowitz provoke the question: Does one espousing
a "philosophy"” have the obligation to refute his critics? Moreover, must
the "philosopher” employ the same terms and modes of reasoning his

critice do if he wishes to advance a polemic? We began this chapter with



51

Dr. Petuchowski's observation that Heschel does not "strive for that

higher unity of rational thought and mystical inaight."To

The
implication here is that Heschel is not being asked to abandon his
intuitive epistemology nor any other of his theological values, but Dr.
Petuchowski and others are asking Heschel to address his readership on a
rational level as well as on an intuitive and biblical one. Thus these
critics do not seem to find fault with Heschel for employing an intuitive
epistemology; their problem seems to lie with him employing only an

intuitive epistemology.

An avid defender of "biblical philosophy,” E. LaB. Cherbonnier
challenges Dr. Petuchowski's anaslysis of Heschel. In "A. J. Heaschel and
the Philosophy of the Bible: Mystic or lm'l;it::v'r:nsliat":""?1 Cherbonnier
refutes the charge that Heschel is a mystic who disparages Reason, and he
attempta to defend "biblical philosophy"” as a valid world-view.
Cherbonnier's response to the contention that Heschel rejects rational
discolrse is twofold: he holds that the "Biblical conception of God

n72 and he seeks to

offers the only hope for & truly rational philosophy,
debunk the "God of the Phi].osr::phers."'.'r3 Cherbonnier's firat premise
reiterates Heschel's belief that the Bible is consistent with the laws of
logic. In order to prove Heschel's allegiance to Reason, Cherbonnier
quotes his statement that "without reason, faith becomes blind...The

rejection of reason ig cowardice and betrays a lack of faith.
second observation--that the "God of the Philosophers” has been proven
inadequate--is based on Cherbonnier's commitment to Heschel's "God of
Pathos." This conception will be discussed in further detail in Chapters
3 and 4.

Although Cherbonnier, like Heschel, contends that the Bible offers

us a legitimate philosophy, he does not explain why. Rather his method
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of argumentation rests upon his attempts to prove the fallibility of
post-biblical traditional religious thought. According to this view:
"since the philosophers' god has failed to vindicate itself at the bar of

& Ultimately,

reason, the God of the prophets (must) be given a chance."
Cherbonnier'a defense of "biblical-philosophy" depends upon our
acceptance of his view that the "God of the Prophets” or the "God of
Pathos" is superior to the "god of the philosophers.”

Cherbonnier's defense of Heschel does not directly address the
question: What makes "biblical philosophy" a "philosophy?" 1Is it a
coherent world-view? Nor does Cherbonnier establish any criteria for
establishing a particular world-view as "philosophical.” Yet his polemic
agaeinst Heschel's critics does succeed on & differ?nt level: he shifts
the "burden of proof" away from "biblical philosophy"” to its
adversaries. Thus Cherbonnier implies that it is not Heschel's task to
prove the Bible espouses a legitimate philosophy, rather his critics must

n76 Moreover,

prove that a biblical world-view is "unphilosophical.
Cherbonnier}holda Heschel's view that the modern mind is particularly
prone to biases which are based on limiting preconceived notioms. As he

states in "Heschel's Time-Bomb": "If Biblicaf-;deaa are philosophically

untenable, let this be openly demonstrated. Mental habit, however, has

.proven stronger than logic. Because of their formal shortcomings and

because they do not fit the usual textbook specifications, Bibli'cal ideas
have, in effect, been subjécted to a kind of ::ansi:n.'sh:i.p."7'-'r '
Actually Cherbonnier and Heschel are protesting the view that
“philosophy” is a monopoly of the Greek Aristotelian "tradition."”
Cherbonnier questions why the presuppositions: the world was created by

a Creator-God and the "God of Pathos" are considered less "philosophical”
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than the "rational view": God is an "Unmoved Mover.” Why is it
considered more "objective" and "rational" to assume that life has no
divine purpose than it is to assume we were created for a transcendent
reason?

By reversing the "burden of proof" and shifting it from Heschel and
those who defend "biblical philosophy" to the "rationalists," Cherbonnier
offers an innovative defense. 1In a sense, Cherbonnier uses the very same
criticisms which have been employed against Heschel to attack his critics
and "rational philosophy." Yet ultimately the reader is given no new
insights as to why he should consider Heschel's ideas or "biblical
philosophy" systematic conceptualizations of the world. One inaighf the
reader does gain, however, is why Reason is suspect. Although Sol
Tanenzapf believes "Cherbonnier's response to Heschel's critics is the

w718

most successful, the question we come away with after reading

Cherbonnier is: does distrust of "rational analysis" justify the
acceptance of a biblical world-view?

.2‘
Emil Fackenheim attempts to resolve the issue of whether the burden

of rational/philosophical proof lies with Heschel or with his critics by

79

claiming that Heschel is "a religious thinker." Drawing an analogy

between Heschel and the school of Kalam,so Fackenheim sees Heachel as an

apologist, not a systematic philosopher. Hence Heschel need not worry
/.
about his "ontological presupposition,” the rationalists' demands for

proofs, or his own reliance uﬁon "mysticism"; since he is a "committed

81

religious thinker." As Fackenheim explains: "Unless this writer is

mistaken, some of the religiously-minded among Heschel's critics look to
82

him for the performance of one task, when in fact he performs another."
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For Fackenheim, "The thinking in God in Search of Man is religious
83

thinking and nothing else." By distinguishing between "committed
religious thinking" and "uncommitted philosophical thinking," this
defender hopes to free Heschel from the fetters of rational speculation.

~84 Because Fackenheim

Heschel's theology is thus labelled as "midrash.
believes that Heschel's critics do not understand his task, he attempts
to define it for them: Dbecause Heschel is an apologist, he is not

required to justify his position before the "modern mind." Heschel has
85

the right to presuppose the Torah is "min hashamayim." Thus, for
Fackenheim, Heschel does not "beg the question,” as a "religioué thinker"
he is entitled to begin with his standpoint.

One wonders when reading Fackenheim if Heschel saw his "philosophy
of religion," "philosophy of Judaism," and "biblical philosophy” as
“religious thinking and nothing else." The word "philosophy” is so
prominent in all of Heschel's writing, and his knowledge of this
discipline is so erudite, it is hard to imagine that Heschel did not
chooseé sthis term carefully. Does Fackenheim's defense of Heschel come at
the expense of the latter's intended purpose? It is one thing to claim
that Heschel's intention--to write a philosophy--does not fit a certain
criterion, and yet quite another to state that this is not Heschel's
professed purpose or goal. One cannot help but feel that Fackenheim
minimizes both Heschel's approach to religion and his critics' objections
by classifying Heschel as a "committed religious thinker." As Sol
Tanenzapf observes in "Heschel and his Critics": "Emil

Fackenheim,..attempts to defend Heschel against the objections of his

critics but does so by making him impervious to philosophical

analysia."e6
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By reformulating Heschel's purpose, Fackenheim, in effect, throws
both Heschel's epistemology and his critics' reservations out the
window. Fackenheim, some feel, does not defend Heschel; he ends the
grounds for debate. According to this view, Heschel's critics
demonstrate more respect towards "biblical philosophy" than does
Fackenheim; they take it seriously enough to refute it. Both John Merkle
and Edward Keplan--defenders of Heschel--take issue with Fackenheim's
position. As Kaplan states: "Fackenheim is mistaken to separate the
different modes of Heschel's discourse and to reject the conceptual in

87

favor of the expressive...” Merkle, rejecting Fackenheim's analysis,

claime that he recognizes Heschel's “rational and coherent

world-viev.“ae

As we noted earlier, Fritz Rothschild, an authoritative
expositor, also holds that Heschel's "philosophy" is based on well
formulated analytic methodology.

One studying Heschel must attempt to answer the following questions
for himself: Does he present his ideas in a coherent, logical, and
progressive faahs?n? Is one obligated to pay tribute to the traditiom of
"rational speculation” if he wishes to be considered a "philosopher"?,
and can a "philosophy" which stems from "biblical thought" be granted the
same validity as one based on Aristotelian netuphyﬁics or any other
category? The answer to these questions, of course, is subjective. This
is wh& Heschel, his critics, and his adherents are engaged in a debate,
the nature of which transcends the particular issue at hand. What does

not seem to be subjective however, is Heschel's goal--his intention is to

present "a philosophy,” not a homily.

Edward Kaplan, the last expositor we will discuss in this chapter,

ie novel in his approach to Heschel. He uses Heschel's poetic language

P —
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in order to defend his strength as a philosopher. Kaplan's view of
Heschel's poetic language stands in direct opposition to A?thur Cohen's
critique. For the former, Heschel's rhetoric powerfully enhances the
persuasiveness of his "philosophy,” whereas for the latter, it is his
"undoing.” For Kaplan, Heschel's exceptional style is a didactic tool
which provides him with an effactive vehicle for communicating with his
readers. It is precisely Heschel's poetic use of language which enables
him to penetrate our indifference, confusion, and skepticism and get his
theological message across. Moreover, Heschel's genre of writing serves
him better than a more prosaic form of argumentation. As Kaplan states

in "Mysticism and Despair in Abraham J. Heschel's Religious Thought,”

"Heaschel has replaced rational discourse with highly condensed imagery

and extended metaphor. We are caught in the vise of poetic logic..."a9

.

This observation concurs with Fox's statement that Heschel's

approach is ”kerygnatic."go

According to this view, Heschel's approach
is to use passionate and evocative language aimed at appealing to the
readers' emotions. Heschel's style is congenial to convincing his
read%ra; once his poetic language establishes a connection with his
readers’ emotions, they are open and responsive to the profound
theological concepts which Heschel expou:ilda. Thus for Kaplan, Heschel's
use of metaphor and poetry are inextricably linked to his polemic.
Moreover, Kaplan believes Heschel's method is far more effective in
converting people to his vantage point than a "textbook ‘approach.” As he
states: "The poetic elements of Heschel's style play an-oasuntial part
in converting conscioueness."91

For Kaplan, unlike other critics, Heschel's rhetoric speaks directly

to modern man's predicament and especially to the problem of doubt.
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: Unlike those who claim contemporary man demands Reason and rational :

' analysis, Kaplan believes he desires poetry, esthetic beauty, anq

passion. In this expositor's assessment, Heschel's words are uniquely

suited for the modern man, an individual who feels engulfed in Kafkaesque

T

dasﬁair. Heschel initially identifies the depth of man's problems and |
: then moves forward and introduces him to a new and redemptive

world-view. Because Heschel seeks to penetrate cliches, he reaches both
_; the reader's heart and mind. Hence for Kaplan, Heschel's language serves

a dialectical function: first he penetrates the reader's preconceived

—

notions by jolting him to awareness, next his captivating and passionate
imagery establishes a rapport with his reader, and ultimately the reader
accepts Heschel's spiritually exhilarating alternative over the status

f quo. For Kaplan it is Heschel's use of language which moves his polemic
92

forward.
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attempts to re-order Heschel's presentation into a more linear
progression.
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GTIbid., p- 156. We get into a problem of semantics when we call
Heschel "Orthodox." Susannah Heschel explained her views in a phone
interview on August 5, 1988. "My father was an observant Jew, yet
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saw himself as speaking for ‘the tradition of "Judaism," not for one of
its branches. This is why as an "observant" Jew he could teach at
Jewish Theological Seminary. There are Reform Jews who keep Kosher;
would we call them "Orthodox?" My father does not fit into a framework
which we associate with a movement; he never wanted to advance the
positions of any movement per se." 1In evaluating Borowitz's view that
Heschel's ideas on revelation are "Orthodox," we must consider the
following--there are "Reform" and "Conservative" Jews who believe that
the Torah was divinely inspired. How do we draw the line between their
views and Heschel's? I would argue that although Heschel is a
"sophisticated" thinker, he is not a "sophisticated fundementalist.” He
advocates adherence to the mitswoth, but he never states we need to
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be reconciled in a higher unity of rational thought and mystical
insight.' In the name of 'traditional rationalism,’ Petuchowski resorts .
to the very tactics with which he charges Heschel: the appeal to
mystical intuition in defiance of the laws of logic" (pp. 26-27).
Cherbonnier, in my opinion, misses the thrust of Dr. Petuchowski's
article. "Faith As The Leap of Action" does not focus on opposing
God-concepts, nor does Petuchowski ever assert that the "God of- the
Philosophers” and a personal God are "mutually exclusive." Rather, he
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exclusive" world-views. Moreover, when Petuchowski calls for "that
higher unity of rational thought and mystical insight," he is referring
to more than different God concepts; this critique, like the tone of his
article, offers a perspective as to how the religious philosopher should
develop and present his methodology. In my opinion the thrust of “"Faith
As The Leap of Action" is that Heaschel cannot rely solely on intuition
if he wishes to espouse a philosophy; he must also integrate rational
discourse into his scheme. Moreover, Petuchowski does not suggest
intuition and rational thought are "mutually exclusive"; they are
different, often competing world-views which must both be considered.
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90Fox, "Heschel's Theology of Man" in Tradition... 8, No. 3, p. 80.

91Kaplan. "Heschel's Poetics of Religious Thinking" in Abraham
Joshua Hescheld Exploring..., ed. John C. Merkle, p. 106.

921n evaluating Kaplan's praise one is tempted to observe:
Heschel's language is more effective in reaching readers with poetic
sensibilities than it is in reaching those who do not hold such esthetic
values in high esteem. Indeed Kaplan himself is a writer prone to
engaging in metaphor and thus it is understandable that he finds
Heschel's approach amicable to his own. His comments cn the power of
poetry are insightful:

++.If I were not profoundly convinced that eathetic
experience is connected with authentic religious insight, I
would probably stand outside the frontiers of faith, isolated
and silent in the wilderness of disbelief. But through
poetry I have been able to imagine some of the emotions of
those who have been touched with a love of God...(Kaplan,
"Toward a Poetics of Faith" in Response 5, No. 1, p. 44.)

Poetry requires us to participate profoundly in words...and
to explore the poet's expressed subjectivity. Such reading
is a deepening of the self of the poetic reader, an
enrichment of his responsiveness...(Kaplan, "Three Dimensions
of Human Fullness" in Judaism 22, No. 3, p. 311.)

Indeed we all have met individuals who claim they don't like or
understand poetry; one wonders if Kaplan feels Heschel's words can
address them. We recall "the critique that Heschel's ideas only reach
those who already share them. Kaplan's focus on Heschel's rhetorical
skills seems to leave him open to a similar criticism: Heschel's style
only reaches the “poetic reader.”
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Chapter Three: DIVINE PATHOS AND THE GOD OF THE PROPHETS

Consistent with Heschel's intuitive epistemology is his theory of
"divine ;:atln:ts.""I Just as man's emotional flashes of insight are
elevated over his rational abilities, so too is the "God of Pathos”
elevated over the "God of the Philosophers.” Heschel not only seeks to
refute the Greek metaphysical categories of knowledge, he also
challenges the classical Greek and later philosophical tradition's
understandings of deity. Unlike those who strive to arrive at a
synthesis or "unity" between the "prophetic" experience of God with
later philosophical conceptions, Heschel's position is that these
respective views are mutually exclusive.

For Heachel, the prophet's experience of God is the antithesis of
Aristotelian conceptions of deity. The prophet pereceives God as an
emotional, suffering, caring deity, one who is directly involved in the
affairs of men. The Greek tradition and other prevailing philosophies
and theologies, on the other hand, depict God as a detached and
uninvolved q?tity--one who is void of emotional attachments to
humanity. For Heschel the latter conception, although dominant in
Western thought, is implausible. An interpretation of God which renders
him unemotional and incapable of demonstrating concern is not
"authentically Jewish." The idea of a "living God" assumes that God is
ihtimately involved in history as opposed to a static, detached, and
"apathetic" entity.

A theory of God which Jnderatanda Him to be the First Cause or
Unmoved Mover, is, according to Heschel, built upon erroneous Greek
conceptions of perfection. Much of The Prophets is devoted to the

explication and refutation of certain fundamental Greek assumptions.

e ————— - b - —
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His polemic is a protestation against the incorporation of these
assumptions into post-biblical theologies. Heschel believes it is
erronecus to adopt the view, that which is perfect cannot change, react,
or feel. Moreover, the very "qualities" of an immutable God are an
anatheme to Biblical, ergo "authentic" Judaism. As Heschel states in
his article, "The Divine Pathos":

Authentic Jewish thought evaluates the emotions in a manner

diametrically opposed to the Greek view. The emotions have

often been regarded as inspirations from God, as the

reflection of a higher power. Neither in the legal nor in the

moral parts of the Bible is there a suggestion that the

desires and the passions are to be negated. Asceticism was

not the ideal of biblical man. Since the feelings were

considered valuable, there was no reason to eliminate them

from the conception of God. An apathetic and ascetic God

would have struck biblical man with a sense not of dignity and

grandeur but rather of poverty and emptiness. Only through

arbitrary allegorizing was later ra}igious philosophy able to

find an apathetic God in the Bible. .

Another Greek premise later adopted by Western thought which
Heschel questions, is the idea thet reason and emotion are by necessity
enemies. Heschel notes that the Greek concept of the emotional faculty
include¢ irrational and capricious aspects.

Ancient conceptions of deities understood them to be whimsieal,
unpredictable creatures; the later philosophical traditions sought to
rectify such notions by devising a ealf—aﬁfﬂicient, self-contained God
who was never subject to any change. In Heschel's view, biblical man
did not see emotion and reason as being at odds with sgch other. The
. 3

prophet understood that God's emotions were predicated on "ethos,"” not
caprice. God's involvement with man, and His reactions to him are
reasonable-~-they correspond to a given situation. For Heschel, there is

no dichotomy between "divine pathos" and reason. The error of Western

thought lies in the assumption that moral absolutes preclude God's
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dynamic and emotional involvement in history. The traditionsl
philosophical concepts of absolutes render God static. For Hgschel, God
is always moral, always ethical; yet his reactions to man can always
ch&nga. Hence Heschel's theory of "divine pathos" does more than
forward an understanding of God's relationship to man, it also refutes a
vast array of philosophical and theological notions. Fritz Rothschild
describes the revolutionary implications of Heschel's theology:

Surely a thinker who has thrown down the gauntlet to the whole
venerable tradition of Jewish and Christian metaphysical
theology which includes Philo, Saadia Gaon, and Maimonides,

and who proclaims that Greek categories such as "being" are
inadequate to Judaism, and must be replaced by a new set of
categories derived from biblical thinking, must expect
brickbats from meny directions. To replace Aristotle's

Unmoved Mover with the Bible's Most Moved Mover and to argue
for an enthropopathic God against Rambam's austerely
de-mythologized Deity is no minor matter. The last prominent
thinker who did something similar was Judah Halevi, 0 was .
forgiven by historians of Jewish philosophy on the grounds ™
that the Kugzari was really a book of apologetics rather tham

of philosophic thought, and thax the author was a poet rather
than a systematic philosopher."

Just as Heschel is committed to man's involvement and emotional
investment in God, so too, is he dedicated to God's concern and
passionate atta;Lment to man. "Divine pathos" is coﬁgruent with
Heachel's view of the divine-human relationship--a relationship which is
characteriged by mutual concern. God &nd man areféﬁgagad in a dialogue,
one in which each party reacts. Heschel does not see God as the "Wholly
Other"--for such an antithesis between God and man would render Him
unapproachable. Although man cannot understand God's essence, he-cap

understand his own relationahip'to God and therefore engage in a

. dialogue. Heschel explains the divine-human relationship in The

} Insecurity of Freedom: "Man is not because of what he has in common

with the earth, but because of what he has in common with God. The
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Greek thinkers sought to understand man as part of the universe; the
w9,

prophets sought to understand man as a partner of God.

Heschel's God interacts with man, their relationship constitutes an
on-going dynamic process. The theory of “"divine pathos" refutes any
theology which understands.God to be static, or unrespomsive. God is
intimately concerned with the individual, the Jewish people, and all of
humanity. One reading Heschel may be tempted to draw analogies between
his theory of "divine pathos" and Martin Buber's understanding of the
“I-Thou" relationship. Yet there are significant differences which are
instructive. A brief comparison elucidates the prominence biblical
thought plays in Heschel's theology, and the crucial difference between
"God is the Subject" and "I and Thou." For Heschel, God is the focus of
the divine-human relationship. The Prophe4 experiences sympathy with
Him; he is well aware before whom he stands. Although the prophet and
God are partners, they are not equal partners. As Eugene Borowitz
explains:

£ [Heachel]...givea God a far greater place in the moment of
'+ prophetic sympathy than Buber seemd to find in the "I-Thou"
relationship. While the prophet is not overcome to the point

of loss of self or union with divinity, it is nonetheless God,

the one real Master of the universe, he stands in relation

to...For it is not ag Buber says, just presence which the

prophet experiences.

In Theologians At Work, Heschel offers a critique of the "I-Thou"

relationship which illustrates the centrality of prophecy in his
theological scheme:

[Buber] velieved it as a vag&e encounter. That is untenable. A
Jew cannot live by such a conception of revelation. Buber does not
do justice to the claims of the prophets. So I choose between him
and the Bible itself. The Bible says God spoke to men--a
challenging, embarrassing, and overwhelming claim. I have trouble
with many things He said, but I have to accept them. If I don't
accept the claim that God spoke to the prophets, then I detach
myself from the biblical roots. Buber was a person of depth and
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greatness, but on many points he was not able to reach the Jewish
people. One of the weaknesses in Buber, who was an exceedingly
learned men, was that he was not at home in rabbinic literature.
That covers many years. A lot has happened bgtween the Bible and
Hasidism that Buber did not pay attention to.

.Thun we see that for Heschel God is neither engaged in a monologue
nor in a totally mutual dialogue with man. Rather, when God and the
prophet interact both are aware that "God is the subject." God and man
are partners; yet man's position vis a vis God is one of "object."
"Biblical philosophy" places the prophet in the role of "sympathizer"
with God. God is not static; He is concerned with man, yet both parties
are aware that God is the focal point; it is man's task to help Him.

"Divine pathos" has two essential components. It instructs us
about the manifestations of God's concern: pain, suffering, love, wrath
etc. It further describes the prophet's understanding of God, namely,
his sympathy and identification with God's emotions. The firast premise
of this equation--that God suffers--has remifications for man's current
situation. Whenever God witnesses injustice, He experiences pain. (The
modern inplicatiq?s of this aspect of "divine pathos” will be explored
in further detail later in this chapter).

Now we will concern ourselves with the biblical aspect of "divine
pathos"--the phenomenon of prophetic consciousness. The prophet's
experience of God is both archetypal and unique; archetypal because it
serves as a blueprint for all mankind as to how we should ideally react
to God's emotions, and unique because we are not prophets. As Heschel
states: "It is a claim almost a;rogant enough to say that I'm a
descendant of the prophets, what is called Bnai Nevi'im. So let us hope

and pray that I am worthy of being a descendant of the prophats.'a




63

For Heschel, the ﬁfOphet's relationship with God exemplifies an
awareness that "God is the subject." Moreover, the prophet, a human
being, "employs notes an octave too high for human esra."g Unlike
modern man, the prophet's extreme sensitivity to God's concerns, allows
him to identify them and make them his own. The prophets see the world
from the point of view of God, ;a & transcendent, not immanent truth.10
Unaware that "“God is in search of man," the modern l;ﬁld is estranged and
alienated from the divine source. The prophet, on the other hand, is
filled with a sense of God's needs. Prophetic awareness of God serves
as & timeless ideal; it is a touchstone for every generation:

Others may suffer from the terrors of cosmic aloneness, .the

prophet is overwhelmed by the grandeur of divine presence, He

is incapable of isolating the world. There is an interaction

between men and God which to diaregard1*s an act of
insolence. Isolation is a fairy tale.

In explicating the impact of "divine pathos" upon the personality
of the prophet, Heschel disavows two conventional notions of prophecy:
the idea that the prophet was not fully human, i.e., that he was endowed

with supernatural povers,12 and the idea that he was a "mouthpiece"13

for God:‘i.e., that he was a passive recipient of a divine message. The
theory of "divine pathos” implies that the prophet never relinquishes
his unique personality, mor is the prophet a different species of
humanity. Rather, the prophet's gift lies in his ability to
"sympathize"” with God's emotions and concerns. Prophetic consciousness
can be characterized as awareness of the dynamic ralati;nsﬁig, and of
the process of action and reaction between God and man. Although the
prophet is overwhelmed by God, he never loses himself in the encounter;

he remains cognizant of his own person. The prophet's mark of
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distinction is his ability to "hold God and man in a single thousht."14

Heschel explains prophetic consciousness as follows:

An analysis of prophetic utterances shows that the fundamental
experience of the prophet is a fellowship with the feelings of
God, a sympathy with the divine pathos, a communion with the
divine consciousness which comes about through the prophet's
reflection of, or participation in, the divine pathos. The
typical prophetic state of mind is one of being taken up into
the heart of the divine pathos. Sympathy is the prophet's
answer to inspiration, the correlative to revelation.

It must be noted that although Heschel discusses the prophet's
identification with God's "emotions" or "pathos," he never categorizes
these characteristics as "essential attributes of God." The terms
"emotion" and "feeling" are never used to describe God's essence; they
are terms which describe relational aspects of deity. Because Heschel
believes that "transitive" concern as opposed to self-centeredness (or
"reflexive concern”) characterizes God's r;lationahip with man, "pathos”
is used to describe God's involvement with human history. It is God's
relationship with man that is mutable and dynamic, not His nature. We
noted in Chapter One the dichotomy between "conceptual™ and "situational
thihking." God is concerned with man's immediate situation, hence His
emotions, suffering, and relationship with man reflect historical
realities. o

Since God's nature and essence are not subject to change, Heschel's
God is not capricious. Moreover, although God rea;ta to man, his
reactions are never arbitrary. His "pathos” is ;iwaye consistent with
His "ethos." God's emotions are always a just roaponse'to man's
situation. Hence Heschel is careful to distinguish between God's wrath
and human anger. Divine wrath is always the appropriate reaction to

human injustice; moreover when the prophet conveys God's wrath it is

always with the hope man will change, that he will turn from evil. For

=—— | A—— .
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Heschel it is essential that God has the freedom to change his emotions
and reactions; this freedom allows God to forgive man's transgressions
and to respond to sins with mercy. If God's emotions were not subject
to change, He would be bound by static human imperatives. Since "ethos"
characterizes his emotions, God reacts to man with compassion.

