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Abstraet 

This the sis deals with the 'ideas of revelation of Norman 

Pittenger and Abraham Heschel. It focuses'on their eommon method 

of employing polarities in unit y to describe the nature of reality 
............. 

and attempts to compare their major religious ideas as- they feed 

intQ,their respective concepts of revelatio~. 
, 

Pittenger's use of process philosophy to redefine traditional 

a·ttributes of tl(e Biblieal God ls compared to Heschel' s use of the 

concept of di~ine pathos to describe a Judaic view of God; this cam­
. , 

parison serves as the back,ground for an analyS'is of the similaritles 

and differences between their ideas of revelation. 

Criticism of Pittenger and Heschel ultimately rests upon 

1. their respective abilities to remain true ta, the Biblical vision of 

reality they share. 
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~bjet de la Thèse 

/ 

'Cette thèse a pour objet de traiter des idées de Norman 
, 

Elle ,porte Pitt]ger et d'Abraham Heschel sur
or 

la révélation. 

nota ente sur leur méthode commune d'employer les po.1arités dans 

l'unité pour déc~ire la_nature de la reilité et essayer de comparer 
1 • • 

lel'ra idées religieuses les plus ~mportantes quant à leurs concepts 
, , 

respectifs de la révélation. 

L'ut~lisation par Pittenger de la philosophie du proce~sus 
1 

pour ~edefiner les attributs traditionels du Dieu Biblique est com-

parée a l'èmploi par Heschel du concept du divin pathos pour décrire 

une vue Judaique de Dieu;" cette tmparaiso~ sert- del·toile ,de 

pour une analyse des similitudes ét des differences de leurs 
1 

sur la révélation~ 

fend 

idées 

1 La critique de Pittenger et Heschel dépend ultimement de' 

leurs habilites respectives pour demeurer fidèle à la,vision Biblique 
/ 

qu'ils partagent de la réalité. 
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Preface 

• The, purpose of this thesis is to analyze and compare the ideas 
~'1 

of revelation of Norman Pittenger and Abraham Heschel. The choice of 
. 

these two men

J
: ideas as the content of the research presented in the 

following pagJS was made fot two major reasons: first f as modern 

philosophera 0lf religion, Heschel and Pittenger present ope possibility 

for understand~ng the continuum of the J~deo-éhristian!vision of reality. 

Both base theil major ideas on the Biblical vision of reality; thus a 
1 

major point oi correlation exists between them. Second, the use of. /, 

polarities i; u~ity in discussing revelation by Pittenger and Heschel 
/ 

speaks of a major area of .common methodology. :' 
; 

Although Pittengér's particular~ Christian perspective, which 
, • 1 

fuses the Christian framework -of ontology and revelation w~th a pro cess 
'=1 

philosophy of organism, varies at basic and distinct points from Heschel's 
.-.... .,-:. ,-

Jewish wotld-~iew, which employs the category of the divine aoncern as 

the explanation of God's involvement in creation, the overriding id~n-
i 

tification of their respective beliefs in the dynamic, living quali~y 
1 

of being, and hence of the living ~nd vital concern of Gad present in 

it, makes a comparisqn of their ideas' possible. 
, . 

In fact, Pittenger's relterated stance ,that process ideas 

revitplize the Chtistian vision of reality, teturning lt to its roots 
1 " 

in the dynamism of the Old Testame'nt 

static vision of Greek cosmology and 

world-Vir~ (away!from the abstract, 

philosophy) pointed out the 

possibility of a val id comparison of his philosophy and a modern Jewish 

one. 

J' 
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Previous reading in the area of Jewish theOlfgy and ph11osophy 

'(i.e., besides Heschel, Martin Buber l Max Dimont, Herman Wouk, and 

others), coupled with course work in modern philosophy of religion and 
l' 

a prior resear~h paper,on Pittenger's process ontology. led'me to 
~ ( 

believe that there was ample and interesting content for a comparison 

of Pittenger and Hesche!. 

Revelation was chosen as the theme of this thesis for several 

reasons:' 1) it is a prlmary fJcus in theQlogy on the relation between 

Gad and the world and between human knowledge and realitYj 2) it 

J ' ,~ 

partie larly reveals the polarities in unity which Pittenger and 

Heschei ~mploy in their philosophies; 3) it makes clear the di!tinguishing 

categories of beHef between Jewi'sh and Christian religion while up­

holding thel historieal connection 'between them and the content shared , 
in common. 

This thesis attempts to indicate how clJse to the Bib~~~ 
i 

vision of reality, especially in regard t? revelation, Pittenger and 

Heschei remain. In 1:his vein, its in,tention i8 to analyze the prophetie' 

character of Biblical revelation as it is maintained in these two \, 

thinkers' 'modern perspectives. 

Chapter One deals ~th Pittenger's fusion of process ontology , 
1 

~, 

and Christian reality as it is particularized in revelation; it attempts 

through thè aid of other notable process thinkers to distinguish the 
/' "y , 

ch~ef points of Pitte~ger's own versiJh of the relation of God to 
, 
the world, especially !n revelation as an event. 

Chapter IWo 1a the pres~ntation of the major ifteas of beschel 

on the nature of reality, again using revelation as the focal point' 

, 
, , 

-1 
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of understanding his r~ligious .philosophy. 

, , , 
-f 

lU 

f 
Chapter-"rhree attempts to analyze and c0!Ûpar~ the major ideas 

of Pittenger and Heschel as they have been presented in the first , . , 

t~o chapters. It is m: h~pe that a fair appraisal of both these 

thinkers, bas~d on their ability to remain true to the Biblical 

vision,of real~ty, has been made. Such notions as the importance of 

t~me and history, the personal as the locus of meaning in reality, , 

the nature of creation as purposive, the livin~ relation of God and 
"\ 1 1 ~ ~ 

man, the ethical and ~xistenbial dimension~ of b~ing, aIl of whi~h 

are Biblieal in origin, are raised and discussed in relation to the 

validity and seope of Pittenger's and Heschel's respective ideas. 

The ultimate value of researehing and wr,iting this thesis 

has been a ,clarification of my own religious ideas ~hrough the analysis 

and comparison of the ideas of two significant thinkers in the field of' 

modern religious philosophy. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
'1 

Revelation in Norman Pittenger: The Focal Disclosure of the 
Nature of Process Reality 

/ / 

Norman Pittenger's process view of revelation truly defines 

itself only withfn :ge larg~r framework of his ontology. And, indeed, 

in any pro cess theology dependent on the philosophy of organism, the 

overriding structure of the process ,it,self, dictates the ~nderstanding 

• of special foei in theology such as revelation. A necessary analysis 

then af Pittenger's process ontology and the major influences of ather 

process thinkers on this ontology must preceie a i~tudy of ,Pittenger' s 
,1 

ideas on revela tion. , li 

1 

" , 
Process Theology: Simultaneously Existing Polari~!es in Unit y 

Perhaps the mcat apparent Character~stij of1proeess theology 
l' 

\ / 
elem~nt~/. I,n other words, 

, l " 1 

panen theism', which pas'i ts la Gad who ineludes 
• Il 

is the inclusiveness of its ontologieal 

1 a pr~cess concept such as 

in his sphere of being ~ll that iS,in the univetse without being 
l " 

1 equated ta it as' in pantheism, points ta the lartificial abstraction 

involved in distïnguishing fbr singular empha~is elements of process 

reality. Classical theology's distinctions ~~tween Gad and creation 

(based on'Greek ideas~f reality), for' ex~~, no longer have'meaning 

in ~ process world-view wh~re God ia inclljiv~ of, yet more than, the 

created arder; 

") , 

As Charles Hartshorne points out in his article, ':Philbsopht~al 

, \ ~ , 

and Religious Uses of 'Gad'," God is intuited by man as,' co~mic whdlen,~ss--
\ . 

" \ 

immutable, inclusive reality worthy of human love only if he is l~ve 
1 

inclusive. 2 Hartshorne's understanding of, Gad emphasizes the basic ~ 

J 

1 

1 
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social nature of real:f;t;y ilJlplicit in proc~ss ontology, "tha't the 

'social,!:in its most:general sense is definable as the synthesis of ' 

/ 
aIl th6.un1versal categories. lt is,thê union of absol~te and ~. 

'" --.,/ 1 
,0 ,:f ~ 
i \ ,relative,~ '1ndepend~nt and dependent, freedom and arder, 'individua! 

J/ l ' 

" ,; 

1 ~ t and .unj,~;rsal, qu~lity and structure and" so on. ,,3 
J Il'' l' j 

Thus process ontology. 1s an attempt to posit th~ interna! 
/ 1 

ô-

relations:of elements o~ reality, 9vercoming the misunderstanding 
1 t 

which sees ex~tence as external ~~lations of mutually exclusive 
v t _ 

. ' 1 4 
entities isolated from one another in spacel-time.' Hartshorne, for 

?;~ l'{ ,. 

'.inst~ncej. .~Da~~S out 'that humafi· n:ture (and ..!1f!e·· in ~eneral) reveals 
, ~~. ' v 

" 5 
the sO~fll-n~ture of reality. Si~ce life is se en as the mast inclusive 

Cl f . 

realm ,of being, it must be paradigmatic of the nature 'of aIl r~~lit;, 1 

.incluaing the Godli'ead., 1-

1 ) , 

1 
') 

, / 
1 

'1 

What ~i~tinguishes G04 from the resf of reality; according . , 

~. f' i-

~o Hartshorne, is l\ot his status.as creator, per se, but h'is ,'metaPh~si~a:4Y 

.~pique p~.it1on as the ""st "emm.e~t" ~Ciall ~ing. t~ f.c~·that ~e'::: ';" 

~xemplif!'es ~o' a maximum degree aIl. uiliversal categ~ries of being, '- r 
• , 0 , ) / 

-' -- 6 
absolute and relative. 

,II Ô 1 

Pro2ess aS Event: The Dynamism of Re'ality;' 

/ • v 
j 

J 

1 • 

j 

1 

. ',' Wi th Hartshorne' sand Wh::L tehéad 's thinking predomit12~ti!lg in f / 

the formation of his pro'cess kheology, Pittenger furthers a Ch+istian 

l' 
·~I 

, " 

understanding of reality as social and org~nismic. Pittenger's chief 
/ , 

nature 9'f th~ ~~ld as prQcess: 
/ ;- 1 ! J 

. emphasis is on the dynamic The universe 

is a societal movementl .en "inte~-donnected, 'inter-r,e!ated, 
(' 

inter:penetrative~ 
. " 

1 series of events:h7 For Pittenger then the dissection of oQjective and 
! ; 

'P.r ' -~ 1 ) 

i 

1 -

,/ 1 • 
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;' 

, 

r 
r 

J 



, , 
;, , 

~ 

3 

\ 

t-
1 . subjective reality within hwDan exp~ience is neither 

J 

c 

.' 

nor ul ilmate in rea_l;,ty ., ~ 1 f 

i He rejects, thus, such\ dualisms as have 
,,~ .' ..., 

-0 J 
experience from the world--mind 'and matter, the naturai and su r-

/ . 
"". natural--claiming tl}e inclusiveness of process categories; he c on 

, \ 

( ~ 1 \{. 

, 
'realit.y (inchlding human Üfe) as ,a whole, a converging proce 

divine .. 
1 .,~tJ!70 within it. - t 

q~e fo~~, eXP1i:abie ,only :f~~her~ .i, 'a 

/ -
oth Hartshorne and Pi, t'enger 

1 

the rities,of classical, west~rn 

"'1!1H~r-unchanging, eternal God versus the changing, ' , ( 

\ / " 
temporal world. 'rt0mas Ogietree turther .points out that Morri,s Cohen' s 

• , 1 

Law of Polarity must hold in a panentheistic conception of ontologYj' that 

is, ultimate contraries or poles in ontology such as being-becoming, 

neCeSSi~y-Contcngency are mutuall~ i~terdependent, 
J 

) 
actuality-potentiality, 

--.. --..' ---....... 

and nothing in -reality can- be described with exclusive, rèference to ,one 
,', , , 9 

pole. T,hU~, .,though Jreali.ty in ~ is derCri,bed as a process, 

that p-roèé'ss element~ of re~lity can be understood by reference to 

these polar concepts in uni ty 'F 

( " 
ri i .. ni.f .. 

In- part~~ular, ;.!thé distinction in reality betweert the :Lndiv'idual 

aètuality or event and ~e pr~cess as a Vihole' can be made for philosophi'cal 
; . 

and theologiC'a1 pu~poses, if ;tt: can be understood thereby that opposed 
, 1 

l , 
categories such as subjèct-object., abstractness-concreteness, trans-

l ,,' _ , 

• # , 

cendence-immanence ",are not mutually exclusive but interdependent des.O'<_ 
J 
J 

criptio~ of, the sarne 

'~ 
And, indeed, 

. , 

.' ... 

1 

reali~y. 

it is~1.n 
, J 

r rr
l
; 

,,-.. JI 

the understanding of 'process reali ty as 
,r 
• ! 

_ ---___ r .. _. ____ ~ _________ ~ _______ "....,. .... _1QlIIj 
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an historical, creative 

0 

kyna~c, that the importance of event becomes 

ev:(.dent. Since the unique status of each event within the process 1s 

distinguished oo1y as it contributes to the movement of the entire pracess, 
j 

creativity became~ the eS6entlal, underlying ground of be1ng. Thus, 

accordi~g to Pi~~enger, process becomes an ontology of intertwining, 

inter~pendent events and creation a dynamic, forward, evo~utianary 
/ 

movement which is not God in his entirety but through which' his ongoing, 

c~~ati~e purpose i8 at work to raise reality ta higher levels of 

actuality.lO Cre~tivity, as thé ground of reality, though epitomized 

in Gad' s supremely creative nature',' is no less the nature of aIl lesser 
;' 

~ Il elements or the process. 

/ 

History: '!he Locus af Mean!ng in Pro,cess Reality 

Importantly, for Pittenger then process ontology necessarily 
-..... 

deepen, s an un'derstanding of history as it reiates ta cre~ivity. Reject1ng ----- "-, ........ 

the' neo-ortho~ox, theological view which says that history, not nature, 

i6 the realm of divine àctivity, Pittenger admanishes tha-t pro cess 

o 
thought cannot dissect in comple~e C?Pposition to each other history 

and nature in the same creative, sod.al reality. Since God ia seen as 

the circumambient Reality of the -process, his operati'on within nature 

~s inevi table: / 

But in that divine operation, there are differen12 grades 
or 1evels of ,significartce; and, of these levels, the his­
torical--with aIl its special qualities and chai~cteristics--
1s one, apd far us the supremely ifPortant ~ne. ,- - , 

-
Pittenger' believes that the natural must be interpreted in . 

. terms of the historical wren the study pf creation 1s seen as t~e acco\Ult 

'1 

/ 

, 
f ' 1," , 
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. of ,jll~;CreaSingly compli'cated organic structures'fI3 ,Hence, argues 

Pitit~nger, no ontélogic~l dualism exists bet:webn
l 
nature and history 

(as~ two levels of the same reality,14 
) 

" 
" 

\. 

History, seen as the ef,fect of, ongoin_g events, becomes that 
1 

dimension of rea loi t y which d~d:Lnes the foci of the ptocess. Though 

e~ents in a process sense cannot be seen merely as sirtgula~, static 
, \ 

l ' entitles but as dynam~c, creative happenings related to other even~s 

in an organic unit y , their uniqueness, as indr",idu~l happenings bec'omes 

. " 15 
detined throug~ their universal effect on the rest of the proces!,. 

As Pittenger 'sb aptly describes the nature ·of events: 

sees H, tne location of its meaning for man. More' importantly, it 

/ 

is through the historieal Jlu~ of events thât the social dynamic of 

pr~eess i~corporates and synthesizes universal categbries and 

17 
elements otherwise opposed. , 

God: The Vital lmpet~s of Process Rea1ity • • 

I~P1icit, of course, itr Pittenger's world":view 1s that the' 

synthe~15 of ontoJoglc~l catego~'es j~,pos5lble ont y bec~use oC the 

" (" 
immanent tclo~ w1 thin the process; ,unlike Bergson' s vltalism" however 1 

t,he telas in Pittenger 1 s re~Hty which integr8te~ the proces$ and. gives 1 
. 1 _ 

it an evolutionary character i5 inextricably ti.ed up to God' s eminently ,--
-1 , /, ' 

social nature and his cosmic vision. 

i 
1 

Thus, although creativity i8 the· ,..,,_. 
l 1 
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/ 

principle which i8 the explanatory ground of being, God i8 the vital 

impetus of the process, on'whom the world~depends-jnthiS-provisio~ of~ 

the telos for its actualization. 

For Pittenger then God and the world are th~ inevitable polar 

elements in unit y in process ontology,-each.o~ which becomes u~derstandable 

In this instance, conceptually only through the existence of the other. 
'f} 

18 Pittenger's heavy reliance On Whitehead's philosophy becomes apParent. . \' 
l' '\ 

Whitehead's concept of the overa~ainstnes8 of the wo!~d and, God in the 

.l explanation of process creativity r~flects nis b~lief that 
<1 , 

••. the univ~rse 18 tri be c~nceived as attaining the active 
self-expression of i~s own variety of opposites--of its 
own freedom and its own necessity, of its own multiplicity 
and its own unit y, bf its own imperfection,and its own 
perfection. AlI the "opposltes" are elements in the: 
nature of things and are incorrigibly there.' The c~ncept 
of "God,1I is the way ip which we unï9rsta~d this incI]edible 
fact ... -that what cannot be, yet is. - . 

It is this emphasis on the s;multaneous yet unidirectio6ai" " 

existen~e of opposites (which Whitehead" advocates 'in,1u._s ~~i~SO~hY 
1 Jfl 1' r .lr 

of organism and Pittenger reformula tes in his Christirn, ptocess 

ontology) which iS~ ~he unique stance of process thOU: t. That God 

and the world are mutually d!,!pendent elements in the same creative f 

1-
dynamic necessitàtes a reassessment of the relationship of aIl polar, 

fi ' 

20 
ontological categories, in par,t:t.cular ,.~he' men,tat and the physical. , 

Proeess theology, particulariy tpa~ ot" Piq::enger, seeks to 

maintain that su ch a reassessment necessarily moves theology away 1 

1 

from the Hellenistie abstractions of ,reality, back to the dynamic, 

~ 
~ living reality of the Bible. Though reepgnizing, that philosophiesl 

speculation about reality is absent in the Old~estament, Pittenger 
, 

/ points out·that Hebrew thought does, in fact,' emphasize the dynamic 

.' 

, , 

" 
>.'pO 
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nature of creation, the element of novelty. forever present in it, 

and, most ~mportantly,_ the living relationship of Gad and his world. 

\ 
It is in relation to these emphases in understanding the natureoof 

reality that Pittenger believes the B~blical world-view and prpcess' 

~theology ta be correlative. 2t The dynamics of the ~rg~n~c re~at1o~S~ 
in c~eativity between Gad and the world in Pittenger's theology 

beceme more understandable through a process characterization 0+ 
. 

Gad "5 nature. 

God as Di-polar Deity . 
Whitehead is the originator of the conc~ptian of Gad as a di-

polar deity, possessing an abstract, primordial nature which i5 un­

changing and static, an~ an incomp~ete. temporalIY-det;;rmined. con-
22 . 

sequent, nature. In his primordial nature, God is the ground of 

reality, possessing an eternal, abstract vision of a~l passibilitiei 
. " 

for the creative movement of the proces~. Through~pis cQnceptual 
r 

feeling, Gad pravides the telos t~ ~he process and hence becomes 

the explication of a11 that is. 23 God' 5 appetitivê '''vision of harmony 
\., 

an4 strength of beauty (far the pr~ess) necessitates that the initial 
- t 

aim he provides forlfe~ch new occasion "5 .actualization be the most 

~ppropriate and ideal aim for its own becoming and for the most in-

tense, harmonious furthering of the entire process. It ~s at this 

level,af praviding the initial aim for each occasion's becoming that 

Christian process philosophy acknowledges God's unique status as 

creator. 24 Thus God's primordial nature provides the lure in creation 

Ifor emerging novefty• Though process theology acknowledges tqat 

other past occasions and the subjective aim of a particular occasion are 

4;; ; 
.' 
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also responsible constituent~ in the occasioj,s' actualization, God's 

'~significance as the provider of its telos is metaphysically unique. 

However, the nature of God's lure in creati~n is not coercive 

25 
but persuasive. John Cobb points out that the nature of pro cess is 

such that -CO'd 1 S provision of initial aims cannot impair in any way the 

freedom of erch new occasion of becoming. God must be seen to work 

in and along creation, persuading it to incr~aSing ~ntensific~tion of 

value.
26 

Otherwise creativity could not take'novel turns within the 
r' 

process, and the universe would b~ f closed, determined system. God's 

persuasion of the process to intensification of value does not then 

prevent evil. ~n fact, though he is the source' ofa11 value throûgh 
, 

his vision of possibilities and his provision of init~al aims, evil i8 

a necessary and unfortunate actuality"as each occasion prehends in freedom 

l, 27 the data which will serve in Hs actualizati0!l' r 

In summary then, God' s primordial nature serves as the ground" 

of rea1ity, the source of value, tHe agent of novelty in t~~ pro cess 

(creation). As Pittenger so ap~ly points out, God ls not to be sought 
------

in the gaps of human knowfedge or in sudden Intrusio1s into an ordered 
. 

world but in the purposive rnovement of the process where "each being 

'" in its degree ls revelatory of sorne as'pect, of tbe underlying activity. 

and transcendent source,:28 

God's ~onsequent na~ure, on the other hand, ls the polar ~pposite 
, 1 

of his primordial nature. Through this aspect of his being, Gad 

experiences each and every 'occasion as it is actualized; Whitehead calls 
,/ -

29 this experience of the temporal process God's ~qnformal feelings. 

As a resutt ~of,the conseque~t nature's ~eception of temporal occasions, 

, fi 

'1' 
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" 

it must be seen as the conc~ete, eyer}asting'and'unfinished side to 
r 

COd' s being. 

Like the p..rocess itself, God in his consequent naturè actualizes 

himkelf as the ·~upreme affect and recipient of all~occasions and values 

being processed in the world. Thus every creaturely.occasion is received 

into Go~'s nature, i~fluding evil. According to Pittenger" God 's 
l ,{ 

~ 

necessary encounter with and taking into his consequent\hature of evi! 

'30 occasions makes him a fellow-sufferer with man in the process. 

However ~ ~hrougif the poWér of his conceptual feelings, God 
\ 

attempt~ to harmonize as far ~s possible, without removing the frèedom 

of the proc~ss, those negative, evil'or dehancing aspects of the process 

which his consequent natu~e has received. 

Thus Pittenger argues, "What Gad i8 and' ~oes affects the c'reation; , 

creatiT' with"its capacity .,for, decisi~n is and does, affects 

Although God is urisurpassable by anythifg which is not himself, 

in his consequent nature he is open to new experiences and the enhancement 

what the 

God. ,,,al 

32 they can bring. 

\ ' 
\ 

The Christian Process God~ Livin§ and Loving Personality 

.. 
Besides the acceptance of Whitehead's scheme for the proces~ 

God as di-polar deity, Christian process theology posits Gld as more than 

,supreme actuality, living and personal. Schubert Ogden, for instance, 

..fi, -t.. . 

points out, that the primaI Phelomenon of existence is experiencing 

SUbjectr" Though the self in processive sense must be understood 

~s an ever-changing'sequence of/occaSions of experience, the consciovs 

integration of remembered past and anticipated' future .so'evident in 

,; 



, 

c 

/ 

10 

-- ~\' 33 hu~an ~CC~SiO~S must be t~~e? âs _ a; analogy tr Gad' s reali ty. 

'>Hartshorne, {ilsOX'û8:Jm.~r analogy as his chief 1;901 fpr a pnilo-
.'" '~ t~ ~ 

" .. _ r 

sophtcal'undev-i':!tanding of God,~ reÛtes th'~t if Gad is intuited as the 
-~ -""- '" " ;: i ~~ 

ground of ~eality, he ~ust?heéessari1y sh~re th~ ~gh;st attributes 
~~ - \ ~~... ,~ }~ 

., ,,-r- - 1 / J 

of ontology: life, personhood, (eminènt self-hood)~ creativ~,energy 

and love. 34 
r 

Furtherlng llartshorne' s' èonceptu~lizatio/n of God, Pi ttenger, 

" 
in thEI spirit, and th,e form of D.D. Williams, emphasizes love as Gad' s . - , , 
natu~e, the ultimaté metaphysical r~ality, and the nature of the 

35 ;: 
pro cess itself. Pit;tenger believes thatg<>d must be analogous 'to 

...... l " man ~n nature, must be aware, self-aware, and purposive, must have 
1 

~ 

the capacity to love and be loved which is thè'most di~tinguishing 

quality of personality, if th~ rest of reality isl, ta have any 

36 
~ meariing at aIl. God's constancy and faithfulness in the provision 

of a telos and harmony to the process must,be the result of his 

unsurpassable love. Pittenger, of course, relies on 'the Christian 

messag~ and revelatiou of Gad as love to fur:ther his proce~s t~rism 

coneeptually. 

J -, 

, ' 

Pitteuger argues y of process is dynamisme 

Love, seen in action, i8 dynamic, ÇhU8 

seeking and affecting aIl occasions of 

the nature of process, 

in the ~or1d. Gad, 1 

ulld~rstood as the cosmic te;Los, becomes the" rnal, spiritual, super-

Itea1ity t whose 

true charaçter is 

, 37 
love." Thus according to 

,goodne8~ that we ca11 
, Il!I 

truth about Gad is 

that he is the creativ~ e rgy in a11 the nature of 
/ 

1 • 

• Il 

,1 
j 

l' 
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jhé process itself, must ente,; into rela'tionships \Yith men. 38 S1,lCh i 

4~ un~erstanding of God correlates with the Scriptural insight into 
~~ --- 1 

his nature. 
~ ~ 

" 

11 

While r:inforcing th~ Biblical idea 01 God and his relationship 

to creation, Pittenger reinterprets traditiona~_attributes of God: His 

_t:.ranscendente i8 "His dnexhaus tibility, not His remoteness; ,,39 he is 

abstract as the source of aIl passibilities, and yet cancre te as h 
.-

influences and is influenced by the world. Pitt~nge! points out t at 

process thinking allows polarities ta exist in God's nat~re which 

t-classical theism cannot: he is eternal ~s he is at the sarne 
/ 

porally everlasting, hirnself yet endlessly related, the chief prin iple 

1 40 of explanation, yet a participant in the enti~e process.: Above aIl, 

43;-
~ 

an? supdinely, he i8 love. 
--

Lewis Ford:, in this vein; sees divine love~nd ~ustice, he 

chief Biblical attributes of God, as symbols for process theology s" 

two assumptions about God '-s relation ta the world: !irst, Gad is 

conce':'jed for and apprJdat~s the inteDsUy of valu~ aCh(.ved ,in J 
each occasiQn!s actualizat1on; second, ~d attempts ta harmonize nd 

integrat:e a11 the individual achievernents wbich other'wise might 

1 42'" the process. 

Cod still ta! 
meaning in a yrocess world-view, Pittenger points out that the Tfinity 

provides an un~_ers tanding of the -social si de of Gad. Gad the F~ther \ 
1 

Believing that the 

" '"'1 

•. 1 1 

Trinitarian c~nceptiorr oi 

is the ultimate source of being, the telos; Gad the Son is God Js he . 
, 1 

expresses himself in creation; Gad the Spirit ia Gad 

creadon. 43 

). 

responSive!thrOUgh 

1 

1 
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Particularly in relation to his revelatory aftivity, God must 

have distinctions within his being, Pittenger believes, his ~riune 

nature allowing him to be transcendent, immanent, and cohcomitant with 

1 creat!_on a.11 'at the same timeJ4 ReveLatio~' the~:·becomes understandable 

even within the process framework. God's t;iune'nature reveals the 
. 

richness of his social nature. 