Prophetic sympathy does not seek to understand God's nature. The
prophets do not ask “"who i8 God?"; rather they ask "what does God
want?" Heschel's distinction between God's relation to man's situation
and his "essential attributes” is an attempt to separate God from
archaic or "anthropomorphic” conceptualizations. As Nathan Rotenstreich
points out in "On Prophetic Consciousness":

Heschel was clearly attempting to present his own version of

the "God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob" as against the "God of

the Philosophers."” Because of this theological or systematic

motivation he emphasized strongly God's turning to men as an

ultimate direction encountered by prophetic consciousness, or,

let us say, living in the prophetic consciousness. His

distinction between declaration of will and the disclosure of

essence is not very far removed from the medieval distinction

between the sttributes of essence and attributes of action,16
whereby only the latter are open and understandable to man.

Though Heschel distinguishes between God's essence and the

manifestations of his "transitive concern, his notion of God flies in
the face of traditional theology. As Fritz Rothschild states: "The
notion of a God of pathos whose chief characteristic is concern for and
participation in the lives of his creatures is diametrically opposed to
the mainstream of ngiah, Moslem, and Christian metaphysical theology
throughout the last two millennia."1?
Heschel figds the Greek idea of in impassible God unacceptable.
In his mind the Unmoved Mover is apathetic. Why pray to a deity who

has no stake in human existence? Heschel's God responds, feels,
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suffers, and "needs man." Yet does this make Him "anthropomorphic"?
In John Merkle's view, the distinction Heschel draws between God's
essence and the manifestations of His relationship to man are crucial:

The fact that God's modes of reacting to the world are mutable

does not mean that God changes in essence. To be, in essence,

passible is not the same as passible essence. To be, in

essence passible is to be by nature a being who may change

modes of action and reaction; to have a passible essence is to

have a changing nature--fo;aaxample; now human, now divine, or

now living, now inanimate.

For Heschel, God can still be God while demonstrating emotions.
Unlike the Greek concept of "perfection" which is unchanging and
entirely self-sufficient, the Biblical concept of divine perfection
understands responsiveness and involvement as critical. Consequently, A
god who shows no concern for man cannot be God. Religion and prayer, in
Heschel's scheme, would be obsolete if man dih not believe God cares and
has a stake in human welfare. As Heschel states in "The Spirit of
Prayer":

Decisive is not the mystic experience of our being close

Io Him; decisive is not our feeling but our certainty of His

“@ing close to us--although even His presence is veiled and

beyond the scope of our emotion. Decisive is not our emotion

but our comnviction. If such conviction is lacking, if the

presence of God is a myth, then prayer to God is & delusion.

If God is unnbl?gto listen to us, then we are insane in

talking to Him.

In Man is Not Alone and God In Search of Man Heschel extends his

discussion of "divine pathos" from prophetic consciousness to the
universal situation of every man. Because Heschel beliéveg that the
Bible speaks diractly'to our current predicaments, his theology attempts
to apply its universal truths to modern problems. The God who sues for
prophetic devotion is also calling for our response. “He who seeks an
answer to the most pressing question, ?hat is living? will find an

answer in the Bible: man's destiny is to be partnmer rather than a
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20 Just as the prophet was called upon to respond to God's

naster."
needs, we are being asked to answer God's call.

"Our task is to concur with His interest, to carry out His vision
of our task. God is in need of man for the attainment of His

n2] Modern man, like his biblical ancestors, is being called

ends...
upon to recognize "God needs him." The divine-human partnership is just
as relevant in the atomic age as it was in prophetic times. Moreover,
God still reacts to humanity's plights, the idea of an emotive God is
not a primitive notion which we have outgrown, but rather it is an
everpresent reality.

Yet doesn't the premise "God needs man" negate his omnipotence?
How could God "need" anyone or anything? Heschel directly addresses
this question with his doctrine of divine freedom. God chose to
construct the world in such a way that man would be involved. Humanity
must enter into a covenantal relationship and take responsibility for
its role in the partnership. "His need is a self-imposed concern. God
is now in need of man, because He freely made him a partner in His
enterprise, 'a partner in the work of creation.’ "%

God does not "need man" because of any weakness on His part, but
rather because of a choice He made. Man was given the opportunity to
become involved in a reiationship, to become a righteous, responsive,
individual. If God had constructed the world without the potential for
the divine~human covenant, humanity could not realize its highest
aspiration. Hence for Heschel, human "free will" is the corollary %o
the idea of partnership. Human freedom provides us with the
opportunities of living righteously. This is the path God desires for

us:
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The Bible is not a history of the Jewish people, but the .

story of God's quest of righteous man. Because of the failure

of the human species as a whole to follow on the path of

righteousness, it is the individual--Noah, Abraham--a people:

Israel--or a remnant of the people, on which the task is

:::fgged to satisfy that quest by making every man a righteous

God, in accordance with His freedom, chose to create a world which
gives man an active role. This implies that man can choose to enter
into & covenant or partnership with deity, or he can choose another
course. Because God created man as a being who possesses the
poseibility of reaching his fullest potential, he was created with free
will. Hence, human evil is not indicative of God's weakness; it is a
reflection of man's refusal to fill his part of the covenantal
relationship. Ergo, God deeply desires that man enters into the
divine-human partnership, yet he cannct force him to do so or.it would
not be a "partnership.” Free will has two opposing aspects: it allows
man to live up tc his creed as one "created in the image of God," and it
also makes it possible for man to choose otherwise--hemge there is
evil. If man had not 3§en given freedom to enter into a relationship
with God of his own volition, he would be a static entity. Moreover,
the beauty of the dynamic encounter between God and his creations would
be lost. "We are free to choose between good and evil; we ;re not free
in having to choose. We are in fact compelled to choose. Thus all
freedom is ; situation of God's waiting for man to choose."24 g

Although "God is waiting" for man to choose between good and evil,
he is not waiting placidly. In Heschel's eyes, the "God of Pathos"
passionately desires human righteousness. Although at times He appears
to be "silent" or "hiding," God has also attempted to guide man

‘throughout history. In a sense, God desperately wants man to make the

i
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"right" choice; hence God “searches" for him and strives to communicate
with him. God implores man to live righteously and to fight against
evil:
Unless history is a vagary of nonsense, there must be a
counterpart to the immense power of man to destroy, there must

be a voice that says NO to man, a voice not vague, faint and

inward, like qualms of conscience, but equal in spiritual

might to man's power to destroy.

The voice speaks to the spirit of prophetic man in

singuler moments of their lives and cries to the masses

through the horror of history. The prophets respond, the

masses despair.

The Bible, speaking in the name of a Being that combines
justice uithzgmnipotence is the never-ceasing outcry of "NO"

to humanity.

For Heschel, the ultimate fulfillment of human freedom is expressed
through man's decision to enter into a partnership with God. Fritz
Rothschild calls this "Heschel's positive doctrine of freedon.“26
Freedom is choosing to transcend the finite ego and responding to the
divine concern. Hence freedom is more tham the ability to choose, it is
the ability to choose a 1ife of involvement with God. As Rothschild

t

**
explains: "As the object of divine tramsitive concern, man is; as
knowing himself to be the object of divine concern and responding
through acts of his own transitive concern, he is free...nan is to be
responsive before he can become roeponsible.Z? In Heschel's acheme, God
and man share a common goal, redemption. This will only come about when
they work together in partnership. "He cannot do the job alone, because
he gave us freedom. And the whole hope of messianic redemption depends
on God and on man. We must help Hinm."28

Because the "God of Pathos" is intimately concerned with history
and suffers when He witnesses cruelty, Heschel believes that He is

involved with all political and social justice issues. This belief
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prompted Heschel to speak out on a vast array of modern concerns from a
religious standpoint. Just as the "prophets and God mixed into social
and political iaauas,“zg Heschel invoked the "God of Pathos" when he
diacuséed racism, the plight of Soviet Jews, and the Vietnam War. Since
the "God of Pathos" cannot be separated from history, the pious
individual cannot afford to be silent during times of social injustice.
Hence for Heschel, the political issues of his day could not be
separated from religion or an awareness of "divine pathos.” 1In "The

Moral Qutrage of Vietnam," Heschel applies his views of "divine pathos"
to a contemporary political situation. The correlation he draws between
God and American politics is in keeping with his view that the Bible
speeks to every human situation.

The encounter of man and God is an encounter within the
world. We meet nithinja situation of shared suffering, of
shared responsibility.

The question addressed to everyone of us personally and
collectively is this: What shall I do to stop the killing and
dying in Vietnam? It is this urgent question that we all have
in common at this moment, challenging equally our integrity,
our right to igvoke the name of Him g?o is the father of the
Vietnamese as w&ll as the Americans. '

While acknowledging his lasting contribution to Jewish philosophy
and scholarship, Jacob Neusner attempts to separate Hesthel's theology
from his social action involvements. He writes, "Heschel's authentic
existence, not his public role as a Shaman for the left, focused upon

32 (Greating a dichotomy

his theological and scholarly enterprise."”
between Heschel's public and private lives, and minimizing his political
activities, Neusner asserts "this [political] side of Heschel is
superficial and unimportant and will be forgotten very soon, when the
issues of the day have changed."33 Later events have called Neusner's

perspective into question: those committed to a black/Jeuiah,dialogua
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recall his presence at the side of Martin Luther King in Selma;34 thbae
concerned with Soviet Jewry remember his passionate pleas on their

behalf,>”

and participants in the ecumenical dialogue still discuss
HescHel's meeting with Pope Paul VI.36 Moreover, Heschel's major
expositors all devote considerable attention to the relationship he saw
between "divine pathos" and social justic;.

Neusner's interpretation of Heschel's "authentic existence” seems
to negate the latter's understanding of theology. For Heschel, the "God
of Pathos" is involved in every aspect of human existence; thus
political and religious concerns are, by necessity, interrelated. As
Heschel stated: "I've learned from the prophets I have to be involved

w37 Had Heschel

in the affairs of man, in the affairs of suffering man.
restricted his understanding of God to academia and "scholarly
enterprises,"” he would have been denying the viability and truth of his
theology. One might quibble with the particular stand Heschel took; yet
it must be acknowledged that not to have "taken a stand" would have been
totally inconsistent with his theological views. Hesche!'a "philosophy
of Judaiem" was mﬁint to be practiced. It is a polemic calling for
involvement in both the divine-human encounter and man's relationship to
the world. To have restricted himself solely to tho“fpalm of thought
would have been tantamount to denying the practical application of his
“philogophy." Heschel was compelled to practice what he preached. As

R

Jakob Petuchowski stated in a commemorative address: "He lived his own
- S —— :

definition."
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Chapter Four: THE GOD OF THE PHILOSOPHERS

E%ieser Berkovits is the foremost critic of Heschel's theory of
"divine pathos.” Berkovits's sustained and biting attacks reflect many
of traditional philosophy's assaults on biblical thoqght. The dispute
between Heschel and Berkovits is a microcosm of a much larger historical
debate, the clash between two opposing world-views: the biblical
interpretation of God as a personal caring deity vs. the Aristotelian
concsﬁiion of God as an impassible Unmoved Mover. Indeed Heschel's
definition of a "philosophy of religion" captures the historical tension
between these tlb conflicting perspectives. 1In Berkovits's critique of
"divine pathos"” we see the "God of the Philosophers" confront the “Go{
of the Prophets." . Moreover, we are provided with an example par
excellence of "philosophy" taking "religion" to task for its lack of
intellectual sophistication. Invoking Maimonides' theory of negative
attributes, Berkovits levels challenges against the "God of Pathos"
vhich address not or}y Heschel but every school of thought which
understands God to be passible. Hence Berkovits's critique of Heschel's
theology can be seen as more than a disagreement between two modern
thinkers; it can also be viewed as the timeless and on-going dispute
between Greek philosophy and rational speculation on the one hand, and
biblicél religion on the other. Regardless of whether the student
agrees with Heschel or Berkovits, he will glean invaluable insights by
studying the issues of contention between these twe first rate minds.
Both men advance arguments which encapsulate traditions whose impact
upon Western thought has been decisive.

Berkovits introduces his arguments with the obsefvation that

Heschel is an extreme literalist in his interpretation of scripture. By
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taking biblical descriptions of God's love, anger,-and pain at their
word he ignores the "age-old problems of Jewish theology and
philoaophy."1f Biblical expressions of God's emotional state, for
Berkovits, a;:q?o be interpreted as metaphors, not reality. Hence"
Heschel is guilty of espousing a theory iaden with anthropomorphisms and
anthropopathisms. The "God of Pathos" is created in Heaqhel's imsge, as
Berkovits explains: "The question of course is: by ascribing emotions
to God, by allowing Him to be affected by man, by conceiving Him as i
capable of joy and sorrow, pleasure and pain, don't we form Him in the
imaéa of man?"2

The greatest challenge for the theologian and the philosopher,
according to Heschel, is to reconcile the language in the Biblef;ith
God's transcendence. For Berkovits a transcendent deity is absolute and
infinite, hence no finite or human characteristics can be ascribed to
Him. God is a "Wholly Other" who cannot be understood in any human
terms. [Moreover, Berkovits is cafeful to point out that the nature of
the difference between God and man is one of kind, not of degree.
Heschel therefore errs in assuming that both God and man experience
emotions, even though he states--God's are, in a way, far greater. By
allowing God and man to share certain attributes, Heschel commits y
blasphemy--his "God of Pathos" is finite. As Berkovits explains:

The essence of Maimonides' criticism of the positive

attributes of God is that all our concepts are derived from
our finite experience; we can associate with them only finite
meanings. No matter how much we might magnify or purify them
in trying to apply them to God, we either associate some
positive meaning with them in which case we shall be
describing something finite that will have no relevance to
God, or else we agnll be using words without any meaningful
positive content.

Berkovits is well aware of Heschel's response to this point--God's

pathos is not man's pathos. Yet he finds this statement problciific;
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Either God and man are so totally different that man is incapable of
"sympathizing” with God, or the difference is only one of degree and
Heschel is guilty of creating an anthropomorphic deity. Berkovits
ultimately builds his critique of Heschel on the assumption that the
latter "creates God in man's image." AlthQngh Heschel asserts that
there is a qualitative difference between dod's and man's emotional
capacities, he nonetheless believes that there are commonalities. It is
the prophet's ability to share God's feelings, and "participate in His
life" which create the "religion of sympathy." In Berkovits's opinion;
Heschel's theory of prophetic comsciousness would be impossible if man
did n;t share the same feelings as God--albeit to a lesser degree.
John Merkle has an interesting response to qukovita'e charge; he
states: ’
Heschel would probably say that the difference in degree ias ;o
great that that makes it a difference in kind, but Hot such a
difference that the two have nothing in common. For Hesachel,

God and humans are different kinds of beings who, .
neverthzless, have being, and certain attributes of being, in

common.
It become: clear that the issue underlying the question: Are the
differences between man and God ones of kind or ones of degree?, is: 1Is
God a "Wholly Other" or a sharing partner? Ultimately, we must ask is
God transcendent or 1;nanent? Although both Heschel and Berkovits claim
that God is both tramscendent and immanent, their respective
understandings of these terms differ greatly. In Berkovits's scheme,
Heschel's God cannot truly be transcendent because He shares common

characteristics with man. Moreover in Heschel's scheme, Berkovits's God

- cannot be immanent because He is not affected by His creations. John

Merkle seems to capture Heschel's view on this latter point when he

asks: "Is it not more philosophically consistent, 'more logical,' to

2 -
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speak of God as both supreme Lord of history and also concerned for, and
moved by, historical beings than it is to claim that God is impassible

yet in relation to human bainga?"5

For Berkovits, a transcendent God by
necessity is "Wholly Other"; and for Heschel an immanent God is by
necessity one whom shares in man's emotional state. Despite numerous
statements to the contrary, both theologians are engaged in a debate as
to the nature or essence of God. Heschel is concerned with God's
presence in history; his vision of deity is one of a concerned,
emotional participant in human affairs. Berkovits stresses God's
absolute distinction from man; his view of deity reflects the Greek
philosophical conception that "that which is perfect cannot chsange.”

Berkovits is well aware that we may perceive a tension between
God's absolute immutability and His awareness of humanity; hence he
concedes that God is capable of perceiving the individual as a "concrete
fact. + Yet Berkovits feels that we should call this tension or paradox
"a mystery" as opposed to labelling it "divine pathos.” Berkovits
explains:

Why not reason in the following manner? It is inconceivable

that the Supreme Being should be passible. Therefore there

could be no such thing as divine pathos. At the same time,

God realizes man as "a concrete fact." However, in order to

do that one must feel him, one must become aware of him

emotionally. But God is free of pathos. Ergo, God's

realizing man as a concrete fact and not as an abstraction is

enveloped in mystery. We believe our way of reasoning is much

more valid \thnn that of Heschel. For Dr. Heaschel commits the

unforgivable fallacy of equating the human way ofsrealising a

fellowman as a concrete fact with the way of God.

Whereas for Heschel God's ability to perceive man as an individual
is the basis of his theory of "divine pathos,” for Berkovits this divine
quality is a "mystery.” Berkovits believes that these two seemingly

contradictory aspects of God--his absoluteness and his awareness of the
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individual--is a paradox beyond our grasp. According to Berkovits,
"divine pathos" does not deal with the absolute aspect of God, thus
Heschel ignores half of the equation. The theory of "divine pathos" is
not a theology, rather it is en attempt to ignore the inherent temsion
between God's transcendence snd immanence. "Jewish theology begins when
one realizes the implications of the presence of bofh aspects, that of
the absolute and of the personal, in the biblical concept of God...Until
he [Heschel]'is able to render the presence of pathos in the Absolute
meaningful or sensible he cannot speak of a theology of pathos.“7
Merkle notes that Heschel and Berkovits each begin their polemies with .
different "starting points."® Berkovits begins with the philosophical
notion that God is impassible and "Wholly Other." Heschel, on the other
hand, starts with the "biblical perspective that God is supreme but not
the absolute  antithesis of humanity.“g
After discussing fLe anthropomorphism of Heschel's "divine pathos,"
Berkovits examines the problems with his conception of divine wrath.
From a methodological standpoint this criticism is aimed at the igternal
inconsistency of Heschel's theology. Berkovits notes that when the
Bible conveys God's emotions in a positive light, e.g., a&s love, pain,
forgiveness, etc....Heschel is quite comfortable with a literalist
stance. Yet when God is depicted as a deity filled with wrath, Heschel
shifts his ground. Heschel interprets this emotion, and this emotion
alone, in a metaphorical sense. Suddenly Heschel becomes a rationalist

w10

who sees God's anger as a didactic tool or “educatipnnl gimmick. As

Berkovits notes:

What he says concerning anger is that it is inconceivable that
God should be angry. He now becomes a rationalist and refers
to the absoluteness of divine Being in order to explain the
pathos of anger. How can anyone imagine that with God anger

L



could mean anger? Is not God absolutely different from man?

To God, His anger is really love, an instrumenft of His care

and concera for man.

One can see that Dr. Heschel does not relish the idea of an

angry God, but at least intellefrually, he rather appreciates

the thought of a suffering God.

Berkovits believes that Heschel's view of "divine wrath" seems to
be at odds with his overall theory of "divine pathos.” When Heschel
discusses God's anger, he stresses those aspects of deity which have
traditionally been understood as absolute and transcendent. Moreover,
Heschel is highly exegetical: God's wrath is interpreted as a
reflection of "divine concern"; it is "love withheld." For Berkovits,
this view of "divine wrath" is the lone example of Heschel rejecting an
anthropomorphic God. The contradiction implicit in ”dif&ne pathos" is
Heschel's "anthropomorphic" interpretations of God's other emq@iqgi;;
love, pain, ete....Although Heschel asserts “God's angér is not really
anger," he would never state "God's love is not really love." Hence,
the difjerence between God's anger and man's anger is one of kind;
whereas the difference between God's love and man's love is one of
degree. For Berkovits, Heschel tailors God to meet his own needs--thus
He is & suffering, concerned, loving deity. As he states, "One capggj
help wondering however what would becone_of the entire theology o;) i
pathos and religion of sympathy if one would apply the same method of
interpretation [of wrath] to other emotions of God."'2

In Berkovits's analysis of the "religion of sympathy" he also notes
the dilemma of divine wrath. How can we understand the prophet's
wrath? Is this also "love withheld?" Moreover, there are numerous

examples in scripture of prophetic anger which does not seem to

correspond to "divine wrath,” how are we to understand this?
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There are also many more reasons why this psychelogical key of
sympathy o no new doors to understanding the prophet.

- There is, for instance, this question. If the prophet's anger .
by itself is inexplicable, even more so must be God's anger.
Or are we to assume th the prophet loves his people more
dearly than God does?

For Berkovits, Heschel's "religion of sympathy" implies that there

must be some type of correspondence between divine and human emotions.

Hence if we say "God's anger is His love," we must apply the same

premise to prophetic anger. The problem is clear, we would not be able

to make such an interpretive analysis with positive emotions. If we -are
not able to take divine wrath or prophetic anger literally, why are we
obligated to understand God's other emotions on such a literal level?

For Berkovits, the crux of Heschel's problefn is not his
methodological inconsistencies, but rather it is his anthropomo(phic
understanding of deity. If Heschel had applied his in‘terprotat_ion of
"divine wrath" to all of God's emotions--this metaphoric and
f nonlitvfaliat understanding of God would have been in keeping with
Maimonidian philosophy. Yet it is Heschel's willingness to understand
the Bible's descriptions as accurate reflections of divine emotions that
troubles Berkovits. As we will see, it is Berkovits's contention that
Heschel's anthroporphic God or "manlike" ' god is an anathema to |
Judaism. -

Aware that Heschel tries to resolve this problem by sgparating
God's essence from the relational aspects of "divine pathos,"™ Berkovits

N sets out to prove that "it is not possible to separate the essence of

1 God from His pnthos."w Berkovits shuns the idea that the

manifestations of God's emotions can remain totally detached from his

being. Heschel is offering us positive attributes of deity which inform

us about God'g essential being: /

&
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Assuming that, indeed, the prophet experiences only what

God offers what He does in relationship to man, only His

manifestations direcfgd to man, the question of what He is

remains inescapable.

The prophet does not have sympathy with pathos;

experiencing God's pathos he sympathizes with God, the

Absolute and Perfect, the Supreme Being...It cannot be

overcome by abstaining from any claim to comprehend God's

essence. Of course, one may well take the position that all

is a nygfary, but ome should not speak of the theology of

pathos.

For Heschel, the prophet can sympathize with the manifestations of
divine concern. Moreover, these relational aspects of deity are not to
be interpreted as essential attributes. For Berkovits, a theory of

{
"divine pathos" assumes that God's actions cannot be separated fr??aﬂis
nature. What God does must tell us something about who He fa, hence
Heschel commits the heresy of attributing positive attriiutaa to God.
In so doing, he blasphemes God's transcendent and absolute nature and
provides 4s with 2 "manlike god."

Because Berkovits's argument against Heschel's anthropomorphic
interpretation of scripture culminates with the accusation that Heschel
espouses a Christological doctrine, his criticisms attempt to
demonstrate the .similarities between "divine pathos" and Christianity's

suffering Jesus.'s

Hence Berkovits attempts to give us several examples
of why Heschel's theology flies in the face of traditional Judaism. He
asks, for example, what is preventing Heschel's God from having & body?
A God of pathos, "who is affected by man's behavior and responds to it
emotionally--is he not a pcrson?“19 For Berkovits, Heschel's literal
intarpr;tationa of God's emotions and reactions to man imply that the
"God of Pathos" could take on human, form. “Hﬁv cogf he doesn't equip
the Almighty with a body too? The anthropomorphic references to God in

the Bible are hardly less conspicuous than the anthropopathetic
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expgessions. Using Dr. Heschel's own method of reasoning, it should not

be d ?{icult to prove that God has a body.“20 The assumption Berkovits

seems to be making here is--because God and man are capable of sharing
emotions, they are also capable of sharing otﬁer similarities, ergo
Heschel's God could have a body.

John Merkle takes Berkovits's analysis to task in “Haagyél's
Theology of Divine Pathos." Merkle thinks that Berkovits's logic is
clearly at fault: just because God and man share some common emotions
it cannét be assumed that they share similarities in every aspect of
being. ;

It does not follow that just because God ahara; pathos ;of P

spirit with human beings that God might also have a body as do(

humans. The fact that God and man have certain attributes in
common does not mean that they need have all attributes in
common, and Heschel is careful in agfgesting just what
attributes may be ascribed to both.

Another possible disagreement with Berkovita'a'analyais is that he
takes Heschgl'a view of a "personal God" too literally. Just as he
accuses Heschel of being unable to distinguish metaphor from realistic
description, Berkovits seems to assume that Heschel's "persoqgl and
living God" must be--ao&ording to strict definition--a fleah—;;d-hlood
human being. Fritz Rothschild discusses the' implications of such an
understanding:

To emphasize that he is not to be conceived as an abstract
principle or process but as the liv God, he is called a
person. But it must always be erstood that this is not
etrictly correct. The terms "person"” and "personality"
usually denote the essential structure of a human being. God
whose essence is incomprehensible and who is known only by His
acts and ssions, cannot properly be called a person in
this sense. - o

Merkle and Rothschild's comments imply that Beg*gvita fails to

understand Heschel's descriptions of the relationship between man and
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‘God. The mature of the encounter is personal; they share a mutual

concern and love. Yet this is no way implies that God possesses a
corporal body. Berkovits assumes that if God ' and man share any
commonalities, they must share all commonalities. Either God is the
antithesis of man, or He and man are one in the same. The idea that God
and His creation might share certain attributes and not others is
untenable for him. Hence it is impossible that there are certain
differences between man end God which are of degree, e.g., the capacity
for love, pain, etc...., and other differences which are of kihd, e.g.,
God is incorporeal and man is corporeal.

In keeping with his wiew that Heschel's theology is not
authentically Jewish is Berkovits's attempt to prove that “divine
pathos" is inconsisten{ with traditional rabbinic and kabbalistic
sources. He notes that the rabbis took pains to use the term

23

"keveyakhol ;r as it were"“” when they used snthropomorphic
expressions. Moreover the talmudic and midrashic traditions were
careful in their usages of the terme Shekhinah and God. The distinction
between these terms was an attempt to distinguish between the
transcendent immutable God and man's perception of His indwelling
presence.24 While some might argue that the deference between the
Shekhinah and the "God of Pathos" is minimal and a point of semantics,
Berkovits holds that there is a qualitative difference. Indeed one is
tempted to apply all of Berkovits's criticism of "divine pathos" to the
rabbinic concept of God's indwelling presence--for just as there is an
implicit tension between Heschel's "God of Pathos" and the
transcendent/immutable God, is there not also a contradiction between

the immanent/indwelling Shekhinah and this absolute deity? Berkovits

e —— o e e
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attempts to address this problem in terms, which ironically enough, bear
a striking resemblance to Heschel'e language:

Even less acceptable ia Professor Heschel's concept of
the religion of sympathy. Again, it would be a
misunderstanding to compare it to the idea that one should
feel the tza'ar ha'shekhina, so widely spread in Hasidic
literature. On the basis of what has been said about pathos
in the Kabbalsh, it should be obvious that it is not possible
to equate the "sorrow of the skekhina" with Heschel's "pain in
the heart of God." The sympathy called for is with a finite
manifestation of the divine in the world of creation. It
is/not sympathy with God, but as it vgge, with the cause of
God in the world. (Underlining mine)

What seems particularly coffensive to Berkovits is Heschel's view of
a "suffering God." Berkovits's polemic advances the argument that
Heschel's theology not only goes against the grain of Jewish tradition.
but that it is Christological. He notes that Heschel's terminology is
not found in the body of Jewish sources but rather expressions like
"guffering together with God" and "sharing an inner experience with
60d"?® are'strikingly consistent with the Christian's understanding of
Jesus. For Berkovits an emotional deity, who suffers and has an "inner
life" and reacts to man is consistent with the Christian tradition.

Berkovits explaine that historically Judaism and Christianity
responded differently to the challenge Greek metaphysics posed to the
Bible: the Jews responded by reinterpreting biblical thought whereas
the Christians faced a far more serious dilemma because of their faith
in a god 1ncnrnate.2?

Berkovits asserts that the Christians were unable to meet the
challenges posed by Greek thought specifically because their God was
human. Yet the Jewish tradition took pains to eliminate and reinterpret
anthropomorphic thinking. Hence the Christians have retained a "God of

Pathos"--while the Jews have not. Heachel's understanding of deity,
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according to Berkovits negates Judaism's interpretative approach to
biblical thought and is consistent with Christianity.

In Merkle's critique of Berkovits, he challenges the assumption
that it is "more logical" to begin with Berkovits's “"starting point"
®#.g., the philosophical notion that God is "Wholly Other." 1In a sense
Berkovits's attacks on Heschel boil down to the argument--Heschel must
reconcile the "God of Pathos" with the traditional Greek notion of an
abaqlute and immutsble deity. Merkle inquires as to why we must assume
that this Greek premise has any more validity than the "biblical view."
Merkle notes that because Berkovits assumes that metaphysical
philosophy's attacks on the Bible are valid--he faces & dilemma:

Because Heschel begins with an observation of Jewish faith,

not with a preconceived philosophical notion, he does not have

the same dilemmas as Berkovits: how to reconcile the notion

of ?od's abgolute othergesa with the bibl?cal ﬁgstimony of

God's relationship to historical human beings.

For'Merkle, Heschel avoids this dilemma by claiming God is supreme,
yet not "Wholly Other." Because Heachel believes that certain
attributes of God and man can overlap without the two beings being
totally congruent, Heschel's theology is not contradictory. Heschel's
God is different from man, yet not the antithesis of man. Berkovits, on
the other hand, cannot avoid the problem of reconciling God's
absoluteness with His concern for the "concrete fact." Because he
presents these two aspects of deity as mutually exclusive, he is forced
into the position of calling this dilemma or paradox a "mystery"--and
offering us no concrete solutions to the problem. In fact, Berkovits
concludes his critique by acknowledging tﬁia difficulty:

God is Infinite and Absolute and Perfect; yet, according

to Judaism, the infinite, absolute, and perfect God is related
to the world and cares for His creation.



How are the two aspects of Divine Reality to be related
to each other? The solution of the problem requires
ontological investigations into the nature of Being,
undartakenf-perhapa fgr thg'rirut_t%-e--uith Bpecif%ca%ly 29
Jewish religious prei&l:g::gﬁaranu intellectual anxieties.
Berkcvits's critique of Heschel prompts questions which transcend

this specific debate: Are the "God of the Prophets" and the "God of the
Philosophers” mutually exclusive entities? Can a theology successfully
pay tribute to both of these ideas; or must the development of one of
these God-concepts be at the expense of the other? We recall
Cherbonnier's observation that the "God of the Philosophers” has been
proven inadequate, thus we must give the "God of the Prophatb” &

chance. Berkovits's analysis refutes this premise, the assumption here
is--one cannot create a theology out of the ruins of past mistakes.
Ultimately Berkovits is asking for the "God of the Prophets” to be
incorporated into the Greek category of Absoluteness. Ye%t unlike Dr.
Petuchowski who suggests that "unity" between these differing
world-views is possible--albeit difficult, Berkovits argues that these
two perspectives are diametrically opposed. Hence this critic leaves us
with a theological dilemma which does not seem to have any potential
resolution: The transcendent/absolute God cannot care about the
individual yet He does--hence we have & "mystery.”

It is clear that for Berkovits and others who adhere to the "Goed of
the Philosophers,” the fundamental problem with divine pathos is that it
is "anthropomorphic.” By attributing human characteristics to deity,
Heschel negates divine perfection and commits a sacrilege. Although
Heschel attempts to refute this charge by distinguishing betweem God's
essence and attributes, and by claiming that his theology is

Q0

'thao.orphic.“3 his critics accuse him of begging the question since
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God and men still share some commonalities. Implicit here is the
assumption that for God to be transcendent, He must be perfect, "Wholly
Other,"” One distinguished from men by differences of kind, not degree.
Yet Heschel challenges those who equate transcendence with perfection
when he notes:

The notion of God as a perfect being is not of biblical
extraction. It is not of prophetic religion but of Greek
philosophy; a postulate of reason rather than a direct,
compelling, initial answer of man to His reality. In the
.Decalcgue, God does not speak of H131being perfect but of His
having made free men out of slaves.

Despite Heschel's rejection of the Greek philosophical conceptions
of deity, he never fully escapes Berkovits's methodological
observation: In Heschel's scheme, God's troubling attributes--i.e.
wrath, etc. ... are differences of kind, whereas His empathic attributes
are differences of degree. In his critique of divine pathos, Berkovits

notes th |t Heschel's methodological incomsistencies preclude any real

discussion of divine wrath or the problem of evil.

Meir Ben Horin further develops this argument when he questions how
we can reconcile divine pathos with the problem of theodicy. While
Berkovits asks how the "God of Pathos" and the "God of Wratk" can
coexist, Meir Ben Horin raises an even more perplexing question. How
can a God who is mindful of all of His creatures and who suffers with
them permit evil? Ultimately Meir Ben Horin will conclude that if one
takes Heschel's view of divine pathos to its ultimate extreme, he
emerges with a cruel and Darwinian conception of deity.

This Reconstructionist thinker's reasoning is as followe: Heschel
believes that there are times when God is sctively involved in human

history and other times when He is silent. Why 15_God"villing_zoﬁ£sveal




Himself only during certain choice momenta? Moreover why does He go
into "hiding" at other times? According to Benm Horin, the "God of
Pathos" establishes "a hierarchy of moments" which seldom corresponds to
man's piety or his needs. Hence Heschel's God is capricious and
arbitrary, not a deity filled with compassion for His creatures.

An ineradicable streak of caprice runs through the picture,

and an amiability, at least as observable through the eyes of

mortality, relates to shifting mood rather than defineble

principles of morality. Arbitrary, incomprehensible, or

supersensible hierarchies of moments, ages, persons, peoples,

places, acts; sudden bursts of grants and favors,.divine

pathos, compassion, ecstasy--...All these are doubtful

consolations in the face of obstinate reality of the

unredeemed. They fall short of mitigating the plight of

uncounted millions of years and untold millions of human

beings doomed to the shadow of grace. They do not still ;Be

tears of the naked, who remain unclothed and unsheltered.

As we noted earlier, for Heschel, God'e silences are & response to
man's obtuseness. Yet is Meir Ben Horin correct in understanding this
’concnrt as a theodicy? Although Heschel bzlieves that "God is hiding,"
this phenomenon is not offered as en explanation as to why the righteous
suffer. Rather, God's silences are part of the incomprehensible mystery
of living. For Heschel, God's "eclipse" is & problem for man, not the
reason for evil in the world. Although Heechel discusses the problem of
evil, he never offers us & theodicy. In Heschel's scheme evil is only
discussed in terms of man's inadequacies, never in terms of God's
nature; hence the question--how can an omnipotent and omnibenevolent God
coexist with evil--is conspicuously absent from his work. The following
excerpt is characteristic of Heschel's treatment of this subject.

Does not history look like a stagé for the dance of might and

evil--with man's wits too feeble to separate the two and God

either directing the play or indifferent to it? The major
folly of this view seems to lie in its shifting the

responsibility for man's plight xro-’lsg—tatgod, in accusing
the Invisible though iniquity is ours. T

™
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Although Heschel never specifically addresses the question: What
type of God can allow human suffering?, Ben Horin believes that we can
extrapolate given Heschel's views on divine pathos emnd revelation. The
"God of Pathos" reveals Himself during select moments of history, hence
the most salient feature of this anthropomorphic God is His total
freedom. Heschel's God is free to prioritize periods of involvement and
periods of silence, free to choose when He will supernaturally intervene
in the affairs of men and when He will withdraw. Moreover, because man
is always "the subject," he has no alternative but to accept divine
decree. For Ben Horin, Heschel's God is a dictator, and man is subject
to His authoritarian rule. Ultimately free will only exists for God,
not for His creatures.

Beyond the hierarchy of chosen moments there is also the

grimness of unfavored moments...the unpredictable spur-of-the-
moment, parsimonicus blasts of grants, mercy, love, interest,
choice, justice are enveloped in long, loathsome, lean inter-
moments which are governed by an economy of grace scarcity,
produced by either omnipotence or omni-impotence. These

negative grants bespeak a divine "rugged individualism"

lurking behind our author's sketh4of the ultimate "subject,"

a freedom for irresponsibility...-

Ben Hor;n'a objections to divine pathos can easily be applied to
other theologies which understand deity as supernatursl, miraculous, or
revealing. For any supernatural understanding of God lends itself to
the guestion--where is He during times of suffering? We observed
earlier that Heachel attempts to avoid the problem of theodicy by not
addressing the issue of God's nature, i.e., what type of God remains
silent while His creatures cry out? Yet it should alsc be noted that on
occasion his references to divine justice seem to give credence to Ben

Horin's objections. Specifically, one can find in Heschel's writings

the idea that man has no choiea,pngﬁgq accept God's incomprehensible

hS
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will. In God in Search of Man the talmudic legend of Akiba's martyrdom
35

is quoted at great length. It is clear that Heschel believes his
readers can learn from the sentiments expressed here:

Moses turned around and saw how the Romans were selling the

flesh of the martyr Akibe at the market place. Lord of the

universe, cried H?sea. is Fhia the reward ?or such leargéng?

And the Lord replied, Be silent, for such is My decree.

In Ben Horin's opinion, Heschel's theology fails because the “God
of Pathos" permits evil. Moreover, he believes that if the premise of
divine pathos is taken to its logical conclusion one emerges with a
capricious, cruel, and dictatorial conception of deity. fet it remains
uncleer whether we can extrapolate these conclusions from Heschel's
statements on God's "silences.” Perhaps the question of thaodiéy is
never specifically addressed by Heschel because he does not dare to
posit any theory as to why the righteous suffer. Thus one reading Ben
Horin'e eritique of divine pathos must ask two questions: Can one
legitin;tely conclude that Heschel's God is Darwinian and capricious?
And, more importantly--Must a "philosopher of religion" attempt to
address the problem of theodicy? It is quite possible that Heschel's
avoidance of this topic was & sincere reflection of his own
uncertainties. Hence the question arises: Must a "philosophy of
religion" or a theology address the problem of theodicy? 1In Heschel's
writings this issue is scrupulously avoided; moreover, those who knew
him acknowledge that he refused to discuss "the darker side" of life.37
It is for the individual to decide whether Heschel's silences on these

issues make him less tenable as a philosopher,

| Arthur Cohen voices similar concerns about divine pathos--How can a

God who “"needs" man be a fully indeperident eatity? \zhin critic objects

- , S —
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to Heschel's view that God reacts to man and is affected by him. An
emotive God, according to Cohen, is movable, passable, and imperfect,
ergo not God. Aware of Heschel's response to this polemic--i.e. God's
reactions to man are accidental, not essential attributes--Cohen offers
the following refutation:

The question still remains, and Heschel has not answered it,

whether pathos is an essential or an accidental attribute of

God. If it is essential, grief and suffering are introduced

into God's life; if it is accidental, it is liable to the

complaints of traditional theclogians who would consider the

imputation o? tye tsgnsitory and impermanent to God to be a

self-contradiction.

For Cohen, Heschel is in a "no win" position as long as he
subscribes to a "God of Pathos" who is also transcendent. There is an
inherent and irreconcilable contradiction in Heschel's theology--ﬁ
theology which attempts to pay homage to both the "God of the
Philosophers" and the "God of the Prophets." According to this
perapecti@e--theae two conceptions of deity are diametrically opposed
and therefore unable to harmoniously coexist in Heschel's world-view.
Hence Cohen suggests that the theory of divine pathos muet be
significantly altered if it is to be efficacious.

We recall John Merkle's refutation of the assertion that a
transcendent deity cannot be invelved with human history. As Merkle
states, "while God is transcendent, transitive concern for being, the
expressions of that concern are historical and subject to change."39
For Heschel and Merkle, a transcendent deity is not synonymous with the
Unmoved Mover. The Aristotilian ideal of an Active Intellect who only
thinks about thinking, according to this perspective, is not only

solipsistic--it is amoral. Hence the Unmoved Mover cannot be God.

Cohen, on the other hand, believes th!f“ﬁ3§bh&llﬁ_gggifion is logically

b




inconsistent because the term

ivine pathos" is self-contradictory.

God is either a transcendent entity totally detached from His creations,
or He is an imperfect deity who is subject to the vicissitudes of

emotions. As Cohen notes:

At the same time that Heschel affirms that pathos has no
substantial reality, he still avers "that God can actually
suffer.” This exemplifies what has bothered us frequently in
our reading of Heschel: namely, Heschel is aware of all the
problems, all the dilemmas, all the mysteries inherent in
theology, but has not yet elected the resolute way. He is
8till too much the disciple of the Jewish Philosopher,
Maimonides, whose strictures against anthropomorphism prevent
him from imputing to God's essence the meaningful and
instructive experience of anything which might, in. the view of
human finitude, compromise divine perfection.

Cohen's observation on Heschel's reluctance to fully dismiss

Maimonidian principles is an astute one. Though Heschel atteﬁpta to
reject the Unmoved Mover and the "God of the Philosdphera,“ he
indirectly pays tribute to them by continually distinguishing between
God'y unknowable essence and His attributes of action, e.g.--His
relational aspects to the world. Moreover, his repeated attempts to
prove that divine pathos is not anthropomorphic almost reflect a certain
recognition of the validity of God as the “Wholly Other." Cohen implies
that Heschel's inability to embrace a more methodologically cogent
position--like process philoaophy--41 is due to the latter's ambivalence
vis 8 vis the "God of the Philosophers.” Heschel's theology reaches an
impasse because he is unable to abandon either of his mutually exclusive

world-views.

Cohen is not the only one who suggests that Eeschel could glean

valuable insight were he to adopt Whitehead's process philosophy.
Heschel's "defender" Sol Tanenzapf also claims that this metaphysical
gystem could greatly enhance the theory of divine pathos. 1In "Heschel

and his Critics,” Tanenzapf initially explains:

~
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Heschel's sometimes too cavalier denial of the need for
reasoned argument in support of the main tenets of Jewish
belief is, in my opinion, a serious weakness in his position,
but one that is not irremediable. It is left to his
supporters to do what he did not do; indeed what he did not
see the need for doing...He did not consider whether there are
metaphysical systems that would permit him to formulate,
without distortion, his understanding of the Biblical vision
of reality and, in turn, provide some evidential support for
it. It is my opinion that Whitehead's philosophy, as
developed by Esarlea Hartshorne and others, would allow him to
do just that.

Tanengzapf suggests that process philosophy could eliminate
Heschel's stumbling blocks because it is ultimately a more comsistent
world-view. This "defender” of Heschel therefore proposes that the
theory of divine pathos completely do away with all notions of God as an
Unmoved Mover or & "Wholly Other" and incorporate a more dynamic
undergstanding of deity. By taking this position, Tanenzapf implies that
Heschel's theologv will be free of contradictions and the onus of
theodicy. Tanenzapf offers the following interpretation.of a fully

|
dynamic and evolving deity:

But why cannot God be said to live and grow and surpass

Himself? If it is assumed that God is complete actuality or

static perfection, then, of course, He could not surpass

himself; what is complete and perfect cannot change. However,

if change is a pervasive feature of reality and if growth and

nova}fy are real values, then change need not be denied of

Godt

In a sense Tanenzepf is suggesting that Heschel abandon his
reticent attachment to the "God of the Philosophers” and embrace a deity
who is capable of self-improvement. Hence God's essence need not be
impassible or immovable and the dichotomy between God's nature and his
attributes of action or his relational aspects need not exist.

In evaluating this proposal several questions come to mind. By

suggesting that Heschel introduce changeability into God's essence,

Tanengapf underestimates the extemt to whi e alters Heschel's

SN
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understanding.of deity. True, process philosophy might be comsistent
with Heschel's view that God experiences emotions, but would Heschel be
comfortable with a God that could stand improvement? We recall
Heschel's assertion that God is always just and that His morality is
absolute; can these values be reconciled with a God who is self-
surpassing? Moreover, we still have the problem of divine wrath.
Heschel believes that this divine quality is & just response to wicked
behavior. Is it not possible, according to process theology, to view
God's anger as a less evolved state of the deity's development? Perhaps
this is an aspect of God that needs to improve and change? Hence, -~
although Tanenzapf eliminates the problem of theodicy for Heachel,'he
does so at the expense of Heschel's understanding of God's
omnibenevolence and all encompassing sense of justice. It seems to me
that Heschel would prefer to leave the question of theodicy open rather
than tamper with deity's pbsolute morality. Iu other words, Heschel
seems to prefer to live with his God's contradictions as opposed to
embracing an imperfect or limited deity. As Harold Schulweis notes in
his critique of Tanenzapf:

I would argue that the proposed relationship of Biblical and

process categories can be only surface in accommodation. The

goral connotn?ion of goodneaa'in Heechel’s giblical I}ev and

in Hartshorne's process view is radically different.

We recall Heschel's reference to Rabbi Akiba's martyrdom "Be
silent, for this is my decree." Implicit here is an understanding of a
deity who needs no further improvement. Heschel relies on the premise
thnt although God's will is at times incomprehensible, it is altogether
just. Hence the idea "His wayse are not our ways" perneaias much of
Heschel's writing. One wonders, therefore if Tanenzapf is truly acting

in the capacity of a "defender” of Heschel when he assigns himself the
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e
task of "doing what Heschel did not do." Perhaps he should have further

examined the reasons why Heschel "did not see the need" for adopting
process theology. Tanenzapf errs by &ssuming that Heschel's failure to
ascribe to this world-view was due to some type of oversight on the
latter's part. Moreover, this “defender" implies that if Heschel had
merely studied this metaphysical system he would have realized that it
would lend support to his theology. In my opinion, Tanenzapf is wrong
on both counts: firstly, Heschel was familiar with Whitehead's ideaa,45
hence we have no reason to assume that his feilure to adopt them was not
a deliberate choice. And secondly Heschel was familiar wijth a vast
array of particular philosophical systems and often employed them to
bolster his own position; this can be seen in his adaptation of
Husserl's phenomenology as well as in his alteration of Kierkegasrd's
"leap of faith." I would argue, as Arthur Cohen has, that Heschel's
failure to adopt process theology reflects an attachment (however
reluctant it ma; be) to Maimonides's theory of negative attributes.
Simply stated, although Heschel challenges the "God of the Philosophers”
and Western civilization's =zdoption of the Unmoved Mover, he is still
too much & product of these schools of thought to encourage their
wholesale abandonment.

Heschel, though by no means en adherent of the Greek or Rational
traditions, was nonetheless an heir of centuries of "traditional" Jewish
thought. Thus, although Heschel sought to revive "biblical categories”
which he felt had been overshadowed by later philosophical trends, the
overall historical influence of this latter development on his thought
cannot be underestimated. The "God of the Philosophers” and a variety
of Maimonidean concepts have permeated Jewish thought from the Middle

»'l 3 \—\\‘
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Ages through modernity. Hence, for Cohen, Heschel's "philosophy of
. religion" cannot escape the imprint of the Greek philosophical

tradition.
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Chapter Five: THE LEAP OF ACTION

A Jew is asked to take a leap of action rather than a
leap of thought: to surpass his needs, to do more than he
understands in order to understand more than he does. 1In
carrying out the word of the Torah he is ushered into the
presence of spiritual meaning. Through the eca*asy of deeds
he learns to be certain of the presence of God.

In the preceding chapters we discussed two of Heschel's three paths
to faith in deity: Man's intuitive perceptions of the divine in the
world and his experience of divine pathos as reflected in both the
Hebrew Bible and daily living. We now turn to Heschel's third
ent?ance-vay to the holy dimension—-fheh;eap of action. It is in this
latter realm where our discussion is the least theoretical and where the
concrete praxis of Heschel's theology is the most apparent. rof.it is
in the performance of sacred deeds or mitswoth that In.tranﬁlate our
inner understanding of God into reality. Sacred deeds are the
manifestations of our religious convictions--the fruit of our spiritual
quest. iMoreover, deeds have an efficacious power in-and-of themselves;
they transform the doer by enhancing and deepening his awareness of
God. Hence although the mitswah is the concrete manifestation of
spiritual awareness; it is also more--the sacred deed is also part of a
dynamic process which enables the doer to grow and evolve as a human
being. The leap of action is self-transcending; one who performs a
mitswah will develop a more profound faith which will motivate him to do
and accomplish even more.

Because Heschel views the mitswah as both a manifestation of faith |
and as a catalyet for further spirituﬁi awareness, some have found his |
"leap of action" problematic. Several critics have charged that

Heschel's view of the mitswoth is tautological: to take a leap of '
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action requires a prerequisite amount of faith--how can one do more than
he urnderstands? Doesn't "doing" first require "understanding"?
Heschel's oft quoted response to this type of question is Exodus 24:7--

na'aseh wenishma'--We shall do and we shall hear.2 ' In colloquial terms

Heschel's leap of action is an example of behavioral psychology, e.g-.,
there are times when concrete behavior teaches more than intellectual
contemplation. Hence, we must first engage in an act in order to glean
subsequent understanding. As Heschel states:

Indeed, Israel's supreme acquiescence at Sinai was an

inversion, turning upside down the order of attitudes as ’ |
conceived by our abstract thinking. Do we not always
maintain that we must first explore a system before we
decided to accept it? This order of inquiry is valid in
regard to pure theory, to principles and rules, but it has (
its limitations when applied to realms where thought and ' 7
fact, the abstract and the concrete, theory and experience

are inseparable. It would be futile, for example, to explore

the meaning of music and abstain from listening to music. I%

would be just as futile %o explore Jewish thought from a

distance in self-detachment. Jewish thought is disclosed in

Jewish living.

In order to b;tter understand the subtleties of Heschel's leap of
action we need to examine his terminology and views on halakhah.
Initially we note that Heschel uses the terms mitswoth, good deeds, and
leap of action interchangeahly.‘ Hence the reader emerges with the
question: Do all these terms refer to the same mode of behavior?
Moreover, what is the mode of behavior to which Heschel is referring--
Jewish Law or halakhah? Ethical or moral comportment? Or engagement in
the fight for social justice? Perhaps Heschel is referring to all of
these values or certain aspects of the three aforementioned
categories? Reform theologian Jakob Petuchowski nofes this ambiguity
when he observes: "Heschel points to the mitsvah--usually translated -

as commandment, but really, in his view a quite untranslatable word.“4
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Heschel offers us an all-encompassing interpretation of mitswah when he
etates:

A definition or paraphrase of the word mitsvah is difficult
to frane...It denotes not only commandment but also the law,
man's obligation to fulfill the law, and the act of
fulfilling the obligation, or the deed, partzcularly an act
of benevolence or charity...It is often used in the wide
sense of religion or religious. It combines &ll levels of
human and spiritual living. gvery act done in sgreement with
the will of God is & mitsvah.