God's Operation and Activity in the World 

By focusing on a,process conception of God, the obviously 

deep and necessary relationship between God and the world has been 

established. Pittenger upholds that the w~rld i8 organic to the 

divine reality, as essential to an understanding of God as he is to 

an unferstanding of the world. 
45 ,< 

Because God is the ultimate meaning of the process as cosmic 

'telos a~d integrator, Pittenger maintains that by studying the world, 

man can: to sorne extent, u~aerstand the nature of, divine activity. -As 
1 

the dominant element in each successive occasion (through his provision 
1 

of its in~tial aim) , God's organic relationship to the world reveals 

itself. For Pittenger, the process perspective of ontology points 

to Jhe worl~ as the field of divine ope~ation, and, more importantly, 

lindicates thil~ "each occasion May be seen as the 'incarnation' of deity 

46 ' under 'the conditions 1f finite creativity." Pittenger's belief in the 

incarnational character of reality reveals how process tntology, par-
" 

ticularly Christian process ontology, synthesizes polar elements in 

ordèr to explain the inclusive, 10cial nature of reality. 

And, indeed, a common panentheistic analogy is that the world 

" '" 

, ( 

'1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

'-
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exists in relation to God as the body does to the mind. As Ogden ' 
~ 

<:! 
~oints out, because he is eminentJy incarnate, i.e, God inciudes as 

his physicai sphere of interaction the whole universe ~f nondivine 

13 

47 beings, he is eminently relative as the absolute ground of iaIl,relatlvity • 0 

Thus, aithough the~world is completely dep~ndent on God for its existence, 

the hopeful element in' process theology i8 that each finite, becoming 

~ occasion makes a difference to God's own creative becoming. 49 

Since the worid is organie to the divine reality, nature and 

history become essential to Gad" s op_~ration ~nd fuifiiment. Gad, the 

, world and man (as the unique focus of finite being) create themselves 

.-
, in re~ation to nature and history. 

,./., 
Gad necessariIy deals with ~~n as 

, 1 
part of the process, with the whole ~f the naturai order and human his­

'l • <, 

tory as they are lntegral to his teleoIogieai purposes in tHe process 

d hi b Ci 49 an to s own ecom ng. 

Pittenger emphasizes again and again that the proeess per-

spective ailows the historical dimension of reality ta assume paramount 

importance in the discussion of God's relation to the worId, by con-

centrating on the natural order as the locus of divine activity rather 

than on the miraculous intru~ion of the divine into the secular lorder. 

He believes this perspective rings true to the Biblieal vision of 

history as the realm of divine activity. 

The Biblicai view of the his t,!ry of the world, and of 
the place of man ln it, restslback upon the conviction 
that God i5 immanent in the historical and'naturai 
processes and also transcendentlover them because he ls 
urtexhausted by'them. Hé'is in them to wôrk put a purpose; 
he is more than them to secure that hi§," purpose ls 
ultimately realized. Time, succession, and a dynamic 
conception of nature and'of hlstory are afflrm~~by the 
Biblical wr-i ters .,50 .. - 1 

'\~ 
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But again, Pittenger, warns that though ~he natural is inter-
, 1 

preted through the historieal, the sharp distinctions whieh traditionai 

theology has made between them in relation to divine activity do not 
...l. ..... rIl 

"iJ 

hold. He believes the Bible ~itself instructs us "to read nature in 
f· \ "'1 ~ 

terms 'of the historieal situa~ià~ of man, ,.51nd to ackno,wledge that 

nature i tself ,.ls a historieal proees's. 

Pittenger aiso upholds the s~e that Christian faith allows 

man to believe that history and nature are moving i~ a P~sit~~ directiron 

because of God's loving aetivity. Thus nature is evolutionary,-~eyealing 

God incognito, as it were, by displaying astourlding novelty and creativity 

within a fram~work of impressive regulari ty . 52 

Ultimately, Pittenger'~ understanding of dOdls operation in 

the world can be-best summarized by his central belief that the worl~ 
,J,., 

is incarnational: "The Incarnation is not eonfined only' to the historica~ 

'presence of Jesus Christ, but is also the manner and mode of' a11 God 1 s 

work in the world •.. God ~s ever incarnating himself in the 'creation, 

which means that he is ever, ente ring into it. ,,53 

Go4's choic: to be involved in the world, says Pittenger, is 

freely made out of love. His taking thel/initiative iil the creative 
, 1 

proc~ss through his provision of initial aims does not imply that the 

world had a specifie beginning in time; it does imply, however, that 

creative activity is a "two-way freedom in the process: Gad freely 
, 1 

provides creative impetus to occasions of becoming, and,these, in tur~, 

freely choose to create themselves in response to thft impetus~ In 

, regard to this freedom, Walter Stokes furthers Pittenger's -view in 

his statement that through "time, history, and freedom •.• God feveals. 

r 
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~i~Self 
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, 54 
as wàiting for man's free, return of self ,''' 

'Ir- Pittenger argues that the Logos concept or God-expréssive-
~/'" Il ",u 

,")in-the-world, works as'the best explanation of God's activity in the 
"*,,~,,,. «' 

• ~orld,-,and more specîfically of his i,nfluence on a11 human oècasions of 
f 
becoming and creativity. Sinee the'world 'is an open field fcrr the 

'" 
di~1ne operation, Pittenger maintains that it is within the hlstori~al 

1 • 55 
framework that the foci of the operati@n of the Logos arc found. 

Q 

God, active on every Jevel of existence-in the process, expresses 

Jimseü more and more fully in the erea~d order--in living matter, in 

the movement of history towards righteousness and 'justice, in the 
1 

personaliti~s of men in concrete, historicn! situations--all of these 

levels incarnating to - a greater depth God 1 s âcti~ity in creation, until 

~ 56 in Jesus Christ -the fQcal manifestation or the Logos 15 maqe. PJttenger 

maintains,' therefore, that 

1 

Evolution is ... a name for a richly varie~ movement which 
in spiritual regard 1s divine revePltion from start 
to finish. Through thE:! liord God informs every grade and 
level of being; ~ut he is not identified with the universe, 
whieh i8 created and derivative. And he fs never extlausted 
therein but present and active5}n widely different degrees 
of intensity and significance. 

Through his' di-polar na turc which functions in three modes in 

the wor1d~ Gon' s persuasion of 1I0vel Ey--within _the p.JQ.<:e§~ !>ecollles a 

matter of creation, and his reception of affect almntter of redemption. 

Whi1~ the 'prlmordlal ;,ature prov!deg the ~reative nisul'r for sustaf.ned --
-~rcnl~ the consequ~llt n~J:e/pfo: ides the recePta~"f~--~hlS 

---- -~---- --

c-FC-at-iv-i-ty-as ft is-actualized. Through his ability to harmbniie 

, 1 

- '1'---

'II 
\ 

" ,. 

obstructive actualities in~t~h~e~~~~~~~:nr~,,~~~t.r~Œn~~~~~bRryr,~------illr 

returning to it the perfected actualities he 

" 
i, 
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h . i d i hi élf) d ~ ,,- i d 58 as rece ve nto s consequent nature an J.armon ze '} 
, h-

Again, the Logos is a fellow-sufferer wit?h man, "so super-
1 / • 

abundant in love he~is utterly indefatiga~le flnd 1jnexhaustib1e in his ," 
<;5"9 

activity to promote good and positive process." Pittenger believes 

that the Cross is the supreme example of the operation of the Logos 

in the world. Il , 

1 , 

.'-
God's transcendence, in his neverending capacity to allow freedo, 

" 
to function in the ~reative actualizing of the process and epitomized 

l , 

in the 'loving ~ctivity of Jesus Christ, ~eveais that being is based on 

60 love. Loving, says Pittenger, implies in its very nature the complete 

patticipation, sharing, and 8u~fering of Gad and the uni verse. Enhanced y~ 
1 
1 

by creation,.God is nqt self-cOptained but vitally active and adaptive 

in the wo.1:l.d.-

Who Incarnates 

Particu1arly 

man reveals his làving nature, 

,1 God' s ~tu~e. Because 

fu!fi.lment': futur! ty i5 part 

o places ~im at th~ ,apex, of- th~ 

th~_divine Logos \to the highest 

\ 

to the Hi in the World>:> 

CliVity God.'(has pr1ority; 61 . every Ume. 
, 1 

i .-
ta Pittelger, he reveals a1so 

, th!nki~g animal striving toward 
, 6~ 

his very be~ng. ,\ His valuing nature 
[ , 

lutionary process~ , Thus 

, 

" man incarnates 
l' 

degree in the universe. 

Ma~'s social nature ia of 
f 

utterli11lport~nce in:~is revelation 
.. , 

, 
f, 

• 1 

-1 

1 

) 
/' . lof the 'divine nature. of his identity tbrough participation The in 

. ~n conununity sp.eaks ~f 

~a~~ Pit~en~er argues. 18 the 

'." - ' 63 ~ 
of Gad himself. ~d)8 thus 

1 ~~, -.........' human'. , 

1 

--i 
l 

.' 
( ~ 

of the un1verse, an anticivation 
~ ~, 

1 

he ground of the quest'; to -become more 
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Pittenger argues that in the person and tHe of Jesus Chrifl 

bath human land ~j.Vinr natur",are brought ta focus to, the hi'ghest degre. 

possible in reality. Taking,his, cue from Whitehead and Hartshorne • 

} he points to Jesus' humanity and the suffering he undergoes in the 
, . l '. / 
~ tI 04 ~ ~ 

~ ,~edemPtion of evil as a ~anifestatto~ of, the suffering side of God's 

-J nature. In the dynamic, energizing l~e which he revea;t.s as the core 

0 

! - \ 
of his personality, Jesus, Pittenger believes, is thè b~ghes:,~ ~xplanation 

-

64;1 ',' 
and example of the divine Logos at work in the worl~.,. Henee. Jesus 

, ~'. ,~ 
; Co 

Christ indieates that iL is in the historieal r~alffi. -of genuine human lHe 

that the phenomenon of divine actlvity as integrative love 15 most 
! 

65 manlfest. 
Q 

That·Jesus Christ discloses the nature of things i~ an un­
\ 
\ 

paralléled degree harkens in Pittenger's estimafion,to th~ inclusiveness 

of transcendent and imma~~ht, being in a process world-view.' Yet this 
, 1 

1 fact remains utterly 'true to the basic ~hrust of chris~iani ty "a~ 
/ 

revelation in t~e Most direct sense in which wé know revelation, i~ is 

God making himself known by that which he does, ~nd what Is revealed 
; . 66 

is God in the living impact of personality. ',' 
T • • -'. 

-~ 

.'. 

RevelatIon. then in Pittenger's proeess theology is seen as the 1 

historic.~ focus of the imminent activi;y ~~God's'~ranslendent being"­

as love. Il points to the intcr~i relatioris·tQj héing and the p'ervasive 
: 'f / '.-

panenthets~lC' c~aracter of r;,l1LY. An' al1al~~l;; of p~ttenger1s Ld~as < .. 

of .revelation makes the conncction bctWé.cn ,hls ChristJiln a[{irmation 
~ 1 _.;; =. 

1 ., l 
of reality and proeess ontology clear,. 1'" 

1 , { 
~. 

The Naturé of Rev~lation in Pittenger's Process Iheology 
/" 0 

The n~ture of ,revelation, aeeording to Pittenger, ls 

\' 

r 

-. 
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mediated always through a faith experience and hence involving the 

subjective and objective poles of human experience. Although in a 
l , 

process perspective 'these poles are not exclusive categories of 
l ' 

of real~ty, Pittenger points being but interdep,ndent categories 

out .-that only within the context of Christian faith and community 

67 can the decisiveness of Christian revelation be acknowledged. ~he 

18 

Chur ch and J..ts ü\terpretation of Jesus. as the Christ necessarily contrlbute 

to his im~act as the deèisive revelation of the Logo&. As Eric Rust 

concurs, the çharacter of revelation is such that God remains hidden 
• Co 

within disclosure situations unless the prophetie consciousness ls 

present to reveal hi~.68 Thus revelation is dependent on human con-

sciousness to develop its full meaning as a special focus of the div~ne 

activity. 

Since Pittenger's thought affirms rèality as an organi~mi~, 

societal whole, rev,elation in his eyes must he understood as a focal 

\ 69 
manifestation of the underlying nature of things. Because the 

""-----
, ~ --~ Q 

world is i~carnatlonal, ~e,vealing in its tncreasingly èàmplèx structures'- - -

more and m~re of the nature of the divine h~ing. revelation is defined' 

by Pittenger as 'a complex of events whiçh decisively points to the 

nature of God's work within creation. 1 

More specifical1y, Pittenger relates- that 

Essentially rev~lé1tloJl Is an actfol1-ft>ilctlon cornple)(. 
Events whlch oec,ur in the ,ruhl ici dornaln are apprehended 
in lheir deepest meaning by thosb in whose presence they 
takc place" The events are seen in a cl imension dccpcr than 
that of surface happening;- and the respoMe which i9 made 
15 more than a mere acquisition in their occurrence. 
For the events come ta be understood in the light of what 
i9 already cOn'ceived ta he a divine purpose working . 
itself out in the histori~al ~ea~m, while the response, 

i 
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ls such that the behoider ls caugbt ~p into, brought' 
"to participa te in, or ••• feels' "grasped" by the 
events as they make their impact upon him. And 
the two--occurrence artd response--are ••• coincident; 
the event and the apprehension are not to be separated. 
even though they'must be distinguished one from the 
other. 70 " 

Pittenger emphasizes that without a community of believers 

who identify and live out the iïitial apostolic response ta the 

revelatory event in Jesus Christ, the revelation itself would not . / 

19 

be adequate., uRevelation is seen as tan1 activitf requiring spiritual 
, , 

discernment if it is to be ac~p~ed. ,,71 
r ( 

Argulng, however, that the dogmatic truths which stem as a 

description of a revelatory event are secondary to the historical, ,­

event which is its locus, Pitte~ger proposes and believes

l 
that there 

are three major qualificafio~s for an ,identification of re~elation: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

,There is an absolu te necessity for a prior view of 
nature and ,history which is essentially prophetie 
in chatacter; i.e., man requires an interpretation 
of the world which sees it as the sphere in which 
the divine purpose ls being wor~ed out. This ls 
bath an Old Testament perspective and a process ri 

warld-view; 
1/ 

There must he a recognition,. that revelation \BS an ... 
event-response complex 15 dated, having taken 'place 
at one particular time and place, and yet ls somehow' 
felt to ~e a present reality; 

There ~st be ~ corresbOnd1ng recognition that the 
Christian Church i5 the means by which the response 
of the past to j~sus as revelati~n 18 communicated 
in the present. 

1 

Pittenger believes that within the process framework~an be 

found the necessary perspe~tiv~ for viewing the rt:ela~ory chat acter 

of events, specifically that of Jesus Christ. Essentially a world-

'1 

view where Cod la the creator everpresent in the universe, accomplishing , 

( / 

\) 

,é 
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( 
/1 /' 

- 1 

his purpose th'rough it (where creaÙon is, in effect, the realm of 
'0 

divine activity) allows the prophé'tic consciousness to take'hold: 
, ' 

( thàt is, events can be seen as occasions for greater or lessér dis-
, 

~, " 
closures of God's ~urpose, revealing his divine nature without iden-

tifying Cod completely witn the worî~. 73 The Old Testament view of 
"'~I 

20 

reVelati:n' the~ must also ~ assumed in the Chri,Stiin 'v~ew, e,specially 

in a Christian, process view. 
\ ( 

Where then do the parameters 10L revelatio~begin and end in 

Pittenger'·s view? Firstly, revelation "is in event and in historieal' 

event, in a processive and,societal world.where some moments are of 

crucial importance, disclosing with singular intensity what Gad is up 

ta in his world. ,,74 Secondly, Pittenger believes that we can make state­

ments about what has been dl~CI~sed in these moments, but nevrr in a, 

fully satisfactory way. Thu8, though Gdd 18 known iln a~d through 

creaturely occasions and actlvity, revelatlon is never éntirely compre-

hended. 
f 

David Griffin. adding to Pittenger's understanding of revelation. 
1 
1 

believes that what makes any event a re~elatory' event ls partially'a 

function of God, his iitention and initial dm for th\ event"s actualiza:~<ln. 

As important, however, as the ini~ial aim provided is the degree of 

.realization of that alm. 75 
'f 

Griffin believes that 'an e~ent which is highly expressive of the • 
, Il ' " 

divine aim ass\ltnes' ,a specialness which mak~s it' ultimately determinative 

1 i( . ï ' , 
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actuality and his essence in arder ta understand the distinction'between 

the content and ~he s~urce of revelation. Since Gad himself is the 

object of {aith, then a necessary distinction should be made between 
~ )~ , 

, 

the 'Subjec~)1f reVelatiOn~ Gad himself, and Hs cont~nt; that part of 

his essenc; which is reve.1ed. 77 Plttfnger wou1d .gree with ~iffin's 
distinction, insisting tha~ Gad's nature'remains largely hi~~n, though 

.all disclosure situations reveal something of his activity and mode of 
r 

being . 

Most important, however, in an analysis of Pittenger's process 

view of revelation is the und~rstandin~,of {ts histqrieal charaeter, the 

faet that it occurs in the temporal realm ye't4>oint$ to the eternal and 
~ , ~' ~l 

divine; the i 'happenedness' of Christianity, '~s Pitten~e.r calls it, speaks 
1 0 ...... ./ 

of the eventful nature of revetar±on. 

Pitt~nger beli~ves that the Bi~lical concept of revelatio~as 

histôri!cal and prophetie ia aCknO~le~g:d in his procesa theQlogy, sin~e" 

it emPhasizes the historical dimehsion as the focus of its meaning. . ' 

Indeed, in Jesus' life the importance of the historical and human orders 

of reality in the revelation-of divine activity assumes par~mount 

importance. 
. 

Because Pittenger defines ontology largely witbin the natural 

and the historical realms, he places emphasis' on the ,ontologi9al 

cbarocter pf revel.tion, it1 obil>ty ta disc10'f the nature oi reo1ity. 

Gr if fin . Qlso points out <bat revel.tion ~st noc;s9.r11y hove cognitive' 

content, indieating the truth of the nature of reality if it 15 to have 
',' 

universal meaning. 

-
Griffin belieyes, that ~it~head's ontology provides a necessary 
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framework for revelation as cognitive by al10wing (or the self-de ter-

minadon of the process and acknowledging at the same time God' s influen'ce 

• j 

78 on the natura~ arder and history • 

The Distinction Between General and Special Revelation 

. 19 
Relying heavily db William Temple' a thinktng, 1 Pittenger ars!.Ues 

, l ' 1 
) 1 ~,'" 

that Gad ia necessarily self-manifeated in the process on aIl levels • .. 
Natural revelation then is'the basie thrust of his ideas of revelation. . 
The Logos is, according to Pittenger, the responsible agent within the 

revelatory event, and the Roly Spirit is associated with the apprenension 

of the event. BO Although Pittenger maintains that the lPlit between 

general and special reve~ation Is artificial, sinee God is disclosed to 

sorne extent in aIl events, he believes the distinction must be made on 0 

the basis of the nature and degree of impact events have on man's under-

standing of God's activi~y in the world. 

Therefore, while genera! or diffuse reve!ation occurs within the 

natural course of events and in the éxperience of men, special revelation 
o-

ls extr~~rdinaryO, unu$ual, important in its character and in the effect 

it has on ~an and the process. While it ia true, Plttenger a~~~es, that 

in aIl revelatory,activity Got acts ffrst (this being a central conv~ction 

of the Judeo-Christian world-view), God's decision ta par~icularize 
\ 

his activity in a singular event (o~ complex of events) g~veB the event 

its significance as special ~evelation. The work of the Logos and the 

Holy Spirit then a~e·understood to be intensified in such an event. . ~~ 

Before turning to a detailed account of Pittenge~'s idea~ Jf 
il' • 

special revelation, a revi1w,0~ the nature and mode of gene~ftl revelation 

" , 

-1 
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made. According to Pittenger, the nature 01 process itself 
o 1 

as events in an organic relationship involves a nec'essary and' intimate 
, 

relationship between Gad and the w,or1d: "the world veils Cod, but it 

may a1so be s~id (and we are sure i~ is more important to say) that 

Gad ia unveiled through the 81 
world." 1 

Pittenger be1ieves that God '); presence and activtty'is in and 

is especially revea1ed in through the process as a. whole, ?ut that hi 

the aesthetic, the majestic, the spiritual, 

;ince' God ~s ~~ve~led,throUgh the wholen~ss 
t"he ethical and the conscious. ~2 

e Co 
of the pr~cess. he i5 under-

stood as lying at the root of meaning and the integratton of life 

ls experienced. The 'penetration' and 'perfeation', ?s Pittenger 

as it 

calls 

\ 

them, of God's presence in,' the world must occur in a great variety of 
( ç 

, ways and ,degrees : 

In the inanimate world, something of 'his consistency 
and purposiveness is disclos~d; in the animate world, 
his vital,quality and~his living plan are shown; in J, 
man and above aIl in dlan at his highest" God' s ethicai 
nature, his love of beauty. his hdliness may be . 

"1 manifested. Bu't none of these ,areas i8 his exclusive 
Il place of revelatiool" ;md-none ~f them 15 identical 

, with God ~im5el!~' They are the loc~ of his rev~latien, 83 
because they are the loci of his more complete icti~i~Y. 

In the process petspec tive which Jit-!.enger upholds, activity or 

c~eative energizing is the e5sential, shared mode of existence between 
(,.·s 

Gad and the world. Thus it i5 impossible to disscct t~e living and 

; , 
Pi ttcngcr organic /rclatlonshlp he tween them, either j n t lme or ,f n space. 

, ' 

argues t~at lhe concept of a 

84 
no meaning. 

pre-crea t10nal 

r 
1 
1 

\ 
state of God, thcrcfore, has 

/' / 

~ince Go1d and creation are "in processif, Pittenger believes that 
11 J 

aIl being 15 involved 1n a s'ocietal peoetrati'on of creative ~ctivtty. 

, Il 

1 

1 

.1 
j 
1 
1 , 
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Since God uses nature and history ~o furlther the process, \ revelation 

24 

is its ontological necessity. The divine reality has to manifest itself 
. 

throughout the created order, though it is never identified,completely) 

with Jt. 
Using also Whitehead's idea of the process deity as an integrative, 

harmon.iZing, and suffe-ring God, ard sUbSUmi~g .this idea under the 

idea of God as love, Pittenger argues,that Gad reveals hi~self in 

Biblical 

a11 worldly 
1 

activi~ies which involve the operation of love and in all,J;armonizing, 

integrative operations within the process whether man iSI aware of his Il 
presence or not. SA creation is understood as thé "field of t'bat activity , 

- 85 ' in love." Reality the-n nec;essarily involves suffering, love and 

triumph as Cod teveals himself as unidirectiony_ activ~tY {~.tegrating 
novelty within the process in a positive, evolutionary ~anner. 

1 Ge:eral rey:lation i8 t~us'nothing more than the diffuse 
! 
1 

~eratio~ of the, Logos in the world; Pittenger believès that the procets 

concept of God's immanence i~ the created order can conv~niently be 

placed within the framework of the Christian idea of Trinit y as the mode 
/ 

of the divine being and especially of his operation in the world. 

Special Revelation 
1 

Special rev,elation is different from general 'revelatfon not in 
r • -1 , 

nature but in degree. It, too, is ipcarnationaJ: i~ e~aracter, an historiesl 

ev~tl or colplex of event,' but it is in.....t:h'e no~on' ofl impor'tanée that it 
~~ ~' ' ~~x \ 

can be distingui~hed from natural revelation. rAs Thomas Ogletree-poses 

this understanding of, 'impo~tanc,', a ~ertain happening or complex of 
o 

happenings undergoes a transfiguration rhich gives it,a paradigmatic 
1 

1- .. 

,r 
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1 

role in man's perception 0.1 reality. By disclosing the undamental 

nature of Feality, the even; becomes ~ét apait from al~{ther events, 

gives rise to a notion of God, and helps de termine man' fulfilment. 86 

Special revelation is a disclos'ure of God which indicat s a greater 

intensity of God's activity in the particular event wh God has 

chosen as the locus' of his operation. 

However, Pittenger points out ~hat the ol special 

revelation cannot b~1 so cle~rl1,_de;fyed that man May rnow lI~th absol~;~ 

precis~on. what we May calI the 'li\l1its' of the histofical occurrence" 

which is itself the heart of the revelat~on. si~ce/God is never totally 

revealed in any revelatory event, but rather in t~e/mode of his activity'- ; 
~ 1 p 

/' • 1 J .... 

within the process, "the speci~l or focal revel~tO!y action cffês~~ot 
, 88 

confine Gad rather it defines him." . , ~ 
, , f 

Special revelation is a ~rCUSing of tht'rocess, an intensification 

of the meaning of the nature of reality as revea ed in diffuse revelation, 

1, a finer apprehension of Gad's way with and in t e world. It is only 
, 1 

1 
thrOugt 'a faith 'experience that this finer rpprhension i8 possible. 

The Special Revelation'in Jesus Christ 

Pittenge~ affirms that in the the special revelation in 
; 

~. .(-~~. 

Jesus r.hrist a speC;i:l faith'experience is ~\ quired ta ,discern tts s1g-,- \ 

nific~nç.e. 1 For tlfé 'Christi,an the Christ evz
l 
nt is "the focal historical ( 

• 89 
reality ••• in h~s understanding of Gad and / d's will for his world. 1I 

, 

Pittenger acknowledges that the!~rimary lOC9S of the revelation 

in~jes~s is bis personhood. Ho~ver;h~/IelieVés that the revelato~y action 
/1' 

in Jesus ~nly a'ssumés full meaning in th~ human response made to i t: 

! 1 

/1 
1 
! 
/ 
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'~t ~s in this complex of events--the thing which occurs, which i8 known 

te u~t9reugh imaginative reteIÎing,' and'the response to it in faith--that 
'''''' / , [gO 
the special revelation-of God in Christ consists. 'r' Again, the Christ 

of 

event assum~s real r:mportance only as it ls felt tQ illumirte the' "basic 

dynamic i~ the cosmos ••. the energizing of creative love, cea8e1~ssly working /~ 

to provide opportunit..y for and actualization of more wid~ly shared good. ,,91 

The Congruity of the Special Revelation in Christ with General Revelation 

, 1 

The revelation of God in the Christ event is special revelatioq, 

according to Pittenger, for other important reasons: first", it reveals a 
, 

congruity with general reve~ation and the revelatory history of the Old Testa-

ment; second, Pittenger argues -that there is a connectiC!.n between Jesus Ch!:l:st 

asl revelation and the encire hiscorica"t realm; the congruity in the ~oleness 
f 

of the pattern of ?od'~ l~isClosure withi~ '~he Wrr~d-order neeessitates th~t 

the reve1atory his~ory of the Old Testament is the,fprevenient preparation for 
~-, 

Q ~ 

tlle reve1ation in Jesus •. And, indeed, in definin~the boundaries of: the 

92 
Incarnation, Pittenger reveals that past Jewish nistory-feeds into it. 

, 
Third, :as ,a eomplex event the ~nearnation ~s historiea1 in' character: 

1 Jesus must be understoo~ as a "gem~ine, historieally-eonditioned and entirely 

human b~ingll93 who is the center of the, revelatj.orr in Christ. ,Thus, though 
{ 

God is 'met' in the Incarnation~ the historiea!, puman locut oi divine 

,/ 
aetivity in Jesus Christ iB affirmed. '1 

Ogle tree, - ln a stance similar to Pit tenger ' s, argues tha t Biblica! ' 
g 

faitn values historical time, and that in the Incarnatio~ the importance 

o-~time and flesh as essential eonstituents in the nat~re of reality 

i 
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1 

receives its ~bst dramatic affirmation. 94 

GrÏffin fourthers Ogletree's emphasis on ..the importance of 

revelation-in-the-flesh by insisting that, "In the Biblical vision of 

the pe~son i;~he locus of the real/and the valuable; )the supreme-

, 95 
i8 il sppreme person." _ /1'he fact that the Christian v,ision of reality 

reality centers its chief meaning on the person of Jesus Christ points 
1 

ta the Incarnation as the most jsupreme of revelatory acts. 

~nd Griffin indicstes chat the correlation of the Judeo-Christian 

world-view and proce~s philosophy on the personal as the realm of the 

important "emphasizes as primary the notions of history, becoming, novelty,i 

- 96 / purposivenes5, freedom, respon5e, and mutual involvement" in an und er- 1 
J - ~ 

standing of reality. 

If the Incarnation i5, in reality, congruous with the rest of 

Biblical revelation, Jesus' decisiveness, says Pittenger, only makes 

sense because the revelation of God in him shares the same dimensions of 

reali'ty chat aIl disc10sures of divine éÎctivity do: "Yet che fact remain_s 

that there are at times fuller emergences into history of the Divine Spirit 

and that Jesus is a decis:\,ve revelation of the c~aracter' and will of'God.,,97 

,Fourth, becsuse Jesus shares the same categories of ontology as 

general revelation, he expresses the polarity of universality and uniqueness. 
( 

By expkessing God's activity in the 'world of men ~nd human history, he has 

a universal character as revelation. But, 'lIn the whole rich fullness 

of'God's working in the world, in the wonderfully various and manyrgraded 

reve~ation which he makes of himself to his human children, Jesus Christ 

, ,,98 
in the totality of his person and work is c~ucial, definitive, unique. 

1/-

')c­
'] 



r 

( :' -

1 
1 

T 
1 

1 • 

-.. 

28 

Thus, Jesus 

" 
is"both universal and unique: universal in that he embodies 
tlfat which God i5 everywhere purposing and in some fashian 

:" - achieving in the affairs -of men; unique, in that i t 15 he, 
Jesus Christ, who decisively embodies this purpose and a~tibn 
and in the concrete results of his appearing has made a ré~i, 

1 
'unmistakable and "unlasable" difference in the live~90f men 

and in ,their understanding of Cod and Qf the world. 

The Uniqueness of the Christ Event: The Uniqueness of Inclusiveness 

Pi:t~pger proposes that Christ 'g uniqueness can be centrally 
J 

understood as the emergent novelty of the actua1ization of the Logos in 

100 " 1 " 
the world. He ls, therefore, an unprecedented channeling of God's 

activity in creation and in man. ,His decisivenes5 as revelation comes 

through his fulfilment of a11 revelation in "Jewish faith, in non-Cht;Utian 
1 

and non-Jewish religions, in ~he secular world, in the natu~al ord~r, 

and wherever and however else God has permitted men to learn something 

about Him. "lOI 
1 

It is in the fulfilment of the,order of God's self-disclo 

in the p,rocess that Jesus Christ indicates the natur~ of reality., Pittenger, 

like Cobb and Griffin, argues that the meaning of the revelation in Christ 
• f 

must assume supreme, cognitive value, that as revelation-in-~ct" Jesus 

must become the most signlficant dlsclosure of the creative_ process of 

reality. 
, 

As Cobb points out, "he reveals what it means to live 'ln terms 

of the way reali tyc actually is. Although Jesus' life, 

were cpndi tioned by hi s time -and place in his tory, a t a deeper level we 

see in him what it 18 like for a man to exist in a manner appropriate to 

p 102--
what Cod is and what man is. This 18 fundamental." 

Griffin ~ii1forces Cobb 1 s stance'·bY insis~ing that Jesus can 
"V-

.. ~ Il 
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only be understood as the savior if he is the decisive clue to ~he 
, 1 103,' 
nature of rea1~ty." 0- Pitteqger acknowledges Griffin' s argument by 

', ____ ~~~i~ing' ~~~t jesu~' decisiv~ness as revelation 'arises' from t'~e un-

para11eled degree tQ whiéh he manifests the divine nisus present in 
1 ~ 

all of creation without in any way o~er~tepping hir~ genuinelYI human 

nature: "in the dynamic existence which was his; [he] fulfilled the 

poteritiali ties which were a1so his in a manner that impressed those 

29 

'," who c~mpanied> with him as being extraordinary without being a violation 
~, 104 

Qf the ordinar~,conditions of manhood." , 

Jesus' uniqueness in his rJvelation 'of the' Logos i5 'one of 

'" 
inc~usion: he reveftls in an eminent manne~ the way God acts in the 

world, t~e ~ost'inGlusive human attributes, and the most persuasiv~ 
-", l ' 

1 
., . 

relationship petween God and man. Il , 
~ 

~. -
~ ____________ ~~ _____ ~esusi decisiveness. however, is' ~lways understood within.the 

;, 
\, , 

1 

context of the otd Testament view of Cbd's wa~,with the world. Pittenger' 

argues that the qualified difference in the revelatio~ through Christ 

'is the quantified difference in his unde~standing of the nature of 

li l " rea ty: 

He was a true radical who penetrated ta the heart 
of the Jewish awareness of God and God's will as it 
had been worked out in history, who provided a fre 
but not totally discontinuous beginning in the 
of man vis-a-vis that Gad, and who in ____ - .. '" 
established togeliri~rijitY ':ru 
God and man. ~.'- " 

/ 

, " 

. \ 

Thus, though the decisiv,eness in Jesus Christ a~~ve1at±on is ; 

~ one of 
~ '--

'. -l' 
o(!!aânnm~-&e'~-d3I44*etl1~ !n--k-ind between diffnent~-

~ 1 
/ ~perations or th~ Logo~ in, a process world-view expz:essing the singular ' 

. " ' 
quality of tirocess creoÙrlty). Pittenger _8.r8:"" 'hat the revelation -in 
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Christ i8, in its definitiveness, thr~inal disclosure of Cod. 
, 
'- - Jesus Christ becomes in ittenger's eyes the criterion of 

a11 tpe,nature of revelation in 

.' 

his dreative dynamism, his influe 
\ 

the direction of history and 

'30 

mankind"and in his provisiQn of 
, l , 

cottt1~ue in a posi tive 

proper goals for creative energizing 

As the paradigm of the" nature of 

rea! y, 1 mare importantly of the- ature of fully actualized manhood, 

Jesus be mes the crown of 

Jesus Christ: t 
, , 

the Divine and Human\ 
, ',,-

, , 

Turning more specifieal1 
.,,' '" 

to Pittenger's .chr:f.,c;tology',~. • ~ 

(" _ ---------J' -
undeis nding fof how Jesus is the paradigm in his process thealogy , " 

of Gad's' wa with the wor1d (and h nee of t~e nature of reality) becomes 

i) 
apparent. The ~e ~f the Inear ation is 1 of course, complex, having 

nei tlie;' sf~'iPty def ~ild'ts nor oneeptu:l boundaries. \/hi;e t~e ~~ 
/ Jesus mU,s~.,be taken as fu1:ly human, psychologically and physically, $0 

, ' , : 1 

, tha t '~he sacred 'huma~ity of our rd is the very instrument fo~the i 

'" ,1 " 1 
."-:.. 1 11106 

"many-colored' ~isclosure of God in language we May underst~nd, the 

..... ~ 'Incarnation n'lust ,still express --- " 

the d~vine. « 

etaphysical unit y oi the human and 

1 

P+ttenger pçsits Incarnation "the understanding 

~--that God hns of man .1nd ,his' relatio wiih-mall are now thrpugh the term~ , ' Il 

- of his having 'known whaf it ill _to ,b a marl; 41nd m;)~'ls approech to God 1 .".- , . Il 

" a,nd .. his relationsh~p with Gad are '~: rough the t~rms which' follow from f~e 
'0 fact that his hum~v--:"'li-as been l..ni gra y united with God. ,,107 1 1 '-:.-~ " ,. -------/" 

:,~eknOWled~ing 'bat Jesûs dh ist ;uS'-be considered~, 
'{lb 1 

. / 
1 \ ';<." , 
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1 
fntegrated unit y , ,Pittenger points out the unit y of -the divine 

(ond human in him i5 therefore organie, er ...ii.enSion eontradi~ting 
.~he other, God acting through Jesus' huma r ality. 

~ 
/ Th~s Jesus' historicity is of pa7'mount importance; although 

,;;) 

k oyledge of the Jesus of history is media ed thraugh a fafth exper 

l' 
of Jesus as the Christ, Pittenger believes onetheless that thère must 

bè---a _recog~lition of his Jewish identity, h~ ~struggle as a human being 

,ta accept his vocation to do God' s will in a unpatall.:;led manner, 'and 

his hU.~ditiOning ~n a partieular histo icar ~ilieu'whieh it/fluenced 
his thinking. In Jesus' very real humani ty t e most positive .release of . . 
the divine activity- of love o~curs: 

rf Jesus released the divine love human ·life in an 
unprecedented manner and degree, he d d this becaus, ih 
aIl respects he shared the manhood whi h is ours; and .. if we, . 
in our turn, can appropria te that love released in his 
accompÜshment, i t is because i t was d sclosed and made 
ef feoti~e in these very human terms whi h are also ours. 
This 15 why there i5 a profoundly relig ous importance, a 
most serious significance for faio§' in l granting to Jesus 
the fuUest measure of humanity. , 

Pi t tenger states that in Jesus' human choice a~d decision ta 
, . l 

fulfil the initial aim gran~ed him by God, tl;\e imp~ct ,of, htls life as 
.! .-' 

the revelatian of/the Old Testament &d is made. Beside~his influence on 

human life in this regard, Jesus. brought to fulfilment the Judaic reÜgious-
- \ . 

. mo~al culture in which he .himself was 'imm:rped. r "' 'J 
'" . In l'fllenger's eyes the el'isentlal ~resuJlPosltfon for a-~ 

• 1 l ' 

• "\ o. tfIi' 

J. 

::e ~::::a::o:h:S b:::: :::u::
d 
o:O:e:~:. in u::::::~ç u:::::~:n e:::e::

a 
:f' 

'Jman-maae-towards'-God" , Pitteng~i see: Jesus as ~ b ,~ng elected as-~_the 

organon of the .Logos, but that necess 
1 -1 

had i to respond to this 
f 

: . 1 
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1 

~~f elec tion in. complete surrender to God' s will. Thus t~Ii!"metaphys:i.cal union 

of the di\rine and human is most complete in the Christ event: 

The most_ complete, the fullest, the most organic and 
integrate~ union of Godhood and manliood which is 
conceiv~ble is precisely one in which by gracious in­
dwe11ing of God in man and by manhood' s free response 
in surrender and love, there is established a relationship 
which_ is neither acc:f.dental nor incidental, on the 
one hand, nor mechanical and physical, on the othér; but 
a full, free, gracious unit y of the two in Jesus Christ, 
who is both, the farthest reach of. God the Ward into the 
life of man" and also (aî8gby consequence) the richest 
response of man to ,God. 

/ 

Pittenger warns, .ho'wever, ,that"the' Christ event must not be seen 

to contain or manifest a11 of the divine reality, but to revea! the nature 
1 

----. 
of God's activity in th~ world. Also, Jesus Christ 'is most importantly 

a revelation of the perfect union,ontologically of the moral and spiritual 

response of man to qod's being as love. 

As is the case with God' s way in the enUre created order, 

divine causation has pr,iorlty J in the revela,tion i~ Jesus Christ. Indeed, 

that it is God' s choice to reveal himself with Pittenger emphasize~ 
- 1 • 

unique intensity through the Incarnation,. and that Christ' s emergence 
J 

as the expression of the divine reality, though the crown of congruous 

revelation, is not merely ân evolution from natural forces b\ltl an appearanee 

110 
within 'the process involving supreme, divine causal activity. Par-

ticularly :J.n the Pas~ion and death of Christ P-ittenger believ~s tha't 

the'divine,caùsal and affective principle was ~t work, revealing God'~ 

suffering par'ticlpation it). his wor.ld and the ,triumph pf cosmic love. 

Pittenger ip,sists that emphasizing God' s activity in Je.aus" rather 
• .< 

• 
than the divine substance present in/ him upholds the process perspective 

" 

of the ceaseléss energizing of Gad within reality anel simultaneously thé 
,- 1 

.. 
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Biblical understanding of unique revelatory events within ~pe history 

of the world. Jesus then is the organon of the divine purpose and 

,/ will; his manifestation of huriian divinity cornes through his human effort to 

conform his witl to the will of God, Oi:' \ in p,r0c~ss terms to !dentify his 
, ~ 

sub~ective aim completely with the initial-aim p~ovided by God f9r 

his actualization. 
. 

Though Pittenger acknowledges that this full union 
- , 

of the d~vine and human can prObablyl be understood only through a faith 

exp@~ence, nevertheless he arguis for its ontological reality. 

Indeed, Pittenger believes that in the Chr~st ev~nt there ts 

present the simultaneous experience, of divine and hum~n activity; the union 

of God and man ~s totally'pérsona.l, in 'Jesus Christ: 

r''''-c/ Th:E!",Jman life of Jesus ,was 80 one in will (that is to say'­
in the deepest intentionality of baing) with God that in , 
lÏjm the life' of God was lived in man, by a man, and for men ••. 
He is our clue to the Divine Reality; he is our clue to the 
truth about humanitYj he is our clue to the right relapionship 
between them. Inlïfm the Image of God is emergent and manifest 
~n full humani ty • • .,. 

. . ~ittenger upholds that thb union of God and man ~as a 'gracious 

quality which, once -established, is permanent. However, he also believes 
\ 

, 

that though the encounter through f~ith of God in Jesus is real, there 
~ , 

ls a distinction between God and man even as the ~ost intimate relationship 

between them exists in the Christ event'. Pittenger calls this self-d~à- . 

closure of God-in-act in ,Jesus Christ a theocentric revelation-(rather 

~ -
than-a Christo-or Jesu-centric one), since it bec9mes th~ norm for what 

i8 said about God and the truth about man.
112 

The unique position of Jesus Christ as thè 'final! revelation 

of God's activity (partic~larly in the created.order) has a·two-fold basis: 

first, thoogh the Logos does, to some degree, work withi,n aIl men, Jesus 

" 

r' 
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must be understood ta have been chosert by Cod as his special organon 
, 1 

for the reve1ation of the divine .purpose; self,0nd, Jesus t'esponse ta 

this choice by God i5 the fullest and most complete response a man can 

make t'CI the divine will; thus he i5 the ent~rely ,adequa.te human instrument 

for the divine self-expression. 

'---

Jesus Chri t: The Revelation of Human Nature 

Through an understanding of Jesus as the En-manned Logos, 

Pittenger 1 s Christology centers on his ontologiea1 signifieance as 

revelation. Since the Ward i9 tnat mode of Cod's being concerned·with 
'--

creation, his self/-expression and revelation, 1. e., ~d outward, then 

t - 113 
it ean be seen to undergird a11 human life in i ts historical situations. 

The Logos is the agent of order and rational1ty in the working out of the 

proeess, the reasan for t:he way things are, the definition of the meaning 

of the process as it continueE! forward in its creative aetua1ization. 

By positing Jesus Christ as the, human locus of 1 the Logos, the 

meaning of the Christ event becomes c1ear: it is tlW su~reme paradigm 

,of the naturè'--of reality and the agent for the most intense and ultimate 
1 

114 
revelation of divine creativity in the world. 
,. 

Sinee God' s chief ~ctivity is seen to be energizing love, in ,-
, -

Jesus Christ can be found the hu~n expression of cosme love wbich allows 

a11 men the vision of love and the possibility of becoming integrated 

lovers. 

event is 

The unique intensity rth which the Word energizes in the Christ 

so decisive' ;;:at H' htterl~ embraces the wholen~ss of life t~at 
. only God himself can provide for man. 

-'-

In effect then, the revelation of human nature in Jesus 19 

. , 

.. 

'.j , 
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essential as the reve~ation pf d~vine nature.- Again, it ls becBuse 

-the process world-view incorporates and focuses on value at the level 
- " 

--;' 
of the int~rp:netration of aLl of 

- î 
reality, particularly thaf of God 

1 

and man, that the pignificance of J~sus' di~clos~te of true hum~n'natur~ 

i8 acknowledged. Pittenger would insist that such a view correlates 

,with the Biblical '~nder~;~ndihg of the intimate relationship of God 

. 
and the wor1d, firiding supreme expression in the Imago Dei in man. 

What;. then does Jesus Christ reveai about human nature? As 

r ' r- ' 
H.W. Montefiore po~nts. __ out.' to under,stand the revelation :hl Jesu_s Christ 

one must see the analogy between God's being and man's. In this way 

the Incarnation makes sense. This i5 not to say, and Pittcngèr would 

agree wholly here, tbat God should be equated with a hum~n pel'son, but 

- 115 
toat the transcendent deity is immanently d!sclosed in the Christ,event. 

Because of Pittenger's emphasis on the dynamic nature of reality, , -

" 
he- points to the existcntlal aspect of Christ as revelation: "He i~ ~ 

-~ 

~ is, the' existential embodiment of the essentia). Hanhood which rightly 
, \ ,1,' - _ ... 

/ 

belongs to eaeh of us. For the Christian thèist this 15, to say that ln . 

hlm the divine i~~e i5 embodied in concrete and actual hum~nity, in 

. historieal existedce. ,,116 The dynamic 1 temporal agent of Gad 15 'working 

. within creation, Jesus embodies to the ultimate degre~ the same e,xistenttal 

aspec~s of becoming- that aIl ,men do. Thüs, his very r~al emot!on, love, 

suffering, doubt, and affirmation are ~iven priorlty ln Plttenger~s vlcw 

of revelatlon. 
,) 

) 

Jesus al~o reveals what a fully integrated, actualized Man of 

l 
1 

~ve is, accordin~ to Pittenger. In fact, the basic reaHty of the Christ 

event i8 the love he shows a8.a man, not different in~ind Ifrom oth~r 
1 

1 

j' 

j 
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humàn love, but in degree, because ft "ls indecd· mo~ intense, most .. 
generous, as it is most exacting and austere. ,,117 Jesus' expression 

of cosmic love is 50 posiMve and creative in Pittenger's eyes th~t it 

réveals the true participation which i5 life' 5 nature and mean;l.ng. Thus, 

though aIl human love ls the manifesta tion of divine love operating in 
--.: 

the world, Jesus especially r~veals God';~ ,harmonizing and creative love~ 

Griffin further poInts out that Jesus' transparency to the divine 

reality indica:t~s his ilery sleH to be éonstÙuted by his prehension of 

Gdd. 118 , ~ 

Thus his own vision of his purpose ~nd raIe attains supreme 

authority. Jesus' utter 

~ ~nderstanding of his 

t.,..; 1 

obedience to the divine will further reveals 

response as a - human being to COd. His authentic 

" 

humanity results fr0t? his f~l1 intègration of GOd:'s initial aim lor him 

withil) the temporal arder and "his complete openness to every si uatian 

as mediating to h!.m the den/and and succor of God, his, use l'f every 
, CI, Il " 

si tuation alil a new means of communiea ting himself to others in obedience 

to and in dependence upon Cod whose concern is. for the universal fïÎfi~ment 

of mankind. ,,119 ' . 1 

" 

Unlike Cobb who beHeves that the unique ':r" of Jesus springs' 

from his unique initial aim from Gad and his response to thàt aim, Pit-

tenger belfeves aU-men, ~re glven the - same. kind of initial aim in Gad' s 

directive to become fully actualized lovurs and thus ~ully intcgratèd 
, \ 

hu~an bcings. Hence. tnough ~itten&er 'tenos to minlmlze the distinction 

between the nature. oJ 'the i~itia). a~m givcn ta Jesus and that given to 

, 1 other 'men, he ~es POi~JeSUS' full obedience to his under-

standing of the' divine' purpose working, ,within hi!li,is indeed unparalleled. 

l '"' 
Ye-~ becat"tse he shares full humanity wi th the res t o,f mankind, 1;118 response 

r-; .' 

" 
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to God' S Will' i8 the supreme paradigm for aIl men to follow in the'ir 

own actua1iz tion. 

37 

. l ,Returnil;lg briefly to Cobb' s argument that Jesus' claim of 4 
authority is diffet:ent in kind from other teachers of the time '~ecause 

\ . 120 
it unites both the content and source of bis prehension, i .. e.l Gad, 

Pittenger' wou~d agree that Jesus' vision of real~ty includes his 'clai~ 
to be Gad' s agent fOt the working out of His 

standing and reinterpretation of th~ kingdOl 

unique, sense of authority. 

~urpos~. In his under-

qf God, Jesus reveals his 

Pittenger then pdSÙS Jesus' human:lfty as unparalle1ed. by any 
. 1 

other man in the history of the world. He, -in fact, display~ sacred 

humanity because he attains perfect, actualized"manhood in his utter faith 

\ 
in God, his utt~r obedience to the divine will (epitomi~ed in the Cross), 

and his love-in-action whereby he embraces both Gad and the world in 
t .~ 

121 ;' 
love. Thus, Jesus, reveals what ,'the Proper Man is under the condition~ 

, r 

o! s~ace and time, "bringing to ,special fulfilment or actua1ization ••• 

122 ' genuine human possibilities." Jesus' Vision and work, in the wor1d 

have as their centre bis knowledge of God' It"~l?el~sive p.resence and 

activity in the world. 
/ 

Jesus Christ: The Revelation of Divine Nature 
i " 

In turning specifi,cally, to the revelation of divine nature i~ Il 
~ , 

t~e Ch~ist event, Pittènger shows 

decisiveness in the reve1ation of 

that the sar empha~is on Jesus' 

human na.ture, also holds in his dis-
1 - , 

closure of Gad. Pittenger argues that ainee only Gad can have the value 
'g- " 

of id, Jesus' l:ife; indicates that. th~t which ,S llltimate in expe:riE!nc~. 

1 hi 
1-
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and in being has~n effect on man. Becau~~"Jesus Christ is the 

(metaphysic,al union'of God ànd man, he acts simul~a,~eously as bot~'r' i' 

Griffin argues, for instance, that'this understandin~ of Jesus' 

divine natute doés not rele~:te the Christ event ta t~e realm of the 

miraculous, but is an affirmat~on ~f Ch~istian process~o~to10gy where 
, 

Gad is seen as active in aIl events, and thus his objective presénce in 

Jesus becomes possible. In the unit y a,f the respective wills of Gad 
J.'--

and Jesus in the Incarnation, the selfhood of Jesus becomes constituted 
" ,;.t • 

~ r 124 ,. ~ 
by his awaren~ss of God. Rence is manif~sted the deity in Jesus, un-

\ ' "1 1 ///11 
In fact,'in the conce~t of Jesus' transpa~eney to the divine 

.. 
pàralleled elsewhere in the process. 

natur~ the most definitive idea of the revela'tion of God in the Christ / 

event takes form. Recause Jesus Christ is co~pletely open to the / 
, / 

working of thè' divine nature within him, a new 1evel "of éreation ~i 
" 

, - '/ 

reached. J~us' perfect obedience to the divine will;~witQin yhe med m 

of human personality, makes the ptesençe 
, , 1 

him the ~ove qf Gad ~ddresses man w~th'a 
of God within him unique,: "In r 

unique direetness, not as through 

the prophets. 'ln his aets and Words Chrïstians encounter the ward and 

deed of God. ,,12,5--

Pittenger believes thal Ch~ist reveals God as Love-ln-Action: 
1 

"in Christ (GodJ disclosed bis lleart and effectively acted to make new' 
-, 

. 126 
and authentiç existence possible for his children." God, according 

to'Pittenger, through the Christ eveÏtt, i8 séen as a suffering lover)who 

participates full y ,in the world as i~ is processed, exp.eI"i~ncing both r ' 

., \ ,.--
goodness and evil as they arise through the freedom of creativity. 

Through Jesus, God reveals that love and tenderness are the means 

--

'. 
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'~I by which integration a~ armoqy 
/ 1 

/ which the communal par icipa tian 

ar, brought into the creation and by 

in the created good becomes possible. 
1 

/ • 1 

" 1 1 

Jesus as revelation' is definitive because he releases the power of love 
1 

to others in an nparalleled!way. The new life in Christ, the mutuality 

~"I 127 
Of divine an hum~n love an1 l.ove-in-COmmUnity,~" " is the ,es_senc~ of 

the divin energ~zing withir the process and the central affirmation 
\ 1 1 "" i 
9! ~he iblical God. ! 

-------------------. 1 
Through Je-sus-~""relvelation of the divine nature as love-in-act 

1 1 { 

he savin&, 'side of God' s pature is revealed. ittenger argues that 'though 

the Christ event in no' wdy limits God' s Jgra ious activity in relation 
1 

to sin', evil, and suffer-ing (and hence 
1 

atonepIent, redempti,on, and 
( / 

salvation) , nevertheless it does rev 1 this aspéct of God's operation 

, / 
complete way. The Cr sa and the Resurrection are, in 

eyes, di~losures 
in the most 

/" 

Pittenger's f "the universal fact of God in relation 
/ 

" 1 l~8 
to J'lin and sufferidt." 

/" 

.In I!arti~ular 
~ 1 

Pittenger belleves. that the crJss Is absolutely 
! 

easential to Chfist an faith, for Jesu~' death "was the result of human 
1 

sin and moral,e 1. ~ut the fact of dying, with a11 its painful accom-
, 

paniments, s nonetheless a ~enuine pprticipation in the pain of the 
/ ,1 .\. 

1 wor1d/' Jesus revea1ed in his death ihat God is everpresen~ in the 
1 . 

face af evil, neVer" ab~n~Oni~g 

destruction. . 1 

j 1 

r" 

creation to u1timate dertructiveness and 
l , 
1 

"-1 
Jesus Christ: The ,Revelation of the Relati~nship between God and Man 

human 

~ince the Christ event is both tije revelation of divine and 

nat~re, its final Signif~Cance lies in its disclosure of the' 

.r,l 
~~. 

, 1 

l ' 
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relationship between God,and man: 

There can be no doubt that the fact of Chri~t 
constitutes a '~moment" in the history of the 
race, and if that be true it is a "moment"'also 
in 'the history of the world with which men are 
i~ an inescapable and orga~ic relation. But 
the "moment", says Christd.an ~fiith, ia decisive 'l 0 
and absolu~e in its significance for God-man relations. 3 

In Christ, Pittenger believes, is found "the chief means of 

40 

relationship' between the ultimate Reality of God and the derived reality 

of men. IIl3l Griffin cohtinues this line o! thinking by statin~ th~t 
thro~gh the revelation in Christ there is an increased possibility for 

.".. 

man" s fulfilment of God' s presentation of initial aim!:?, particularly 

of aims which more directly-ex~ress Godrs purpose in the world. 132 

Through the tot4ii~y of his life, understood to be in ,perfect 
. '1 j 

obedience to the divine will, Je!sus indicates the right relationship 

between God and man. His actualization of human possibi1ities, FPecifiCa1lY ~ 

( 

the human response to God's love and action, becomes a fact which aIl men 

can partic~pate in through faith. 
, 

The Christ event 
, ;, 

reconCi1irg the wor1d and 

of God within the createQ 

changes for aIl time God-in re~ation-to-man; 

man to God, heightening the redemptive activity 

order: "on the Cross the love of God in Chris,t/ 

, ln 
meets man even at the point where man deserts it, rejects it and slays it. 