What can we extrapolate from Heschel's view of the mitswoth or leap
of action? One familiar with the vast body of Heschel's works in
English comes away with the following understanding--this third path to

God contains certain aspects of Jewish ritual observance as well as a

more general mode of behavior--i.e. the performance of acts of
loving-kindness and the advocacy of social justice.

I; is interesting to note that while Heschel fuses legal, ethical,
and moral values into his broad definition of the mitswoth, he seldom
introduces specific examples of what he considers to be "mandatory
observance." Heschel's leap of action trusts the reader to interpret a
great deal for himself. True, Heschel stresses the importance of ritual

observance, but he mlso states that he does not view every aspect of

halakhic observance as equally binding. What is intriguing is that

Heschel refrains from stating which of the 613 laws he views as
imperative. Rather he observes: "To each individual our advice should
be: 'Observe as much as you are able tp, and a little more than you are
able to.' And this is essential: A little more than you are able to.”ﬁ
At this point we must ask--why isn't Heschel more exacting in
espousing those obligations which a;e incumbent uﬁahxgews? Why does he
take auph a flexible approach on halakhic matters and ;ive the reader

interpretive freedom in regard to the leap of action? One plausible
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response is offered by Dr. Jakob Petuchowski, who suggests that Heschel
deliberately steered clear of a literalist approach to halakhic
observance in order to be accessible to the entire Jewish community--as
opposed to advocating any one of the denominational poaitiona.T Another
important observation is made by John Merkle when he notes that Heschel
does not hold that the Bible in its entirety is the immediate word of
God. As Merkle states: "Heschel claims not only that there are in the
bible words cf men and women inspired by God but also vo;ds that were
not divinely inapired.“s Likewise Merkle obseéves that Heschel believes
that there are halakhic laws which are not divinely inaspired.

We noted earlier that Borowitz calls Heschel a 'éophisticntad
fundamentalist" aud claims that the latter takes both the Torah and the
Oral Tradition literally. Clearly Petuchowski's and Merkle's respective
obaerv;tiona call into question the accuracy of Borowitz's view.
Heschel's position on the mitswoth is not a literalist one, nor can his
leap of action be classified as an "Orthodox" approach. Yet despite
Heschel's flexible understanding of halakhah and his belief that the
Bible was written by human beings--we woﬁld be incorrect in labelling
his position as "Reform." For Heschel is committed to the performance
of certain mitswoth. Heschel rejects the "all or nothing" approsch to
halakhah and stresses the importance of quality over quantity in regard
to religious observance.

By quality Heschel is referring to kavvanah or the inward
motivations of the doer or performer of the mitswoth. Héachel believes
the issue of religious observance hna_ngn obscured by those who stress
"religious behaviorism" or "pan-hala‘:-.hisn" at the}tpg_nu of the heart

N
and soul--i.e. the motivation behind the actual acts of observance. The




following statement is quoted at length because it reflects Heschel's
attitude towards an over-literalist approach to halakhah and his stress
on the over-riding value of kavvanah or quality of action:

There is also the notion that you observe everything or
nothing; all the rules are of equal importance; and if one
brick is removed, the whole edifice must collapse. Such
intransigence, laudable as it may be as an expression of
devoutness, is neither historically nor theologically
Jjustified. There were ages in Jewish history when some
aspects of Jewish ritual observance were not adhered to by
people who otherwise lived according to the Law. And where
ie the man who could claim that he has been able to fulfjill
literally the mitgvah of "Love thy neighbor as thyself"?
Rejecting both maximalistic and minimalistic interpretations of

litual observance, Heschel advocates a "ladder of obaervance."‘o
Heschel asks us neither to abandon halakhah nor take an instransigent
stance. "Elasticity and flexibility is the tay."11 Hence Heschel
called upon members of the Reform commurity to recognize the importance

]
of halakhah and members of the Conservative community to pray with

kavvanah.‘z

Clearly Heachel does not see the performance of the
mitswoth in terms of black and white--rather he is calling upon members
of the Jewish community at-large to recognize that there are various
shades of grey. An interesting aside is noted when we consider that
Heschel's position on halakhah has prompted criticism from both the
Orthodox and Reform calps,13 but not from the Conservative Movement
which prides itself on attempting to achieve a middle ground or centrist
position vis a vis halakhah.'4

I asked Fritz Rothschild if Heachel ever explored any practical
criteria for Jews to apply when developing their own “ladder of
obsarvnnce;' Did Heschel concern himself with formulating workable
halakhic ;pplioationu for modern Jews? Rothschild responded” "I do';;; e

think that Heschel really gave you any detailed guidance on that, and if
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you want to criticize him on that, I think that's fair criticism...But I
think that this is still one of the great unsclved problems--namely how
much can you change Judaism without making it something that it
jsn't2"12

We noted earlier that for Heschel the leap of action requires both
& commitment to ritual observance and moral conduct. Moreover in regard
to ritual observance Heschel stresses the importance of flexibility and
elasticity without offering any specific examples of such an abproach.
Ultimately the reader comes to understand that for Héachel the leap of
action is not concerned with formulating details of religious behaviﬁr
but with a broader issue--the Jew's overall commitment to picus living,

his integrated mode of being. Hence Heschel continually stresses that

the questioy, is not how much we observe but how we observe the
]

mitswoth. "The Torah is primarily divine ways rather than divine

laws...not particular acts but all acts, life itself, can be established
as a link between man and God.“16

Heschel's emphasis on quality over quantity and his distinction
between divine ways and divine laws reflects.the importance he places on
the agadic aspects of Jewish learning. For Heschel, many have erred in
the past when they viewed fulfillment of the mitswoth solely in terms of
halakhah and not in terms of agada. Implicit and explicit in Heschel's
leap of action, view of integrated Jewish living, and the intent behind
our actions, is his stress on the importancg of agadah. Moreover,

Heschel views agada and halskhah as polarities which have equal

importance.

Halacha deals with details, with each co
separately; agada with the whole of life, with the totality
of religious life. Halacha deals with the law; Agada with
the meaning of the law. Halacha desls with subjects that can



101
be expressed literally; agada introduces us to a realm which
lies beyond the range of expression...
Halacha, by necessity, treats with the laws in the
abstract, regardless of the totality of the person. It is
the agada that keeps on reminding that' the purpose of

performance is to transform the performer, that the purpose
of observance is to train us in achieving spiritual ends...

17

For Heschel, those who view the mitswoth solely in terms of
halakhah commit a grave error; they jettison the heart and soul of
Jewish living. Hence any discussion of the leap of action must
necessarily include a commitment to agada. The flaw in the literalist's
approach is his abandonment of this crucial ingredient whicﬁ is the
cornerstone of spirituval living. "To maintain tha% the essence of/;
Judaism consists exclusively of halacha is as erroneous as to maintain
that the essence of Judaism consists q;plhaively of agadé. The
interrelationship of Halacha and agada is the very heart of Judaism.
Halacha Iifhout agada is dead, agada without Halacha is vild.”‘a

Although Heschel does not outline the specific details of those
actions we should embrace, and although he leaves it to the individual
to interpret his own lpvel of observance, it would be erromeous to
assume that Heschel is speaking abstractly or only addresses himself to
the individual's state of mind. On the contrary, although Heschel only
gives us a few concrete examples of mitswoth (i.e. prayer, the Sabbath,
and engaging in social action), he nonetheless is advocating that the
individual engage in concrete activities. Hence, though Heschel does
not give us a formulated plan of action, his intent is that we act. In
Heschel's scheme it is left to the individual to determine what

constitutes "a little more than he feels capable of," yet his polemic is

direct when he calls upon the Jew to beggg a process of engagement.

i
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Heschel's gosl is that we commit ourselves to action--he leaves it up to
the individual to formulate the course of actions he will pursue.

Thus although the leap of action and "ladder of observance" do not
provide us with specific suggestions, they are not abstract or
theoretical concepts. Both values are concerned with eliciting a
concrete response from the reader. Heschel is very clear in his
discussior of faith and works that in Judaism faith alone is not enough;
the leap of action or performance of sacred deeds reflects the Jewish
commitment to works.

Heschél distinguishes between the Jewish and Christian attitudes
vis a vis faith and works. His position here is atraightforvard-—faith
cannot be separated from deeds, nor can intentions be divorced from

actions. Hence we see that Heschel is calling upon Jews to commit

themselveas to concrete activity though he seldom offers detailed
examples of the activities Jews should pursue. Heschel differentiates
between the Jeish and Christian views of faith and works as follows:

Those who have only paid attention to the relation of
man to ideals, disregarding the relation of the ideals to
man, have in their theories seen only the motive but not the

se of either religion or morality. Echoing the
Paulinian doctrine that man is saved by faith alone, Kant and
his disciples thought that the essence of religiomn or
morality would consist in an absolute quality of the soul or
the will, regardless of the actions that may come out of it
or the ends that may be attained...Does not such an attitude
illustrate the truth of the proverb, 'The road to hell is
paved with good intentions?' Should we not say that a
concern with one's own salvation and righteousness that
outweighs the regard for the welfare of other human beings
cannot be qualified as a good intention?

The dichotomy of faith and works which presented such
an important problem in Christian theology was never a
problem in Judaism. To us, the basic. problem is neither what
is the right action nor what is the right-intention. The
basic problem is: What is right living? And life is
indivisible. The inner sphere is never 1nolatod1§run outward
attitudes. Deed and thought are bound into one.

o
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According to Heschel performance of the mitswoth are part of a
dynamic spiritual process. Faith alone cannot sustain Jewish living;
rather fhith must go hand in hand with action if we wish to have
integrated and consistent Jewish lives. For Heschel the leap of action
serves several purposes: it purifies and refines the soul of the doer,
connects the individual to the community of Israel, and combats the
forces of evil--ultimately bringing humanity closer to redemption.

Hence for Heschel sacred deeds are not a catharsis or an edifying
experience, rather they are didactic tools with transforming power.
Actions teach and ultimetely bring us closer to tikun olam.

We have not;d that Heschel believes that the deed transforms and .
deepens the awareness of the individual. By focusing our energy on
performing mitswoth we turn away from our petty and mundane concerns and
reestablish our comnection to the source of life. The leap of action is
never expedient; its purpose is never for personal aggrandizement or
egotistical concerns, rather the purpose of the mitswah is
acknowledgment of ou.q relation to our creator. Hence one performing a
sacred deed departs from selfish motivations and enters into a spiritual
realm which revolves around serving God.

Deeds not only follow intention; they also engender

Kavvanah. There is no static polarity of Kavvanah and deed,

of devotion and action.. The deed may bring out what is

dormant in the mind, and acts in which an idea is lived,

moments which are filled with dedication make us eloguent in ’

a way which is not open to the nsked lind20 Kavvanah comes

into being with the deed, Actions teach.

Heschel's idea that "kavvanah comes into being with the deed" has
raised questions for many of his critics. Doesn't Judaism teach that a
deed must be performed with pure intentions? Isn't the implication

therefore that kavvenah is an antecedent to fulfilling the mitswoth?
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According to Heschel's view of "we will do and we will understand,”
«<kavvanah can be viewed as both an antecedent and a result of sacred
deeds. For the individual who already possesses faith, righteous
actions further and deepen his spiritual resources. For the individual
who is not yet spiritually committed, the mitswoth have the potential to
catalyze intuitive (perhaps unconscious) spiritual stirrings which may
ultimately grow. Several critics will be prompted to challenge
Heschel's leap of action on the grounds that it is hypocritical to
perform a mitswah without sufficient kavvanah. The response here for
Heschel is that the power of a righteous deed is retroactive, it
activates dormant spiritual longings. As Merkle explains:

A mitsvah may function as an antecedent of faith in two f

senses. (1) It may be an act of faith that precedes loyalty |

to the pledge made by that act or to the God to whom the

pledge was made. As such a mitsvah may be the beginning of

faith that leads to a life of faith. (2) But a mitsvah mey

precede even an initial expression of faith. It may be

enacted not as a sign of faith in God but simply because it

is peréeived as a good deed or as something that may lead to

faith dliscerned as & value...A mitsvah is an antecedent to

the act of feith i?asmuch as its performance may lead to the
discovery of God.

Just as the mitswah has the power to catalyze faith for one who is
not yet conmitted to God, it alsq has the power to awaken the spiritual
energies of those who have lost touch with their sense of the holy.
Heschel believes that even the faithful are not immune to experiences of
emotional lethargy. Even individuals who are committed to religious
observance are capable of losing sight of the sanctity of life. In
colloquial terms the mitswoth "recharge the batteries"” of those who lose
gight of the holy.

Our o;n moments of illumination ar; brief, sporadic, rare.

In the long interims the mind is often dull, bare and vapid.

There is hardly & soul that can radiate more light tham it
receives. To perform a mitsvah is to meet the spirit. The

.//_-—
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spirit, however, is not something we can acquire once and for

all but something we must be with. For this reason the

Jewish way of life is to reiterate the ritual, to meet the

spirit again and again, the Egirit in oneself and the spirit

that hovers over all beings.

Just as the mitswah serves to remind the individual of his
relationship to God, it also serves as a touchstone which enhances his
awareness of his relationship to Jewish history and the community of
Israel. We recall that earlier we discussed Heschel's belief that the
Bible provides man with archetypal examples of spiritual comnsciousness.-
Likewise, in Heschel's scheme the mitswoth provide the modern Jew with a
sense of historical continuity; they are connecting links from the past
to the future. The mitswah is a reminder of past covenants and God's
redenptiva power as well as a commitment to Israel's future hopaan‘ﬁy
taking a leap of action the modern Jew is renewing his loyalty to Sinai
and defining future aspirations. It should be noted that Heschel does
not believe that the mitswoth -are important simply because they
originatéd in the past, i.e., they are not justified solely on the basis
of antiquity. But rather, their validity lies in the fact that they
remind us of an ever present relationship, one that continues to grow
and evolve. As Merkle explains:

Ritual and study, like all mitsvot are meant not only to

remember tradition but to enhance it, not only to convey an

ancient faith but to cultivate a pioneering faith. And, more

than that, these mitsvot are meant not only to celebrate

redemptive events from the past but to adgg,nca the drama of

redemption in the present and the future.

Having discussed the efficacious power of the mitswoth in terms of
the individual's spiritual growth process and as a reminder of his link

to the community of Israel, we now turn to a third function of the

mitswoth--namely their role in combatting the forces of evil. For

Heschel one of the primary goals of sacred deeds is that they avert

g
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sin. By engaging in righteous behavior we liberate ourselves from base
impulses and help to activate tikun olam. "Evil is not only a threat,
it is also a challenge. Neither the recognition of the peril or faith
in the redemptive power of God is sufficient to solve the tragic
predicament of the world. We can not stem the tide of evil by taking
refuge in the temples, by fervently imploring the restrained omnipotence
of God. The mitswah, the humble single act of serving God, of helping
man, of cleansing the self is our way of dealing with the prohlem."24

Hence for Heschel the mitewoth are not only our spiritual tools for
inner refinement and growth, they are also our weapons for combatting
the world's ills. Hence performing a mitswah not only impacts the doer,
it also affects the balance of good and evil in the world at large. A f
good deed can help to bring about universal redemption. Thus for
Heschel, man's concrete acts are of the utmost significance because they
have the power to bring about concrete results. It is in Haschel;a
theory of the IJap of action that we see the idea of the divine-human
partnership clearly manifested. The mitswah demonstrates man's
willingness to do his part to bring about the redemption of the world.
For Heschel, "taking refuge in the temples" is not enough to save the
vgrld from doom; the individual must also take responsibility for his
part in the historical drama--the mitswah provides him with such an
opportunity.

As we have noted throughout this thesis, for Heschel, the key
problem of human existence is not the philosophical question: What is

truth? Moreover, the Platonic desire to asceftain What is goodness?,

and the Kantian struggle over What man ought to do?, are not foremost in

his scheme. Rather, for Heschel, the most pressing problem is: How can
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W man live "in the neighborhood of God?"25

How can we live-in a holy
& dimension? Because man is created in God's image, he has the potential
to live in a manner consonant with divine will. The mitswoth are
spiritual entrance-ways; sacred deeds are holy bridges between Creator
and creation. It is in the leap of action that the human and the divine
meet and interact--both parties are affected by this encounter. We
observed earlier in this chapter that Heschel is not concerned with
formulating the details of ritual observance but with the overall issue
of pious living. The leap of action is a concept which stresses an
integrated mode of spiritual being and righteous behavior as opposed to
isolated moments in the life of the individual. Hencer when Heschel
discusses the importance of prayer, the Sabbath, and social justice, He
does not dwell on halakhic requirements. Rather, he stresses the
spiritual and efficacious power these mitswoth have upon man and the
universe.

All mitsvot are means of evoking in us the awareness of

living in the neighborhood of God, of living in the holy

dimension. They call to mind the inconspicuous mystery of

things and acts, and are reminders of our being the stewards,

rather than the landlords of the universe; reminders of the

fact that man does not live in a spiritual wilderness, that

every act of man is an encounter of the human and the holy.26

i For Heschel, performing the mitswoth are a:way of life, a way of of
being; the mitswah is not a singular action which can be understood
apart from the whole person. In brief--what you do cannot be separated
L from who you are. Hence, for Heschel, life cannot be compartmentalized;
| i.e., the individual .who observes the legal aspects of the Sabbnth. but
} is insensitive to the needs of others, has ﬂot understood the nature of
f

performing sacred deeds.
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.+.If it is the word of Micah uttering the will of God that
. we believe in, and not a peg on which to hang views we
derived from rationalist philosophies, then "to love justice"
. - is just as much haé?cha as the prohibition of making fire on

the Seventh Day...

Heschel does focus on the importance of observing certain concrete
deeds, namely the importance of prayer, keeping the Sabbath, and our
need to fight against social injustice, yet these three priorities must
all be understood within the broader framework of spiritual and
righteous living.

The purpose of observing these mitswoth is to heighten the
awareness of the doer, transform humanity, and engage in the divine-
human partnership. Ultimately performing these mitswoth bring mankind

& f
closer to redemption because the mitswoth, according to Heschel, affect
A '
God. God is in need of man's help in restoring the universe. ihrough
deeds we add to our spiritual awareness and increase tﬁe amount of
loving kindness in the world. By engaging in mitswoth we are extending
God's i'manent presence in the universe.

With a sacred deed goes more than a stir of the heart. In a

sacred deed, we echo God's suppressed chant; in loving we

intone God's unfinished song...To fulfill the will of God in

deeds means to act in the name of God, not only for the sake

of God; to carry out in acts what is potential to His will.

He is in need of tag work of man for the fulfillment of His

ende in the world.

Having discussed Heschel's view of the mitswoth as an overarching
way of life, we now turn to three examples of sacred deeds which
demonstrate this integrated world-view. Heschel's understanding of
prayer, the Sabbath, and social justice give us insight into the dynamic
nature of the divine-human encounter.- Each of these pathways to the

2 sacred dimension reflects the view that.the mitawah is a bridge

connecting the human and the holy. Moreover, though Heschel singles out
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’ these aforementioned mitswoth, they are always related to the broader
context of holistic living. Hence, Heschel's foremost question: How
cen man live in the neighborhood of God?, is ever present in his
analysis of the following sacred deeds.

In Heschel's address "The Spirit of Prayer," the issue of kavvansh
is explored in detail. The crisis we confront according to Heschel, is
not the abandonment of traditiom, ritual observance, or keva; rather it

»29 Heschel laments our preoccupation with

is "spiritual absenteeism.
synagogue attendance as opposed to meaningful and heartfelt prayer. It
is interesting to note that.in Heechel's address to the Reform community
--"Toward an Understanding of Halacha," he also focuses on the dearth of
spiritual content in modern worship services. Although these two
speeches differed somewhat, (Heschel castigated the Conservative
Movement's over-zealousness, vis & vie keva, and the Reform Movement's
minimalistic stance vis a vis halakhah), his emphasis in the respective
addresses was the same: the modern Jew has sacrificed spiritual meaning
in the name of aesthetic form. IThe Conservative community has abandoned
kavvanah by overemphasizing keva, and the Reform community has rendered
worship irrelevant by transforming religious observance into "customs
and ceremonies."30 Ultimately Heschel is calling upon both groups to
put God back into the worship service. For Heschel, the modern Jew's
predicament is that he does not know "before whom he stands.” We do not
pray with kavvanah becesuse we do not take God seriously. Modern thought
has transformed God into a "god-concept" and prayer into sociological
phenomenon. How can the modern Jew pray with sincerity if he does not
believe his prayers are being heard? How can prayer have any meaning if

we believe they do not affect deity? Hence when Heschel calls upon us |
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to take a leap of action in the realm of prayer, he is not asking us to

be more punctilious in our ritual or halakhic observance, rather he is

asking us to change the way we pray. The leap of action is a commitment

towards praying with kavvanah; it is a call to take God's involvement
with humanity seriously. According to Heschel, this leap of action has
ramifications which affect both humanity and deity:

To pray, then, means to bring God back into the world,
to establish His kingship, to let His Glory prevail...Great
is the power of prayer. For to worship is to expand the
presence of God in the world. God is transcendent, but our
worship makes Him immanent. This is implied in the idea ths?
God is in need of man: His being immanent depends upon us.

Hence prayer is a mitswah which acts as a connecting link beétaen
man and God. Our “"leap of action" is the manifestation of our
willingness to pray with this realigation in mind; it is the assent to
the belief that prayer makes a difference. For Heschel, one who prays
without believing in the efficacy of prayer is void of kavvanah.

i
Heschel's view of prayer is consistent with his overall view of the

mitswoth; prayer is a subdivision of the larger issue: How do we live

as a holy people? The leap of action is a call to elevate and sanctify
our existence so that we can be God's emissaries on earth and help to
being about tikun olam.

Thus prayer is a part of a greater issue. It depends upon
the total spiritual situation of man and upon a mind within
which God is at home. Of course, if our lives are too barren
to bring forth the spirit of worship; if all our thoughts and
anxieties do not contain enough spiritual substance to be
distilled into prayer, an inner transformation is a matter of
emergency. And such an emergency we face today. The issue
of prayer is not prayer; the issue of prayer is God. One
cannot pray unless he has faith in h%g own ability to accost
the infinite, merciful, eternal God. F

For Heschel, the act of prayer, like all mitswoth, is never

utilitarian. Rather, the goal of performing sacred deeds bridge

‘.__J
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our temporal existence with God's eternal reality. For Heschel, our
finite concerns, and our material needs are manifested in the world of
space. Heschel distinguishes between the world of space--which is our
physical domain--and the dimension of time--which is God's sphere. In
distinguishing between time and space, Heschel draws attention to the
differences between the sacred and the profane, the infinite and the
finite, and the ephemeral and the eternal. For Heschel, God's presence
permeates tiﬁe. and it is in performance of the mitswoth that we reach
towards God's holy realm. This concept is seen in Heschel's
understanding of the_S&bbath. By observing the Sabbath we infuse our
finite realm of space with God's eternal reality. The mitswah of f
Sabbath observance is the realm in which man's temporal world of space
and God's eternal world of time intersect.

One of mofgrn man's greatest problems is his failure to understand
the meaning of time. Instead of recognizing its relationship to the
infinite and eternal deity, man views time as a friglitening and
overwhelming wasteland. He fills time with trivial pursuits and finite
concerns. The Sabbath provides us with an opportunity to recognize the
eternal presence in time; it is an opportunity to sanctify time and

' regain our awareness of the ultimate reality. The Sabbath is a
t touchstone to the holy, an entrance-way to awareness of deity.
Moreover, by sanctifying time and putting the world of material-spacial
' relationships aside, man is able to gain insight into his role in
restoring the universe. As Heschel states in The Sabbath:

To set apart one day a uuak for freedom, a day on which we

would not use the instruments which have been so easily

turned into weapons of destruction, a day for being with
ourselves, a day of detachment from the v

worshipping the idols of technical civiligzation, a day‘'on
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which we use no money, & day of armistice in the economic

struggle with our fellow man and the forces of nature--is

there any institution thatjgolds out a greater hope for man's

progress than the Sabbath?

What emerges from Heschel's understanding of prayer and the Sabbath
is the idea that these mitswoth heighten the spiritual awareness of the
doer, thus enabling him to be a more effective emissary of God. In a
sense mitswoth have a ripple effect--by elevating the consciousness of °
the dqer they enable him to lead a more God-centered life. Moreover,
this individual will affect others and ultimately help to repair the
larger world. For the individual one good deed stimulates another--as
commitment to a God-centered life grows. Moreover, one committed{fa
pious living has the potential to influence and transform those who are
around him. The mitsweh deepens our inner spiritual life and also
redeems our external/social rsality. .

It iJ not possible to do justice to Heschel's view of integrated
Jewish living and the mitswoth without devoting attention to his
commitment to social action. Heschel's understanding of ethics and
morality and his belieéf that "actions teach" are reflected in his view
that sacred deeds are instrumental in combatting evil and bringing about
tikun olam. Although the mitswoth purify the doer, that is not their
sole aim; sacred deeds also address human suffering. Hence Heschel
understood the mitswah--"to do justly" as a call for our involvement in
the civil rights struggle, as well as a variety of other political and

social crises. "The world is torn by conflicts, by folly, by hatred.

m

Our task is to cleanse, to illumine, to repair. Every deed is either

clash or an aid in the effort of redemption.">+

Heschel's understanding of righteous b r and piety calls for
both internal commitment and external actions. Hence, are called
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upon to do more than contemplate, meditate, and pray--we are also
required to involve ourselves in the affairs of mankind. For Heschel,
our involvement with humanity means conbafting the forces of evil in
concrete and practical ways. The future survival of humanity depends
upon our commitment to social justice.

The world is not the same since Auschwitz and Hiroshima. The

decisions we make, the values we teach must be pondered not

only in the halls of learning but also in the presence of

.inmates in extermination camps, d in the sight of the

mushroom of a nuclear explosion.

The mitswah reflects man's commitment to thg divine-human
partnership. Man and God share responsibility for redeeming the Iﬂérld.
Consistent with this view is the belief that man is obligated to'fulfill
his role as a healer and builder of our broken and shattered society.
Qur commitment to social justice is reflected in the atepa‘te take to
alleviat] suffering and fight social ills. "The encounter of man and
God is an encounter within the world. We meét within a situation of
shared suffering, of shared responaibility."36

A life of piety, according to Heschel, is like a work of art. The
individual considers all of his actions as potential encounters with the
divine. His way of being is unified and harmonious because he is
constantly refining himself spiritually. Moreover, a life of
righteousness reflects a commitment to saving our world from impending
doom and alleviating pain and misery. Taken collectively the lives of
the pious are weaving a tapestry--it is the cumulative efforts of

mankind which will ultimately bring about tikun olam.
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Chapter Six: COGNITIVE THOUGHT, KEVA, AND KAVVANAH

The most incisive and far reaching criticisms of the leap of action
are offered by Reform thinker, Dr. Jakob Petuchowski. In his &article
"Faith As The Leap Of Actiom,” Petuchowski challenges Heschel's
understanding of the mitswoth and asks several probing questions. Yet
unlike those critics who seek to discredit Heachel's_overa;l philosophy
of Judaism, Petuchowski acknowledges and appreciates many aspects of
Heschel's theology. Hence, while Petuchowski faults Heschel's
de-emphasis of the "God of the Philosophers" and rational speculation, he
also ;ites the latter's contributions in the areas of developing a
theology based upon the "God of Israel" and the Shekhinah, as well as
evoking sensitivity to spiritual living. :

Petuchowski's perspective is that a philosophy of .religion should
incorporate both intuitive insight and rational speculation. The overall
criticism he expresses is that Heschel treats acceptance of-the "God of
the Philubophers” and the "God of Israel" as an either/or proposition.
For Petuchowski, belief in a personal God or "God of Israel," does not
necessitate the abandonment of rational inquiry. More specifically,
Heschel's dismissal of the philosophic tradition and rational analysis
creates a variety of problems in respect to his theory of the mitswoth.
Initially Petuchowski notes that Heschel differentiates between mitswoth

! Mitswoth are to be distinguished from

and "ceremonies and symbols."
customs, ceremonies and symbols because the former term denotes "an
expression or interpretation of the will of God,“2 whereas the latter
terms reflect human aesthetic values. horeover, the mitswah affects God,

whereas éylboll and ceremonies reflect man's need for edification.

Petuchowski notes that given Heschel's understanding of the mitswah as
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the will of God, and his castigation of overzealousness vis a vis
ceremonies, "the leap of action" or "doing more than we understand"
appears to be a self-contradictory concept. Doesn't taking the leap of
action presuppose that the doer believes the mitswah is the will of God?
If one "leaps" without possessing a conviction, is he not engaging in an
enpty action which is on par with vacuous ceremonial practices? 1Is
Heschel's stress on kavvanah and man's need to recognize that "God is the
subject" at odds with his belief that the leap of action engenders
faith? As Petuchowski observes:
The fact is, of course, that Heschel's phrase "leap of

action" is & sophism. He may make a distinction between the

"leap of faith"...and the "leap of action" but this "leap of |

action" actually presupposes a "leap of feith," It

presupposes my belief that there is a God, my faith that the

performance of a mitsvah will vouchsafe me an encounter with

Him. That is to say, my "leap of action" is not a leap from

nothing into something, but a leap from my already acquired

faith in God into an awareness that the Divine is revealed in

the Eatsvah. What is more, the kind of God I believe in must

be the kind of whom a priori I do not deny the possibility of

this form of revelation. Once I believe in such a God, the

"leap" is no longer such an athletic feat, nnd may even be

unnecessary. But if I do not believe, then the "leap of

action" becomes nothing more andjnothing less than a form of

experimentation with ceremonies.

We recall our discussion of this issue in the preceding chapter:
Does the leap of action require an initial faith? We noted Heschel's
view that the mitswah possesses retroactive power, and Merkle's
explanation that the mitswah can be antecedent of faith. One who does
not believe in God and performs a sacred deed may experience an epiphany
or be awakened to dormant spirituasl stirrings. As Merkle statea: "Even
though pious Jews believe that mitsvot are commanded by God, others may
see value in doing mitsvot prior to the belief that God commands them.
A n{i;ggg_gh is an antecedent of the act of faith inasmuch as its

performance may lead to the discovery of God."4
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Petuchowski anticipates this response and argues that it is
specious. His reasoning is as follows: given Heschel's understanding
of the divine origin of mitswoth and disdain for those who elevate form
over content, one who takes the leap of action without faith performs an
experiment, not a mitswah. Petuchowski is willing to concede that such
an experiment (which at this point has the status of a ceremony) may
ultimately lead to performing a mitswah. He notes the approach of Fr;nz
Rosenzweig was one of "travelling the long road to experimentation from

nothing to aomething.“5

Yet when the individual takes the leap of
action without a prerequisite belief in God--it cannot be viewed as a
mitswah, given Heschel's definition of this term. This type of action
without belief is at best a cerémony and at worat a motion void of
spiritual meaning. True, the ceremony may one day lead to a life of
faith, but at the moment of its inception it cannot be termed a

mitswah. It is clear that for Petuchowski, Heschel's positions on the
vapidity of ceremonies and the mitswsh as an antecedent of faith are at
odds with each other. Moreover, for Petuchowski, the idea of performing
a mitswah without believing in God |s fraught with contradictionms.

We noted throughout Chapter Five that Heschel's position on
halakhic requirements is never clearly spelled out. Given this
imprecision, Petuchowski raises another challenge: Since Heschel's view
of the mitswoth raflgcts a belief in a God of revelation who wills
certain ﬂﬁnan actions, how does modern man distinguish between those
halakhic requirements that are divinely ordained and those which are of
human origin?

A mitsvah, as Heschel understands it, is an expression or an

interpretation of the will of God. (He never really

clarifies this either/or aspect of the definition, thus
meking it possible for his theories to be adopted by Jews of
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varying shades of orthodoxy on the question of Revelation.)

To those who would ask whether God requires anything of man,

Heschel points out that if, as is generally conceded, God

requires us "to do justly, love mercy, and walk humbly with

Him," it is no more difficult to conceive of His requiring us

to hallow the Sabbath. For once it is granted that God

communicates His will, how gan we dare set limitations on His

power to make requirements? i

Petuchowski offers a related criticism when he discusses Heschel's
negative view of aesthetic form over content. Since Heschel does not
develop specific criteria for determining which aspects of halakhic
observance are God's will, and since he does not provide any specific
suggeatiéns to the uninitiated, one pondering the leap of action will
have the natural propensity to consider aesthetic issues. Moreover, "’

this is not necessarily negative. As Petuchowski notes: "Thus, though

the mitzvah of lulav may appeal to us, the mitzvah of spitting in front

of the man who refuses to mar}y his deceased brother's widow
(Deuteronomy 25:9) may very well not. In other words, we are
introducing into our consideration of mitzvah the very criteria which,
according to Heachél, would deprive a mitzvah of its essential character
and reduce it to the level of customs, ceremonies, and aynbola."7
According to Petuchowski, for a mitswah to be meaningful, there
must be a prerequisite amount of faith and/or thought. If one takes the
leap. of action without understanding why he is doing so, he is
performing a ceremony. This critic seems to be addressing the
contradictory aspects of the leap of action in order to underscore a
broader issue--religious observance and spiritual awareness cannot be
devoid of intellectual rigor or conceptual understanding. One who
performs & mitswah must understand why he is dgiﬁg 80. Likewise, fo;
spiritual living to have staying power intuition i; not enough; there

must also be cognitive understanding. As "Faith As The Leap Of Action”
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concludes: "There is danger in wallowing in the irrational. Moods are
in need of the corrective Reason, and Judaism in the 20th century, as
the late Erich Unger made so abundantly clear, cannot ;urvive if it
by-passes, and permits itself to be by-passed by, the constant

development of cognitive thought."8

Professor Marvin Fox shares Petuchowski's view that the leap of
action requires a prerequisite faith. Initially Fox notes that
Heschel's polemic against "mechanical observances” seems to belie his

"9 Moreover, Fox wonders how

view "we should do more than we understand.
actions void of content can be efficacious. As he states in "Heschel,
Intuition, and The Halakhah": "If a man performs deeds without any
sense of their spiritual significance whatsoever Hhow can they be
effective in leading him to God?...Without the commitment of faitp'; man
is most unlikely to undertake the performance of 'sacred deeds', and if
he should they will be mere posturings without any spiritua} effect.“10
At this point & question arises: when Heschel states, "There is a

| w11

way that leads from piety to faith, is he implying that one

performing "sacred deeds without any sense of their spiritual
significance whatsoever" will undergo a transformation? When Heschel
discusses the power éf the leap of action, does he imply that cynic and
heretic alike will discover God? Fox's criticism paints the leap of
action in bold strokes: the mitswah is depicted as almost magical, and
Heschel's outlook as naive. It is for the reader to decide ihether or
not Fox constructs a caricature of Heschel's view of the mitswoth. John
Merkle argues that when Heschel introduces the concept of the leap of
action as a path to God, Heschel does ;ot imply that the insincere will

somehow see the light, nor does he imply that “one lacking integrity”

-
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will discover God. Rather, according to Merkle, Heschel is addressing
those who harbor the sincere desire to find God but have not as yet.
Given this view, the individual who is not yet committed to & 1life of
faith, but takes the leap of action--is not an individual "performing
sacred deeds without any sense of spiritual significance whatsoever."
Rather, this individual has a "sense" or an inkling of the possibilities
which could lie ahead. For Heschel, the very act of taking the leap of
action demonstrates some type of religious commitment. The individual
who earnestly searches for God is expressing the seeds of faith. It is
these searching, yet uncommited individuals Heschel is ;ddreseing when
he describes the mitswah as a path to God. A; Merkle explainq:*

.+.His call for a leap of action is addressed primarily to

those who are slready striving for faith. He is calling upon

those who long for faith to do things faithful in order to

give faith a chance to flower. Performing mitsvot in the

hope of attaining faith ie like studying the Bible 'in the

hope of finding God. Neith?r need lack integri?y. 15n fact

Eoth are mitsvot, acts of piety in search of faith.

Fox expends considerable energy attacking both Heschel's theories
on intuition and the leap of action, yet this critic's most vociferous
disagreement with Heschel relates to the latter's conception of
halakhah. It is clear that halakhic requirements and detailed ritual
observances play a more prominent role in Fox's world-view than they do
in Heschel's philosophy of religion. As Fox states: "With all of Dr.
Heschel's repeated affirmations of the fundamental need for halakhah in
religious life, his qualifications and restrictions of the place of
halakhah undermine the effectiveness of his stand. Jewish tradition
devoted its major efforts to the development of halakhah without

qualifications or a;pology."13
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Fox objects to Heschel's stress on the primacy of kavvanah and

spontaneous outpourings of the soul as opposed to keva and religious

discipline. Fox believee that the Jew is required to observe halakhah,
yet he is not required to possess certain feelings. Heschel's stress on
kavvanah comes at the_expense of keva; his emphasis on inspiration
minimizes the importance of discipline and the value of commitment to
routine. "Is it necessary to go as far as Dr. Heschel in his absolute
requirement of spontaneity, burning religious feeling, and inner
devotion? Must we, in effect, scorn the piety of the vast numbers of
meticulously observant Jews because it is often routine and
mechanical?"14 (

Fox is correct in noting that for Heschel technical "obaervan?s‘ is
not enough; the individual is on a spiritual journey and halakhic
observance is seen as a means to a greater ends. For Fox, Heschel's
idea of the mitswah as a spiritual tool might represent the ;i.dsal
scenario, but it does not reflect current realities. Moreover, Heschel
does not appreciate all those ritually observant Jews who have no
"burning religious feeling." As Fox states:

I A Jew who lives in accordance with Halakhah has done all

that can be asked of him. Whenever he acts in response to

the mitzvah, he draws close to God, even if he never has a

mystical experience, even if he never knows the anguish of

craving for the divine presence and the transcendent joy of

breaking through the barriers. Professor Heschel seems to

underestimate the worth ?; the most prosaic fulfillment of

the divine commandments.

It is possible that part of Fox's problem with Heschel's view of
the mitswoth stems from the likelihood that these respective thinkers
. define this term differently. It appears that Fox approaches the term .

mitswah from a more traditional or orthodox stance than does Heschel.

- Fox is more of & literalist--thus the terms mitsvoth and halakhah appear

e N s e 2.0 SO ___----_;J
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to be synonymous for him. Heschel's definition of mitswah appears to be

broader and more multifaceted: for Heaschel the mitswah fuses together

halakhic observance, spiritual motivation; ethical and moral modes of

behavior, and issues of social justice. Hence for Heschel, the term

mitswah is more all encompassing than it is for Fox. As we noted

earlier, for Heschel observing the mitswoth involves more than
performing specified actions; it involves embracing an integrated wsy‘of
life. Further compounding the problem that Heschel's and Fox's
conceptions of the mitswoth are incongruous is an additional
consideration to which we alluded earlier, namely, Heschel does not
consider all halakhic requirements equally binding. Because Hea&hel
thinks certain halakhic understandings are of human origin and advocates
a "ladder of observance,” he defines pious behavior differently than
does For.

For Heschel, meticulous observance of halakhah, in-and-of itself,
is not necessarily a virtue. Moreover, his stance on "religious
behaviorism" and "pen-halachism" implies that an over-literalist
approach to the mitswoth is detrimental to spiritual growth. Thus
Heschel attempts to elevate the importance of agada, cleiming that it is
of equal value to halakhah. Fox objects vehemently to this approach and
accuses Heschel of breaking with normative Judaism. As Fox states:

While we applaud the skill with which he has explicated and

defended the often neglected Aggadah we must note that this

enthusiasm seems to have blinded him somewhat to the special

place of Halakhah in Judaism...

The greatest Jewish sages were, of -course, cognizant of the

importance of Aggadah and many of them made brilliant

contributions to aggadic literature. Nevertheless, they

consistently centered the bulk of their study and concern on

Halakhah. Their preference for Halakhah indieatefsthnt they
found in it far more than Professor Heschel does.
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For Fox, Heschel commits a grave error in viewing halakhah and
agadah on equal footing. For this critic, Jewish tradition mandates
«that halakhah be given precedence over agadah. It is interesting to
note that both Heschel and Fox quote the same tractate of Berakhot to
support their respective positions: "Since the day that the Temple was
destroyed the Holy One blessed be He has nothing in this world but the
four cubits of halakhah alone."‘T Fox uses this prooftext to illustrate
his con?ention—-halnkhic literature, according to rabbinic traditionm,
has consistently been given priority over agadic literature.18 Heschel,
axblains_thﬁ significance of this text quite differently:

Those who quote this passage [Berakhot 8a] as a statement, of

disparagement of agada fail to notice that the passage is

hardly an expression of jubilation. Its intentjon rather is

to convey profound grief at the fact that man's a¥§entivenesa -
to God became restricted to matters of halacha... {

Whereas for Fox, those who elevate agada and consider it on a par with
halskhah break with Jewish tradition, for Heschel, those who stress the
primacy of halakhah while diminishing the importance oflgggggg‘have lost
sight of théiapirit of Judaism. Moreover, Heschel believes that agada
needs to reclaim its once exalted status if Juda;sm hopes to avoid
"pan-halachism."” Heschel explains as follows:

The Torah is more than a system of laws; only a small portion
of the Pentateuch deals with law. The prophets, the Psalms,
agadic midrashim, are not part of halacha. The Torah
comprises both halacha and agada. Like body and soul, theyzo
are mutually dependent, and each is a dimension of its own.

+++To reduce Judaism to law, to halacha, is to dim its light,
to pervert its essence and to kill its spirit. We have a
legacy of agada together with a system of halacha, and
although, because of a variety of reasons, that legacy was
frequently overlooked and agada became aubaerviantzro
halacha, halacha is ultimately dependent on agada.” -

S TNENSNa——s
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Given Fox's and Heschel's respective interpretations of the roles
of halakhah and ﬂndah. these two thinkers understand the term mitswah
différently. Fox believes that Heschel minimizes the importance of
halakhah and ultimately fails to realize its spiritual value. Heschel
errs in viewing halakhah and agadas as diametrically opposing values. 1In
Fox's estimation, meticulous halakhic observance brings the doer
spiritual awareness. Heschel incorrectly assumes that certain technical

22 without value.

aspects of religious observance are "dry legalisms"
For Fox, even the most intricate and painstaking elements of Jewish law
have something to teach us. These aspects of halakhic observance are
attempts to infuse an awareness of God into the most mundane aapecté of
living. As Fox states at the close of his article:
In spite of his strictures Dr. Heschel will surely grant

that the talmudic discourse concerning "the ox which gored.

the cow” is not merely an arid discussion of certain

technical problems in the law of damages. It is the Jewish

way of concretizing thsjpresence of God in the most mundane
aspects of daily life.

)
In Chapter Two we examined Maurice Friedman's criticisms of

Heschel's intuitive epistemclogy. Friedman challenges lieschel's idea
that we are capable of distinguishing between subjective and objective
truths. We recall that Friedman posited the view that we have no
criteria for determining whether what we perceive as subjective
experience is transubjectively real. How can the individual determine
whether his intuitions point to objective universal reality? For
Friedman, Heschel's subject/object dichotomy is extremely problematic
because there are no guidelines to help us distinguish between inner
perceptions and external/universal truths. In a ginilar vein, Friedman

challenges Heschel's position on the mitswoth; this critic claims that
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we have no basis for determining those actions which reflect subjective
human needs as opposed to those actions which are genuine responses to
God's call.

Like Petuchowski, Friedman finds Heschel's distinction between
ceremonies and mitswoth problematic. Friedman initially notes that, for
Heschel, ceremonies "are conventional folkways which are relevant to
man" and mitswoth are "requirements of the Torah which are ways of
God."24 Thus Friedman believes that in Heschel's scheme ceremonies are
"subjective" and the mitswoth are “objective." Friedman's observation
on Heschel's subject/object dichotomy prompts the following question:

Ceremonies, like symbols, express what we think while the

mitsvoth express what God wills. This distinction seems of va

special importance as it applies to the motive for religious I

observance. What is done merely for the sake of keeping

alive the tradition or continuing Jewish culture and -~

civilization can hardly be called "religious” in any

meaningful sense of the term. But can one apply this

distinction with equal clarity to the content of the action

itself, so that one can say in each particular case, this
a subjac}iva folkway and that an objective command of God?

Friedman notes that Heschel's solution to thia problem seems to be
his stress on kavvanah, i.e.--his belief that the question is not "how

much" we observe, but "how" we observe. Yet Friedman finds this answer

evasive because it does not answer the question of how one distinguishes

between subjective ceremonies and God given commands.

If a 1little with Kavana is better than much without, then the
5ubjective/objaotive distinction that Heschel makes is not a
crucial one. The real question becomes whether our way of
life is not only part of a genuine dialogue with God, within
which boig subjective motive and objective law find their
meaning. .

The logical extension of Friedman's observation is that one man's
ceremony might very well be another man's mitswah. (For example: I

light the Sabbath candles to feel part of the Jewish community, whereas
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my mother lights the candles because she believes God wills such an
action.) Ultimately we are left with the problem: Is what determines
whether a given action is a mitswah as opposed to a ceremony dependent
on the motivations of the doer?

In Chapter Two we noted that Friedman finds Heschel's transition
from awareness of the ineffable to adoption of the mitswoth
problematic. An individual may perceive the sublime in nature; he may
even come to believe that this experience points to God, but does it
necessarily follow that he will Eccept the divinity of the Hebreyw
Bible? Moreover does an awareness of the ineffable negessarily lead to
a belief in the divine origin of the mitswoth?

.+.The modern Jew's sense of the ineffable does not :

necessarily lead him to follow Heschel in accepting the

prescriptions of the law as an objective order of divine

will. The presence of divine meaning in observance of the -

law comes to us through our very commitment to and

participation in that observance, writes Heschel. But if

those who'are not observant Jews do not now feel themselves

commanded by God to perform the law, how can they perform it

with integrity even on the strength of Heschel's assurance

that they shall w this to be God's will for them through

their observance?

Friedman's challenge provokes the following questions: How does

_Heschel's theory of the leap of action address those who perceive the
ineffable, and/or believe in God, but do not view the mitswoth as the
will of God? Are these individuals unable to fully understand the
natural steps one must take to progress in spiritual development?
Moreover, how does Heschel address thos& who engage in the leap of
action without believing that God commands thu to do s0? We recall
Merkle's response to this question. The search for God can be
understood as an act of faith. The individual who performs a sacred

.deed with the earnest desire to discover God does not lack integrity; in

Ee S =
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taking the "leap of action" this individual is "doing more than he
understands in order to understand more than he does."2"
Dr. Lou Silberman also attempts to respond to Friedman's critique
regarding Heschel's transition from awareness of the ineffable to
adoption of the mitswoth. According to Silberman: "Heschel does not

require the transition from the sense of the ineffable to Torah and

mitsvot. Indeed...these three ways are one; hence, each must be made

available for all are ultimately required.”29 Friedman responds
directly to Silberman's statement when he notes: "To say this is to
miss the central problem in Heschel's philosophy: the tramsition from

his general philosophy of religion to his specifit philosophy of
30

-

Judaism."C Although Silberman is correct in noting that, for Hehchel,
all three paths lead to God; Friedman's response, i.e. that Heschel's
ideas progress from the universal to the particular, seems to defeat the
former's Frgumant. One reading Heschel's theologyj1 cannot help but
notice t;e structure of his polemic--he begins with man's sense of
intuition which leads to an awareness of God; next he progresses to the
significance of the Hebrew Bible, and ultimately concludes with the
importance of sacred'desda. The sequential structures of Man is Not

Alone and God in Search of Man are deliberate--Heschel is attempting to

take his readers on a spiritual journey; this jourmey follows in a

progressive fashion. Silberman rightly observes that all three paths to

God are interrelated, yet ultimately Friedman's objection remains: it
=

is possible to adopt one of Heschel's three entrance-ways to the holy

without seeing the logical necessity of adopting all three paths. The

essential challenge to Heschel's theology, according to Friedman, is how
w32

to "build a bridge to Jewish law for those outside it.
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Harold Kasimow, auther of Divine-Human Encounter: A Study of

Abraham Joshua Heschel, is also critical of the leap of action.

Accordfng to Maurice Friedman, Kasimow's professor, "Divine-Human
Encounter... is, in fact, the first full-length scholarly study to be
published on Heschel's thought, the only other book being Franklin

Sherman's little The Promise of Heschel."33

Before examining the specific difficulties one encounters in
Kasimow's work, we turn to those legitimate objections he raises. In

Divine-Human Encounter, Kasimow presents Heschel's view of the mitswoth

in light of Friedman's and Fox's reservations. Kasimow opens this
discussion with an observation which is particularly apropos given the
aforementioned disagreement between Silberman and Friedman. rKaaimov
observes that although Heschel's three paths to God seem to progress in
an intended order, the third path or leap of action, can also serve as
an initial step to Heschel's divine-human encounter. Hence, although
the structure of Hepchel's polemical writings tends to proceed from the
i

general to the particular, e.g.,--from man's inherent intuitive
capacities to the Jew's need to perform mitswoth, the leap of action can
also be understood a8 a vehicle in-and-of itself, which leads men to the
holy dimension. Kasimow explains as follows:

Heschel's contention tﬁst "the mitevah is a aupréne source of

religious insight" helps us understand more fully the

interrelationship between the three different aspects of his

"path to God." The outline of God in Search of Man leads us
~ to believe that the path moves from the ineffable to the

reality of revelation and finally tc worship. Here, however,

the direction of the path is reversed. The mitsvot may, lead
man to sense the ineffable, then to the study of Torah.

We see that for Kasimow, like Silberman, the interrelationship of
Heschel's three paths is significant. Each path is Seen as a door to

the spiritual dimension, and all three paths are ultimately seen as
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interdependent. Hence, one who discovers God through performing a

mitswah, according to Heschel's scheme, will also come to understand

biblical philosophy, and intuition of the ineffable. Although Heschel
presents these three paths in a given order, this s;quenca is not
written in stone. The key issue is man's journey towards God; one man's
starting point might be the world of nature, while another might
discover God through the leap of action. What is essential for Heschel
is that ultimately the spiritually aware embrace all three entrance-ways
to God.