The redemptive activity of Gad which occurs through Jesu~' Passion, . . 
death, and Resurrection i8 the locus of the resforation of the'Gad-man 

1 ( 

relation. Since man's true nature is indeed love-in-action, according 
,.. • f 

to Pittenger, the complex event involving the Cross and the Resurr~~tion 
must be seen as a cont1nuing fa1th exper{ence which 1ndicates that the 

love re1eased in the person of Jesus Christ is still working, for the 

, r 
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\ \~ . 
beneHt ':of man and th~ world. 

ort~ i 

Though the Christ event can be seen te be the crown of Judeo-

l ' 
-,Christian Srlvati~n histor.y, Pittenger believes it i8 as revelation " 

most importantly the p'aradigm .of God' s way with the world and his 
1 

operation withtn it, of the self-actuali~ed man, of the proper relation-
, - 'J 1 1 

ship between God and man, and finally of the nature of reality itself. 

In conclusion, the foundation of Pittenger's ideas of revelation 

i8 broad, emphasizing the process bel~ef that aIl of reaUty parta~es of , 

and hence reveals God'~ nature. Uniting this belief with the particular 

, world-view of Christianity iiid its revelationt Pittenger sees Jesus 
'" 

, 1 1 

Christ a~ a û~ique focus of the general,mode of revelation in the world 

and as the final revelation which enhances and ulti~tely redefinés the 
\ 

boundaries of Godts activity in the world. 
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CHAPTER IWO 

Revelation in Abraham Hesche1: The Disclosure of Divine Pathos 

Like Norman Pittenger, Abraham Hescbel is a philosopher who 

relies heavi1y on po1arities and dia1ectics in his conceptua1ization of 

re1igious ideas. Hesche1 himself attributes bis use of polar concepts 
l ' 
1 

to the Jewish tradition from which he emerges: "To Jewish tradition ••• 

patadox is an essential way of understanding the world, histo~y and 

nature. Ten,sion, ,contrast, contradiction characterize al1// of reality. ,,1 
". 

1 
Polarity and Paradox~ Man's View of Rea1ity 

, ' 

Heschel believes that from the human standpoint, polarities 

exist in every\part of re~lity because of the natqre 07-t~e human con- -

·dition. Man is the being in the universe who senses t~e tens~on of 

eV,~rything, the magnet.,.ic opposition of drives, deeds, eventi!, and 

thoughts, and yet ,paradoxically he intuits a ,Gad who ends aIl tension 

and "i~ beyond lall 'dichotomies ••• Thus the, ;i~nacle of Jewish 'truth/ is 

.l ,2 . 
a m:rstery of. divine unit y." 

Il 

, / ,- __ ._'_ In, d~lving ;lnto Heschel'~ own Jewish thinking, polaritiés in his 

?ntology,w.h~ch set the stage for an understanding of his ideas of revelation 

become clèar. Perhaps the most obvious example is.bis analysis.of tbe 
1 

oc' - , 

relation of God to the world. ' By positing ~d as the wholly and transcendent 

other who, despite his incomprehensibility, is involV~d intimately with 

the world, Heséhel believes he~emains ~rue,to Bibiica1 ontology. 
3 

Fritz RothSfhi~d points out (in his introduction to Heschel's 

,thought in Between'God and Man) that 'in.the'experience of grandeur and 

thei ineffable which Heschel argues is one ot the starting points for 
( ff . , 

polarities already existe Man God-awareness in man's conscioüsness, 
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combines the subjective and objective realms of reality in this ex­

prrien~e; through his wonder, awe, and faith, aIl three subjective 

responses to the irandeur of the world, he experiences the sublime, 

53 

t~ mysteiy and the glory of rea11ty which are objective dimensions ' 

r of his w~rld. 4 T,hough thçre is cl:arly no logic .,.,hich can "prove" the f: .. 
1 

existence of these dimensions, aeschel insista they are an implicit part 

,of man's relation té reality. 

Similarly, man exists in time in a' parado~lcal manner. He la 

cons,t~nt1y aware of 

taneousl1fconsdious , 

the temporality of his own existence and yet simul-

of the "uninterruptedx:ess" and "abidingness" of 

~im~. That temporality and eternity always meet in man's u~derstanding 

of himself in time points, according td H~schel, ta one of the bas~c 
, 5 

polarities in man's existence. 

Il 'LikeWise, despi,te the history of his iniqu1ties, man'~, fa1th 
1 1 

impHés thât God ',s concern with th~ world ls re_demptive, that ~eYOnd 
the discord and divers~ty of hum an activity, the source and meaning 

6 
of life, is unifying compassion. Heschel be1ieves that m~n's position' l' 

,-
in the unlverse is uniqu, as t~e converging point (though not the 

, 
dissolution) of the wOt~d' s polarit;t.es,. Thus èven in ~iS own actions, 

pattern ard spontaneity circumscribe his deeds. As a'body-spirit unit y, 

the'l~ving that man does involves both law and freedom. 7 Man can 
- .1 

neither ~scape{ these polatities nor understand'them completely. Yet 
~ 1 

Heschel believes that-in the concreteness of humart existence, their 

: mutual exclusivity i8 surpassed and·their mutual neèessity affirmed. 
l ' 

Oo1y in God do aIl ten~ions end. 

Obviously then, ,man's understanding and description of reality 
,....,' 

, " 
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are ~ialectic~1. Heschei maintains that epistemology cannot esc~pe 

the mystery of pa"radox and polarity. Revelation then,"' as a unique 

foeus of religious knowledge, will involve 'oppose~ eIeménts from man's 

vant~ge point. And indeed it is with Heschel's understanding of know-

ledge that a full ae~oun't of his' ideas on revdation m4:St begin. 

1 ) 

Wonder 
" • 1 

as the Root of Knowledge: The Respons~ito~ PreciQusness 

• 
} 

( 

1 

of Being 

Heschei poses insight and reason ~s basic modes of human know-
, -- ---

ledge. 8 But the root of aU knowledge is --wonder. "The tangible phenomena !' 

we serutinize with,our ownlreason; the sacred and the indemonstrable we 

9 overhear witn fhe sense of the ineffable.," Man r s sense of wonder is a 

response of amazement to being, an answer to being's question'to man, a 

sense of realization that whatever man is,' he owes. lO According ta 

11 ta Heschel, man' s wonder "is II~he state of our being asked," prior t ,\ 

our eonceptualiz~tions, ~nvoiving the dimension of ou~ existeqce which 

\ . 
1s truly religious, which responds in cancern during moments of awe ta 

" 

the meaning of being. Not a perception, but an awareness of thé mystery 

and glory of the world, wonder 1s a sense pf the ineffable as an o'bjective 
1 

category of reality. 

Wonder leads to our use of reason in discovering that which ia 

tangib~e, bu~ as a respons~ to the mystery 0; being which hove~s above 

the tangible, it Ieads to a cognitive insighL that .life has·meaning and 

12 that Gad as concerned-being-beyond-all-being ls real. Unfortunately, 

such an insight la neither common nor lasting. Heschei points 9ut thii 

the knowledge galned of the ultimate signiflcance of being is necessariIy 

4 faith experienée: 
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He who has never been caught in such a radical situation 
will fail to understand the certain~y it eng~nders. He 
who absconds, who is always aD sent when God ià present, 
should expIa in the reasons for his alibi, and a~stain from 

f ' bearing witness. He who has ever gone through a moment 
of radical insight canno; be alwitness to God'Sl~QF: -
existence without laying perjuty upon his soul. " 

55 

Indeed, the transcendent preci6usness bf existence which Heschel 

points out is-only sensed in moments of wonder and ensu~ng insight is 

a certainty without' knowledge: it is real without being 
expressible. It cannat be communicated to othe~s; every 
man has ta find it by himse1f. In moments of s~nsing the 
ineffable we are as certf!n of the value of the world as 
we are of its, existence. 

Heschel argues that meaning occurs outside the minq in object1ve 

reality, that in man's awareness being and value are inseparable. In fact, 

the expectedness of m~aning, says Heschel, ·is the root' of aIL man 1 s 

15 1 
thinking, feeling, and volition. ,Because lour ~oncepts abst:act this 

meaning. Heschel maintai~s we cannot con~orm the value of the world'to 

our minds. \ Ineocpressib!le in its ~ery natfre, only the inunediate insight 
. , 16 

through wonder affirms its existence. A. Lichtigfeld, in his book on 

p~ilosoPhy and revelation in Jewish thought, _confirms Heschel's point: 

,.In the religious con!?ciousness being and meaning form a 
untty. The religious man gras~s the transcendental 
reality immediately in the religious act; there is innate.~ 
in him an intu~tion of his relatedness with 'Another/' 
who is not who~ly other, a Beyond that is.within, an~ 
hence an immediate consciousness of a Reality which 
assurés us that we,are able t~l~ooperate with an 
immanent purpose in the world. ' 

-~._--..,---------------- --

Tfough Heschel might dispute Lichtig:eld1s contentfon that 

Gad i5 not wholly other, he, nevertheless. would agree that transcendent . 
~eality is sensed only in an immediatf.' religious act: Thus, though 

the ineffable is objective and transsubjective, Heschel believes it 1a 
1 

18 
not capturable in thought, imagination, or feeling. 'rThe living 

1 
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encounter with reality. t~kes place on a level that precede$ cop-

ceptua1ization, on a level that,is responsive, immediate, preconceptual, 

19 
and preaymbolic." rence, th~ugh ~cience may explain the hows of existence, 

it never explains the whys of the world; in fact, it serves to extend 

8 
the scope of the ineffabl~. Heschel believes the concep~ of the 

ineffable accounts 

for the diver,sity of man ~s a,ttempts to express or 
depict reality, for the diversity of philosophies, 
poetic visions or artistic representatfons, for the 
conac1ousness that we are still at the beg'28ning 1 
of our effort to sa.y what we see about us. 

i 
The Sublime: An Indication of the Divine resence in'- the World 

I

r / l ,-
The subl~mity of the world, thercefore, the responses~" 

of radical amazement and awe in man. These are indeed ays of knowing 

the world and God t a pr~sen~e. The sublime points to th d':i.vine. Itself 

not u1timacy in beiEg, it stands in reJation, to somethi g beyond it: 

"The 'sublime i,s no t simply there. It i~ n~t a t,hing, a 
\ ' ' 

quali ty, --bu t---- ----

" rather a happening, an act of God, a marvel ••. There are no sublime facts; 
c J \ J 

, 21 1 

there are orlly divine acts." The Biblical mind, Hesc el believes, 
~ ':-F - ~ 

reacted to the sublime a~ t~ indi1ati~n of the divin~. For the 
--, 1 - 22 

prophets, in particular, wonder and awe were forms of t 1nking. Not 

·1 
only in space but in time, t;\ot only in nature but in history, the 

1 

, " 1 
sub~ime produced-the experience of radic~l amazement 

1 23 
in Biblical man. 

1 

Heschel believes the modern Jew must liketrlse retain h~s sense of wonder 

in order to s'pse the ineffab;e dimensionoof r:alit~, ,~d hence, God. 

24· , ' 
In fact, the beginning of wisdom is awe. Without awe, ther~ ia no 

.. ...~ -- ~ " ..;J\,.r i 
transcendent me.aning/no sPirifual.ïdimensioIl' or value to th~ world ~ 

,~ 1 1 

- , 
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living. With awe t ,!,ystery becomes ~n ontological fact: '''We s'tand 

in its presence, yet [are] un~bi.e 'to grasp !ts essence. ,,25 Mys\ery 
1 • 

1 then is experienced in aIl being, 'an ontologieal category, "the \ 

nature of being as God's crea-tio~ out of nothing, and, ther'efàre~ Q 

S1 

~' , 2~ 
sorJéthing which stanas b,eyond fhe seope of human comprehension." \ t 
~ ,Never gained through abstractions, but apprehended thrOUg~ . \ 

concrete, iI1lI!1ediate relatedness, mystery reveals that being implies '\ 

sta~~ing for, that the ineffable is ~ot an exception ~ut the spiritual 
1 ~ • 

1. 27 
setting for reality, "as if to ~ meant to be thought ~ Et God." 

Thus Heschel main tains tha t in human knowled'ge the world and' man are 

object and subjeet; 

28 
~,ternity. 

within human wonder they are one in being, in 

1 B~cluse of the value-laden ontology implicit in Biblical, . 

\ 

\ 

tho~ght which Reschel preserv~s in his philosophy of religion, he believes 

tha~ being is more significant in the moral sense than in the cosm~loiical 
QI. ' 

sense. While 
1 

the Greek contribution to man's understanding of,reality . 
!sI the ordered totality of, t~e cosmos, the Jewish contribution is the 

moral signifieanJe of being. As Heschel himself argues,' "We are more 

anxious ta know whether there is a God of justice than to learn whether 
1 

1 29 
.tHere a God of order. is 

1 
1 

Value itself, says Heschel!, IlieR in the [. very relations which 

exist in reaLlty. ClOod and evLL are not mere psychologieal, facts, but 

Good, he believes, ls are givc~ wlthin reality as ontological/facts. 
1 

30 
the (on'Vergence or unit y in reality, ,,,;vil the discord and the divergenc~. 

Moral and spiritual relation~1 are gi-yen within reality; <lJl,an himself i8 
"' \ 

r' 0 

\ ~', i 

\, 

conscio~s that he must respond in cO~i~ment ta the good without limitation.
Jl 
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1 . 

Importantly then, sanctificption i~ not u1eart ly but the reaSon 

why all being ;8 sublime: 

There is no dualism of the ea~ihl, sub' ime. AlI 
things are sublime. They wer~' al qreate by, od and their 
continuous being, their bllnd adh rence t the laws of 
necessity are ... a wayof obedienc to the Crea or. The 

32 univer e ls a supreme ritual. existence of thlngs throughout tb 

God: The Divine Sub ect Sensed Sub1imit 

1 1 

How then can God· be 
, 

Heschel insists God i8 never 
1 

understo~d a~: the souirc,e of sublimity? 

the object of; man' s JnoWing, but can onl}; 
1 
1 

be apprehended as the transcendent divinesubject. God is ~ver mer;ely 
/ 1 

reflected upon in relation to the reason for bein ~ but in relation tO! 

the reason for the preciousness of beini. 33 We ~ nnot[argue God's 

"-
existence from an idea of God. or as a nec'jassary, 

1 
Hesfhe!i 

maintains, but, from an ontologieal pr~sr.PI~OSitiOn 
God'does, in fact, 8xfst.'34 . 

that 

God is affirmed through a fai h experien e of the ineffabl~ 

dimension. of béing. as a rea~ity ,wh:J.ch ls higher a other than the so~1 
1 

" 

and the universe. 35 Man possesses an in uition 0 God 'g pres~ncë in ,bis 
l '1 • 

ivine th ught,'b~t 1~ his l ' 
, ,) 1 

sense that the universe Is 

respotlBe ta this senYe, he 

is not just a being 

~s his b i~t>tence to ,bo4, ~~: 
36 1 l! . 

ond a11 thin s." ;, i~ , If, 
., ! , -" l 

Hesche! argues tha t God' 8 saen e is ne er known ~y 1 mv" b~t! 

: that there are moments ~eti his' 810 Y (S ekhinah) is tevealea. \' 

The glory is the presence, 
aet rather than a qual1ty; a p ocess no 
Mainly the glory mani~sts its If as a 
the world. Demandi~homage, t ls a:p 
to-g~ide, to remind: The glor. refleet 

1 and truth, the power thBt acts in nat",r 
,. ; 1 

" 

• . j\ 
, 1 ~~ 

ae 0' God; an \' 
a substance. .Jr 1 

ower overw~~lmintt 
~r that d~scend;;t ,i ~,,' 

ab dance" 0.t3,ood \' 
histoFy· ' \ 

, . 
i . l' 

1 

1 
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.\ 
J, , The utwa.,rdness oï the world then co unieates part Of) t~e 
, 

indwel~ing gr atness of God. This greatness 
_1 v 

not an aestheti,c ot', , , 

physid:tl categoh but a living presence. It , an aura ljdng about a11 
", ~ 
'r-being,-, There is no adequate way to know' the g ory, on1y an awaré'ness 
", 

of ~eJng known by tt-. 38 

", 
.i 
l "According, to Hesèhel, it is in fact d who asks questiôj,i.s of 
5, , ' 

man b~fore we asi questions of him: . "God lis , 
1 

world ~s 'enigmas or {1 gu'arantee for our salvat 
7 , 

chall~nge, an urgent demande 

He i5 an et~rnal 

to be solved but a 
i 

quesd.on addressed to us as incÜviduals, as n tians, as mankind ... 39 , 
1 • 1 • 

Heschkl believes such an understanding of God 
1 s 

BibHfcal affirmation that f'aith i5 dependent 
i 
t 
t 
i 
1 1; 

Man then, knows God only because Gad 

l ' , 
with\his questions only at rare time.s of spir 

~ , 

from the pasic 
l' 

pursuit of man. 40 

" man. God reaches qtan 

insight on man'-..s.r part. 

·Yet ~an' s knowledge is ever an awareness only 1 - - ~ '\. nev'rr of Gad' s presence, 

Heschel reiterates time and ga1,n thatl'Go~ 'i8 : hidden 

pa~t: "The extreme hiddennes 'of God 18 a fact 0\ '1 

1 
of h~s. essence. 

1 
1 .. ' 

God jor the most , 
1 ~ 1 

eon"sltant awareness. 
1 

Yet his eoncern, His gui ancet His will-, His 

-, 

/" 

eormjandmenti....~re reveared -to man and ca~able f beirig" experienced by ~m. ,,41
1 

1- Heschel -WO~ks fro~ the Biblieal conc, rn -with knowledge of God',s 
5 1 

wi1~, 
J 

r'a the r! than knowledge ~f the order of Again, his emphasis 
- r . 

J 
i~ pudaic ratller than Greek: ta know Gad t s w 11 ia to know he is the power 

î -r 42 
behlnd nature. s 

h._ 

BelieVing t.ha t we eannot·t eat ,God as part of the problem 
,. . t 1 

of lePistem~logy but rathel' as the l'oot of 'ep stemology itself, in factl 

Ithfnking.itself,! Heschel acknowledg~s that dlis a probl~m which 
, , 4 
surpasses scientifië and natura! concepts. 

t 1 _ 

t 
,1 
1 
r 
1 
5 , 
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,1 

I, 
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-
As a living subject then, God precludes our know1edge (as 

~hinking SUbjects)1 of h:tm. We must realize ourse1ves as objects of 

God rathet: thân as subjects: "Our knowi~g Him and His reality are not 

apart. To'think of Him is to open'our minds to His all-pervading 

44 presence, t4 our being replete with His presence." God, thérefore, 

is a reality which is not an ob1!eet of disc,?very. Man' S thinking of 

- * 
God is within Him: ".In thinking of Him, ~ realize that ft ris through 

Him ~ ~ think of~. Thus, ~ must think of Hlm as the subject of 

- - 45 
aIl, as the life of our lHe, as the mind of our mind. Il How then does -- ----------- --------
God ma~e himself known to man? As the subject ofl revelation, Heschel ' 

says, God manifests his presence' and will. When man know-; God 1 S presence 

as subjeet, however, the danger:-,~l-~s- in personifying him too c1osely. 

univoeally with the human,person. Resehel argues that to personify , 

the spiritually real ls often to beyttle it, and suc~ a presumption 

1 46 ô 
must never find weight in man's speech about God. , 

t, 

Thus while God's knowledge of man is always prior to man's know-

I~dge of God, it becomes clea~ that human }tnowledge of the divine "com­

prehends only what Gad asks of man. ,,4 7 Hesche! asserts that this 'is the , 

content of prophetie revelation, the Bible being God's ViSiO* of map, God's 
/ 

revelation of what he asks of man. Though we cannat know God from his 
1 

revelation (as we might know another persJn) we ean come to understand 

him in an intuitive way through the ineffable. Hesche! argues thaj:. the 

prophets are indeed the primary human example of letting the i,effable 

h 48 
become a voiee which reveals God' s concern wi th the world • 

./ -

Human wisdom then at it~ height is the identification of the 

human will wlth God' s will, of the human point of view with God',' s point • 
.! 

/-
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49 of view, of human sympathy with the divine sympathy. Though the 

human side is alway~ limited because it ls framed within the divine, 

faith itself does not depend on miracle or proof but rather on man' s 
1 

50 ability to reside 'spiritually within the mystery of the divine presence. 
1 

God' s existence then can never be tésted by human thought. lt can only 

_~be acknowledged in awe in the presence of the ineffable. 

Pilinting out that --.Qod-awareness involves three approaehes, al! 
\ 

of which are found in the Bible-, I-Îeschei makes it clear that the Biblieal 

, " understanding of man's communion with Cod is neither limited nor in-
, ' 

adeqt1ate and henc~ u1 timate1y appropriate fO\. modern )1lan~ He outlines 

these three app,roaches as follows: 1) The awareness of the rea1m of 

the i,neffable ~nd Cod' 5 glory ubiqui tously sensed in and behiJd a11 

th~ngs which leads to paJ!entheism; 2/> The awareness that the dis~rete, 
eonseious self cannot be disttngu,ished at its root which leads to 

•. mysticism; and 3} the awareness :of Cod' s lIoiee addressing_ man a,nd 

demanding the individual' s f.Fee response w~ich Ieads to the view of 
.. 51 

God as transcendent. . '. 

Heschel's point is that~ the BlbIieal und~rstartding of God is 

, l, 

eomplex and paradoxical, and yet' because it i8 the affirmation of the .:. 

• 
ineffable~tting of aIl of reality, il neeessarily has to ber AlwaY$-, __ 

, , 

according to Itesehcl, God-awarencss is by na ture sudden and insightf"l t 

mystcrious though concrete, pn!Adoxlc8J yet certain. f'or this rea~ont 

God's revelation of himself never' fits clear-cut. rational c.negorics , \ 

of understanding, yet ;it is unc:lèdlably red for the man who ha8 received 

H. The reaIlty of God is grasped not as consequence but -ils a premise 

52 
of human thought. 
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,1 ' 
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Based on the Biblical appro'ach to' God-awareness, Heschel relates 
.' 

the three starting points for, contemplation about God: 1) the sensing of his 

pres~ce in the wlrld; 2) the sensing of his presence in' ·~he Bible; 3) the 1 

sensing of his presence in 'sacred deeds r Heschel believes t~ese correspond 

to three responses in human activity- worship, learning, and aétion - a11 

~ 
three.~ necessarily employed to keep man.within the ineffable realm of 

reality. 53 

Priori Affirmation of His Inclusive Bein 
. ,1 

---Once residing ~n the rea~m of the ineffable, man comes to an implicit 

affirmation of God' s unity. God' s· Qneness ( Le., his unit y) ; Heschel maintains, 

54 
is an .! priori concep tion ... -t'.- Rothschild. in ~~veloping Heschél' s chief 

philosophical premises, daims that the Biblical-Judaic conception of God's 

oneness implies God's uniqueness, His samenes~, His singularity and His power 

. of unit y with a11 things, and yet these predicates can be reduced 

pairs of pol~r ~once~1r: uQiqueness-togetherness; ex~lusiveness~inclusivene 

These polarities are necessary essentials for~ man' s understanding'" of God' s 

.55 ' unit y . Rdthschild further explains them in terms of the inclusiveness 
r l, 

of unity'(oneness) as a concept applied to God: God's uniqu.eness implies tha~1 
, 

He i8 neither an aspect of nature or rn 'additional teality. alongside t~~ 

universe; je! 1 S togetherness me arts that He 1s 90tr ~1s~la,ted from reality (i.e ••. 

/the llatural and supernatural are not two different spheres) i His exclusivity 

is at the bottom of mân's experience of the :i.neffabl-e; man- thus seeks--an ~-

....-
explanation of reality beyond the realm of causality; God' s inclusivity 18 

~ 

56 
at the bottom of man' s awarenes8 that no one 1s ever alone. ROlfhSChild 

points out that each pole Qf the two pairs ..implies the other, ihat the 

'~' 
1 
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63 
l ' 

two together work as scissors whieh eut across God' s relation to the 

world. 57 __ ~an neee~sari1y ,employs these polarities in order toi plummet 
1 

the de~ths of what God' S4,oneness means, especially in regard to the 

Althotigh man f s insight into the unit y -oI the universe is meta­

and Gad' S oneness affirmed through H, at the same '«me, man 

s es that there is lack~ng moral unit y in, the world. In other words, 
J 

schel beli~ves that the discord and/divergence in-values indieate 

a different realm of 

e "tH re is a discrepancy between being 

Co 

rea,li~y from naturE' 

1 . 
and s~irit, between 

and 

facts 

that which ought to be. ,,58 

Yet the religious man believes that God in his unified nature 

. provides unit y to the diScord in. the spiritua~ realm.1 ",eschei argues 

\ ' . 
_ that through the convenant the polarities o'f history a,re unified. Thus, 

, 
though in man's existential choices the law of unit y is transcended, in 

~ the divine oneness even the unit y of existential polaritie~is possible: 

Divine is a message that disc10ses unit y where we see 
) 

diversity, that discloses peace when we are involved in 
'discord. Go? is he who holds our fitful lives togethe~ ••• 
God mcans: 1 no one is ever alene; the essen~c of the 
t~mporal ls the eternal;, the moment i5 an ima,ge of eterni ty 
in an Infinite mos~~c. God means: Togetherness of al! being.s 
in hol)' 'othernesa. 

- 1 

1 
Hordec8t Kaplan, stressing the functional as the primary concept_ 

1 

for undcrstanding the meaning o~ God, though basically developing a 
l' ;1 

proe;ss God in his thinking which i5 a t var~anee wi th .Ueschel 1 s idea~, 
1 .. 

nevertheless reiterates the Jewish idea of God's unit y- subsuming the 

1
'1 ',i • 

i polarities of the world which Hesehel .so 'ardently pursues: tlDiVif.i 8 

the creaUve; 'coordinating, integrotiv. proce •• of the universe,' .. f.~ 

1 
'. -



-,..!y " 

as i~t makes'for the s'alvation of rna~, bath individual and jS~Cia1.,,60 
Kaplan 1 s emphasis on 'the realm -of the ~ thical as tre realm of God 1 s 

64 

most important funcdoning and meaning echoes Heschel' s thinking, though 

there a,e substantial and basic differences be twe~n fhett ideas. 

The important point which arises from Heschel' s emphasis on - } . ' , 

God's unifying role in history is that the world has- Go~ presê~t in it, , 

• 
the natura! and supernatural are thus not separ-!'ite realms, even th,ough [the 

world ie never viewed as one with Go,d. 6l Revelation then i8 the 

converging of the,'natur,al and supernatural in a unique momeht of man's 

spiritual awareness. ImplicH. in leschel' s thinking is the paradoxical 

assumption that though Gad i5 a un ft y which unifies the polariths of 
-, ' 

1 

the world, he transcends both na ture' and, histar~ as exclus;'vt1y real 

62 
being. The Shema, which is !Rare than a negation of polytheism, 

l 

Heschel maintains, infers God'~ uniquene,ss ~s incomparable:teing. T~hus, 

Heschel says man _ sens,e,s. G~d as: bath neari and far, as a unit~ beyond 

;eality who i8 in~ffab~e yet iminediate t~ him:~~' Gôd 1 s ~etl '~s~ _ çhet-

, --------- ""~ 
speaks of the moral realm of realHy, from which there i5 p escape. tn 

affirming Gad 1 s being, man afUnrts bis own moral b!'llng and God_~ ~ redemptiv1 

concern with the world. 