We recall Fox's objections to Heschel's approach in Cyapter Two.
All three of Heschel's paths to God, according to this critic, are
dependent upon intuition. Man must initially intuit that there is a
reason for him to pessess faith before he is capable of embracing any
one of Heschel's three entrance-ways to the holy. Similarly,
Petuchowski posite [the view that the cornerstone of Heschel's theory of
the mitswoth is faith. Hence the questions these critics raise, and
Friedman and Kasimow attempt to address are: Does Heschel present the
reader with three discrete paths (or vehicles) to the holy? Or, are all
three paths dependent on some other underlying concept, i.e. faith or
intuition? Moreover, does acceptance of one of Heschel's three paths
logically bring about an understanding and/or acceptance of the other
two? The problems these critics introduce focus on issues of logic: if
all three paths to God depend upon my need for faith and/or intuition--
isn't the leap of action a spurious concept? (vitimately it is fha leap
of faith I must take.) Moreover, for Friedman, the link between man's
avareness of the ineffable and acceptance of the mitswoth is never

firmly established. As Friedman explains:

— e e
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Heschel's philosophy does not offer the non-observant modern
Jew sufficient links to enable him to make the tramsition, or
"leap of action,"...from the universally human sense of the
ineffable to an acceptance of the sacredness of Jewish law in
which the ggice of God becomes identified with objective
tradition.

Kasimow's discussion of the leap of action attempts to address
these very questions. Moreover, this expositor pays special attention
to Friedman's criticism of the leap of action. Kasimow presents his
discussion of the leap of action as follows. "Is it conceivable that
Heachei, the man of aggadah, is asking us to take thé 'leap of action'
before we attain inner devotion?"36 Next he cites Heschel's view that

"3T \nat follows is the

"there can be acts of piety without faith.
conclusion that:

Heschel would concur with Friedman that the Jew who does not
feel commanded by God to perform the mitsvah does not perform
them with integrity. Nevertheless, despite the lack pf
integrity Heschel insists upon the "leap of action."

Initially &Le is prompted to ask if Kasimow is correct in stating that
Heschel would "concur with Friedman" that the "Jew who does not feel
commanded by God to perform the mitsvah" and does so--lacks
"integrity." As John Merkle states in his review of Kasimow's work:

...Kasimow is wrong to suggest, with Friedman, that deed
before devotion implies action without integrity. Heschel
calls for a leap of action, realizing that only those who
suspect that action may be valuable and who seek to attain
faith through that action will take the leap...Also, the fact
that in other contexts Heschel implies that yearning for
faith, itself, & matter of faith suggests that when Heschel
speaks of taking the leap of action to attain faith he means
perhaps that the leap itself is the beginning of faith which
may lead to a life of faith. Thus we can understand
Heschel's statement, not qu§§°d by.Kasimow, that 'the way to
faith is the way of faith.' -

Heschel does not believe that those who' perform sacred deeds in order to
discover God lack integrity. The earnest seeker will benefit by - 2

engaging in a life of piety since deeds promote faith.

——
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A secoad question raised by Kasimow's interpretation of Heschel
relates specifically to the former's understanding of the term
"integrity." Heschel does not use the term "integrity" in the context
of the modern or non-observant Jew searching for faith. Rather
Heschel's discussion of integrity relates to those individuals who
succumb to egotistical impulses. Specifically, Heschel's discussion of
integrity is devoted to those who are committed to God but experience

w40 Lhen attempting to perform mitswoth. Hence there is

"alien thoughts
a difference between the individual who does a mitswah without believing
it is the will of God, and the individual who performs s mitswoth for
selfish or self-aggrandizing purposes. Kasimow ddes not consider the
leap of action as an antecedent of faith and/or as a revitalizingfforce
during emotionally barren times. Heschel's discussion of integrity,
however, takes place within the context of the nature of good and evil;
it does rot address the problems of the doubter or modern Jew who is
striving }or God.

Kasimow's discussion of the leap of actior is directly linked to
Heachel's views of gcod and evil. Kasimow treats Heschel's concepts on
the leap of action anﬁ "doing more than we understand,” and his theories
of “the confusion of good and evil," as if they were one-and-the-same.
True, these two categories have certain similarities, but their
respective emphases is different. Kasimow implies that Heschel
advocates performing the mitswoth "without integrity" because of his
"Kabbalistic" notion of the relationship between good and evil.
Immediately after Kasimow's statement that "despite the lack of

41

integrity, Heschel insists upon the leap of action,"” he states (within

the same paragraph):
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An examination of his important article "Confusion of Good
and Evil" focuses [sic] clearly on the problem and meets the
questidn of integrity itself in a new way. In this article,
profoundly influenced by Kabbalistic and Hasidic thought,
Heschel argues that even the saint cannot perform the
commandments with complete integrity. In support of his
contention he cites the Jewish mystical view:..."that in this
world neither good nor evil exists in purity, and there is no
good without the ture of evil or evil without the
admixture of good." P

One reading Kasimow's interpretation of Heschel might easily come
away with certain erroneous assumptions. Firstly, Kasimow's own
discussion of the leap of action and subsequent juxtaposition of
Heschel's statement on evil is misleading. Kasimow's statement "in
support of his [Heschel's] contention" implies that Heschel's view of
evil is in some way related to those who perform mitswoth vithou;
bélieving in God. It should be noted that Heschel's essay "The

Confusion of Good and Evil"™ in The Insecurity of Freedom addresses

Reinhold Niebuhr's theology. The specific quotation cited by Kasimow is
actually used by Heache% to contrast the views of good and evil in
Jewish mysticism with Niebuhr's persPective.43 Moreover, although
Heschel's essay on "The Confusion of Good and Evil" does addréss man's
commitment to the mitswoth, it does not address the plight of the modern
man who is in search of God. Rather, the problem Heschel addresses in
this essay is "Who can be trustful of his good intention; knowing that
under the cloak of kavvanah there may hide a streak of vanity?"44
Kasimow equates essential tenets of Heschel's thought: the "leap
of action" as an antecedent of faith, the "confusion of good and evil,"
and its corollary the "problem of integrity.” Heschel's premise of the
' "leap of action" as a path to deity addresses those who lack faith but
seek God. The mitswah or leap of action is a means of developing faith

as well as a reflection of faith. With the exception of Kasimow, other
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critics have attacked Heschel's logic on this issue. Kaaiﬂov, however,
claims that Heschel's leap of action allows for those who "lack
integrity” to perform mitswoth, ergo Heschel's "Kabbalistic" view of
good and evil is the influence underlying his leap of action. Hence
Kasimow understands those modern Jews to whom Friedman refers, as
individuals involved in "the confusion over good and evil."” Kasimow
fails to realize that the concept of the "leap of action" is directed
towards the retroactive power of deeds and is directed towards those uhé
are searching for God. Heschel'suyi;w of integrity, in
contradistinction to the leap of action, addresses those who' have found
God--but at times feel overwhelmed by egotistical toncerns. The 1at}er
concept is directed towards those who lack a prerequisite faith in(ﬁod,
whereas the former concept addresses those who have found God but lost
sight of Him.

Qur discussion in Chapter Five concluded with Heschel's conceptions
of prayar;ithe Sabbath, and social action. We noted that these three
examples of piety, in Heschel's scheme, are manifestations of the leap
of action. We now turn to those criticisms which addresses these three

aspects of Heschel's thought.

In "Abraham Joshua Heschel and Prayer,"” Father Edward A. Synan

criticizes Heschel's understanding of the purpose of prayer. According

to this critic, Heschel's complete disdain for "utilitarian""s goals

renders petitionary prayers meaningless. As Synan states:

Is it really true, as Heschel holds, that when we pray our
needs are only incidentally fulfilled, that our petitions are
answered only in the sphere of the spirit? I camnot help
saying that here he is not faithful to his own people's
glorious tradition. Was it only incidental when Israel
prevailed over Amalek so long as Moses lifted up his hands to
implore God's help (Ex. 17:8-13)7...In excluding the praygr
of petition I am afraid Heschel shortens the hand of God.™
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Synan:a criticism inspires questions. Does he interpret Exoduﬁ
17:8-13 more literally than Heschel? The implication of Synan's
criticism seems to be that God "answers" prayers. As Synan complains,
"So little utilitarian is prayer that Heschel excludes on principle the
possibility of an 'answer' to prayer, at least in the natural order."47
It is possible that in Heschel's scheme Synan's observation "shortens
the hand of God." Indeed, any assumption that God directly responds to
petitionary prayers presents a number of problems in terms of divine
justice and theodic}.

Heschel and Synan seem to have different understandings of the
purpose of prayer. In Heschel's essay "The Spirit of Prayer," it is
never suggested that one who is suffering or in need of help should not
implore God. Yet it must be noted that Heschel's stress, unlike
Synan's, is that one prays to "gain insight,"” not concrete advantages.
As Heschel states, "pr1yer has the power tc generate insight; it often
endows us with an understanding not attainable by speculation. Some of
our deepest insights, decisions, and attitudes are born in moments of

48 While Heschel never implies that the petitionary prayer is

prayer."
invalid, he does imply that seeking a concrete response is futile. The
purpose of prayer, according to Heschel, is to "know before whom you
stand,”‘g to enter the holy realm, to "meet" the divine. Prayer is not
fruitful when its purpose is to elicit "answers" to problems.

Clearly Synan and Heschel conceive worship differently. Synan
aergues that Heschel's concept of prayer does not allow for
"'interference' in thé natural order of things."’C It must be
understood that although Heschel's understanding of deity is

supernatural, his understanding of prayer is not; in Heschel's scheme

ilthszag—t;__ai-;iiiii-i-a-‘I--.T“ — CHE—— -
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there is not a quid-pro-quo relationship between man's petitions and
God's intervention in human affairs. Though Heschel believes that God
reacts to man and intervenes in his life, he does not hold that God
becomes involved in human affairs "on demand.” As Heschel concludes in
"The Spirit of Prayer":

I do not refer to any supernatural events or any scholarly
discoveries. I refer to countless moments of insights which
can be gained from communing with individual words. I refer
to the mystery that the same word may evoke ever new
understandings when read with an open heart. I refer to the
mysterions fact that happens in the heart of one person
conveys itself to all others preaent.510ne single individual
may transform the whole congregation.

For Heschel the power of prayer becomes manifest within the individual.

(
Moreover, the inner transformation one gains through prayer has the

potential to influence others. For Synan, a belief that God is a
concerned and caring partner necessarily implies that He responds

directly to man's prayers.

In the preceding éhapter we discussed Heschel's view of the Sabbath
and his understanding of time and space. We noted that for Heschel,
time is understood as God's infinite realm whereas space is man's finite
dimension. While man has no control over the passage of time, he does

possess the ability to acquire things in space. Heschel explains his

views on time and space in his essay "Architecture of Time"52 as

follows:

Time, is that which is beyond and independent of space, is
everlasting: it is the world of space which is perishing.
Things perish within time; time itself does not change. We
should not speak of the flow or passage of time, but of the
flow or passage of space through time. It is not time that
dies; it is the human body which dies in time. Temporality
is an attribute of the world of space, of things of space.
Time which is beyond,sgpm is beyond the division into past,
present, and future. ,
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Hence for Heschel, observing the Sabbath is man's attemp£ to sanctify
time--it is our human recognition of the eternal dimemsion. Given

Heschel's understanding, the Sabbath is an opportunity to turn our

attention from the tangible world of space to 'the eternal world of time.

In an editoria1,54 Dr. Trude Weiss-Rosmarin, challenges Heschel's
conceptions of time and space. Initially she notes that Heschel's
time/space dichotomy "rests on untenable premises and is supported by
faulty propa."55 More specifically, Dr. Weiss-Rosmarin objects to
Heschel's view that space is not God's holy realm. The following
observation characterizes the tome of her critique:

{

There is no proof whatsoever for this theory [that Judaism :

conceives of God as being in time and not in space], which is ¢

presented as a not to be questioned fact by Dr. Heschel. But
the evidence of the most authoritative Jewish sourcén\provee

on the contrary that Judaism identifies God with space, viz.,

the usage of makom--space--as a synonym for God in the

Mis 6Talnud, medieval literature, and colloquial Hebrew

speech.

Heisaégoamarin feels Heschel's differentiation between time and
space is not only contrived, it also breaks with normative Jewish
tradition. According to this critic, both time and space belong to
God's realm. Any aaaulﬁtion that there is a hierarchy of sanctity in
regard to time and space is erroneous. A factual analysis, according to
Weiss-Rosmarin, does not hold that "Judaism is a religion of'tino.“s7

Heschel responds directly to Weiss-Rosmarin's attack in his article
"Space, Time, and Reality.'58 He argues that Judaism's understanding of
a transcendent God is consistent with ite elevation of time over space.
Moreover, the tendency of equating God with space, according to Heschel,
was & Greek innovation. As Heschel explaini::

The Greek philosophers were endeavoring to account for thinge

in a way quite different from the manner of the Hebrews.
They sought to find the causes of things within the phenomena
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themselves rather than in the will of some external power.

They sought to know the mechanisms of nature rather than the

will of the God who governs nature.

The doctrine of imposed law leads to the monotheistic

conception of God as edsentially transcendent and only

accidentally immanent; while the doctrine of the immanent law

leads to the pantheistic doctrine °f5§°d as essentially

immanent and in no way transcendent.

Heschel's response is interesting for a number of reasons. Again
we are faced with the question: Should Greek philosophical concepts be
understood within the context of "normative Judaism"? We recall those
critics who challenged Heschel's "God of Pathos" also accused him of
breaking with mainstream Jewish ideas. Specifically, Heschel's
rejection of the "God of the Philoaobhera”--was accused of being
inconsistent with post-biblical understandings of God. Heschel, on the
gther hand, claimed that those who accepted Greek conceptions of deity
were not "authentically Jewish.” The question underlying the
aforementioned debate is: What is "authentically" Jewish?

Similarly, the exchange between Weiss-Rosmarin and Heschel can be
distilled into the question: What is n*fmati?e Judaism? Another aspect
of Heschel's response which prompts attention is his stress on the
"essentially transcendent" nature of God as opposed to the "accidentally
immanent" nature of deity. One familiar with Heschel's "God of Pathos"
and his rejection of the "Unmoved Mover" might question the overall

consistency of his approach.

In "Abraham Joshua Heschel's 'Biblical Man'..." S. Daniel Breslauer
attempts to analyse Heschel's political involvement from a sociological
point of view. Breslauer's article is based on his unpublished doctoral
dissertation, "?he Impact of Abraham anhua Heschel as Jewish Leader in

the American Jewish Conlunity."so According to Breslauer, Heschel
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struck a responsive chord ir the American Jewish community preciaeiy
because of the ambiguity of his theology. The average-ﬁetish American

during the 60's was confused and searching for an identity; Heschel's

61

equivocal philosophy spoke to the "undifferentiated American.” The

following passage is characteristic of Breslauer's understanding of
Heschel: "The outstanding characteristic of Heschel's presentation is
its ambiguity. Tha;e is & vacillation between the emphasis on the
uniqueness of Biblical man in contrast to other religious viewpoints and

~
the demand for the .adoption of Biblical religiousness by all modern

men. Behind this ambiguity is an interesting ambivalence.“62

Breslauer conceives of Heschel's "ambiguity" as an eassnti{al
component in his political appeal. Because Heschel's terminology and
actions could be interpreted differently by a variety of individusla.‘he
was a "symbolic leader" who attracted a diversity of groups. As

Breslauer states:

i
While Heschel's ambiguity reflects, on one level, &
psychological ambivalence, on another level a sociological
ambivalence is also present. Institutions and social
conventions are essential in creating and maintaining a
political following. Yet, leadership must appeal to a
broader audience than its original limited powerbase.
Heschel's political leadership, while at first restricted to
a group of committed radicals, emerged as an influence on the

" entire community. This was possible because of the
ambivalence which he finds in prophetic politics. While
potentially radieal, Ege prophet’'s inwardness makes his
radicalism ambiguous.

Although Breslauer is not a hostile critic, his analysis of Heschel
implies that the latter neither clearly define; his politics nor his
theology. Moreover, it is Heschel's lack of ideologibal precision that

‘caused him to gain popularity. For Breslauer, Keacﬁol'é "ambiguity"”
allowed Americans who were groping for an identity to project their own

uncertainty onto his "symbolic 1eadetnh1p."64
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. Although Breslauer's thesis is interesting, it is methodologically
unsound. Firstly, neither his dissertation nor any of his subsequent
articles make use of any surveys or atatistica; data regarding Heschel's
influence on American Jewry. Hence the reader has no means to assess
the "impact of Heschel's leadership." Secondly, Breslauer asserts that
Heschel's political followers were familiar with his views on prophetic
theology--this assertion is in no way substantiated. Finally, Breslauer
never tells us why he believes the "prophet's inwardness makes his
radicaliaﬁ ambiguous."

According to Heschel, the prophets’' political stapces were anything

#

but ambiguous. Moreover, there is no reason to assume that the (

|

qualities of inwardness and radicalism need be at odds with each other.
As Heschel states:
Prophetic utterance is rarely.cryptic, suspended between God
and man; it is urging, alarming, forcing onward, as if the
words guﬁied forth from the heart of God, seeking entrance to
the heart and mind of man, carrying a summons  as wg%l as an
involvement. Grandeur, not dignity, is important.
The prophet faces a coalition of callosness and established
authority, and undertakes to stop a mighty stream with mere
words. Had the purpose been to express great ideas, prophesy
would have had to be acclaimed as a triumph. Yet the purpose

of prophesy is to conquer callousness, tgschlngn the inner
man as well as to revolutionize history. (Emphasis mine.)

Although Breslauer's theories as to why Heschel's social activism
attracted adherents are interesting, they are hypothetical.
Particularly weak is his assumption that those who sympathized with
Heschel's political stances did so for theological reasons. As Jakob
Petuchowski remarked in an interview: “It-wan.ironic that many who
respected Heschel's theology and academic advancements did not support

his political views. It is also probable that those who admired his
67
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Notes to Chapter Six (cont'd.)

Moreover, it is poorly written, and his theses are unclear. The
following two examples characterize the problems one encounters when
perusing Breslauer's dissertation.

While the poetic force of his writing was admitted,
few found his theology acceptable or viable. His
attitude toward prayer and ritual was idiosyncratic
nor did he exert a definitive influence on attempts
to reformulate the liturgy. (Breslauer's
Dissertation, p. 1.)

Heschel's ability to reach a student population is
revealed by an event that occurred in 1970.

Shortly after the Kent State killings Heschel was
called to speak at a certain university. The
campus had been split by the disturbances. Faculty
and students were at odds among themselves. Yet
after Heschel's talk the atmosphere calmed...
(Breslauer's Dissertation, p. 41.)

The two aforementioned quotes reflect the weak scholarship that
plagues Breslauer's work. In the case of the first citation, the{reader
is never given any substantial reasons as to why he should accept
Breslauer's assumption that Heschel's attitude "toward prayer and ritual
was idiosyncratic." Moreover, one familiar with Heschel's writings and
biography is well aware that Heschel never attempted to "reformulate
liturgy." Heschel was concerned with philosophy and theology--not
liturgy. He wanted individuals to pray, yet he was not interested in
rewrit the content of prayers. The second citation also illustrates
the type of imprecise references which abound in Breslauer's
dissertation. Why doesn't Breslauer tell us where this "certain
university" was located? Why doesn't he give vs the details of what
transpired? The reader is left with little more than hearsay.

61Breslauer, "Abraham Joshua Heschel's 'Biblical Man' in Contextual
Perspective" in Judaism... 25, No. 3, p. 344.

621b1d., p. 342.

63 1bia.

64 1pid.

65

Heschel, The Prophets 1, pp. 6-7.
66 o

Ibid. Il pp. 16-17 .

67Petuchoiski Interview, Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati, Ohio,
December 12, 1988.
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Chapter Seven: RESPONDING TO HISTORY

In the preceding chapters we examined Heschel's three entrance-ways
to the holy dimension: man's intuition of the ineffable, man's
perception of the divine-human reletionship and awareneas of the "God of
Pathos,” and "meeting" God through the leap of action. After each
discussion of Heschel's thought, we examined those criticisms which were
germane and attempted to explore some of Heschel's responses. Certain
tensions reappeared throughout our discussion: the polarity between
intuitive experience and rational speculation, the conflict between the
"God of Pathos” and the "God of the Philosophers," and opposing views as
to whether cognitive thought necessarily precedes sacred deeds. We noted
that underlying the aforementioned contentions between Heachel and his
critics were the broader questions: Must a "philosophy of Judaism"
incorporate rational inquiry into its scheme? For a theology of Judaism
to be viable, need it include the "God cf the Philosophers?" And
ultimately, how do we define "normative Judaism?" 1In response to this
last question we noted that HLschsl'a view of "biblical philosophy”
maintains that several Greek innovations are not "authentically Jewish."
Heschel's critics, however, maintain that the Jewish philosophic
tradition necessarily includes these Hast#rn intellectual developments.

In this chapter we will discusa three of Heschel's works not

previously mentioned in this thesis: Israel: An Echo of Eternity, The

Barth is the Lord's, and Mainonides: A Biography. Although these works

include several tenets of Heschelian thought previously discussed, their

respective foci are different. Unlike Man is Not Alone, God in Search of

Man, and Who is Man?, these works are not primarily theological

expositions. Narrower in scope, these works aim at presenting a specific
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historical subject to Heschel's readership. Hence the criticisms these
works inspire are not as far-reaching as those noted in the preceding
chapters. In general, criticisms related to these three works focus on
issues of historical veracity and methodological cogency--not on broader

theological questions.

Isrsel: An Echo of Eternity

We begin this chapter with Israel: An Echo of Eternity for purposes

of contrast. In the preceding Chapter we closed with a discussion of The,
Sabbath and Heschel's views on time and space. We noted that
Weiss-Rosmarin faulted Heschel's view that time is in the holy/divine

realm while space is in the corporal/finite dimension. We noted
{

Heschel's response: Judaism is a religion of time. As Bruce Graeber

\

explains:

Heschel, however, maintains that time is holy, simply because
it ie exclusive of and apart from space and matter, the raw
materials of the physical world...

Hesche';y believes that via time space is able to reveal its
innate holiness. The works of creation contain the potential
for holiness. And it is from the perspective of time that
the material aspects of creation are transformed from the
realm of potential sanctity to an active manifestation of
holiness.

Heschel's perapecti%ea on time and space as reflected in The
Sabbath are stressed here because they stand in sharp contrast to those

expressed in Israel: An Echo of Eternity. The Sabbath, written in

1953, is a very different work from Israel: An Echo of Eternity which

was written in 1967. The latter book was written in response to the
Six-Day War, and, unlike The Sabbath, stresses the sanctity of space.
The following quotation is characteristic of the tone of Israel: An

Echo of'fterniglz
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There are moments in history which are unique, moments which
have tied the heart of our people to Jerusalem forever.

These moments and the city of Jerusalem were destined to
radiate the light of the spirit throughout the world. For
the light of the spirit is not a thing of space, imprisoned
in a particular time. Yet for the spirit of eruanlsl to be
cvn;,uhnrn, Jerusalem must first be somewhere.“ (Emphasis my
own

In Stranger At Home..., Neusner remarks on the opposing views

Heschel conveys in his earlier and later works. Neusner contrasts The

Sabbath and Israel: An Echo of Eternity as follows:

In his later years, Heschel became deeply impressed with the
holiness of place, not time, and spoke of the Wall and of
Jerusalem in terms reminiscent of the way in which he
described the Sabbath, our "cathedral in time." That is a
measure of the age in which he wrote, of deep engagement in ~
holy land, holy space. Indeed, I think his argument in The
Sabbath stands at one extreme, in its stress on the _
centrality of the vertical line, of time, and that in
Israel: An Echo of Eternity stands at the other, in its
emphasis on the predominance of holy space, of the land:

3

Thougp Neusner's observation is not negative, it raises questions
as to the overall consistency of Heschel's approach. Indeed there are
different ways of interpreting the changes in Heschel's perspectives on
time and space. On the one hand, his views might be seen as
contradictory; yet on the other, Heschel's writing can be seen as
responding to the issues of his time. Giveﬁ its historical context,

Israel: An Echo of Eternity can be understood as a reaction to the

events of Heschel's day.
Richard J. Neuhaus discusses the situation that prompted Heschel to

write Israel: An Echo of Eternity in Worldview Magagzins. He notes both

Heschel's motivations for this work as well as his subsequent
reservations. According to Neuhaus, Heschel was disappointed that
Israel was not a priority in activist circles, and he thus felt

compelled to addréss this issue. As Neuhaus states:
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That the Middle East was never really on the action agenda of
Clergy and Laity was & disappointment to Heschel, but he
understood better than most the depth of the differences that
precluded a united approach toward Israel among all who
opposed the Vietnam War. After the "Six-Day War" Heschel

visited Israel and wrote his Israel: An Echo of Eternit;r.4

Neuhaus notes that "in some quarters the book was criticized as a
veritable call to holy war...“s Moreover, Heschel recognized that there
were perhaps grounds for such a negative reaction: "Heschel felt hurt
by the failure to understand that his writing about Israel was not, in
any conventional sense, an essay on the ethics of international
relations but a theological statement regarding Israel's role in God's
designs in history. He privately granted that he head/ perhaps not been
as careful as he might have to mske this distinction clenr.“6

Israel: An Echo of Eternity is a difficult book to evaluate.

Some, like Neusner, will compare it to The Sabbath and contrast the
respective depictions of time and space. Others, like Neuhaus, will

L]
focus on the political realities of the time in which Heschel wrote and

view Israel: An Echo of Eternity as a response to the exigencies of his

day. It should be noted that although Heschel's views of time and space
were subject to change, hia moral and ethical principles remained
constant throughout his life. As Neuhaus notes:

Nor did Heschel credit for a moment the argument popular in
some circles that American Jews should, in order to secure
Administration support for Israel, mute their protest against
U.S. policy in Indochina. He viewed such an acceptance of a
"trade-off" as unspeakably immoral and felt that those who
suggested it would turn American Jewry into a political
party. This was offensive to his whole understanding of the
Jewish people, who had been entrusted with the Law in order
to witness against evil in a way entirely i?different to any
- interest except that justice might preyail.

The Barth is the Lord's

Israel: An Echo of Eternity was not the first book Heschel felt

compelled to write in response to the world-historical situation.
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Earlier: in 1949, as a reaction to the overwhelming ravages of the
Holocaust, Heschel wrote his memorial to Eastern European Jewry--The

Earth is the Lord's. Like Israel: An Echo of Eternity, The Earth is

the Lord's also aroused criticism from some quartara,lalbeit for

different reasons. In The Earth is the Lord's, Heschel pays tribute to

a once vibrant community by stressing what he understands to be its
outstanding contributions to Judaism. Those who criticize this work do
80 on the’grounda that his portrait of Eastern European Jews, while
touching, is historically inaccurate.

Heschel's depiction of Eastern European Jewry atrsaaes‘tha piety,
learning, and beauty of the Ashkenagzic community. There are two

subjects that The Earth is the Lord's does not touch upon: the internal

-

schisms and ignoble features of life in the shtetl, and the Nazis' total
destruction of the Eastern European Jewish community. Some have faulted
Heschel for these gmiasions, while others have been critical of his
over-glorification of shtetl life. In an interview Saﬁual Dresner
discussed Heschel's aversion to discussing the "dark side of Judaism" in
general and the Holocaust in particular. "He believed that after the
Holocaust we were practically dead and therefore to dwell on our
failings would be counterproductive."C
Heschel's conception of Ashkenaszic Jewry and shtetl life is that it
equaled if not surpassed the Golden Age of Sephardic life in Spain. The
following excerpt reflects much of the sentiment expressed in The Earth

is the Lord's:

What distinguishes Sephardic from Ashkenagzic culture is,
primarily a difference of form rather than a divergence of
content. It is a difference that cannot be characterized by
the categories of rationalism versus mysticism or of the
speculative versus the intuitive mentality. The difference
goes beyond this and might be more accurately expressed as a

k
|
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distinction between & static form, in which the spontaneous
is subjected to strictness and abstract order, and a dynamic
form, which does not compel the content to conform to what is
already established. The dynamic form is attained by subtler
and more direct means. Room is left for the outburst, for
the surprise, for the inatantaneoga. The inward counts
infinitely more than the outward.

One reading Heschel's account of the differences between Sephardic
and Ashkenazic Jewry is immediately reminded of his distinctions between

keva and kavvanah, and halakhah and agada. In The Earth is the Lord's,

Lord's:

Heschel identifies those aspects of Judaism which he views positively
and which permeate all of his writings with the Eastern European
community. Moreover, rational speculation and the Greek tradition,
modes of thinking which are not close to Heschel's heart, come to be
identified with Sephardic Judaism. Critical of Heschel's approach,

Milton Hindus states the following in his review of The Earth is the

It is Heschel's thesis that a revision of nomenclature is
necessary in Jewish History. The "Golden Period," according
to him, was not that of Spain and Sephardic Jewry but of the
Ashkenazic culture of Eastern Europe. It is this thesis
which must now be subjected to criticism...Basically true as
Heschel's picture probably is, it now seems upon second
thought a little too idyllic, too much without shadow. Above
all, wve must judge more fairly that Sephardic Jewry which, in
the interesfﬁ of his theme of panegyric, he somewhat
downgraded.

In assessing this criticism a few questions arise: Can Heschel be
legitimately faulted for depicting only the positive aspects of a
destroyed community? In a sense he was eulogizing a lost civiligation;
would it have been appropriafe to discuss its more negative traits?
Horedvar. by streassing those spiritual elements which Heschel considered
to be of lasting contribution, is Heschel more faithful to the
perpetuation of Jewish values than he would have been had he discussed

those ignoble and “"dark features?" In response to this question Samuel
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Dresner raises an interesting issue. While acknowledging that Heschel
can be "faulted"'' for his Hasidic apologetics and tendency to "stay
clear“12 of discussing the negative elements of Eastern Buropean Jewry,
he questions the motives of those who seek to convey a bleaker picture.
"The reader and the student must submit the final verdict as to the
relative reliability of those who sought for whatever reasons, to
portray a different and more coften negative picture than did

w13 In an interview, I asked Dresner about this statement, and

Heschel.
he replied that if we admitted that Heschel's account of European Jewry
was accurate, our sense of loss and desolation would be

incapacitating.14

In a positive review of The Earth is the Lord's, Herman Kieval

concurs with Dresner. Moreover, he believes that Heschel's elevation of

the Ashkenazic community's contribution to Judaism is well founded. As
i

Kieval states:

0f course, there are some Jews who refuse to get excited over
the gigantic loss. You will find them among the Israelis,
you will find them here in America. They read Dr. Heschel's
book and they say: "Very pretty and very sad. But over
sentimental. A 'pious fraud!' We mourn the criminal murder
of these brothers but we cannot summon up too many tears over
their way of life which has ceased to exist. It was boorish
and crude, narrow and ghettoish..."

But it is the contention of Dr. Heschel, strongly supported
by Maurice Samuel and other profound observers, that the
heritage of the Jews of Europe ranks with the heritage of the
Prophets and the ancient rabbis and that our generation, in
which this culture disappeared, has the historic task of
finding nous.ggy to take it over and transmit it to future

generations.’
Hence for Kieval, Heschel's depiction of the Jews of Eastern Europe

is not distorted. Rather, Heaschel is restoring and transmitting the
contributions of a community, a community whose loss many fail to

mourn. It is interesting to note that in the case of European Jewry, as
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in the cases of "biblical philosophy,” and the "long neglected agada,"
Heschel attempts to restore and elevate certain Jewish values and
ideals, which he feels have been inadequately appreciated. Heschel's
detractors accuse him of subjectivity, whereas his defenders believe
that he is preserving truths which we are in danger of forgetting.

We noted earlier, that The Earth is the Lord's was Heschel's

memorial to those who died in the Holocaust. Yet Heschel does not
discuss the Nazi's atrocities in this work. How do we interpret such an
omission? While so many historians and theologians focus on the
barbaric details and tortuous depthe of suffering and lo;s, Heschel's
writings do not directly address these issues. Perhaps Heschel's stresQ
on the perennial teachings and spiritual beauty of Eastern Eurdpean
Jewry was the most productive response one could offer. Jacéﬁ Neusner's

evaluation of The Earth is the Lord's is novel. Claiming that Heschel's

"immortal Kaddish"16 is more potent than the theology which emerged from

w17

the "'after Auschwitz' school, Neusner states: "For there is surely

a contrast between the dignity and hopefulness of Heschel, who had
suffered and lost but endured, and the bathos and obsession of those

who, thirty-five years later, want to speak of nothing but transports,

gas chambers, & million abandoned teddy bears, and the death of God."18

Maimonides

The ardent and passionate dedication to study and
scholarship which had dominated him since the days of his
youth and which had resulted in immortal works now gave way
to another exclusive dedication: the healing of the sick,
the momentary relief from suffering of mortal men. He
continued to respond to inquiries and to compose some
corrections of earlier writings, but found no time to carry
out any major design after the last chapters of The Guide of
the Perplexed...Indeed, he seems to have given more years of
his life to the healing of the sick than to his most
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important work Mishneh Torah, the code of law, which took ten
. years of labor. The Last Days of Maimonides," The
Insecurity of Freedom, Heschel)

During the last years of his life the tremendous genius and
knowledge of Heschel could have been expended on the great
works that he had planned. He wanted to write his book on
the Baal Shem Tov--which he never did. He wanted to write
his great book in which he would restore Biblical categories
to modern thought in the place of Greek and German
categories. Hé wanted to do so much. He wanted to compile a
Hasidic anthology, like the midrash, incorporating agadic
thinking, etc....Yet what did he do? He spent his time on
Vietnam and on the blacks and so forth; on social issues--
many of which, I, and other friends of his, thought were not
deserving of the amoypt of time. (Interview with Samuel
Dresner on Heschel.)

No student of Heschelian thought can read his works on Maimonides
without sensing certain similarities between the author and his \
subject. Indeed, many of Heschel's conceptions of the Rambam seem to
parallel his own life and théight. It is therefore both intriguing and
ironic that Maimonides's name is often invoked by those critiéal 6f

Heschel's theology. Heschel's early scholarship was devoted to a

philosopher whose theory of negative attributes and stance on

anthropomorphigl would later be used as ammunition against the_"God of
Pathos."

For Heschel, the Rambam was a scholar who experienéed an inner
transformation, a transformation which culminated in the latter's desire
to elevate deeds over intellectual exploration. The following passage
reflects Heschel's Maimonides:

At the heights of his life, he turned from metaphysics to

medicine, from contemplation to practice. That was

Maimonides last transformation: from contemplation:to

practice, from knowledge to imitation of God. God was not

only the object of knowledge, He was the Model one should

follow...The observation 1and absorption in concrete events
replaced abstract viewing.

. -

P - - st
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Dr. Barry Kogan challenges the historical veracity of Heschel's

interpretation in his review of Maimonides: A Biography. Kogan states

that "his persistent attempt to reveal the personal dimension of the
Rambam's thinking essily slips into eisegesis and even
misrepresentation."z2 Just as Berkovits accuses Heschel of creating God
in his own image, Kogan faults Heschel for remaking Maimonides according
to his own predilections. As Kogan states: "At times, Heschel's
depiction of the Rambam's views tends to reflect his own. Maimonides,
as it were, becomes 'Mymonides,' and the resulting exposition becomes z
peculiar mixture of fact and fiction."23
Kogen cites specific examples of what he beliesves to be
misrepresentations of the Rambam on Heschel's part. Heschel's

understanding of "negating atiributes of God."24

w25

according to this

critic, is based upon an incomplete “proof that is not “properly

tranaleted."EE Moreover, Heschel's understanding of "pathos" in

relation to Maimonides's cosmology is particularly flawed. Kogan's
ecritique of Heschel on this point reflects the former's view that
Heschel attributes his own theological conceptions to the Rambam.

Heschel, to be sure, developed a theology of pathos in
connection with his interpretation of the prophets, but it is
quite mistaken, if not bizarre, to suggest that the universe
that found its likeness and echo in Hﬁimanides's own
character was in any sense pathetic.
*
Despite Kogan's criticisms, he concludes his review by stating that

"Heschel's Maimonides offers us a readable, informed, and often

absorbing account of a life that still has much guidance to offer the

w28

perplexed of this and every sage. Jakob Petuchowski offers a similar

appraisal of Heschel's work. While implying that Heschel's biography of
the Rambam reflects the former's theological views, he also notes that

it is "extremely sensitive and perceptive.“29
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Heschel's biography of Maimonides is of interest to any student of
Heaschelian thought. Though it is open to certain questions of
historical veracity, it foreshadows many tenets of Heschel's theological

development. Written when Heschel was twenty-eight, Maimonides: A

Biography points to the direction of Heschel's later and more evolved
thought. Petuchowski notes that Heschel's Maimonides "might better be
thought of as the man who, time and again, used his ratio in order to

define the limits of reason."30

We recall Heschel's conception of a
"philosophy of religion": “Its task is not only to examine the claim of
religion in the face of philosophy, but also to refute the claim of
philosophy when it presumes to become a substitute for religion, .to
prove the inadequacy of philosophy as a religion.“31 ‘

Another unfolding theme found in Maimonides: A Biography which

later comes to fruition is the idea that God is not the "object of
cognition.” 1In Heschel's discussion of Rambam's transformation and
"Imitatio Dei" we see the seeds of his later conceptions of both fhe
"God of Pathos' and the leap of action or "doing more than we

understand." Hence, Maimonides: A Biography provides imsight to all

those interested in Heschel's intellectual and theological evolution.

Israel: An Echo of Eternity, The Earth is the Lord's, and

Maimonides: A Biography contain many themes which appear and/or are

further elaborated upon in Heschel's other theological writings. While

sharing certain points of similarity with Man is Not Alone and God in

Search of Man, each of the three workas must also be viewed as a discrete

reflection of Heschel's thought process. Each one of the three volumes
attempts to address a specific historical reality and/or human example

of piety. Hence, though certain concerns manifest themselves in all of
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Heschel's writings, his scope of interest and overall knowledge of
Judaism was so vaat, it behooves the reader to look beyond points of

overlap. « Those elements which are unique to each one of Heschel's works

must be recognized.
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Chapter EBight: CONCLUSION

Having examined the major tenets of Heschel's thought and hia
criti;a' responses, this thesis will conclude with a few personal
reflections. How can we understand the debate between Heschel and those
vho oppose him? 1Initially we note that Heschel's pélemic is a critique;
“"depth theology" seeks to dismantle certain ingrained philosophical and
theological belief systems. Although Heschel seldom attacks specific
individuals (the notable exceptions being Spinoza and Mendelssohn), his
"philoscphy of Judaism" challenges several conventional perspectives.
For example, those who perceive of God as an Idea, i.e., followers of
Hermann Cohen, and those who understand God as a natural and/or
impersonal force, i.e., followers of Mordecai Kaplan, would in ell
likelihood oppose Heschelian concepts. Moreover, individuals who adhere
to the "death of God" school and adherents of Richard Rubenstein's
"After Auschwitz" theology wuuld probably find Heschel's "God of Pathos"
objectioneble. On the other hand, adherents of Martin Buber, and those
vwho embrace vnrie;iea of mysticiem might be sympathetic to Heschel's
views. Hence, Heschel can be seen as an advocate of a supernatural
theology which incorporates mystical, existential, and phencmlenolt::g:i.n:'.a].'I
elemente. Heschel's God is both transcendent and immanent; He is a
pefaonal, caring, and feeling deity; yet at times He is "hiding" from
man.

Although Sol Tanenzapf and Arthur Cohen argue that Heschel's
theology resembles Whitehead's and Hartshornme's process theology, I
believe that "depth theology"” is a synthesis of certain prophetic and
hasidic conceptions. Heschel's understanding. of God is panentheistic,

and his understending of human suffering resembles the hasidic idea of
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tsimtsum, i.e. God must withdraw from the world in order for man to
express his freedom and creativity.

Given Heschel's understanding of God‘git is easy to understand why
none of his critics are mystics, disciples of hasidie schools of
thought, and/or religious existentialists. Rather, Heschel's critics
tend to subscribe to either ome of, or & combination of, the following
schools: Naturalism, Humanism, Idealism, Skepticism, and/or some
configuration of rational metaphysical philosophy. Levi Olan's
observation epitomizes the perspective of many of Heachel's critics:

His earlier work Dr. Heschel subtitles "A Philosophy of

Religion." This was an unfortunate mistake, for if words are

to have values, Man is Not Alone was certainly not a

philosophy of religion. It was a meditation about God

interrupted by some clever aphorisms and some not so '

clever...It is at this point that the author [Heachal] joins

the band of modern theologians who resent the appellation

"anti-rational," yet concegtrste their heaviest fire upon the
rational faculties of man. .

Given this contextual understanding of Heschel and his critics, the
following question emerges: Does Heschel present his readers with a
"philosophy of reiigion?" Are Heschel's critics correct in assuming
that one who elevates intuition over reason, criticizes rational
speculation, and creates new categories of meaning, cannot be termed a
"philosopher"? Moreover, does a mystical understanding of deity
précluda a "philosophy of religion"é Heschel's critics believe that for
a philosophy (and a theology) to be efficacious it must pay tribute to
rational speculation and/or the "God of the Philosophers.” Moreover,
certain thinkers, Ben-Horin being the most notable example, dismiss any
system which exglta intuition. It is my position that such assumptions
are counter-productive. If we adhere to Heschel's critics' definition

of "philosophy" we are forced to dismiss countless thinkers. Indeed

-4
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Plato's and Plotinus's theories of intuition would prove untenable for
critics like Ben-Horin. Moreover several religious thinkers such as
Soren Kierkegaard, Karl Barth, Rudolf Otto, Paul Tillich, and Martin
Buber would also have to be dismissed.

The problem with Heschel's critics' definition of "philosophy" is
that it does not justify the dismissal of intuition, ﬁor does it prove
the superiority of rational speculation over insight. Indeed,
Cherbonnier is correct in asserting that Heschel and his adherents are
equally jus.ified in offering their own definition of "philosophy."
Given this view, Heschel and his adherents could claim that those
thinkers who fsil to incorporate intuitive epistemologies into their
systems are not legitimate "philosophers.” We recall Petuchowski's .
critique of Heschel. This critic calls for a philosophy uhich does
justice to both Ratio and Pathos. Petuchowski calls for a philosophic
understanding which harmonizes the "God of the Philosophers" with ihe
"God of the Prophets.” The ramifications of this perspective are
clear: those who (fhere exclusively to Ratio and the "God of the
Philosophers" can justifiably be attacked by Heschel and his followers

for ignoring "pathos" and the "God of the Prophets.” It ie my

perspective that if Heschel's critics wish to effectively prove that he

is not a "philosopher” they cannot do so by asserting that for a
"philosophy" to be tenable it must consist solely of rational
speculation and/or arrive at the "God of the Philosophers.”

L -

I would argue that it would have been far more effective for

Heschel's critics to concede that Heschel does offer "a philosophy of

religion” and then challenge it on different grounds. For example, what

are the potential dangers and abuses of a philosophic system based upon
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intuition? What were the historical consequences of such systems in the
past? To Ben-Horin's credit, he attempts to draw parallels between
intuitive systems and totalitarian regimes; yet he never effectively
proves that Heschel's specific ideas are similar to authoritarian and
Fasciet mind-sets. Another effective attack might be to demonstrate
that the "God of the Philosophers" is superior to the "God of Pathos.”
Berkovits asserts that this is the case, yet he never offers us any
proofe as to why his understanding of deity is beneficial. As Steven
Katz states in his critique of Berkovita:
There is a curious blindness attached to Berkovits's appeal
to the Medievals. He notes that Maimonides rejected the
attributes of emotional predicates to God on the
philosophical grounds of God's immutability. To make such
attributions would challenge God's immutability and hence His
perfection according to Maimonides's inherited notion of
perfection. What Berkovits fails to apprecidte is that the
notion of perfection here %nvolved is perhaps inappropriate
and needs to be rethought.
Had Heschel's critics not been content to harp on his definition of

"philosophy,” and had they offered more attractive alternatives to

“"depth theology,” I believe they would have been far more effective.
Lnotger fundamental problem with the analyses of many of Heschel's
critics relates to the tendency to see Heschel as a "straw man." Few of
Heschel's opponents conmsider the overall body of his work. Rather,
those who attack Heschel tend to pinpoint issues which often reflect the
formers' personal polemics. It is hard to tell whether the critics had
specific axes to grind with Heschel or whether they had personal
shibboleths that they wanted to express. For example: Ben-Horin, a
Reconstructionist th}nker. devoted hies energy to attacking the concept

of the ineffable. It should be noted that his critiques of Heschel and

. o ¥
Buber are almost 1dentibq1.4 Eugene Borowitgz, a Reform theologian,
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offers & critique of "Orthodox" views of revelation. Moreover, Marvin
Fox, an Orthodox thinker, stresses the importance of the mitswoth in his
critique of Heachel. The reader who follows the exchange between
Heschel and his critics emerges with the question: Are these criticisms
unigue to a critique of Heschel or do they reflect the polemical views
of certain denominational perspectives? It should be noted that
Petuchowski, Kaufman, and Friedman do not fall into the same trap as the
aforementioned critics. The latter group, considerably less vociferous
in their criticisms, tends to be more balanced in their respective
analyses of Heschel. Petuchowski, Kaufman, and Friedman were careful
to present both the strengths and weasknesses of Heschel's theology;
hence, these thinkers did not come across as partisan to any particular
religious denomination.

My own criteria for eveluating the efficacy of a "philosophy of
religion" differs considerably from many of Heschel's critics. To my
mind the following gquestions are important when evaluating a
"philosophy.” Does the thinker present us with ideas which can be
practiced? Moreover, I fiéd Kent's Categorical Imperative important
when evaluating s given philosophical perspective: Can the propnsed
philosophical principles be universally applied? (What would society be
like if everyone practiced Heschel's ”ﬁhilosophy'?) Given my
predilections, Heschel provides us with a temable "philosophy of
religion."

Unlike those critics who tend to focus on singular elements of
Heschelian thought, Merkle and Rothschild consider the vast body of
Heschel's writing in their analyses of Heschel. These expositors argue

that Heschel presents a coherent world-view. I agree with this
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perspective for the following reasons. Firstly, if one accepts
Heschel's suppositions, his aystem-iﬁ‘ﬁ%gent. It follows logically that
one who believes in the "God of Pathos" will be motivated to. take the
"leap of action." 1If one believes that God suffers and is in need of
maen's help to being about redemption, does it not follow that he will
behave accordingly? Hence Heschel's “philosophy" has serious ethical
ramifications.

A comparison between Heschel and Berkovits is instructive. If I
accept Berkovits's view that God is an unfeeling "Wholly Other" who does
not intervene in human history, why should I pray, perform the mitswoth,
and/or atteqpt to approach Him? It is interesting to note that
Heschel's critics never attempt to discuss the ethical remifications of
their respective God-concepts. For example, what are the practical
consequences of Arthur Cohen's conceptions? I believe that Cohen and
Ben-Horin would offer more effective critiques of Heschel if they could
demonstrate their theological views inspire ethical modes of behavior.
For example: Because God does not intervene in the affairs of man, we
are obligated t& behave ethically and respomsibly--i.e., since God
cannot "save" man, he must "save" nimself. O0f course, such an
assumption would obligate one to prove that ethical behavior is
beneficial regardless of God's existence. (For example, ethical
behavior promotes happiness, social order, etc.) Heschel's system, if
considered on its own terms, is consistent. Initially Heschel
establishes a purpose for existence, next he discusses the divine-human
relationship, and ultimately he proposes an ethical mode of conduct

which is consonant with his first two assumptions.
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The second reason why I believe Heschel's thought is tenable
relates to the Categorical Imperative. Heschel's theories, if
universally applied would be advantageous. It is unfortunate that
Heschel's critics did not pay more attention to the practical

applications of Heschel's views as expressed in The Insecurity of

Freedom. This series of essays addresses a variety of social and
ethical problems and advocates practical solutions which are directly
linked to Heschel's theology. Heschel discusses the crises of his
time: racism, discrimination against the elderly, materialism, the
alienation of youth, etc. Heschel seeks to do more than enhance the
reader's awareness of these problems; he seeks to engage him in tikun
olam.

In order to accomplish his goals Heschel relates his social
concerns to his theological understanding. Man, created in the image of
God, has a responsibility to his Creator. The divine-human relationship
requires man to become directly involved in the process of restoration.
Hence, belief in a "God of Pathos" requires us to become actively
engaged in the llleviation of human suffering. Heschel's theological
system requires the individumsl to do more than think; he must act
ethically. For Heschel this means fight social injustice and behave
compassionately. Hence, one who "practices" Heschel's “philosophy of
religion” is obligated to actively fight human degradation--i.e., help
the sick and elderly, advocate universal human rights, speak out on
behalf of Soviet Jewry and other oppressed groups, etc. Heschel's
theology attempts to put certain prophetic ideals into practice. "Depth
Theology" addresses concrete human behavior from & theological

perspective. One who accepts the "God of Pathos,” i.e., a God who
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suffers with man and seeks tikunm olam, is obligated to assume ethical
responsibilities. What are the practical ramifications of Heschel's
critics” world-views? Indeed it would have been beneficial for the
reader to be pregsented with the practical ramifications of naturalistic,
humanistic, and impersonal God-concepts.

It can justifiably be argued that Heschel's critics are not
obligated to present the reader with practical alternatives to
Heschelian thought. Perhaps they are only required to point out
gpecific problems and/or express personal reservations. Yet it is my
position that the most effective refutation of & given philosophy should
do more than tear down and destroy, it should also replace the system it
seeks to debunk with a superior one. 1 believe that Heschel followed
this principle in establishing his "philosophy of religion." Not only
did he atteck the Greek categories and certain philosophical
assumptions, he also replaced them with his own innovative system which
was based upon prophetic thinking. Heschel's critices do not assign
themselves a very difficult task. They simply point to his "philosophy"
and note that it dismisses chdrished assumptions; yet they do not
attempt to prove that these assumptions provide a superior world-view
and/or motivate a more ethical system of behavior. Hence it is not
enough to say Heschel dismisses Maimonides's theory of negative
attributes; it must be demonstrated that Maimonides's theory surpasses
"biblical philosophy."