And indeed the theme of divine 

its backdrop in his discussion of Cadis 

concern -in Hes~he~rs thinking finds 

aneneRS. 'f.od's .unit y e'xpresseshia 
, 

nccessary concern for the world. "He ls one in Hlmself ami 'slrJvtng to 
-----. 

---64 1 

"be Olle ..,tth the world." He.schel bellf)ves tbe '\~bLLCill, nccO\lI\t, of 

creation affirms this striving 'of Cod in its reference ta Day On,!! of 

, ------- 65 ----
creatio~ (llh'C P") as the day Cod desired te be one with man. B~ing 

l , • 

Is thus never seen as being done but âs creation, as a divine act ,of , 

---1 

t 1 

" 
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pathos. God does not cohere in being as a PhYSicJl component but ~s a 

, 67 
spirit of concer,n. 

-/-

Heschel argues that t~e promis~ of faith is that spiritual 
, 

events are real, hence ultimatel_y aIl creative events are caused by 

spiritual acts.
68 

The creator Gad is the same God who reve~ls Hi~ 4ill " 

ta man. Always it is the divine concern which 18 the root of God' s 

communication ta man. .. 
1 

Before delving ~ore deeply into Heschel's discussion of the 

divine pathos as~the modus operandi of divine reve1ation, two more 

brief points must be acknowledged in his understanding of God' s being 

within a Judaic framework. Heséhel believe8 that the assumption of 

the'word ~ld holds for 

GQd's 

,,69 uso,_, being alive i8 thf "minimum ,of meaning which 

Any assumption of God' s inanima teness would only invalidate the problem, 

of the meaning of God for man. Though Heschel admits that God's living 
, [ 

being;ls b;Yond~emonstration, 
1 

he feels that ~ sJpre~e fact of 

,I 
Biblical 

" 1 

religion, namely that ~d i8 conG~rned bein~, is as vaUd. as 

1 7 
assuming God's eternal mystery. Heschel argues that in momest'ts whe~ 

man is open to thé grandeur of God's living concern land 'assis-

tance ls certain knowledge. ~~ 

Secondly, ~ince it moment which la the moment of 

radical amazement and the cogni ve insight into the ineffable for the 

religious man~ Gad is pure "Things hâve a past and a future t 

," bu t only Gad is pure presence." 
o 

to-what is-in time! to 

1 
~d i8 thr presence which' calls man , 

able ~ystery of reality. , 
-.1_ 

1 

l, 

1 1 
l, 1 
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The Divine Concern: The Exp~ànation of Codls Relation to the World ,. 
, 

The category of divine pathos, of transcendent, transitive con-, 

cern, is what makes possible an unde~standing of Cod's calI t~ man. 

Prophetie religion, aceôrding to oHeschel" 'concerns itself chief,ly with 
D , 72 

God's concern for eoncrete situations. In fact, Heschel maintains 

-' 
that the Old Testa:e~t is riothing more than the account ~f God'â cone~rl 

with man: 

r;f 

1 . 

The Bible tells,us nothing about Cod in Himself; aIl 
its sayings te fer to H~s relations to man. His own 
life and essence are n~ither told nor disclosed: We 

1 ~ hear of no refleetive çoncern, of no passions, except 
a passion for justice. r The only events in the life of, 
Cod the Bible knows ar~ aets done for the sake of man: 73 
acts of creation, tcts of redemption, or acts, of revelation. 

/ ~, 

Hesche! believes, in tact r that the three,modes of divine concern 
1 /'''_1 

are creation, redemption, and revelatio,n; an adequate Biblical ontology 

-. '1/0. ' 
must be based on divine pàthos,_ sinee it has its starting point in the 

polarity o'f God as the wh~lly .and transcendent other who 19 yet the 
-'- ,}.. 0;'> \ 

, 74 \ 
spirit of coneern and directed action. The isolation of Go,d from 

man in 

God's 

\ 
theology rUi\s 

75 anthropology. 

/~ 

eounter to the fact that the Bible i8 essentlally 

--.. '-
, ,," The d~ine nature i8 never known by man but rather God' s demand 

~'~r" 10 the,s~~ject matter of his re~el.tion. Heschel admonishes. ,In 

awe, man responds to this demand, intuiting IIthe divine care and concern 

that are invested in (the world)" 80 thtt "8o~ething sacred 18 at stake 

in~Very eve!lt.,,76 We do I not ask what God's essence 1a b':1t rathe,r 

what hi i relation toOman is lin the awe in ,whj.é6' w~ become aware of God. , ! -

In othe words, Heschef oelieires, "if our awarenés.s of God Q ~ri answer 
'/ c,'. , , 

ta his s arch for man, or'a r.eturn, t~en indeed n~s realness and His 
,,' ' 

-.,,--_____ -' ______ -J __ 
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1 
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concern dawn upon us together. ,,77 
l, . 
In the paradox of transcendent otherness involved in creation, 

God's concern is.only'directed outward. 
1 

The divine pathos for the moral 
i 
:and spiritual state of man which ls the foc'us ""of Biblica).-?ontology and 

78 religion ds a mystery. God's p~esence in aIl being cannot, Heschel 
~ 

relterates, be thought of in a physical mode; it must be understood as 

the divine concern whlch gives aIl being its sacredness, which unifies 

the p~lar"i,tIY of na ture and superJature. Héschel describes God' s iounanence 
Co 

in being as analogous to 'a person's immanénce in a cry he utters, Le., 

aIl being ls replete with the divine ward. 79 

- , 
The paradox 1f the immanence of divine concern 15 that because 

, 1 

of God's concealed pr~sence ln reality, there is an essence t-o being; and lit ...-
. 80 

yet if he were not coocealed there would be 00 appearance. Thus, G~d's 

concern i~ immanent, though his essence ls e~ernally transcendent. 

Most importantly, the divine concern brings together God and 

man. The spiritual life of man ,is "the ·borderline of the divine, '18~ and 

it 16 ~n,~he moral1evel 
o , 

that the conf~ct between Cod-and man 15 either 
~ , , 

remoyed or built. When man responds ope~ly and honestly ta 'the divine , 

pathos, there is no hostility between the sacred and the seeular. 
1 

Heschel b,elieves that to remain true ta the Biblical framework, -

the qivine pathos ml4At be ~'ns b;udc ns ontology. Unlike tilt:! (;r~ek concept 
, l-

of deity which Is' timeJésè and passive .. ,t;he BlbUcaJ C;od-18 dynamlc, living. 

Never ta be mis'tJen for mcrc blind feeling, however, the <livine pathos 

ls intentional and directed a~tiv~ty of ,the' divine subject. lIeschel i 
, 

argues that the prophetie consciousness of God repeats this belief time 

, and again. 82 the divine subject-' s free creative act, ln fact, is the 
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'''! 

- 83 ground of aIl reality in Biblical ontology. Always, the freedom 

involved in the divine coneern, in Gad's deeision to initiate being 

and to be involved with it in àn intimate way is the premise of Biblical 

religion. 

Just as divine p;thos prece4es a discussiop of ontology in 

Heschel, Ethos is inierent in an und~rstanding of, this pathos as it 

relates God to !the 'world. Since reve.l.ation imp1icit~y i}1volve$ ~d'Is 
making known his will to man, the divine concern necessarily involves 

the ethical dî~ension of being. Heschel writes that thé divine concern 

reflrets God's goodness and/ moral nature and his willingness _te be 

. 8~ invoLved in man's history. The God of the prophets is a lawgiver in 

a historie, dynamie reality which must involve man's,response. 

Through God's ever-present coneern the un~ty of the polarities 

in o~tology is .<compUshed: ft "i8 the urrlty ~ the etfnal and the 

temporal, Ibf the rational and the irrational, of the metaphysi'cal and 

the historical. It ia the real basis of the relation 'between Gad and 

man, oe the correlation of crea~or }lE~ ereâtion, of the dialogue between 

the Holy One of Israel and His people. lla5 

'~~f divine pathos itself has a pDlarity in its bas~c structure 

from man's point of view: it is experienced as love or anger, justice or 
o ~ 

/ 

merey, eaeh pole in the two, pairs reflecting the divine reaction to 
. 86 

human history. Furthermore,' man's experience of the divine concern 
• 1 

-J 
i8 mediated through the word or events of history which are interpreted 

as expressions of the divine attitude. Heschel believes that' the und er­

standing of G~d ia not a permanent possession ba~ed on thes~ expressions 

in singular moments of time in human history, for God's attitude changes 
, , 

1 

1 
, ' 
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as a reactio'n to human behavi:ot'.87 Man' s quest for Cod then presupposes 

God's quest for man. 

1 

1 

Creation and revelation are both events which indicate the" 

divine ihitiative in affairs of the world, more particular+ylri the , - /' 

events of human history. The analogy between revelation and human. , 

interac tion moreover seems ta be the' only one which oost sufflces to 

88 
descrlbe the revelatory event. God 's inten t~onal expression of 

concern (in the revelatory event) emerges througl) human conditions; . thus' 

it fs not an' essential attribute of "God.
811 

In the prophetic consciousness, for instance, there are two 

kinds o'f pathos from man' s point ot' view: redempt:f,on (or Gad' 8 sympathy) 

and affliction (God's rejection)~ Pathos is ,not an objective characteristic 
. " 

of God but a IfunCtiOnal reality, a form of relation which changes with 

90 'L 1 
human conditions. This relational quality of tlhe divire concern (and 

~ 1 ~ k 91 
henCi of ,;r:~velation)' i8 what keeps the prophets prOPheSY

1 

ng. 

Cod' s glory or' goodnes8, though usually concealrd, i8 thus 

the act of Cod in the world, rather than a quality. , co+ected to the 

ineffabili ty of being, i t is, however. revealed in sacreh moments, par-

ticularly to the prophetie consclousness nd~rstands ~r as a 

manifestation of the divine concern. 
1 

The divine pathoJ makes God .nd man pa tners, co-respondents-in 

"man's struggle for justice, peace, and holiness. and it is because of 

His being in need of man'" that He.'""entered a cov nent with him 'for aIl 1 

time, a mutual bond embraclng Gad and man, a r 

. 92 
, not only man, 18 committed. Il 

In the prophetie sense of God's natur 

which Gad, 

then, Heschel regards 

1 
1. 

~ 

1 
'1 
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God 's life as' the unit y of his' consciou8 acts of pathos -_ creating, 
1 

l ' 
deminding, expres8ing __ and'responding in particular moments his concern 

/ 93 
wifh the world an<t"man. Man' S own behaviour makes him presentor 

absent in creation: his arrogance cr selfi~h acts banish God t s presence 
/ ~ Il 

Ilis loving obedience understands and shares in H/it~ory. God thus is 
,1 \ 

in exile when man wants him to be, silenced rather than silent: ','The 
1 ( (1 , 

prophets do not speak of I~he hidden God but of the hidinS God. His 

~ 1 94 
hiding is a function not His essence, an act not a permaneht state." 

Man can never be self-content with his behavioul' because Gad t s 
" 

behaviour responds to it. Divine anger is as much an expression of divi e 
• < 1 

pathos as love. Not, an irrational or compu~sive ,cition, but a reaction 

to human.. cond~ct, Heschel beHe..;tes ft "is one of t I~ profound -:deas in 

the Biblical undel'standing of divine sovereignty, ighteousness, and 

95 ' 
freedom. If 

Heschel argues that the rightéous indigna ion of God described 
/ , 

in the "Bible 1s an indication that "God 's r~lation to man i8 not an in-
/ 

discriminate outpouring of goodness, oblivious to he condition and 

merit of -the recipient, but an intimate accessibil ty, manifesting itse f 
-' 96 

in His sensitive and manifold reac tians. " 

Al though divine c0lI!passion lies beyond an er, Gad' s' pathos 1n-

j, d1cates justice i8 his nature, love being subs~med within tt. For Heschel, 
1 

love is not the roo~ attribute of Gad' s nature for; it would tend to dis-

~egal'd the ev!l deeds of man. Justice, however, i8 the true indication 
• 

\----Y ./ 
of God.,~' way wi th the world: "Because of his concern 

,t 

f : 
is tempe~ed with mercy. Divin~_ anger is not the anti thesis of 

its counterpart, a help to justice demanded by true love. ,,97 -L iIJ 

\ 

\ 
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The decisive prophetie thought,'the central problem in Jewlsh 
- ~ '\l' 

thinking, Heschel a~gues, is that the "supreme cat~gprie8 in ••• ontology 

are not b'eing and becoming but law land love (justice and comParaien, j 

erder and pathos.) 'Being, as weIl as aIl beings, stand in a polarity 
L " 98, ;. 1 .' .. 

of divine justice and divine compassion .. " 

1 • 

Man: The Being in Creation Who Shares Transitive Concern with God 

Man's share in the divine pathos is the veItieal dimension of his 
.' 

...•. being. In his feflecti;v-e. concern he indicates that life is concern for 
,-' 

- . 
self-preserva wrurfttVe conc~, the vertical dim~nsion of 

..:;; , 
J 99 - ~ 

his bei~g, the holy, is affirmed • Thus, man's concern for others 18 
. 
not merely an extension of his organic being, but an ascension; for it 

, i l 100 1I1ay even me an self-den a • 

Man's t~ansitlve concern is a ref1eCjton of the divine ?atho8. 

Faith,_ 1~ _félct,_bas Its source in the memory of divine ~ompanionship, 
---- lOI of the communi~n between God and man in mutual concerne 

Because man' a nature le concern, he 18 a queet~r for mean~ng, 

conscious always of thelvalue~18denness of being and his te~ulred commit-

" -102 1 ment to the good. The good ls not a mere abstract quallty or ethos 

. 103 
but that which God eares for. Sincé the divine pathos is always 

ethically bound, llkewlse manls pathos 1~. 

" f 

Man lives in the holy dimènsion "ef being: all his though,ts, 

deed-s and actions stand -in th~s dimension; in other wor'ds, man lives in 
" " 

the
l 

realm of God whether he consents to it ,or note Faith la the accep-

104 tance of the conneetion to Gad, the vertical dimension of being, an 

assumption of ultimate commitment a~1 reci~rocity, the covenant between 

o 

- 1 
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-" 105 
God and man. 

1 l ' 
uman is no~ a act 'giv~n within uman 

, . l' 1 10 
~~,~eing bu.t a goal and ement; in the SPiri~Ual rder of

l 
events. It 

1s the \ acceptance' ôf the aCJ"ed di, ension of tieing;\ ~n exis tential 

'. 

i ~ r - '- l l ,- /' 107 
paraaoi, for it often in olves a n gation of self in~eresfs~ 

o , i i 
'\ Dy recognfzing! imself as B; need of 4od, man.' s ,loncern 

1 1 1 ï 
, 1 f 

u!,~aping and 

assu~alce 
\ { , come the Ireasons for 'lhiS livingl. 

1 1 

eeded, mah plunges/i~o e istenfial 
i 

; 'il ving i8 ., 

. 1 1 

the reality w ièh defines man's beirtg. 
1 

Accor;ding 
i ;) 1 

.- this fact is the basi for the B~bIical aware,~ess that' the 
1 
1 ~ 1 

lbeing to W~iCh man r rs himself for meanin~ mus also be I1vin concern 

As tealizes that, bis na~ure 

God's, that 

the will of 

, 1 

a shating of commitm~ni: a 
, 

e'ànfng becomes clelir. i 

piety, an inner attit~de 0 
1 

oes not confli 

the totality of hi~ t 
commitment. esche1 actions are 

says that pie.h' persistent, unchanging~ in r attitude of the whole 

or of 

,The d 
1 

1 
1 , 

èoncetn caus'es a respOnse i 1 m&fl which i8 
1 ,f, , . '. l' . 

cannot be extr Freedom oceure in an aet f self-transe , 

indication of 

supposes ~ res 

ndenae, .a~ 
. 1 

g. 1t pre- 0 

1 

1 

iveness' to, the divine pathos which leads' fhe se~f~ 
109 1 -,engagement of spirit in transitive concer l' 

B_~ ~ i. then 18 a_~dialecUc: wha 18,: ~nd wh.t 1. :upected;! 

despite the ~~~ ~ at ~n live~' in an otdered patltt!rn, h~ pens hie soul 
l ';, l" 

to the caU of çendenee. - Man's life i seif ie ai . ra! pt'oblem, 

1 
1 

(.~, 1 

\ 
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1 

r'jlising a1ways the question of "What ought , 
t , 

" clommanded, and that this command is his r 
t 
1. 
!. , The vertical dimension of human 
i 
( 

, ~heomol'phic, that he, shares in the mystery 
t 
i 

fealness of God~ He realizes 
i -
1 
realizatio 18 answe~ed by an insight tha 
i 
1 
t 

t 
l 

1 
}likeness t 
t , 
fan analogy 
1 

d~eds (m1tsvot) man responds 

God is established not oniy 

113 
of acts. 

to do?" Man senses he 

d 'At 111 e re. 

,indicates that man is 

points 'to 

no t his own and 

112 
there ls a God. 

divine pathos. 

an analogy of being, 
/ 

concertl in his 

1 
X deeds beco , 
1 

e sacred. In fact Heschel we" meet GOi' s 

73 

, his 

f in our de 
114 

liA mitsvah is a!l act in which man 18 present, an act 
'i ' 

f of 
'" !, 

1 , 
1 in 
1 ' , ' 
t 
t 
t 
1 , 
t 
t r 
~ , 
t 
t 
1 , 
t 
1 
t 
1 
t 
t 
t 
ê 
1 s 
J 
S 

f 
r 
1 
1 
1 
1 
! 

,,' 

''-<,. 

by God,. 

witne!sse 

deed .' 

in Gedrs presence. 

redemption whi~h are r 

eschel believes human ~ife 

n 1s d;,iven to 
ys tery ·11 . beyond f 

ystery i8 mercy. Out of the 
isc10sing that the u1timate 
ut the Gad of mercy ••• the ul 
pecific commandment ••• a mit 
ystery mate to create a~, 

d deed, Gad and man,meet. 

Man himself l'eveals the divine 

to the d'iv1ne pathos. 

point at which mind 

t which is beyond the 
tery, but beyond the 
kness comes a vo1ee 

tery .is not an enigma; 
te \que~tion became a 
1s where mind and 

of an attribute ta 

, 
Faith then is always concern and deed. lt ia 

taking in events---'w!th man. 
.......... ,---- -.. 

g known of'His pres 

tht\se moments -{i,n Jewish and x:eturns 

1 
1 

1 

l' 

The prophet represents a 

-fl .. 

concern.,, 

i 1 "1 
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Prophetie consciousness finds its root in/the divine pathos. Pro­

phetie sympathy is the subjective response to divine pathos.! The 
• 1 

1 
prophet i8 not organically related to God but- his will and f~eling 

are unified with the divine conc,ern. Be1ievin~ th~t the diJine will 

74 

has been unconditionally revealed to him, the prophet responds rassionately 

to God's demanda, often denying the comfortableness of his o~ rXistence. 

1 Prophetie existence is being attuned to the vertical dimension 
- 1 118 

of being, to God, knowing "no bounds within the horizontally I~uman." 
l ' 

In an act of will, of real hu&an intensity, the prophet identifies his 

- 119 human person with the di17ine pathos as it is revealed to him. Pro-

phetic sympathy i8 never, however, union with the divine, but an ex­

perience af U~ity of will, co~sci~usnesL, and message~120 r r 

What ia the nature of r~velatitn t~en within prophetic a~?, 

hence, Jewish religion? Heschel analyz~8" this problem in relationl to 
., 1 - - [ • 

two important components of antology: transitive concern (divine ànd 

human) and the nature of event, i.e. the nature and importance of 
, 

Before delving directly into Heschel's 

into his reflections an Time and Event 

Time: Thè Location of the Polarit Eternit 

... 
Heschel believes that a specia consciausness ~s ~equired Ita 

, 121 
that we live time and are close to identica! w~th it. Tem-

/ 

pora11ty is thus t atio~ af space 

1 Ti~e, that which is beyond a endent of sais 1 

,everlast,~t;lgj' it is the world 0 space "hich 18 petishing. 1 

Things perish within Ume; tim~ itself does not change •. 
We should not speak of the fl"owl or p~sage of Ume but .1 

of the flow or p.ssage of 8pac~ th~ough ~lme. lt 1s not 
. Ume that dies; lt 18 the humaDJ body whlch dies ln Ume • 

. ~ 
,~', t 

. :. .. '-~ r 
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Temporality ia an attribute of the w~rld of apace, of 
\ 

thing of space. Time whie is beyond-sPf~2' is-beyond 
the d vision of past, prese t and future. 

The temporal m ment', Heschel remarks,1 i8 alwaY8 alone and exclusive, but 

the essence ôf time is attachment an1 eomm~nion. Therefore, within time, 

communion, wor hip, and loving take ~lace, time being the border of 

123 eternity. 
, 
1 

mportantly then, though a singu1ar moment is unique 

within tempora ity, 'vithin eternity levery moment can,become a contem-
1 

124 1 porary of God.' ...--J 

two 

relation to eac 

( emphasizes tha~ temporality an~ time (abidingness) are 

lusivity and inclusivity which must be understood in 

125 other. Like the other polarities of ontology, they 
~ Q 

present a p~ra unit y to man. Time is a dimension whieh, though 

intrinsie, is ranscendent, though Jovering above aIl other ontologiea1 

categories~ is ear and far at the sam~ time, and beyond man's reaeh and 
/ 

126 power. Hes el maintains that time belongs exc1usive1y to God though 

'------
The problem with man' 8 existence i8 that. he is often mor,e- eon-

eerned witq space than with time, often confining his God to space when, 

in reality, God iSr~ a God of time. Thus "the higher goal of ~piritual 

living ls not to amass a wealth of inf~rmation, but 
. 12 

to facè sacred moments. 1I 

./ \ 
Hescbel argues that in religious experienee moments of insight of a 

spiritual presence rather than of a thing impose themselves on man. lt 

128 iB theBe sacred moments which ~llow man to experience the eternal in time. 

In particular, Bib1ica1 religion 18 a religion l,Of time. The 

world 18 seen more in terms of time and~events than in terma of geography 

129 and things. Heschel exemplifies 

1 

this empha8is inlBiblica~ religion. 

" 
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with the concept ()~~) which in H~brew has many more ti~e-oriented 

synonyms than thing-oriented ones: i.e., word, speech~ event, deed, 

130 saying, r~ason, etc. Unique events in Israel's history ar spiritually 

more significant than processes in nature. 131 

." 

Heschel sees that "the COd of Israel was the God of events: 

the redeemer from s1avery, the revea1er ~f the Torah, manife tins H~-
, l 2 

self in events of history rather than in" things or places." [ 'Thus 
~ 1 

Judaism ls a religion which sanctifies time, the events in J~wish hist~ry 

133' 
as the Sabbath or Day of Atonement being its sanctuaries. ! 

rha t which is holy (tÎ~P) a1ways applies to Ume and sacred 

events. 134 The san~tity of events precedes the sanctity of man and space. 

Martin Buber affirms ~eschel's analysis of the significance of time in 

Jewish ~eligion in hi~ exposition on the revelation to Moses in whtch he 
Il ' , 

acknowledges that "The experience of event as wonde:"is itself great 
, 135 

history and must be understood out of the element.of history." Buber 

" b'eli~ves ,~hat the saga of 'Moses i;-"~k...ucred legend and sacred history ....... ~ ~ 

-----. 136 
because in it Israel stands always in relation to i~~od. 

'--c 

Thus God ia approache~ a1ways through events rather than throush 

spatial images. Man rea~hes his 1ikeness to God in time,' in sa~red deeds, 

137 rather than in spatial things. Through time, a 'spiritual harmo~y in 

the world is possible, a sympathy and participation in spirit whi:,ch unites 

138 aIl being. 

~e word 'of Gad and his presence being ever1asting, man seeka 

(and finds) Goa in the rea1m,of time. It 1s in an event of hist~ry 

. U9 
that the creator of the universe identified himself to a people. 

Revela tion in HeschefIP thinkipg 18 a1ways Cl:~elY allied wi th Ume. ( 
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Remembering that Heschel outlines the three modes of divine 

;lJhos ;s creation, revelation, and_redemption, he_justly poi~ts out 
( 

77 

tf~~ though creation is a continuous process through time (as God's concern 
~ 

i8 everlasting), it is initiated by a free, will fuI ~ of divine pathos 

w~icp Ean be seen as the first sacred event of the world's history. 

Every instant is an act of creation because God is present in it through 

t~e continuity of time. Through time, renewal 'and new beginnings are 

eternally p'ossible and man ia enabled to meet God. 140 Time is sacred 

141 then because its source is eternity. 

Despite the continuity of creation possible in time, however, 

Heschél emphasizes that the world is dOt an ontological necessi~y. The 

Biblical concept of imposed law in nature essentially affirms a trans~ 

cendent Gad who chooses to be immanent in the world. 142 There is no 

Hebrew word for cosmos, rather a word which refer~ ta both the world 

and time simultaneously: 
1 

the Biblieal emphasis 
1 

l'li~ .143 Through such an understandin~, 

occasion in wh~ch the 
! 

on,all things and events as being parts of an 

144 
divi~e will oper~tes becomes paramount. Heschel 

points out that creation is then seen as an allusion ta divinity rather 

145 than as an organic part of God~ 
" ~J"'; 

/ 
/ 

S1nce Gad ~s being-beyond-all~being, and hence,beyond the ~ 

.. r 146 
category of space, God's presence occurs 1n time rather than 1n space. 

Heschel,points out that by calling God';;»'~ (the place) in the Bible, his 

147 presence i8 understood ta be wherever pp~jJ1 (the holy) are. Gad 

nia not in the world ooce and for alt ... He is in leventa, ~n aets, in 

time, in history, r~her than/in things. (And when in things, he may 
.. D , 

b f d d d' i t' k b h f d d )-,,148 , e pro ane an r ven ou • or ep t y t e power 0 • our ee s. 

a 
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Yet Hesche! maintains that in the light of Jewish tradition; there 
1 

is a hierarchy of time, that not aIl mpments or ages are alike~ Those moments 

in which Gad spea~s to man are spiritual11 significant, while -those in which 

149 he remains silent are not. Henee, the Biblical idea of Gad as dynamie, 
r 

living concern finds its fu1filment in the con~t of the hièrarchy of time: 

• ; .Jf Gad is: not .thought of in terms of inanimate, beirîg, 
;n ~erms of a Being that is not endowed with either Will 
or freedom, ~e must assume that he,is not at aIL 
times a~ disp~sal. There ~re times ;hen He goes out 
to meet ï~o and there are moments when He hides his face 

, from us. , ' , 

Events like Sinai then do not happen eontinuously, and ,there 

15i are ages, IHeschel be11eves, when no orie is "called" to p;-ophesy. , Yet, h' 

"there are good inoments in history that no subsequent evil may obliterate.,,152 

" 
Thus, the pOint,1s that moments of si~gular,importance are the sacred . 
heritage of man, for 1n them,_God's communication te man occur& 

Ir \ 
The Distinction between Process and '/Event: Patter,n versus Precedence , 

the location of spiritual significanee 
( 

The fact that events are 

redefines for Hesche11Jhe ~eaning of process. Heschel believes that both 

process'and event are part of the world. A process, however, ia a 

regular happening, fo1lowing a relatively fixed pattern. An évent is 

always unique, extraordinary, irregular,' sudden,_occasional, and un-

, ' predic table. 
J'y." • 

Processes are typica1;' says Hesche!,: while events ,create 

precedents. 
- 1 153 An event cannot be reduced to part of a proces~. 

,Heschei believes that nature is largely made up of processes, 

-- 154 (such as birth, growth, maturity) while histo~y ia composed of events,' 
/ 

The important distinction made here la that it la in the historicar , 
o 

realm that the ul.timate~y meaningful occurj in the world. Slnc~ an 

1 1 
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event, according to Heschel, cannot be 'fully predicated or explained, 

"what the consciousness' of e ents impl1es, the beHef in revelation 

claims expl1citly, name~_,~9 t, a '1'oiee of G01/. enters the world which 

pleads with man to do hi~ w"l 1. ,,155 ~ 

Events: The Locus of Revel tian 

Heschel makes clea ~ however, that revelation in this light-is 
, ~'" 

"not an act of interfering ith the normal cause of natural processéS;1 

but the act of instilling a ne~ creative moment into the course of 

156 
'his tory.!1 '. 

Those events whieh are the location of Godts reVelatio'\: .jke 
'1 

others of less significanc , are always rémembere~in the present, so 

that man views Ihis 

and ~resent, those 

sacred 

events 

, 
, ~ 

is~ory as surpassing the borderline o~ p~st 

, '157 
n it being everlastingly present. :' 

1 

, 1 1 

processes as weIl as in an lorde ' Though man lives n an order of 

of events, ultimate realit always cornes 158 to expression ~n events. Go 's , , 

living acts of ~oneern hav ,a IIpreJentational immediacy" in the mode of 
, \ 

, • l "" , 159 experienee which aCknOW1elg~s/t~~_UniqUeneSs of events. 

Even creation itsélf, though a process. can be v~ewed as a 

unique event, a primevalr aet of revelation, ,in which God voluntarily ex l "l 
160 ' ' pressed his will and concerne Gad then i8 a Gad of events; he es-

tab1ished a unique covenan~ with ~through time; the covenant indicates 
1 

that in a moment which i8 a pinnac1e of sacred history, for man, God 

, voluntari!y re~ea1ed his need for man in order' to attain his ends in 
It 

the world. 161 " 

Important!y, Hesehe] mai~talD8 Jhat the 'unique 18 pre8eTVed oolY 

.1 

! 
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! 
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by ine rporating it into an enduring pattern. Thus, even those moments 

1 which reveal God's concern in distinct singularity are taken up by man 
l ' • 1 

into a!last~ng pattern in ordèr to be remempered and understood. Again,l 
1 

1 i 
Hesche/1 purports that 1t 1a the nature of hUman life to shift between 

1 

pOlar~ties in arder to encompass in its und~rs"tanding th~ complexities 

1 162 ~ of be ng. ' 

Perhaps the most important dimen~i n of human being which has 

Il an ev nt character is freedom. 163 Heschel: argues,' that: r' • 
, 1 

Ta believe in freedom is ta believe in evénts, name1y 
tô maintain that man ia able 'ta esc,ap1 the /band sof the 
processes in which he 1s involved And Ito act in à way , 
not necessitated by antecedent factors ~ Freedom is the 
state of162ing out ~f the ~elf, an-act of ~piritual 
ecstasy. 

Hesche! maintains that freedom is that power ta live i;'the 

realm,of the spiritu~1, the realm,of creative possibilities, to ac~ept 

t~e reality t~at human life i8 involved in a~imension of reality which 
, , 165' , .! ' 
surpa~ses the natural order. Man '8 "f!"Hdom rB a si tuaotion oB Gad 1 a 

1 H6, 
waiti g for [him] to choose." , , 

ReV~lation.: 1 An' Event in the Ineff~~le Realm of Bein 

~~ 

Revelation then 18 necessarily a complex of events, involving 

ifestation of God's will and Concern and man's response-in-freedom 

eu1 •. , As° Heschel emphasizes, Judaism cannat separate, tts norms alld 
, l ' ·167 s from the events in its history in which God and man have met • 

. ' , 
,-fle~chel believes that for most men, the idea of revelation i8 
, 168 c • 

u ceptalile because "it 18 unprecedented." Because it ie a unique 

,event happening at s,unique time. following no fixed pattern or order, 

our natural ir::I~lUltion 18 to rejecf- it. Heschel argues that in ordeJ:. 

,1 
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1 

to sensitize outse1ves to the meaning of revelation, we must learn to 
Il 

169 ' appreciate the uniqueness of ind±vi~ual events. The Bible, for 

instance, points to the significance of a ehosen time as weIl as a 
l ,- -, . 170 

ehosen people: God not only eleeted a people, he eleeted a day. 

I! The gift of prophetie thinking in particular, aeeording ~o 

HesGbèl~ 1s the awarenes~ of Ithe spiritual dimension of the concrete 

a{ld particular~ 171 And it is [the uniqueness .of the individual whieh 

Heschel maintaina explains the,signific~nce of time and the uniquenesa 
1 ./ 

~f the historieal realm: 

We must remember that God is involved 1n our do1ngs, 
that meaning 1s given noF only in the timeless but 
prim~rily in the timely ./ •• for time is but a titt'le 
lower tha, eternity, and histoIY2is a drama in whieh 
both man and God have a stake. 

Preservin the Biblieal view of revelation, Hesehel argues 
• 

that "certain insi come to us not by the slow process of evolution 

r; J - 173 ~ but by .. God 1 s dir sudden grant." To aeeept rhe prophetie con-

seiousness i5 to b lieve revelation is an aet of eommun~ation 'in-man's 
'" . 174 

historieal existen e which teaches him what to pursue and expeet. 

Revelatio 

event for being. 

in Hesehel's understanding is'a unique, meaningful 

espite God's nature as transce~4ent otheiness. he 

reveals h~mself in and through life and nature while yet infinite1y 

surpassing aIl of reality. Because aIl events are unique in their 

singularity, the revelatory event is seen to be supremely unique for it 
1 il " 

holds the key to new creative and spiritual .in,ights which unite past!~nd 

,future in a present moment. 
1 

1 
H.Wheeler Robinson' s article, "The Ph1IOBOPh~ of Revelation," 

elaims that it is the unusual insigh~ 'of H~brew thought to basé- knowl"èdge"- , 
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of God on concrete living so that ideas of God rre continually adjusted 

to the events.cf life: The philosophy of reve1ation evident in 01d 

,--- 17:5 
Testament thought th en is a phi10sophy of history. Heschel, in 

attempting ta rema!n true' to this Biblical framework, maintains that 

"' ,revelation must be understood in ~he dynamism of event which involves the 
1 

\ act of God e~Jressed in the conscioosness of ihe prophet. 

Robinson further points out that the 01d Testament characterization 

of ~od rules out Fny alliance to pantheism for Yahweh is transcendent 

"H6 
while at the same time intimately concerned with the world. Heschel 

acknowledges this point in his own phi1osophy of religion by insisting 

that GOdl'a act O~ communication' in revelation is one of pathos not of 

,the divine essence which forever remains a mystery. 
" " ,r 

1 

Avery Dulles has argued th~t revelation must be understo~~ 8S 

"th-e initial action by which Gad 'em~rges from, his hiddenness, c~l1s ta 
-

1 177 
man, and invites him to a covenant e~istenee." lt is this very 

~oncept of revelation which rings through Heschel's understanding of 
1 

ontology, epistemology, and ethics. ln a definition of revelatlon 

which $eems to echo Heschel's own thought, Dulles continues: 

-Revelation is never mere faet, in the sense of a verifiable 
historieal occurre~ce; it is a fact pregnant with-an 
abiding dfvine significance. Revelation ls never mere 
doctrine, in the sense of abstrnct propositional truthi 
Jt ls always doctrine whic,h ililuminatés a unique event • 
The event occurs not merely iq the world outslde man, 
~ut also within himj it has an objective andl subjective 
pole, ,neither of which can be 5urpressed. The most properly 
revelatory element would seem to be precisely the inbreak!ng 
of the divine in a manqe! that overcomes the subject-object 178 
dichotomy charact~ristic of our ordinary thopg~t and speech., . 

And, indeed, in Heschel's admonition thàt man must be attûned to the 

Il ineffable in order to e,xp~rie~ce God, and that lt 1& the prophets who 

l ,1 
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so intenSe~y adapted th~ir senses and th nking to the realm of mystery, 

a similar point to that of Dulles ~s maè. In fact~ Hesche~ argues that 

revelation is an event in the effable, t at literalmindedness, therefore, 

79 is a cardinal errar in understanding it. An indicative··rather than 

a descriptive term, revelation 

1s sa~ething which words canno~ spell, which human 
language will never be able to~ortraY. Our categories 
are not applicable ta that wh1 1a bath within and 
beyond the realm of matter and ind. In sp~aking 

. about revelation, the more des rif§ôve the terms, ,the 
less ade~ua~e is the descriptio • 

Since Godls communication is a ~ystery,PH~SChel warns that 

revelation cannat and must not be cot}ceived as a phy'sical or psychic 

process; ne1ther 1s it a psycho-phys1cal act; in fact nothing in human 

-language 1s an adequate description; rather language can be used only 
, 181 

as a pointer ta the ineffable dimension of revelation. 

Martin Buber he1ghtens Heschel's understand1ng of the mystery 

. of revelation by defining wonder as a historical concept. Buber belieyes 

~hat Jhe "miraculous" element of' an event is the vital meaning tt holds 

for a person or people which transf~ures the event and "destroys the 

) 

{ -

security of the who1e nexus of know1edge" and "exp10des the fields 
o 182 

(' 
/ 

of nature and history." , 
, 

Heschel hi~elf would agree that revelation as such a trans-

figured event conveys a my~tery which' c111s upon wonder and amazement " 

n3· ~ in man as responses. Hence, Heschel argues that it i8 not èssential 
.1\ .... \ 

. that God's will 1s transmitted as sound; the sound (word) 1s a metapnor 
- ,184 

for what 1s made known to man in God's act of communication. 4 ~ 

Hesch'el l believes that we can say only what revelation 1s' not, 
o 

just as the prophets argued tha~ what they said was not their own.
185 

.' 
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"Revelation is a mystery for which we have no concepts. ignore its 

186 
mysteriou~ nature 1a an oversight of fatal consequence." What 

1 

then ls our approach to un1erst~nding it? Hrschel maintai~S that our 

. goal ia to intui t the will of God th2;ough the words which have èome ~o 

•• 
frame lt, not to grasp th~ describable in the words~ but to sense the 

187 
ineffable, to apPleciate what lies beyond the reasonable. 

Sinci, it ia an 4l!,:,ent whicl;t does not last, revelation cannot ' 
1 . ""'" ' 

be understood;.,as some cont~pvous process.; Rather it is a primary event 
. . 

in a people's history in whith man and God recognize each other as 
f 

• 1 

partners in ~ de~inite ~ome~t of time w4ich is remembered and honorred in 
1 

the mutual p1edge to"honor"hhe moment of partnership 

188 1 / 1 

in his book M ses and j/stice. J AgJin, Bu1)er relates this .s_@1~ idea 
• 1 1 

tbrough right~oU8ne •• 

-----
when he asserts th~t the ~portance of the reve1ation to Moses is that' 

1 1 • 

God makes hi~ dema~: knownjto a peop,le as, t~e lea~er .a~d legislat 

that self-same p~oP1f sO-~a-t--eheY'become-a--peopletOr Mm, and h 
1 -~~~ 

turn, can reve~~ his care fOf them.
189 

The historical nature of rev~lation, though 1t doea not end 
T [ 

ltself to c1early fat~onal categories '.' neverthe1ess points .out th t God 1 s 

conce.rn for what o~lccurs a~d what ia d~ne by man in history ls alw ys present, 
• ,J. 190' 

thou~h his power 0 reveal that conèern is not. Though nature and 

history are both tnder God' s dominion, He chooses on1y particula moments 

(eLents) to revea this fact to man. These evepts then become e t:a-
f .~ Il 

- ordibary irulica tions of tile divine 1 at ti tude toward the b~pb'eniiî8 in ~he 
world, particularly those wb1ch involve human' affairs. lt 18 pro-

phetic~ consè-iousness which recefves and interpr.ets the revea1ed ttit;es 

'.~' of God.
191 
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~ 
Dulles nicely eoncurs with Heache1's commenta ,in hia ,~ummary 

of the ol~ITé~tament view ~f reve1ation: 

•. ~one may say that Yahweh progressively manifests himself 
th~ough word arid work, as Lord of hist~ry. He freely , 1 

rad.ses up spokesmen of his', own choosing ••• He entrusta 
them with m~saages which they are to deliver to others ••• 
revelation for the 019 Testament W!iters is primarily to 
be found in the 'word of Gad'. The word, however, is not 
mere speçulative speech. It refera to the 'concrete history 
of taraei, which it recalls and interprets ••• is powerful 
and dynamié; it producea a tranaforming encounter with 
the Lord who utters it, and impos~s stringent demande on 
the recipient. lt opens up to him A new wa~ of life, preg­
nant with new posaibilitiea of punishment aad deliverance. 

_, -Revelation {Sl~2ti~tely aimed to bring bleàeings upon the 
whole nation. " 

Hesche10 augments Dulles' commentary in his argument that 

revelation must be seen as the urtity of God's justice and history. 
-' 

Since Gad reveals events in history, 
, 

history ia looked 

himself as the one God j udgin~ a~l 

at proPhetihall; from the point of 
~ 193 

view ~f ju~tice. 

Heschel believes that God is "intent ta fashion history ià accord with 
« 

Himseh," 194 and thus th'erè is ~timately one will oo1y,~ th~ will of 

God, which shapes'history. Though Gad ~ s ways, are jus t and wise they are , 
l ' , . 

not transparent nor,immune to misunderst~nding. At the same time that 
1 

there is a disclosure of the divine will, there is a180 a concealment.195 

Hermann" Cohen; though a Jewish rationalist, would agree with GJ 

Heschel'a basic emphasi~ on justice as the th.me of reve1ation. 'He argues 
1 

that the purpose of revelation ie to clarify.the ethical tasks of man 
, 196 

by revealing God's actions as the mod~l for man's. Yet, the yroblem 

remains, as HéSchel acknowledges, that revelation is not clearly per-

cei~ed, from the human vantage point: ' , , " 1 
ho_ " 1 1" 

.\"" 7 , 

Hes~hel rraue.~ ~~~,~" ,::<' -" 
~ ~ F < l' ~ 

1 
Becauae of the obtusene88 of revelatioft, 

"1 

"~',,::,,,(-~~~'~;' :", ' 
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thêre ois no one theory or dogma which can aptly "def,ine Cod' 8 intinerary 
/ 

thrôugh history.",197 . i~ some senses, h~n histot; ',_ though ,unfolding 

the relationship be,tween God and man, is more a waiting for God ,than 
f 

198 
a window to his presenc'i" 

What man doe~ c:~nfirm about God 1 s presence in those rare 

moments when he chooses to revèal himself lis that pathos is the root 

1 RATIO~E ~f his revelation. Best 'summarize~ in the ~rophetic under-

~tanding of revela~ion, pathos ls seen as love, mercy, or anger aIl 
1 

; 199 
springin~ from the divine peed for huma~ righteousness. Pathos is, 

indeed, God's way with the world; tqus, God always reveals his pathetic 

'~eact10n to man's conduct rather than his essence. 

/ 
Revelation: ,The Divine Act of Will Made Kn6wn to Man 

1 

r 

t 

! 

Revelation in Heschel's understanding is an act of transcendent 
, . 

will: "God d,a.es not reveal him~Jlf; he only reveals His way; Judaism 
1 '. 

. . / 
does not speak of God' s self-revelation, but o'f the ~evelat~n of His 

~each1ng for man. The Bible ret1ects God's revelat10n of ,{J' relation 

l ',~200 
to h1story, rather than of a revelation of His very Sely." Through 

• 1 

the prophets' wol:ds., the divine event and idea are expressed.' Heschel 

believes the tsp1ritual comprehensio::!o the proph~t ls needt~ to complete 
. 1 1 ,. 

the event of revelation. The Torah s the,product 'of divine revelation 

and prophetie inspiration; but it 1s not the literaI word of Gad, rather 

201 
his clothed,revelation. , " 

. , 
/ 

Though Heschel b~lieves Cod revealed himself to Moses' as full 

/ 
of love and compassion, sensit~ve ta the suffering of men, he emphasizes ,. 

repeatedIy that thé extreme hiddennes~ of God must be a ~act of constant 

, . 
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awareness in an understanding of revelation. let again,.Heschel argues 

that "Hls concern, His guidance, His will, His commandment 

to man and capable 
o ~ 1 

f b i i' d by 'him. ,,202 o . e ng exp rente 

. 
are .revealed 

'Il 

Like H.W. nObinson, J.H; Hertz agrees that in the Jewish 
1 / 

unde~standlng of the 'divine belng: revelatio~ nec~ssarily is the dis-

closure of the divlqe purpose and will which are most charactertstic, 

of his relation to nature an~ hlstory. Hertz argues that ,in any theistic 

l 
position, the revelation of God, or communication between God and man, iB 

, 203 
a logieal pecessity. l 

... 1 \ 

In sorne ways, Hesehel affirms Hertz's ioeas in bis conceptualizati?n 

of "God' s turning towards man" as tbe basic stance of Jewish religion, 
1 

especially as characterize"d in prophecy. God' s seatch for man, bis desire 

to cODUllunicate his will to bim iit order to carry oùt his need for justice, 

indicates that he ls not 

cerned ag~ntlin history. 

. '\ 
an unmoved mover, but a freely active and con-

In prophetie events, God reveals his quest 

for righteous men. Thus, the prophet understands that, "revelation is 

not an act of his seeklng, but of hls belng sought after, an act in God's 
. 

search for mân ••• This is at the core of a11 Bib~lcal thoughts: God ls no't 

a being detached from man to be, sought after~, but a power that seeks, pursues 
204 and calls upon man." 

Revelat,ion: An Event lnvolvin of Divine and Hurnan Activit 

Heschel argues that it is perceptively narrow to characterize 
, 

revelation as prophetie insight; it is rather a divine event ~n wbich 
\ 

"God comes out of His impercepÜbility 

full Intensity of the event 18 not in 

to become audible to ma;. The 

the fact that ;man hears bit in 

•• < 
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the '.fact' t~at 'God speaks' to mlm ••• revelation, is' an ecstasy of GOd.".20~ 

Based on the pathos and initiative of God, "revelation iI;l a 
\ 

moment in which God succeeds in reaching man; an event to God and an . 
event t-o man.,,2P6 

the dual nature of 

Hesche! points out, ;hat the proPhet~c descr:ption ofo 

the event ls necessa~ly a restrict19n ln human ex~ 

perience of a transcendent occurrence. And yet "its indigenous quality 

:ls to be found in the creative fact o'f how the divine was carl1ted <into 

207 the concrete experience. of man." . 
1 

Prophecy is a witness to God's polar relation to~man. Through . 
justice and Mercy God rules the world, justice being his staRdard, merey 

" 

his attitude. But it is out of divine compassion and interest that both 

attributes are revealed. 208 The prophet confirms in his Interpretation. 
1 

fSf the revelatory event the paradox that the eternal God is c6'neerned 
. . 209 

with what ls happening in time and has the capecity ta experience emotion., 

Secondly, GO,d ls revea1E!d as a doer, an agent of ps'thos, a moving 

and moved being, transcen4ent and wholly other ln essence, faithfully 

1n~olved with his crea~lon in hi,s deeds. IIHesehel believe'S that the 

wisdom of Bibllcal ontology ls in not separ:ting being from dping. ln 

emphas!zing the connection between aetivity and being, the dynamic quality 

of revelation i9 affirmed. • Reveldtion then instills a new creative moment 

into hisçory without Interference in the course of natural processcs. 

Tlle -dynamism of history as- event (and ,hence of revehtion as event) sur-

passes the fixed patterns of nature itself. 

Prophetie Reyelation: The Affirmation of the Divine-Human Encounter 

Heschel's outline of revelation as an event involving the divine 

o 
" 
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, 
and human pôles of being necessarily incrudes his extended 

its prophetie character.. To review briefly, .. the proPhbt, according to_ 
. 

Heschel, is that breed of man who focuses on the world as the obj'e~~ of 

divine concèrn. The prophet believes that God never reveals h/ms~~ in " 

an abstract way but specifically and uniquely: 

God does'not simply command and expect obedience: 
He is also moved and affected by what happens in-the 
world and He reacts accordingly ••• He :lis not concé'ived 

'as judging facts, so to speak, 'objectively', in. 
detached impassibility. He reacts in an intimate 
and subjective manner, and thus de termines the value 
of events ••• This notion that God can be intimately 
affected, that he possesses not merely intelligence and 
will, but also feeling ~nd pathos, 2f8ically defines 
the prophetic consciousness of Cod. 

~The prophet never claims to know God-in-Himself through revelation, 

only his reaction to tpe world and history, particularly as these are 
, 

affected by thé actions of man. Significantly then, Çod is not the object 

of revelation, but the subject. The prophet acknowledges revelation,as 

a received act of communi~ation which forces him to r~spond to its 

demands. 
, 

Dulles continùes ~e8chel's line of thinking in his affirmation_ 

that the ~rophet is called by a free action of God; hence revelation does 
• 211 1 

not achieve itself un~il formulated in human words. Schillebeec~ in 

Revelation ~ Theology adds a dimension to the prophetie nature of revelation 

by asserting that the anonymous character of revelation as God's saving - . 
grace became thiough the prophets a particulaT, concrete, publIc revelation 

! 
l 212 J. 

of s~lvation in Israel. While Heschel wo,~d probably agree that 

prophetie revelation concretized Cod's way with men, he clearly emphasizes 
r 

1 1 
that the divine èoncern fs its most pr~minent feature, and that revelation 

o 

, 

: 

. -'-'_~Q.--..-.".,. ... -mr;. tt«. ~. --- ----.' ~~~J~:":"'iIT':"~:----':;~~~'~' ~ .. ~~+-~.d 
Jt)1 !'s.r;~~ .... ~~~1· "a. '~. .. ~'~~1,~."it\fri~wT~iZ~"1i..;.. ~~_>;:~~~~ ..... > .. " -'- ~-,::~,t •. <, ""'.:!:'~._."/ ~ ~i't.:.:l'f.:, '':-r. _~;;''''~n , .. ~.) .:~;'~L;~~:i'lIt~ .. / ~.lk ,~.7 ... 

r 



( 
." 

......... --_ ... -.. ~~.- ................... ~ .... -~-.- ~ -......,..--

90 
(' 

f ' 

as purely saving activÜy i8 a limited understanding of ~t~ dept,h and 
(, 7 

content. 

In a stance similar to Dulles; Heschel believes that the prophet 

is the mediator of revelation, standing as 'the necessary link between 

the divine communication of concern and the men to'wh~m itl is addressed. 

Hesehel stresses the encounter nature of prophetie revelation, that God 

and man are in a form of dialogue, so that revelation is not a 
l' 

onesided event, but is composed of Godrslinitial act and man's 

frozen or 

re~ePtyln 
of it and his response. 

The p~ophetic experience, says Heschel, is an encounter with a 

: 213 ward spokeri and expressed in tim~ trom a presence. Prophecy is a 
\ 

personal, event at the sfUDe time that it is a transcendent act) in that 
. , 

Gad steps forth,-from his incpmprehensibility and reveals his will to man • 

• Thus, prophetic revelation is an aèt of 
,. w , 

" i ( ) 214 tow~rds an experienc ng one a man , 

a transcend~nt subject direeted 

an act,of discloà~re, of Gad 

" 215 addressiqg man through ~ revelation of his pur~ose. . Revelation is a 
" 1 _ 

dialogue/in this sensebeca~se it never·happens when God iB alone. The 

- ' " 1 216 
prophet is an activ~ partner in the,even~, giving as weIl as r~ceiving. 

: Heschel empha,tically points out that th'e prophet cannot be seen as a mere 

passive recipient of' an objective revelation, but as an agent of ~eception 

~nd comprfhension. In the chief revelatory event,of Israel's history, 

1 ~ 1 ~ t~~s point is ver,ified. "At Sinai God revealed His word, / and Israel 

revealed éhe power to respond. Without the powe~ to respond, without· 

the fact that there was a people willing, to accept, to hear, the divine 

, 217 
command, Sinai would have been impossible." 

Heschel, to some extent, ls affirming'Buber's I-Thou encounter 
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BS the ~e~t~allfeatœr f p~ophetic revelation. Lou Sllberman in an 

article On the me an ,0 revelation for the modern Jew Insists !ln' this 
1 t 

ve~n that revelatio us be understood as an event ~etween Gad and man 

rather than one wit~in man's consciousness: 

~en we speak of revelation, we are referring to this 
betweenneS5, the relation of I-Thou. Revelation ln the 
Bible i5 the encounter, in the seeming ordlnarioess of 
history, not of mare divIne power, Indifferentiat~d deity, 
byt,of just that to which wc c~n, must, and do say, 'Thou." 

'Revela~ion 15 the saying withi2l§he event. 'Here 1 am', and 
,an'8 rè5ponse is 'Here 1 am.' , 

&ilberman insists that revelation must aiways be'~nderstood in 

lts confrontational sense, that God dis closes man's,meaning in the revelatory 
/1 

event and "man responds to It. 219 The Bible, then, becomes the word of God 

when God 15 met in it. 220 

Buber extends the scope of the revelatory ch~racter of the 1-

Thou encounter byl insist~ng that revelatlon i8 always present in the 
, 

the divine 221 experience of as a presence and power. Though man receives 

no cognitiona! content through his encounter with the divine Thou, he • 

222 c 
ls changed. Revelation ls fulfilled in action, in the harmonious. 

223 dynamic activity which embraces the whole being of God and man. 

\ Heschel's position, 'in the light of Buber's and Silberman's 8tate~ 

ments, ls pè~haps e~istent~al1y (he~ce, fntellectually) ~ore cautious. 

Heschel's affirmation of the encounter nature of r~veiation i6 tempered 
, , 

by his be1ief that ooly in cxtraordinary mpmcnts'is the encountcr possible; 

God himself chooses to remaln silent most 'of tllC time. 

Schillebeeckx adds subs tance to Hesche~' s position by insis ting , 
, • ~ 1 

that it is throug~God's gracious initiative, n~t man's desir), that 
1 

re~eIation occuts. God allow~ him~elf tp be encountered, and there is no 
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92 

Hesehel is closer to ScnJllebeeckx 

than Buber in-this vein, for he remarks: . , 

Man i8 not ~he iulmediate but merely the incidentd. / 
cause of pathos in God ••• There i~ no nexus of causality, 
but only one of contingence between human and divine 
attitpdes, betwe~n human charactf1r and divinZ2Bathos./ .. 
The deeisive fact is that of div~ne freedom. 1 

The living, pathetic communicat,ion between God and man 18 based 

upon man's abllity to face God's question. The Old ,Testament asserts 

the duality-in-unity of the coincident divine)and human willidg wh!ch 
'" 226 • 

occurs in revelation, accarding to Robinson. And, indeed, Heschel ~p-
. 

holds this assertion in his belief that modern man ta ils to understand 
1 

revelation because he is unable to know and face the realness of God's 

pursuit of man; the prop~et, bn the other hand, lives his life in the 

227 light of this p~rsuit. The prophet fultills God's demand by responding 

in sympathy to God's address: 
1 

, It is no mere listening to, and conveying a divine 
mes~~ge which distinguishes his personal life. The 
prophet not only hears and apprehends the divine pathos; 
he is convulsed by 1t' to the depths of his soul. His 
service of the divine word is not carried out through 
ment~l appropriation but through the ha~ony of his 228 
beingwith its fundamental intention and emotional content. 