Although it is my opinion that Heschel offers a cogent "philosophy
of religion," 1 am cognizant of certain weaknesses. Although there is =
logical progression between Heschel's "God of Pathos" and his call for

the "leep of action," his view of intuition is problematic. We recall
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that before Heschel presents his view of deity in God in Search of Man

he discusses the perception of the ineffable. Initially man intuits
that the "meaning behind the mystery" points to the divinme. Heschel
introduces his view of the ineffable by establishing that man senses
“wonder" in the world of nature. I do not believe that it logically
follows that one's sense of wonder and/or intuition of the ineffable
necessarily requires an acceptance of the "God of Pathos." Indeed one
might intuit a divine presence in the world of nature and/or experience,
and emerge with a totally different God-concept than the one Heschel
offers. The pantheist, nature-mystic, and followers of Spinoza all
perceive the divine in nature, yet they do not perceive a transcendent
deity. Tﬁough I believe this is a problem for Heschel, I do not think
that it is insurmountable. "Biblical philosophy" justifiably argues
that the "God of Pathos" is "authentically Jewish" by presenting
prophetic consciousness as archetypal. Moreover, Heschel qffera seversl
examples within Jewish tradition which conceive of the "God of Pathos.”
I would like to conclude with a final observation about Heschel,
the man. Onesof the most intriguing aspects about his personality was
his ability to "practice what he preached." Heschel's life and
activities reflected his intellectual convictions. It is common to hear
of philosophers, theologians, and social activists, who dichotomize
_ their lives and idess. Biographies often destroy society's idols--i.e.,
we read of Chandi's sexism or Martin Luther King's extra-maritsal
affairs. Yet Heschel's consistency transcended his writings; his life
reflected his values. As Samuel Dresner stated, "Heschel was the kind

wd

of man he wrote about. Heschel's academic pursuits and his personal

life went hand-in-hand. His activities were directed toward the goal of
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improving the world. Unlike so many modern heroes, Heschel's life was
not ridden with contradictions, nor did he ever follow an "ends justify
the means" approach. Pinchas Peli relates a wonderful personal vignette
vhich reflects Heschel's dpproach to life.6 Peli was considering
getting his doctorate in Ugaritic and consulted Heschel about his

plans. According to Peli, Heschel opened up & "bottle of Schnapps or

1 8 For two hours Heschel and

whiskey"' and said, "Let's drink L'chaim.”
Peli drank and discussed Ugaritic. Heschel continually made statements
like: "I am sure that in your childhood you always dreamt that someday
you're going to write about Ugaritic Traditions. It's great that you
can fulfill your life's dranm.”9 Peli stated repeatedly that this was
not his “life's dream" but that he wanted a union card and a good
teaching job. Yet Heschel continued to repeat these words throughout

10

"their conversation. Peli states, "I didn't catch on..." Finally

Heschel concluded with the statement: "I1'm thinking. You know while I

am thinking about your doctorate, I think you are doing the right thing--

you're getting your union card, and this will probably change the

wil

world. Within a few days Peli deci&;d to write his thesis with

Heschel on prayer.




Full bibliographical details of
the works quoted here will be found in

the Bibliography.

s T i e —— g ———

. |



Notes To Chapter Eight

1Lanrence Perlman, Abraham Heschel's Idea of Revelation,
Phenomenologically Considered, (Waltham, Mass.: Brandeis Upmiversity,
unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, 1987). Perlman argues that Heschel is a
"piilosopher"” because he follows Husserl's "phenomenological program.”

2Lavi A. Olan, Review of Heschel, Man's Quest Por God..., in
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Katz, Review of Berkovits, Modern Philosophies of Judaism, in
Tradition... 17, No. 1, p. 126.

4Ben-Horin, "Martin Buber's 'Absolute Personality'" in Judaism...
6. NO. 1. ppn 22‘30-

5Drennsr, Interview, Union Theological Seminary, August 30, 1988.

6Pinchas Peli, Prayer and Politice: The Twin Poles of Abraham
Joshua Heschel, ed. Joshua Stampfer, pp. 52-62.

7

Ibid., p. 55.

8bid.

Irbid.
101014,

11I]:!i.d., p- 56.




Bibliography

Anderson, Bernhard W. "Coexistence with God: Heschel's Exposition of
Biblical Theology." In Abraham Joshua Heschel: Exploring His Life
and Thought, Ed. John C. Merkle, pp. 47-65. WNew York: Macmillan
Publishing Company, 1985.

Ben-Horin, Meir. "Via Mystica." The Jewish Quarterly Review, N.S., 45,
No. 3 (January 1955), 249-258.

. "The Ineffable: Critical Notes on Neo-Mysticism." Jewish
Quarterly Review, 46, No. 4 (April 1956), 321-354.

. "Martin Buber's Absolute Personality.” Judaism, 6, No. 1

(Winter 1957), 22-3%0.

. "The Ultimate And The Mystery: A Critique of Some
Neo-Mysticel Tenets." Jewish Quarterly Review, 51, No. 1 (July
1960), 55-71 and 51, No. 2 (October 1960), 141-156.

Berkovits, Elieger. "Dr. A.J. Heschel's Theology of Pathos."
Tradition, 6, No. 2 (Spring-Summer 1964), 67-104; rpt. in Eliezer
Berkovits, Major Themes in Modern Philosophies of Judaism, pp.
192-224. New York: KTAV Publishing House, 1974.

Borowitz, Eugene B. A New Jewish Theology In The Haking Phlladelphls.
The Westminster Press, 1968.

. Choices in Modern Jewish Thought: A Partisan Guide. New
York: Behrman House, Inc., 1983. '

. Phone interview. August 4 and 5, 1988B.

Breslauer, S, Daniel. "Abraham Heschel's Distinction Between Theology
and Depth*Theology." CCAR Journal, 21, No. 3; Issue Number 86
(Summer 1974), 81-87.

. "The Impact of Abraham Joshua Heschel as Jewish Leader
in the American Jewish Community." Diss. Brandeis 19?4” \

. "Abraham Joshua Heschel's 'Biblical Hap in Contextual
Perspective.” Judaism, 25, No. 3 (Summer 1976), 341-344.

- The Ecumenical Perspective and the Modernization of Jewish
Beligion. Ann Arbor, Michigan: The Scholars Press, 1978.

Bridges, Hal. American Mysticism: From William James to Zen. New
York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1970.

Cherbonnier, E. LaB. "A.J. Heschel And The Philosophy of The Bible:
Mystic or Rationalist?" Commentary, 27, No. | (January 1959), 23-29.

. "Heschel As A Religious Thinker." Conservative Judaism,
23, Ho. 1 (Pall 1968), 25-39.




Cherbonnier, E. LaB. "Heschel's Time Bomb." Conservative Judaism, 28,
No. 1 (Pall 1973), 10-22.

3

Cohen, Arthur A. The Natural and the Supernatural Jew: An Historical
and Theological Introduction. New York: Pantheon Books, 1962.
[Paperback edition, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964.]

Davies, W.D. "Conscience, Scholar, Witness." America, March 10, 1973,
213-215.

Dresner, Samuel H. "Abraham Joshua Heschel Ten Years After His Death.”
Conservative Judaism, 36, No. 2 (Winter 1982), 4-8.

. "The Contribution of Abraham Joshua Heschel." Judaism, 32,

No. 1 (Winter 1983), 57-69.

., ed. The Circle of the Baal Shem Tov: Studies in Hasidism.

By Abraham Joshua Heschel. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1985.

. ""Heschel the Man." In Abraham Joshua Heschel: Exploring
His Life and Thought, Ed. John C. Merkle, pp. 3-27. New York:
Macmillan Publishing Company, 1985.

. "The Vital Center.” Unpublished Paper delivered at Jewish
Theological Seminary, November 10, 1986.

. Personal interview. Union Theological Seminary, New York,
August 30, 1988.

Fackenheim, Emil L. Review of God in Search of Man. Conservative
Judaism, 15, No. { (Fall 1960), 50-53.

Fox, Marvin. “H@achal, Intuition, and The Halakhah." Tradition, 3,
No. 1 (Pall 1960), 5-16.

. "Heschel's Theology of Man." Tradition, 3, Nos 3 (Fall
1966), 79-84.

Friedman, Maurice. “Toward A Philosophy of Judaism." Conservative
Judaism, 10, No. 2 (Winter 1956), 1-10. =S

. Review of EEE in Search of Man. The Journal of Religion,
37, No. 1 (January 1957), 53-55.

. "Liberal Judaism and Contemporary Jewish Thought."
Midstream, 5, No. 4 (Autumn 1959), 16-28.

. "Abraham Heschel Among Contemporary Philosophers: From
Divine Pathos to Prophetic Action." Philosophy Today, 18 (Winter
1974), 293-305.

-



Friedman, Maurice. "Divine Need and Human Wonder: The Philosophy of
Abraham J. Heschel." Judaism, 25, No. 1 (Winter 1976), 65-78.

. Abraham Joshua Heschel AND Elie Wiesel: You Are My
Witnesses. New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1987.

Gertel, Elliot B. "Rereading Abraham Joshua Heschel."” Review of
Merkle's The Genesis of Faith. Jewish Spectator, 53, No. 1 (Spring
1988), 45-49.

Gottschalk, Alfred. "Abraham Joshua Heschel: A Man of Dialogues.”
Conservative Judaism, 28, No. 1 (Fall 1972), 23-26.

Graeber, Bruce S. "Heschel And The Philosophy of Time." Conservative
Judaism, 33, No. 3 (Spring 1980), 44-56.

Halevi, Judash. The Kugari. Trans. Hartwig Hirschfeld. George
Routledge and Sons, Ltd., 1905: rpt. New York: Schocken Books,
1964 .

Hartman, David. The Breakdown of Tradition and Quest for Renewal--
Reflections on Three Jewish Responses to Modernity: J.B.
Soloveitchik, M.M. Kaplan and A.J. Heschel. Montreal, Quebec:
Canada: The Gate Press, 1980.

Herberg, Will. "Space, Time, and the Sabbath." Review of The Sabbath.
Commentary, 13, No. 6 (June 1952), 610-612. -

Heschel, Abraham Joshua. Maimonides: Eine Biographie (German).
Berlin: Erich Reiss Verlag, 1935. English edition: Maimonides:
A Biography. Trans. Joachim Neugroschel. New York: Farrar, Straus,
end Giroux, 1982.

. "The Holy ?1menaion.' The Journsl of Religion, 23, No. 1

~ (January 1943), 117-

. "The Quest for Certainty in Saadia's Philosophy." The
Jewish Quarterly Review, N.S., Volume 33, Numbers 2 and 3 (1943)
263-313; rpt. New York: Philip Feldheim, 1944.

e . The Earth Is the Lord's: The Inner World of The Jew In
Eastern Europe. New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1949.

- Man is Not Alone: A Philosophy of Religion New York:
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, Inc., 1951 .

« The Slbbath* Its Meaning for Modern Man. New York:
Farrar, Straus, end Giroux, 1951.

. "Architecture of Time." Judaism, 1, No. 1 (January 1952),
44-51.



Heschel, Abraham Joshua. "“Space, Time And Reality: The Centrality of
Time in the Biblical World-View." Judaism, 1, No. 3 (July 1952),

. "The Divine Pathos: The Basic Category of Prophetic
Theology." Judaism, 2, No. 1 (Januvary 1953), 61-67.

. "The Spirit of Prayer." Proceedings of the Rabbinical
Assembly of America, 17 (1953), 151-215.

. "Toward an Understanding of Halacha." Yearbook, The
Central Conference of American Rabbis, 63 (1953), 386-409.

. Man's Quest for GCod: Studies in Prayer and Symbolism.
New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1954.

» God in Search of Man: A Philosophy of Judaism. New York:
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1955.

. "Depth-Theology." Cross Currents, 10, No. 4 (Fall 1960),
31 7-325 -

"Should the United Synagogue of America Join the World
Zionist Organization? NO!" The Torch, 19, No. 1 (Winter 1960); also
in Proceedings (of) the 1959 Biennial Convention (of) the United
_ Synagogue of America, pp. 76-85; rpt. in Roads to Jewish Survival,
Ed. Milton Berger et al., pp. 330-342. New York: Bloch Publishing
Company, 1967.

. The Prophets. New York: Harper and Row, and Philadelphia:
The Jewish Publication Society of America, 1962. tPaperback edition
in 2 iola; New York: Harper Torch Books, Vol. I, 1969; Vol. 1I,
1971.

. Who Is Man?. Stanford, California: Stanford University
Press, 1965.

- The Insecurity of Freedom: Essays on Human Existence.
New York: Schocken Books, 1966.

. "No Religion is an Island." Union Seminary Quarterly
Review, 21, No. 2, Part 1 (January 1966), 117-134.

. "The Moral Outrage of Vietnam." 1In Vietnam: Crisis of
Conscience, by Robert McAfee Brown, Abraham J. Heschel, and Michael
Hovak, pp. 48-61. New York: Herder and Herder, 1967.

+ rWhat We Might do Together." Religious Educationm, 62
(March-Apfil 1967), 133-140.

. "From Mission To Dialogue?"” Conservative Judaism, 21, Ko.

3 (Spring 1967), 1-11.




Heschel, Abraham Joshua. iirael: An Echo of Eternity. New York:
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 1968.

« A Passion For Truth. New York: Farrar, Straus, and
Giroux, 1973.

Heschel, Susannah. Phone interview. August 3, 1988.

Hindus, Milton. Review of The Earth is the Lord's and The Sabbath.
Conservative Judaism, 20, No. 1 (Fall 1965), 69-74.

Jacob, Walter. "Philosopher and Poseq: Some Views of Modern Jewish
Law." In Liberal Judaism AND Halakhah, Ed. Walter Jacob, pp.
73-110. Symposium in honor of Solomon B. Freehof. Pittsburgh:
Rodef Shalom Press, 1988.

Kaplan, Edward K. "Form and Content in Abraham J. Heschel's Poetic
Style." CCAR Journal, 18, No. 2 (April 1971), 28-39.

. "Towsrd a Poetics of Faith." Response, 5, No. 1 (Spring

1971), 44-46.

. "Three Dimensions of Human Fullness: Poetry, Love and
Prayer.” Judaism, 22, No. 3 (Summer 1973), 309-321.

. "The Spiritual Radicalism of Abraham Joshua Heschel."
Conservative Judaism, 28, No. 1 (Fall 1973), 40-49.

. "Mysticism and Despair in Abraham J. Heschel's Religious
Thought.” The Journal of Religion, 57, No. 1 (January 1977), 33-47.

. "Heschel's Poetics of Religious Thinking." In Abrsham
Joshua Heschel: Exploring His Life and Thought, Ed. John C. Merkle,
pp. 103-119. "New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1985.

Kasimow, Harold. Divina—HdLan Encounter: A Study of Abraham Joshua
Heschel. Washington, D.C.: University Press of America, Imnc., 1979.

Katz, Steven T. Jewish Philosophers. New York: Bloch Publishing
Company, 1975.

. "Elieger Berkovits and Modern Jewish Philosophy." Review
of Berkovits, Major Themes in Modern Philosophies of Judaiam.
Traditiod, 17, No. 1 (¥all 1977), 92-133.

Kaufman, William E. Contemporary Jewish Philosophies. New York:
Reconstructionist Press, 1976.

Kieval, Herman. Review of The Earth is the Lord"s. Conservative
Judaism, 7, No. 3 (April 13951), 25-30.

Kogan, Barry S. Review of Maimonides: A Biography. Journal of Reform
Judaism, 30, No. 4 (Fall 1983), 70-73.




Lookstein, Joseph H. "The Neo-Hasidism of Abraham J. Heschel."
Judaism, 5, No. 3 (Summer 1956), 248-255.

Merkle, John C. "Abraham Joshua Heschel and the Divine-Human
Encounter.” Review--Essay on Abraham Joshua Heschel by Byron Sherwin
and Divine-Human Encounter: A Study of Abraham Joghug_uéschel by

« Harold Kasimow, Judaism, 30, No. 3 (Summer 1981), 369-374.

. "Tradition, Faith, and Identity in Abraham Joshua Heschel's
Religious Philosophy." Conservative Judaism, 36, No. 2 (Winter
1982), 13-24.

. The Genesis of Faith: The Depth Theology of Abraham Joshua

Heschel. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company? 1985.

. "Heschel's Theology of Divine-Pathos." 1In Abraham Joshua

Heschel: Exploring His Life and Thought, Ed. John C. Merkle, pp.
-83. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1985.

Neuhaus, Richard J. "Connections: Abraham Joshua Heschel." Worldview,
(February 1973), 4-6.

Neusner, Jacob. “Faith in the Crucible of the Mind." America, March
10, 1973, 207-209. I

. Stranger At Home: The Holocaust, Zionism, and American
Judaism. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1981.

Niebuhr, Reinhold. "Masterly Analysis of Faith." Review of Man is ot
Alone. New York Herald Tribune Book Review, April 1, 1983y 12.

Olan, Levi A. Review of Man's Quest for God. Judaism, 4, No. 2
(Spring 1955), 180-182.

Peli, Pinchas Lt al. Prayer and Politics: The Twin Poles of Abraham
Joshua Heschel. Portland, Oregon: Institute for Judaic Studies,
1985.

Perlman, Lawrence. "Abraham Heschel's Idea of Revelation,
Phenomenologically Considered.” Diss. Brandeis 1987.

Petuchowski, Jakob J. "Faith As The Leap Of Action: The Theology of
Abraham Joshua Heschel." Commentary, 25, No. 5 (Masy 1958), 390-397.

. Review of Who Is Man?. CCAR Journal, 13, Ro. 5; Issue
Number 53 (April 1966), 89-90.

. "Problems of Reform Halacha." In Contemporary Reform
Jewish Thought, Ed. Bernard Martin, pp. 105-122. Chicago:
Quadrangle Books, 1968,

- Understanding Jewish Prayer. New York: KTAV Publishing
ﬁouse. Ine., 1972.




Petuchowski, Jakob J. "In Memoriam: Abraham Joshua Heschel." Words
spoken at the Sheloshim Observance, Hebrew Union College,
Cincinnati, January, 1973.

Rotenstreich, Nathan. "On Prophetic Consciousness.” The Journal of
Religion, 54, No. 3 (July 1974), 185-198.

Rothséhild, Fritz A., ed. Between God and Man: An Interpretation of
Judaism from the Writings of Abraham J. Heschel. New York: The Free
Press, 1959.

. "God and Modern Man: The Approach of Abraham J. Heschel."
Judaiem, 8, No. 2 (Spring 1959), 112-120.

. "Abraham Joshua Heschel." 1In Modern Theologians:
Christiens and Jews, Ed. Thomas E. Bird, pp. 169-182. Indiana:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1967.

. "The Religious Thought of Abraham Heschel." Conservative
Judaism, 23, No. 1 (Fall 1968), 12-24. e

. "Abraham Joshua Heschel (1907-1972): Theologian and
Scholar.” In American Jewish Yearbook, 74, Ed. Morris Fine and
Milton Himmelfarb, pp. 533-544. New York: Jewish Publication
Society of America, 1973.

. "Architect and Herald of a New Theology." America, March
10, 1973, 210-212.

. "Varieties of Heschelian Thought." In Abraham Joshue
Heschel: Exploring His Life and Thought, Ed. John C. Merkle, pp.
87-102. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1985.

. Personal interview. Jewish Theological Seminary of
America, New ?Prk, August 31, 1988.

Sarna, Jonathan D. The Americanization of Jewish Culture.
(Forfhcoming from the Jewish Publication Society) n.d.

Schulwaiﬁ, Harold M. "Charles Hartshorne and the Defenders of Heschel."
Judaism, 24, No. 1 (Winter 1975), 58-62.

Sherman, Franklin. "Abraham Joshua Heschel: Spokesman for Jewish
- Faith." Lutheran World, 10 (October 1963), 400-408.

. The Promise of Heschel. Philadelphias and New York: J.B.
Lippincott Company, 1970.

Sherwin, Byron L. Abraham Joshua Heschel: Makers of Contemporary
Theology. Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1979.

Siegel, Seymour. "Abraham Joshua Heschel's Contributions To Jewish
Scholarship." Proceedings Of the Rabbinical Assembly, 32 (1968),
72-85) .




Siegel, Seymour. "Divine Pathos, Prophetic Sympathy." America, March
10, 1973, 216-218. Tm—— r

. Silberman, Lou H. "The Philosophy of Abraham Heschel." Jewish
' Heritage, 2, No. 1 (Spring 1959), 23-26, 54. M

L]
Synan, Edward A. "Abraham Heschel and Prayer." 1In The Bridge: A
Yearbook of Judaeo-Christian Studies, Vol. 1, Ed. John M.
' Oesterreicher, pp. 256-265. New York: Pantheon Books Inc., 1955.

. Tanenzapf, Sol. "Abraham Hes and His Critics.” Judaism, 23, No. 3
(Summer 1974), 276-286 :

Weiss-Rosmarin, Trude. "Time And Space.” Editorial. Judaism, 1, No. 3
(July 1952), 277-278. _—

¥olf, Arnold Jacob. "Ih:gel and the False Messiah." Conservative
Judaism, 40, No. 3 (Spring 1988), 55-88.

Woodward, Kenneth L. "A Foretaste of Eternity." Newsweek, January
8, 1973, 50.°

Interviews with Abraham Joshua Heschel

{
Granfield, Patrick. "Abraham J. Heschel." In Theologians at Work, :
pp. 69-85. New York: Macmillan Publishing Company, 1967. 7 -

Stefﬁ. Carl. "A Conversation with Dr. Abraham Joshua Heschel," - _
transcript of "The Eternal Light" program, presented by the National
Broadcasting Company, February 4, 1973, under the auspices of the
Jewish Theological Seminary of America. ;

i




	Auto-Scan000
	Auto-Scan001
	Auto-Scan002
	Auto-Scan003
	Auto-Scan004
	Auto-Scan005
	Auto-Scan006
	Auto-Scan007
	Auto-Scan008
	Auto-Scan009
	Auto-Scan011
	Auto-Scan012
	Auto-Scan013
	Auto-Scan014
	Auto-Scan015
	Auto-Scan016
	Auto-Scan017
	Auto-Scan018
	Auto-Scan019
	Auto-Scan021
	Auto-Scan022
	Auto-Scan023
	Auto-Scan024
	Auto-Scan025
	Auto-Scan026
	Auto-Scan027
	Auto-Scan028
	Auto-Scan029
	Auto-Scan031
	Auto-Scan032
	Auto-Scan033
	Auto-Scan034
	Auto-Scan035
	Auto-Scan036
	Auto-Scan037
	Auto-Scan038
	Auto-Scan039
	Auto-Scan041
	Auto-Scan042
	Auto-Scan043
	Auto-Scan044
	Auto-Scan045
	Auto-Scan046
	Auto-Scan047
	Auto-Scan048
	Auto-Scan049
	Auto-Scan050
	Auto-Scan051
	Auto-Scan052
	Auto-Scan053
	Auto-Scan054
	Auto-Scan055
	Auto-Scan056
	Auto-Scan057
	Auto-Scan058
	Auto-Scan059
	Auto-Scan061
	Auto-Scan062
	Auto-Scan063
	Auto-Scan064
	Auto-Scan065
	Auto-Scan066
	Auto-Scan067
	Auto-Scan068
	Auto-Scan071
	Auto-Scan072
	Auto-Scan073
	Auto-Scan074
	Auto-Scan075
	Auto-Scan076
	Auto-Scan077
	Auto-Scan078
	Auto-Scan079
	Auto-Scan081
	Auto-Scan082
	Auto-Scan083
	Auto-Scan084
	Auto-Scan085
	Auto-Scan086
	Auto-Scan087
	Auto-Scan088
	Auto-Scan089
	Auto-Scan091
	Auto-Scan092
	Auto-Scan093
	Auto-Scan094
	Auto-Scan095
	Auto-Scan096
	Auto-Scan097
	Auto-Scan098
	Auto-Scan099
	Auto-Scan101
	Auto-Scan102
	Auto-Scan103
	Auto-Scan104
	Auto-Scan105
	Auto-Scan106
	Auto-Scan107
	Auto-Scan108
	Auto-Scan109
	Auto-Scan112
	Auto-Scan113
	Auto-Scan114
	Auto-Scan115
	Auto-Scan116
	Auto-Scan117
	Auto-Scan118
	Auto-Scan119
	Auto-Scan121
	Auto-Scan122
	Auto-Scan123
	Auto-Scan124
	Auto-Scan125
	Auto-Scan127
	Auto-Scan128
	Auto-Scan129
	Auto-Scan130
	Auto-Scan133
	Auto-Scan134
	Auto-Scan135
	Auto-Scan136
	Auto-Scan137
	Auto-Scan138
	Auto-Scan139
	Auto-Scan140
	Auto-Scan142
	Auto-Scan143
	Auto-Scan144
	Auto-Scan145
	Auto-Scan146
	Auto-Scan147
	Auto-Scan148
	Auto-Scan149
	Auto-Scan150
	Auto-Scan152
	Auto-Scan153
	Auto-Scan154
	Auto-Scan155
	Auto-Scan156
	Auto-Scan157
	Auto-Scan158
	Auto-Scan159
	Auto-Scan160
	Auto-Scan162
	Auto-Scan163
	Auto-Scan164
	Auto-Scan165
	Auto-Scan166
	Auto-Scan167
	Auto-Scan168
	Auto-Scan169
	Auto-Scan170
	Auto-Scan172
	Auto-Scan173
	Auto-Scan174
	Auto-Scan175
	Auto-Scan176
	Auto-Scan177
	Auto-Scan178
	Auto-Scan179
	Auto-Scan180
	Auto-Scan182
	Auto-Scan183
	Auto-Scan184
	Auto-Scan185
	Auto-Scan187
	Auto-Scan188
	Auto-Scan189
	Auto-Scan190
	Auto-Scan192
	Auto-Scan193
	Auto-Scan194
	Auto-Scan195
	Auto-Scan196
	Auto-Scan197
	Auto-Scan198
	Auto-Scan199
	Auto-Scan200
	Auto-Scan202
	Auto-Scan203
	Auto-Scan204
	Auto-Scan205
	Auto-Scan206
	Auto-Scan207
	Auto-Scan208
	Auto-Scan209
	Auto-Scan210
	Auto-Scan212
	Auto-Scan213
	Auto-Scan214
	Auto-Scan215
	Auto-Scan216
	Auto-Scan217
	Auto-Scan218
	Auto-Scan219
	Auto-Scan220
	Auto-Scan222
	Auto-Scan223
	Auto-Scan224
	Auto-Scan225
	Auto-Scan226
	Auto-Scan227
	Auto-Scan228
	Auto-Scan229
	Auto-Scan230
	Auto-Scan231
	Auto-Scan233
	Auto-Scan234
	Auto-Scan235
	Auto-Scan236
	Auto-Scan237
	Auto-Scan238
	Auto-Scan239
	Auto-Scan240
	Auto-Scan241
	Auto-Scan243
	Auto-Scan244
	Auto-Scan245
	Auto-Scan246
	Auto-Scan247
	Auto-Scan248
	Auto-Scan249