The prophet, in fact, identifies, bis human concern with the 

divine concern. Robinson amplifies this point of Heschel by insisting 

~hat in a philosophy' of revelation which accepts God's disclosure to man, 

229 the highest form of Mediation is the moral consciousness of man. 

The prophetie experienee brings the world into divin~ foeus, ~ 

enaeting divine justice br- revealing God' s word: "The purpose of proph~cy 

i8 to maintain the covenant, to establish the right' relationship between 

God and man. ,,231Q In (} facf' God' s revelation through the prophet is, in 

, 
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itself, an enàctment of divine justice. The prophet indica~es that the 

moral order is not autonomous but arises out of the divine eoncern: 
l~ 1 /' 

"Indeed, the personaliza tian of', the moral idea is the indispensable 

J 231 
1 astfump tion . of prophe tic ôheolo8'T Il According t~es chel, the pro-

"" ~-' .232 phets never 8peak for the idea of justice, but for the God of justice • . . -- , 

L. Baeck confirms Heschel's outline of the prophetic experience 
. 

i n his comment on Jewish belief: ~ 1;,j' 

Ta the Jew the unit y of God finds its determining 
expression in the unit y of the ethical. He who 
realizes aid fulfills the moral law, which i8 one, . 
acknowledges God as the One; here is found the demanding 
and final significanceJf monotheism, here ~~3found 
the full human sincerity of its acceptance. 

,.- Heschel believes, however, that revelation fs not a substitute 

for understanding, rather an extension to it, The prophet attempts 

through the reve~ation he has received "to extend the horizon of [man' sJ 

conscien~e and to impart ••• a sense of the divine part~ership in.,.dealings 

with good and evil and in ••• wrestling with life'a enigmas ••• Thus JudaisJ 

1 • • 234 
is base4 on a minimum of revelation and a maximum of interpretation." 0 

Prophetie inspiration, then, according to Heschél, i8 a phenomenon .. 
which can be understood only in its mystery as the ineomprehensible fact . " 
of God ',s utterance going out from the divine essence and reaching the 

human ~ar metaphorically as sound, Heschel believes that aIl our cate-
~ • 1 

gories of understanding are surpassed by the grandeur of revelation, for 
, 235 

"the speech of God is not Ieee but more than literally real." Man 
! 

must respond to the unheard of meaning in the statement, "God spoke, " 

before he can be at home with it.
236 

Thus, revelation 1s essential~ a 

phenomenon which must be understood and verifi~ ,through a faith \ 

experience. ~ 1 

l ' 
, , 
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) 
J \ Beyond the mystery of Cod' 8 pddress to man and man 1 s ability to 

, 237 
withstand ft, there is a confirmation of meaning. "Revelation means 

;-

that the thick silence which fills the endless distanée between God and 

man was pierced, and man was told that God i~ concerned with the affairs l 

of ,,238 man. 

Yet Ueschel refers to the paradoxical nature of prophecy:, a 1 

~~x WhiC~ h~ndicatéd • now order in Cod'. relation to man, namely, 

that ~ reveal He ~ conceal, that to impart His wisdom,~ He must hide 

239 His power. It made revelation possible. 1I 

The justification for belief in revelation ls intrinsic; as 

Hesche! admonishes there i5 a!ways a profound disparity hetween experience ~ 
~ , 

and expressionj any assertions about God's mJstery and his approach to 

m4n in revelation are understatbments, indications not descriptions. 

Heschël "admi ta: 

The truth is that/revelation'is a problem Ehat eludes 
scientific inquiry; no scholar has ever devised a lerts 
to pierce its mystery ••• Revelation should not he rejected 
because of its being incomprehensible ••. The authenticity 
of revelation i9 shown in i~s bei~g different from aIl , 240 
other events a~d experienees. Its truth is in it$ uniqueness. 

l ' 

Ultimately, Heschel argues, the truth of ,the prophet and revelat~on 
, 

ia authenticated through the positi~e re~ponse in faith and the belief that 
/ 

man is'reached by God in th~ mystery of his conCern as creator an4 redeemer. 

Reason and proof are unable to penetrate prophetie insight. Lichtigfeld 

supports this point in his comment on Hertz's phl1osophy of revela~ion: 
1 

Revelation i8 thus the obvious,inference and coro!lary " 
of the charaeter of the Deity held by aIl who believe in 
a personal God and Father in Heaven, in prayer to whom, 
in worship 0; whom, and in communion with whom, the 
highest moments of our lives-are passed and lived. This 
close relationship between God and Man, this interplay of 

j 

" 

-:., Il 
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spiritua'l forces and energies, whereby the human 
soul responds to the self-manifesting life of a11 
wor1ds, attains in Istael's prophets, that ~ver-" 
mastering eertainty wh~~~ enables them to declare: 
'Thus sai th the Lord.' 
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1 

J 

Reschel himself coneurs with 11chtigfeld's comments about the prophetie 
J 

1 

eertainty (tha t God has spoken through them), believing that! IGod reaches 

man in moments of history freely chasen by him.~ 

MitsJah and Torah: Deed and Word as Revelation 

If 

!WO eoncluding issues must be discussed in relation to Heschel's 

understanding of re~elation. These are deed as revelation and Torah as 

revelation, 'two essential facets to Heschel' s philosophy oÎ revelation. 
1 

Reschel argues that thé presence or immanence af Gad in the world is , 
particularized 

1: 
in mitsvat (or deeds). Though God's g]oryl is hidden, in 

\ 

\ 242 
a mitsvah which ls man's presence ta Gad, this glory is revealed. 

"Such acts of man's revelation of the divine are acts of re~emption. The 

meaning of redemptian is to reveal the haly that is eoncealed, ta dis~laBe 
1 

. 243 
the pivine that is suppressed." 

In responding to God's will in a sacred deed, man perceives and 

244 ' reveals Gad's presence. Heschel believes that mitsvot represent deity 

because they fulfill
e

, the ward of God as spiritua,l ends w~ich are initiated 
• ,245 

in God's expectation of man. Hence, "we live by ,t~ cqnviction that 
,i 

actE! of goodness" refleet the hidd.en light ~f hi~"hOt<Ïnes;. His light i8 

above our minds but not beyond our will., lt iS(~~~in our pow~r to mirror 

his unending {love in qeeds 'of kindness, like brooks that hold the sky. ,,246 

Heschel artieu1ates his position ,that the ~,evelatory event is 
1 

not a static point of ~ixâtiont but i8 fulfilled in man's deeds. This' 

• 

, / 

1 • 
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\\ 
1 articulation reiterates his understanding of revelation as both a divine 

.'~'I \ and human even:. 
" 1 

~ 
The Torah as revelation has some interesting implications in , 

1 

Heschel's philosophy. Rememb~ring that Heschel emphasizes the auditory 
III 

mode of prophetic revelation and an ensuing communication in human 

lànguage, rev~lation as word must be carefully analyzed. Heschel und er-

247 . 
stands the Bible to be God t s "holiness 'ln words, ••• charged with His 
, ",' 248 
spirit, ••• hyphens betwe~n earth and heaven." 

Believing the Bible td hold the presence of God, H~scfiel acknow­

~ ledges that, "Revelation (in the Bible) is an issue that must be decided 
~ , 

on the level of the ineffable. ,,249·' The timeless quality of the Biblical 

, ' 250 
words, the fact"that they appeal to us I/in momen~s of spiritual perspicuity" 

alludes, 1 according to Hescllel, to the Bible' s spiritual grandeur and , . 
authenticity. 

1 

In order to know the Bible, Heschel upholds that we must accept 

251 it fiÎ'st, "accept its unique authority in order to sense its unique quality" ; .. 
as always, this prior acceptance is the circularity of human faith. Never-

theless, Heschel argues that once faith acknowledges the uniqueness of 
1/: 

Torah, its ,Mord, which is synonymous to its act, is recognized as "a 

vessel of divine power, t~ mystery of creation. The"prophetic word creates, 

, '252 
shapes, changes, builds and destroYs." 

253 In the Biblical vords, history becomes Scripture. The Bible 

reveals God to Israel; Israel, in turn, through tts life, makes Scr~pture 

254 hiatory ~nd reveals tts holiness to Gad. Heschel points out that 

accépting the premise that the Torah is God's anthr9Pology rather than 

g • 
man' s theology, "the way to understand' the meaning of Torah~ min hâshâmâyiIii 

.1 

/ 
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1 

(' the Bible is from heaven') ia to understand the meaning of haahamaylm 

min hatorah ('heaven is from the Bible'). Whatever taste of 'heaven' 
'" 

we have on earth i8 in the Bible. ,,255 Again, in .a'hd through 'the faith 

experience, Heschel perceives that the most adequate understanding 

of Torah as revelation i8 clarified. 

f 
In a final analysis of Heschel 's understanding of the Torah 

as revelation, ,a setting forth of his "principles of ~e~elation" seems 

appropriate. First, he believes it ls a serious misunderstanding to 

reduce the problem of revelation to a matter of chronolôgy; in other 

words, the sanctity of the Torah should not'he based on when it was . 
u 

written down.
256 

Heschel acknowledges that though the act of ,revelation 

ls a mystery, its record is a li terary facto Since divine inspiration ls-

" a mystery, it can be alluded to only in amazement; the record of Mosaic 

1 
authqrship, on the lother hand, can be analyzed and exam.::I,ped in the field 

of theology. 257 

Revelation, though momentary ad an aet, fa recorded permanently 

in a text; Heschel believes We must use the Torah as' a guide, without 

re'ducing the revelation it records to a matter of fact or splritualizing 

- 258 • 
the text altogether. . The Bible is both the word of God and man, "the, 

\. 1 259 
drama of the covenant between God and man." , . 

God' s wisdom and will are never completely revealed to man; the 

revealed Torah th en is neyer completely possessed and understoBd by men 

. . 260 
in its entirety. Thus, there ia meaning to, the Torah yet to be revealed. 

Heschel points out that man must fulfil the laws of Torah witM.n his power, 

·attempting continuous understanding of the event nature ~f revelation, . 
knowing that the meanii\g of the Torah ia neve1." contained within the words . 

/ 
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1 

The will of God 1a in time'and eternfty. God borrowed 
-rEê language of man and created a work euéh as no men 

had eve,r made. It ~a the task of 'faith to hold fast 
t~that work, to treaéure ita mixture of timeliness and 
eternityQand to zEïtinually understand the polarity 
of its contents. 

1 

.. 

For Abraham Heachel revelation i8 a complex and paradoxical 

9S 

event exposing the div~ne will and concern for justice in human affairs, 

expreB~ed through the propheti~ word, made living record in the Torah, 
, ' 

and forever open as a challenge to the apiri~ual develoPmént of man. 
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CHAPTER TIiREE 
, 0 

Anal-ysis of the Ideas of Revelation of Norman 
Pittenger and Abraham Hese~el 

113 

A compar!son of the,ideas of revelation of Norman Pittenger 'and 

Abraham He]ehel serves bath to foeus their ideas and to analyze them in 

relation t the Biblical perspective,which bot~ thinkers arknOWledge as the 
o ~, 

frame of ~heir r~ligiouS PhifosoPhies. Certainly t~ fact t~at Pittenger's 

,;, Cll 
thin~ing is Christi7.' and hence heavily in. debt ,to the New Testament world-

view as weIl, remai~ s "a dis!tinguishing fac~or ~n' the c4nparison.. Nevertheless, 

Pittenger himself emphasizes that the Old{Testamiht perspective of the 

1 l 
cre~tion and i~s living relatibnship ta Gad.is the baékdrop dynamic nature of 

, for his ontology and, in turn," the prophetie co:nsciousnes,s of -reality for his 

\ 
views on revelation., 

! / 

. Heschel, a •• PhilSOPher of Judaism, POin~s ~ the Hebrew Bibl. as 

::~ ~ ::::::~:O:::1::n::: ::r;::::,:o c:::tr::~: :::a:. O~:~:I:~~Ch L:::-
l , J t • 

man i9 the the~aiiC fraiewor~ o,fi,,~iS ideas of Ireve ation., This comparison 

of the ideas of Pitteng'er and He~(the,l attempts" t rough poin);:'8-.of commonality 

l 'l" fi' tod disçinction, t~ analyze how clo~ely each man has rema~ ediue ta the 1,/ _ /, 
Biblieal world":view from which his ideaf? hJve rged. 1/ /; ~ • . /' , , 1 1 

, ----- - . , '-... ( \ , (/ ' \ 
v . 

~e Hu~n Link Between ternai Tern ~':ral ,Bein 
, f 

From a a~on of the m~in ideas of ont ogy and tevelation 
a / \~ / ~ 1 

l i,n Pittenger an,d H, Chel\ one of ttf. ~lea~ly; distin ,ilshing ~Oi~.ES of 

. '1 ~r ... t is i eir apprraches tq kno~ledge. lor I~urp~se""of clarirying 
\ 'heir eas of ,reVélatiO~ \(revelation being in fadt one of the main foci 

---..... __....-. j~ ~.! '\i / 

-- 1 
relation of ~pistemology and ontology in theology), ~b~f analysis 

(' of their approaches ta knowledge in arder. l , 

, 
~ seems l. 

1 "" 1 

,. 
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o ' 

/ 
Karl --,-_-,'-~h_i_c __ a....;.l Faith and Revelation points out that 

duality conditions aIl of ma 's thinking, and that the paradoxical unit y of 
" 

pposites is a'commoh Phi}~OPhiC.1 method in epistemo~ogy land onto10gy.1 

Indeed. this method of !ealing in polarities is commo'(l to both Pittenger and ( 
/ 

Heschel. 

1 

Jaspers believes there are two ~ain ways to knowledge: ontological 

(i:. e. " rela: ting being 
/ 

to structure and hierar.chy) and pleriechontological (i.e., 

an awar~ness, 

si tuat!onallY 

open in conte;t, of tr~ possibilities of reality as they are 

experieneed). pittehger's process"perspeetive in this light 

appear~ ,Jo be ontologieal, although he acknowledges the Infinite and novel 

~o~sJUY.(lities of being Inherent in reality~ Heschel's perspective, on the 
... 

other hand, with his emphasis on wonder as an awareness of the sublim~ 

being, appears to have à periechontolo~ical approach to ~nowledge. 
1 

Pointing o~t that, the main difference in these epistemological per-

spectives is ,the use in periechontology of existentiar categories in under-

<>anding reality as oppo~ed to cosmologica~, holistiq categories in ontology, 
, 1 

Jaspers acknowledges that awareness as the chief periechontological too!. 
1 /, 

dpes not attempt to systematize reality but to tell what is, what manl~ind~ 
~3 

himself in. 
/ 

Altbough process thought, eSreCiallY, that of p~ttenger~ acknbwledges 

that! the 'distinctions between the subjective and objec~ive dimenSioJs of 

re~lity are abstractions fram the unit y in which theY,exist, lt nevertheless 

posits the close~frame'of o~gaàism as the chief,undlerstanding of be1n~, in-

cluding Gad. Heschel, in contrast, does not attempt to bind creation wi 
i 1 ~ ! 

.,y,stem. rother io Und j~ole'1Y to 'ito creator .a~ o.e 

concerne l ' 

In tbis,r,esa~t~ter Stoke. Ptnts 

.. ~ . 

, 
1, 
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/; 
.1 

directional, not conceptional, emphasizing the vert~cal' dimension of God's 

1 4 '" 1 
re ation to man. Yet Pittenger seems to rely chiefly on cortceptual episte-, 
mology to analyze the nature of the., relation .between God and the world, positing 

the horizonta~ dimension 6f shared being in an organic sense. 'Heschel, onl 

the other hanp, relies on directional knowledge, emphasizing the transcendence 
/ 

'~f 

to 

in 

the divine being • 
Because of 

employ reason as 

human 

in relation to the created order . 

these varying a~proaches in ePistemJIOgy, Pittenger seems 

his chief tool, fol he 

knowledge but t~ough 
poibts out that God, is not sought 

the temporal order in whieh man 

In a completely opposite understanding, Heschel uses insight 

epistemologieal imflemeot, emphasizing ~h~t knowledge begins with 

God, who makes an an object of his knowing; in fact, ma~ can only sense, not 

ow, the divine in the ineffable dimension. of reality. 

at 

o 

P:f,.ttenger' 

rd to revel~tion t~en, Pittenger and Heschel-arll ch~efly 

their analyses of the modes of revelation possible i~ reality. 
., . 

panentheist:i..c approach has a broader base for defining revelationl 

though 

~ to his 

is being made here that this enlargement is due chief~Y 

ining ~f Greek (cosmological) and Biblical (historieal) World-

n his process tbeolo~y. 
\ 

rk of reality in his idea,of 

Heschel rrmain~ truer to the Hebraic frame­

revelation, since his definitive-basis ~r 

revelation is~the historieal realm. Beginnin~· with their respective 
, 

views of rèality then, an understanding ~,f their variant positions on revelation 

clarifies itself. 

" 

panentheism versus Creation a Mode of Divine Concern 

, ~ 
Remémbéring that Pittenger sees the world -as a dynamic series 

o 

.1 
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of events in process, conv~~ging towar~" intensificat~on of value and 

good, creativity becomes the historical ground of,being. Nature and 

history are a unit y in reality, Pittenger argues, ~nd God and the world 
\ 

mutually interdependent, since the world incarnates deity in his philosophy 

of organism, 

The distinction between the sacred and secular orders cannot 

hold, since divinity in a panentheistic sense i~not an intrusion intJ 

thi. natural, o-rder. As Griffin, another prbcess theolo~ian, ~oints out 

in agreement with p~ger' s stance, "the Christian, with his faith 

perspective that God is active in aIl events, will believe that~-

logically speaking, God is :obj ective1y:r present GiS a causal factor in 

the events"leven though, epistemologically speakin$, this is by no means 

an 'objeétiv ' fact. IIS Aling this same l:f:ne, John Cobb acknowledges that. 

if God alone is seen as sacred with everything else lying in the rea\m of 
/ 

6 the profane, Gad ab,sorbs a11 meaning and value from reality. Pittenger 

believes that process theology negates this possibility, 
l ' 1 

Consequently, Pittenger's process God is ~n eminently social 

God, possessing an abstract primordial nature which fs the lure in 

creation with its provision of creati~e ~OSSibi~itiis through the granting 

of initial aims. God is persuasive, not coercive, aliowing freedom of 

actualizatipn in the process, so that good and evil are on~ic realities • . 
/In his ',consequent nature God beèomes a fe11ow-sufferer with the . \ 

~orld apa man by'receiving concreté'occasions of actualization, good or 

b~d~d integrating th~\~nto his reality. God~s ,being is thus a~fected 
,by/the world. "-' \ / ", 1 

' 1 1 

PfttJnger reinferprets God's tTad1tional attr1butes which speak 

.. 
/ 

/ 
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/ 

of his remoteness from the world by positing the ~minence (and hence 

ultimacy) of the" divine being r~ther than his tr:nscendence as wholly 

other. 

Based on the analogy ta huma~ pe~SOnhOod. which process ~i?t 
sees as the evolutionary apex of temporal bein~, Pittenger 1rgues that 

God, .too, must be living and personal, his beiitg-in-love seen as the 

dynamiCI~nergy which synthesizes pol~rities in the world through the 

integrat~on of the process in the divine, co smic vision. 
1 

Pittenger·upholds the Trinitarian concept of God's being, em-

phasizin~ its p~sitivfr evaluation of God's relation t~ and activity in" 

creation. Since creation incarnates deity, the Logos 1a progresslvely 

i 
inca~nated as the process evolves, man irlcarnating it to the highest 

degree. / . 
1 

Heschel's view of creation varies distinctly from Pittenger's. 

Unlike Pittenger who refuse$ ~o ~osit a real beginning in,time to the 

creat;d order! Heséhel be~ieVeS tha~lthere is absolute importance in- . , 

volved in acknowledging creation as an act of divine will in a unique 

and hence sacred moment. Although Heschel purports that creation is also 

seen as a continuous proc~ss since God t s concern ls cont~nuous ,1 the world 
.. r 

i8 not an ontological necessity in his eyes. The order it reflects ia 

a result of an imposed law of God, and the divine freedom implicit in ' 
• 

the ontologieal dependency of creation on rd is much more tra~scendent /i 

in orientation that Pittenger's concept of the divine freedom in providing 
. J 

co~mic vision and telos to the creative movement and integfation of 
i 

the process. 
1 

i \ Secondly, Heschel relies on"the mystery of the world, the realm 

/ 

"' 
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of the ineffable, ,as the obj'~etive, ontologieal category whieh points 

to the div~~e reality.; ~e ineffable dimension of the world, however, 
~ -

ls in no way organic to the divine b~ing, but indicative of God's reality. 
, . \ 

Like Pittenger, Heschel believeS_in tje r~latedness of c~eator and 

créatio?, but on1y in the sense that the,outwardness of the world indicate~ 

the divine indwelling, the glory of God not however a physical or 
p 

I~ 
temroral Pheno~enrn, but a spititual aura that-is apprehended through the 

r~latedness of Gad and the world. 
, 

Heschel acknowledges, as does Pittenger, that existence is preclous, 
1 ! 

that meaning is an objective category o'f being. A certainty without kn9w-

ledge, the sanctity of ,the naJural order is t~e var ieaiity really,is. 

Perhaps this stance is most similar to Pittenger's belief that the 
~ . 

immanence of the Logos in reality (i.e., in the process) speaks of the 

ontie necessity of the unit y of being and ~alue. The divine telos in 

procesa,theology 1s a way of positing the fact that b~ing has an implicit 

moral dimension, for the proeess moves towards greater intensity of value 

in its gontinuing creativity. . ..... 

However, Heschel's repeated emphasis on God as transcend~nt~ther-

ness invo~ved intimately in creation has no true p~rallel in Pittenger's 
. 

process theology. True, God's eminently social nature in process reality 
( 

apeaks of the otherness {'in degree of sociality'J of God 1 s being in relation 

ta the rest of reality, but it does not deal firmly wi~h transcendence as 

ï a qualitative distinCtitJ, in .ssenc~. , 

In fact, Heschel's definition of Codls incomparable being i8 ~hat 
> 

he 18 exclusively real; Pittenger's, on the other hand, ia that he i8 

inclusively real. Though the divine pathos can be understood as God's 

Il 
( ., 
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reaction to (and he~ce affect of) the wo~ld, which somehow f~S its 
• [ 1 

para1lel in~itfenger'~ f~amework i~ the divine consequent nature, Heschel 

. adamantly ~rguels that God' s essence can never be known by man, on1y his 

will and way with the world. 

the divine pathos, Cod's transitive 9oncern, which according 

to Heschel.is as basic as being, involves ethos as part of its very nature. .. -
The world is thus more ~ignificant morally than ~n a cosmological sens~. 

The pathos is functional, not essential, a response to the world Cod has . 
fré~ly created. 

Perhaps in Pittenger's idea of the primordial side of Ged's 

being providtng the realm of abstract possi~iliti~s of becaming (and 

hence value) coupled w!th his beUef that tbe conse'quent natur,e responds 

to the world as it crea tes itse~f, thJ c10sest similarity to the nature 

and role of divine pathos in Heschel'slthought is ma,de. Yet, although 

Piùenger does emphasize the functional naturie of the process God, positing 
• 

activity and ener,izi 'as the qivine ~ode of being, the conceptual des-

cr1ption - olar nature ieschel would deny a1together, insisting 
/ , 

that the divine beyond the realm of human understanding and 

knowledge. 
1 

Hesêhel also argues for the polarity in functioning of the 
1 < 

divine p,thof' GOd's reaction ta the world involves justice (order-law) 

and mercy (love), for the divine concern reflects the world's (and, most 

importantly, manPs) activity. Heschel believes justice is the divine 
( 

1 .. 

attribute of em1nence in God's relation to creation for u~der it love 

and law can be subs~med. Love, Heschel argues, does not necessarily give 

birth to justice, and God's chief concern for the world seems to b~ an 

1 -
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appraisal of and reaction ta bothodiscord and good as ~h~y are manifesteà. 

In complete opposition ta Pitte~ger, Heschel would argue the 

overwhelming limitation involved in calling God's chief functional - ~ 

1 attribute love. Il Thus, while Pittenger argues for an understanding of 

God as eminent and immanent loving activity (based on his Christian 

affirmation ~f Jesus Christ as the revelation of divine love). Heschel 

argues for a view of Gad a~ divine transcendence involved through justice 

. in the wor ld 's 'func tioning. . , 

. Gad 's three modes of ac'tivity based on his pathos, Heschel believes, . 
are creation, redemption and revelation. Pittenger's Logos ontology 

certainly indicaoes an important similarity, for the Logos is the chief 
J , • 

of ~xplan~tion of aIl God's activity inClU~~ng bis creative, . principle 

" redemptive, and revelatory work. From man's vantage point, Heschel 
1 

believes that God's being is tbe unit y of his pathetic acts, as Goa's 

consequent nature in Pittenger can'be seen as the taking in and Integration 
r'" 

of the pro cess . 1 " 

1 

Echoing~ittenger1s emphasis on man's importance, Heschef ackno~-
1 

ledges that man is the most significant being in rèlation to the divine 
, 

pathos and a~tivity, God needing man as a partner in his activity. Man 

shares' God's being an~logouBly in his nature as concerned,beingj this 

sharing i8 not, ~owever, arganic, rather allusive. While Pittenger, posits 
. " 

tllat man incarnates the Logos to the highest degree in the universe, ,a 

stance Heschel would argue aga~nsJ, nevertheless the common point which 

can be acknowledged between the two thinkers here 16 that man is the­

most significant being iri the world in relation ~o God. , -

Although Hesch 1 believes that ontology can be best understood 

.' ' 
/ 
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\ 
as incorporatip:g polar categories based on God's .activity in 

ire •• that being must be und~rstood in the p'rdO;i,ca~ ~nir.Y of justi<;e 

and mercy or law and love, and this beltef v1riesl substantial1y from 

Pittenger' s emphasis on love alone, both mln see that God ;'5 u~ifie~ natùre 
1 

/ 
provides the unit y for the jOral, histo~~cal reaim of being, de~pite the 

reality of evil. Of course, ~~schel would not conceptualize what God's 

unit y means essentially (only in relation to the world) while Pittenger . 
relies on the proceS5 perspecÙve 'of A.N. Whi teh~ad' S di-pb,lar deitf" 

• 
Despite this very large difference in analyzing God's unit y, both - 1 

1 

thinkers argue tha~ the natural6rder reflects this unitr, -Pittenger par-

t1cular1z1ng his stanGe through h~s incarnation theme. Ultimately then, 

and.- s.upernatura~ does not hold. 

both Heschel and Pittenger a~ree that ~he distinctiqn between the naturai 

1 

, 
Similarly, Hesche1acknowledges Godts~living, personal, ever-

lasting presence. Pittenger wouid agree that these are the bare.require-

ments (or a Biblical / understanding of God. Though Gad' s being has a "past" 

.';-' in tbJ succession of events he has incorporated 1 in a processive way, . 

Pittenger would probably point out that the temporal cOQcept of past, 

,~ present, and future needed ta explain God's po tentiali t y and actuality 
- 1 . 

is only a human device employed for understanding that Gad, tao, incor-

porates new elements in,.to hi's being. As Eric Rust 90ncurs in his book 

on evolutlonary philosophies, eternity must be seen as God's time in a 
1 process sense in arder that God's knowledge is adequate to~the present 

" 
7 and future. 

In ana}.yzing how BibtiCal the content of .. Pittenger' s anell Heschel r S 

1 
understanding of ontology 18, a recognition of the differences between the 

1 

" 

\ 
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Judaic and Christian world-views is paramount. Neve~theless, certain 

Biblical modes of understanding reality are shared by the Old and New 
4 

Tes taments. 

First~y, the Biblical God is, inde~d, a creator God with a 

unique status in being as the God of both nature and history. Second1y, 

his overwhelking desire fir righteousness defines the moral realm of being, 

especially of human living. 
, . / ' 

In other words, creation is seen to make a 

diff~rence to the ~ivine functiQnfng. 
r 

Third1y, the inscrutability, of the 

nature of God, though not of his w,ys, Is al~o an emphasis in Biblical 

thoûght. 1 

( 1 Pittenger's eminently social God who is 50 intimately and 

immanently involved in reality c,ertainly prel}erves the unique status of 

the Biblical God, However, his summary of God's nature as cosmic love 

does not seem to account for the divine attributes of anger and 

indignation, and the harsh insistence which thé Biblical God 50 clearly 

., diSplays in relation to ma~ t s moral downfall (od levil i~ the world. 

, The c~ncept of divine pathos in Heschel's philosophy seems to 

• better account for the polar nature of God's way with the ~orld in the 
. , 

Bible. Heschel's view of tbe divine concern sti~l affirms that God ts 

~ l ' 
c mpassionate and merciful but necessarily just in his demand for righteous-

l' " , 
ness. 

Fi~ally, the inscr~tability of the Biblical God, the power to 

seize man's being with awe, seems to have lost its mèaning in Pitte~ger'B 

divin~ ontology. His process· .s~heme, (as others')1 so apparently neàt in 
• Il 

its ability to synthesize polar elements in divine ontology; aiso suffers' 

from the lack of mystery and transcendence which the Biblical God holds 

'~ 

,; 
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for man. Again, in ,this regard, Heschel seems much more able ta. stay 
... ;' 

t:tue to the tenor and feeling of the Biblical picture of Gad. Heschh's 

reiterated emphasis on the divine incomprehensibility and yet the 'paradox 

6f divine concern is appropriately Biblical. 
, 

, Pittenger'~ Logos onto1ogy, emphasizing the incarnational 

character of reality, is in sorne ways tao forced a synthesis of Biblical 

and p~ocess ontology. Creativity seems, in fact, a more important 
1 

prin~iple of being than Gad as creator. Indeed, Goa and creation seem 
, 1 

unab1e ta retain their overàgainstness as in tha Biblical perspective. The 
\. J 

point here essentially is that the. Logos ls' a Greek, cosmologica1 category 

(hence an immanent'ist principle 'of order) which. opposes the 014 Testament 

view of the functiona1, not organic, relationship of God and cre~tion. 

(One' could question in this regard whether ev en the Fourth Gospel ~iter 

interprets the Logos as an organic pr~nciple.) 
t' ,1 

As Jaspers so vividly points out, tre cipher 'of immanence, though 

an important one/in the history of ideas, is existentlally weak, for it 
1 

attempts to explain the ~hole of reality through a single pri~ciple, and 1/ 

existentia1 experience speaks -agains't such a view. 8 

Heschel's be~ief, on the other hand, of the indicative nature 

of cre~tion, its allusion to the divine presence, and the importance of 

its coming into being in a unique, sacred moment preserves the basic Biblica! 

emphasis of the divine initiative a~d freedo~ in crea ting- thè world and 

relating to it. He manages to acknowledge the intimate and qeep relation-
l~ 1 

ship between God and the world without 10sing the transcendence~f the 

Biblical God. 

Most importantly, however, both Pittenger and Heschel maintain 
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the Biblical picture of God's living and personal being. Jaspers, along 

this line, emphasizes that the, contribution of the pld Testament vision of 

9 God-was the merger of the personal and transcendent in one being. Thus, 

l' , the God of concrete action was at the same time affirmed as overpowering 

10 
intangibility. Since the Incarnation br~ngs the incomprehensibility of 

God within human bouhdaries, Pittenger is able to justify ta some exten~ his 

movement away from the intangibility of the Old Testamen~ God. 
e " 1 

For both thinkers, ~owever, the fact that God's unit y is lable to 

synthesize ontological polarities speaks of the grandeur, and paradox~f the' 

divine being. 
"' '/ 

This fa~t is an ,affirmation of the Biblical vision pf the para-

dox of God's metaphysically unique being and yet his capacity"for particularized 

concern. 

Freedom becomes an issue in therrelation of God and the world for both 
) 

Pittenger and Heschel. Connected to the moral: Qimension of being, freedom, 

/ Pitt,enger would acknowledge, is the free actùal!-zation of potentiality in each 

occasion of becoming, though"God is present in it as a lure. Especial1y in 

human occasions of becoming, Pittengèr argues that in' free choices man in-

carnates the Logos more or less, tu response to the initial aim provided by 
l ' 

Gad. The subjective aim man actualizes{s in some sense his existential . , 

commitment or lack of coriunitment ta God' s lure ta inten's{fication of value. 
1 ,., 

Like Pittenger, Emil Brunner believes that the Holy Spirit as also 

necessary for'a free response (rom man to'God's seeking for him through the 
1 0 

11 Word. The Christian belief that God's modes of'b~ing in the world, i.e., 
J 

the Word and the Spirit, are the meaos by wBich God's gracious work 'in 
.J ri 

creation is/done i5 affirmed by Pittenger, especially in relation ta human 
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, 
. Stokes, another pr~cess theol6gian, supports Pittenger' s view 

~f freedom and value as theYoapply to m.f'n by arguing that "maE_is-a------

. ' -- --------- 12 
valuing pro'cess which is a, drive~ for an unconàitIOnal source of values" 
, -----------;-------- ,-

::~e~~:~ W:::~sh:r::t::::':~~.::Ok:::si:,:O:e~::l:i:::::l:a~:e but 

wai ting Jor man' s free return of self, 1 and the paradox of the autonomy 

• of man' s free respon~se is nothing but 14 
self to man. 

Stokes 1 posi~ion here is almos id~ntical to' fleschel' s. For 

Heschel 's definition of man' s being as c ncern also poi~ts to the 
0' 

exis tentia1 charactér of ch~ice and freedom. Man' s freedom, accord.ing 

to Hesche1, is really Go~, s' waiting for a response to. his pathos. Like 

'Piitenger's divine lure, God's pathos for Heschel i8 the gift of deity' 

1 1 

needing man ,for comp1etion of the divine ,purpose. 
i, 

As Gabriel Moran in l'fis theology of revela~ioô.1 points out in 
1 

( agreement with Pittenger and Heschel, life for man~is supernatural in 

, 15 
Hs moral dimension. Or as Brunner so aptly describes the paradox df 

human freedom in the Bib~ical· sense, man is free when he responds to his 

dependency on God.
16 

~he Bib1ical affirmation of the covenantal relationship,of God 

· and man finds substance in Hesche1' 8 discussion of freedom. In contrast, 
" , 1 

Pittenger's stance is incarnationa1 father than covenantal; since subjectivity 

(the conscious awareness of God 1 s call to man 1 s freedom) seems 1acking. 

I\,- this regard" Eric Rust points out .t;:hat in process ontology 
• 

, 17 
.God' s immanence robs his creatures 0f an awareness of his overagainstness. 

( 

Rust targues' that the overagains~ess of God and m~n is better relayed in 
li 

-----r--t:he analogue of the I-Thou ,..relationship where two beings penetrate each 

1 

· · 

l , 

o 1 
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other in iove whiie remaining mutual1y ~r~nscendent.~ Furthermore, Rust 

argues that personal rel~tionships require a moral arder of persona1 

ditferences in whieh complementarity doesn't exist at the full level of 

19 ' 
perso~ality. Rust believes that in an organic mOdel of ontology (as 

Pitten~er's) }ndividu~lity is.aec?~dary to complementarity, but that per­

sonality and freedom demand more than limited individuality.20 

The Historieal: Proeess versus Event 

Moving further along in this discussion of the possfbility of 

overagainstness of Gad and creation in,an or anic, though Christian, model 
è-

of reality, a foeus on an understanding :tn Pi t tenger 1 s . 

and Heschel's ideas seems in order. 

Though Pitte;nger essentially emphasizes the chief 

concept for knowing the nature of Teality, he is quick point out that 

event fs the main unit within the proeess itself. r 

process is a series of inter-connected events which are end le ly fertile 
, 

~,in the meaning and substance they provide to the process, sa' ch 50, in 
r • 1 

- ,- fact, tha~ their nature can he apprehended only rather:than co prehended. 

Each event be'comes u~ique as it illumines and moves the process forward. " 
1 

Hi~tory, Pittenger argues,'is the level of reality which focuses 

on/unique events as occasio~s of meaning for the prociss. ~ Though nature 
1 t 

and history'are unified, the natural is interpret~d in terms of the 
~, 1 

historical; through history a recognitioq of God's activity in the natural 

order i8 possible, since i t i8 the locus of the -s-ynthesis of polar 
1 

categories in being. 

Heschel 's de finit ion of hi~tory begi~ wi th a discussion of 
? 

1 

, 
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o / 

, 
time, since he believes that time i~e dimension of reality where the 

po1afity of moment and eternfty, '~;i ,~mporali'ty and abidingness, is ~ 
included. 1 Not dissimilar to Pitten er~ePt of fime in which the 

1 / 

tempora1ity of an occasion of becoming is preserved in the ever1astingness 

of God's being and therprocess, Hesche1 
1 

is ~,reserved in ~}:(e history of a peO~le 

significa~e .. 
/ 

u~ique eve!lt 0 
of Hs divine 

Hesche1. like Pittenger, emph~izes ifle importance of event as 
r 

the locus of meaning, for the temporal order. Li: is through the unique 

~vent, Heschel argues, that Gad is approached, sO.that, -i~ ~act, the 

event ls the reaIm, of the sacred, for in_~t- the eternai p;rsence of Go~ 

is intuited? Creation, foi example, begun in a sacred mom nt of divine 

freedom,·i6ints to time and event as essentia1 to God's mode of activi~ 
- J • 

a / 

.. in t~~(or 1d. . " 

Un1ike Pittenger,-Heschel be1ieves thàt the reality of sacred 

moments is not 'tied up to God' S organic presence, ,b,ut.---. to his spiritual 

presence. God' s immanence in events speak~ of the 'J,tft>4fable dimension of 

<' reality. There is a ~ierarchy of moments in hist?ry Clue ~o God' s presence 

or absence.,' and the .:,uniqueness of an .event is' based not on its simÙarity 

, r 
.. . 

, \ 

, ln natl,lre to other events, but to its pr~ced,ence in the real, of events. 

Thus Hes'chel admonishes that a1\ 'event, c~n never be ~educed to· 
~ 

part; of à processv process be1]ng S to the natur"ll order, events to the his-
l ( 
o. • 

torical, for it is in the hist rica! rèaIm where the u1timately meaningful 
\ , 

--- ' - \ -occurs. The jJ-vine pathos ia exp!essed through singulal;' events which 

tr~nsforming power in;the memory of a people who witness the 
1 
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.. 

Th~ emphasi~ on the importanc~ tf events th'en is a theme in 
J 

bath Pittenger and Heschel. Pittenger refers to the fertility of events 

while Heschel argues for th~ir transforming power. Thesé views are ~ot 
.) ,,~ , 

'Opposed to each other, in fact qui'te alike in tènor, thougJ:l th~ major 

distinction between them lies- in Heschel 's point that events are 

essentially differ~n~ from ~rocéss., _ 

In any case, histJry for both thinkers is the focus ,of God" S 

. 
actlvity in the ~tural order and hence tQe loc,us of meaning for reality. 

The main thrust of Biblical thought in regard to history as t.fie reaîm or 
, , 

the divine operation is thus preserved in their respective' philosophies. 
/ 

However, Pittenger, in a movement which is larglty a Christian combination 
, . ' 

of Greek a~d Hèbrew ideas, combines cosmoiogy td history in;pis w,orId­

. riew. Ralph James, in an article on process thought, questions, 'in 

fact, whether an elevation of the historical over the naturai is justified 

21 't in a, philosophy rf or:ganism. Since organ~ m is a cosm~logical categor;y 

and Pittenger's incarnationa! princip~e an iJ?lllanent telos, J:tittenger's 

emphasis on the historicai as a higher or deeper grade of slgnif"icance 

t~an nature in real1ty i8 artificial. 
~~-- , 

1 

, In this same vein Jaspers argues that a I"grasping of history' as 
i 

22 
a whole is impossible; but, in fact, Pitteqger's 'philosophy reveals 

," 

such an attempt in riS' belief that the proceSB is moving ta a higher 

concretion of value • 1 Jaspers insists that history seen in a holistic 
, ' 

, -

$ense precludes human freedom. 23 Yet, Pittenger' s process viéw i~ indeed , 

a holistic scheme of nature and history.- , \ 

Perhaps Jaspers' most important contribution to the distinct 
o 

difference be tween Pi t tenger' sand Heschel' $ cOncepts of history ia hié, 
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eontent:f,on that aIl that happens and changes in Ume/ is not histôry: 

We spe~kof "natural,history", but "{e should not; for 
naturai history is a process t~at can be known from 
wil:hout and inrerred from facts, a process that repeats 
itse1f over long 'periods of~ Ume and whose inwardness, 
if it ex~sts, remains inaccessible. H~story, on the 
other hand, is what occurs, what cari be understood and 
not repeat7d within man-in ~he medium of his endeavors. 
plans, and purposes, of the dreations of his mind and 
his politieal structures and Istru~les. Natura1 events 
are historically immaterial ~nless relat~d t02~uch corn­
prehensi,,:e topies. History is human· history. 

129 

Pittenger, in'" fact, through his Logos ont010gy, broadens the ... 
(1 
1 d~initio~ of history to i~c1ud~ nitural history. Hesehe!, in complete 

agreement with Jalpers. omits natura! proeesses f~orn the realm of history. 
, 1 .... • , 

Jaspers believes that existential events which reveal sornething 

eternal 
~ 

overlap 
. 25 

vanishing mornentls in time. Although both Pittenger 
1 

and Heschel would agree that ev~nts which are meaningful or existenti~lly 

deterlllinative in reality are preserved throu~h history. Pittenger argues 
\ , 

from\, .broader concept of history; since e~ch and every ~v~nt ",incarnates 

deity to sorne extent it is incorporated into the historiea! process and 

preserved in and th~ough G d's consequent nature. Hesche1, on the other 
~-----.. 

hand, wou1d argue that events of singular depth 
(i> 

become history. Whete sees history as the loeus of particular 

events which sp~ak of God 'll pr senee and operation in the world, aIl 

othe'rs being b1urred in the f10w of time~ Pittenger acknow1edges the Î 

important contribution, of aIl even 
., 

the proce~s t though some are more 

,signfficant thân 

, / 
1 

Again, Pittenger's synthesis 

// 

of the natural and thk historibal/~/' 
in the, overrid~ng structure of ther protss, denying the d!-choto,my in 

reality bet~er the two, causes' the que tion to be posed---as to whether 
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man ia solely r~spons~, (tor, hiS~Ory ·as the Deus of meaning in rea1ity. 

In other words, is 9istofY' the human recogn tion of significant events,' 

so that aIL events which are not recognized are not history? ls it 

possible to posit the entire process as historical because it 1s compris1d 

6f events? Does this then not diminish the possibility of certain event~ . 

having special Sign~:icance, a question James verbl,a1ize~ in his Cri7iC m' 

of process thought? 

The point is whether Pittenger 1 s process view of hi~toi is truly 

Bibl'ical in outlook. For the Biblical view of reality emp~z/s t~at in 

, speci\ events Cod' s ;resence is sensed and expressed to man. Though 

Pitteng~ attempts to'maint~in'this starlce, his problem in retaining 

and jUstitying the uniqueness of special events in the process becpmes 

c1ear. \ 
\ 

Hesche~ on the 
. ' 

qll events are Sig'~'ifl ~t, 50 

meaning of his tory. Ho ver, 

become the focus of Mean ng for 
, 1 , 

i 

is~arefu~ to acknowledge that 

a;~1 go ~~thout c~ntributing t9 

hose in which Cod c~ooses to be presènt 

the te1at~onShiP of God and creation. 

the 

hand, not 

e come 

History is sacred histor as it preserves in the memory of a people God's 

moments of presence to m n. 

In relation to revelation Jaspers sets forth five definitions of 
'-

histori,city. :/-l " " In reviewing them the elements in the understanding of history 

which pittenger and Hescbel do and do not share beeome clearer. First, 

Jaspers says that hiSf~'ricity can Mean "the infinite, and individual 

concretion 
• . 27 

of a11 things at a11 times" ; tllis meaning applies well to 

Pittenger's process view 

as a foeus of his ideas. 

although Heschel dO~~ not aipear to 

sec~nd, historicity app1ies to the 

dea1 with it 

"diversity 

, , 

," l " 
" 
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and infinite variety of e~nts" i bo.th Heschel and Pittenger affirm 

the event nature of history, though Heschel would probably be more 

conservative about the scope of human recognition of the infinite variety 

of events. Third, Jaspers believes that historicity can be appl~~d 
'-, 

to the concerns of one who remembers sorne of these events which are 
, c 

29 \ 
vital to him or his group; again, this meaning fil)ds a real home in 

the world-views 
r 

of both Pittenger and Hesehel sinee it is Judeo-Christian 

in orientation. Fourth, the existential histaricity of an ind~~idual's 
r 

idenlity. with himself in the sequence of time yet èutting across i t 30 

is a . important consideration fa; ~nger and Hesehel. However, 

Pit~enger f s process view has not developed to aoy depth a discussion of 
, 

human cansciousness and 1denti ty in a process sense. And last, Jaspers 

refers ta the t~tal historicity of aIl 'existence in comparison to innnutable 

, 31 
eternity. In this,~ight Heschel would. be more likely to agree for he 

poses the eternal as ~he dimension of divine living and thf temporal as 
1 

l ' 
~he dimension of man a;d/~ature, tho~gh he would

d 

pr~bablY question whether 

immutability need app1y ta eternity as a meaningful concept, Bince the 

Biblical God i8 an eternal God pathetically involved in the t~mporal 

realm. Pittenger cannot affirm historicity as a category applying only 

to< derived reality, for Gad is organically involved in historical existence, 

though his primordial natule is eternat. abstract, and immutable. . 

The fac t i~ that both Plttenger and Heschel pr~serve important 

Biblical ideas of history, ·but that ~,ittenger' S process cosmology tomes 
, , 

dangerously clo.se to swallowing history up in the "organism" of being. 

1 

Again, Heschel' S outlook is intellectually more conservative in his pre-, ! 
servation of Bib~l categories. Wi~h these points in mind, the necessary 
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J 
connection.between revelation and history must now ~e established. 

1 / 

Re~elation: God" s Presen e in Histor 

In his book, The 

that 

Revelation, H. Ri1hard Niebuhr argues 
1 

ved in historieal réÎativism, in other 

words, that a confessional standpo t is always implied as the premiSJ 

of understanding 
32' " 

a revelatory event. BoCh Pittenger and Hesehel ae now-. . ' 

ledge this point in their respectivr beliefs that a faith stance is 

necessary to recognize an event as revelation. 

Neibuhr continues this line of thinking in his position that 

revelation ,is based on internaI rather than external history where in­

ternaI history i~ defined as that which is "lived and apprehended from 
/c:. 1 

wiS9i'fî.Î' 3 More particularlj.' Niebuhr states 1=he dist~nction: "in 
/ , 

.,éxte al history a11 apprehension and interpretation of events must 
/' / f t 

/ employ the ca'tegory of individtlaU/y lut in internal.history it is the 

( category of pe::onalitY that ~b~ used in perceiving and understaDding 

what happens." Internat hi ry, says Niebuhr, is concerned with events 

and their values verifi le in a community of selves, where time i4 a 

duration anJ the past "a'bides in us as memory. ,,35 
\ 

, ~ Pittenger and Heschel affirm this viewpoint in their own philo-

sophies, for ea~refers to revelation as a permanent évent in a believing 

eommunitY'~tory which has present reality because of its'énduring 

meani in that community's faith experience. Pittenger's emphasis on the 

i atnation of deity in "man pOi~to the realm of the personal as does 

Heschel's centering of revelâtion on the'prophetic-word. But Pit~enger 
1-

also emphasizes diffuse revelation, ana this in sorne senses moves-beyoud 
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the category of Ilinternai history ,i~ poSiting-:,',the character of revelation. 

Nieb~hr bel~eves that having a God means hfving history,~6 and 

that a Ieap of faith Dis necessary to ~ecogniZe t~e duali~y-in-unity of 

interna! (subjective) and external (objective) history.37 Yet oft-en man 

cannot sense the significance of an event as it relates to others in its 

1 . 
inclusion of objective and subjective reali ty: 

The event, as it really is, 18 the event as 1t 15 for 
God who \çnows it at the same time and in one aet from 
~ithin as well as from without, in its iso'lation as. 
weIl as in ïts community with a11 other events. Such' l, 
knowledge of the nature of events is beY~Hd the ~ 
possibility of the ffnite point of view. ~ 

Revelation becomes the event or events in man's interna! history which 

, 32 
the rest. illumine and make intelligible 

,1 Since Hesche1 refers to Go1 as· the Go~ of unprecedented events, 

his obvious agreement with Niebuhr' s stance cap be seen. Likewise, PÙ-

tenger's beHef that God is most clearly understood in his'creative 
, ,., ';r , 

energiz.ing in sp~cial eveJts points -to the correlation between his and 
/ 

Niebuhr's views 6n revelation. 

Pittenger and Heschei also h~vl much in common with Niebuhr' s .. 
point about the internaI and externai dimensions of an event which often , 

escape human insight and yet relate its significanee. For Pit,tenger 

argues- that events are on1y apprehended, not comprehended, in their 

fullness, and Heschel remarks that an event lies in the realm of the 

---ineffable as i t' rer tee ts C~d 1 S presence in the wor Id and thus can only . 
be understood through a unique insight involving faith ___ ,In sum'!lary then, 

Pittenger and Heschel share Niebuhr's belief that revelation deals with 

both the objective and subjective rea1~s in a u~ity understood in its 

, 
{, 

, { 1 
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entirety only.by God, and that history is Ithe necessary locus of the' 
, 1 

manifestation of deity. 

IEmil Brunner introduces a relevant problem to the relation 

of history and, revelation in his discussion of the correlation of history 

and evol.ution. Accordi,ng to Brunner, there is tao much contradict~on in-

vo1ved in incorpor~ting evolutionary concepts into an understanding of , , 
history, for history implies decision', while ,evolution implies continuity 

J 

or that "lat
l
ent immanent truth enters ,consciousness. Thel'e is hel'e no 

answer to a ward or to a challenge; there ià only a process of natural 

~irth.,.40 

In this particulal', Brunner is negating Pittenger's approach ta 
J 

hist~ri (and hence to revelation). Whilj Pit~~ngel' W~Uld prabably defend 

his Pisition by arguing that the incarnation of th~)~ogos in creation 

lin no way impairs the freedom of decision and the l'un of novelty. in 

the process, nevertheless, at least in his conce~t of diffuse revelation, 

his emphasis lies more on the immanent reality of Gad than on' tbe exlstential 

moment of conseious decision to answer the ward of Gad. 

In some sense, Heschel's concept of the prophetie insight and 
/ 

affirro:tion of the divine calI of concern confirm, the existentia1 dimension 
~ 

of history whieh Brunner sees as essential to ap understanding of revelation.· 

In fact, Brunner's beliet that the timeless cannot take prec~dence qver the 

timely is 

concerned 

echoed in H1sChel's ,prgument that the Old T~~tament i8 more 

with the moral realm than with' the world of order. 
1 
1 

Pittenger seems somehow caught between the two realms of order , Il 
and ~istori~al, existentiai existence in his process view. In the Christ 

event.he attemPts to combine the two in a unique emphasis which, a1though . , 

1 

- 1 

l ' , 
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it ."points to the Incarnation .as the fullest 'organic manifestation of' 

the Lôgos in the proe~ss, a1so relays the com~lete, existentia1 manhoo1 

-
of ~esus ~n id~ntifying his human wi~: with the divine will. 

y Along this same '1ine, pannenberg emphasizes", that the Bibl~cal 
, ; 1 

conception of reality is more inclusive than the lde~ of cosmos, for an 
/ 

understandihg of reali ty as event (i.-e., history) can include cosmic re- 1 

flection as an element wlthin lt and make the regularity expressed in the 

cosmic reflection mo~e realistic in structure and movement by providing it / 

with a broade~ base of presuppositions. 

Perhap's Pittenger's world-view is Just such an attempt to inc1ude / l ' 
/ '/ 

cosmologicalorder in the realm of history--though the reterse seems ta ~ the 

l 'case: his emphasis seems to he on p1acing. histor~ca1 categories with;/a 

cosmological framework. Heschel, on "the other hand, deal~ primar~~ with 
-' / / 1 

the historieal in his analysis of being and reve1ation, emphas~zing repeated1y 

tbat order is not an issue 'of importance in Judaic ideas of/~reation and 

revelation. 
1 

Finally, Ga~riel Moran adds to the discussion of history as it 

encompasses revelation by refer,ring to ~istory as the realm laden with meaning, 

42 not a process of events, but man's own lifé of self-understanding. Moran 

would prohably question whet~er Pitte:nger ls deal,ing with revelation in 

terms of historical categories. 

In real agreement with Heschel, Moran argues that God in the Old 

Testament 1s not limited spatially, and that the Ward expresses the power 

and calI of God directed to man in space-time, a~ invitation to personal 

43 interrelationship. The primary fact of thls calI med~ated through ~he 

human word ls that man' s freedom ia called upon through "God 1 s seif-béstowal 
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44 in space, time, and community," which arises from his own gracious initiative. 

Heschel's reiferated emphasis 9n the freely willed and gracious encountcr of 
/ 

God and màn through the Word finds comple teexpres~ion in Moran' s comments. 

At t~is point then an analysis Qnd comparison of the-ideas of 

revelation in Pi~tenger and Heschel must be bro,ught to the fore to tie in 

the various points in their phi~osophies whi~h have been discussed here as 
. 1 1 

background. Agai~, the shief focus of the analysis is'whether each man has 

preserved the Biblical framework from which he believes his ideas of 
f!. 

revelation spring. 

A Comparison of the Ideas of Re~lation of W.N. Pittenger and Abraham Heschel 

Before an honest comparison can be made between the ideas of revela-

tion of Pittenger and Heschd, emphasis must aga in bel placed on the fact that 

an
j 
extension of Heschel "s ideas of revelation must pecessarily be under-

1 

·stood in Pittenger's Christian, though process, world-view. The obvious 

'distinction between Jewish and Christian conceptions of revelation settles 

primarily on the New Testament vision of the uniJue an~ final revelation in 

Jes~s Christ. For this reason, common points in Pittenger's and Heschel/s 

ViSl0~S~f rbality: f~cus~d in' revel~tion, will eeho the Old Testament, 

perspective th~y share •. Jesus Christ must be seen as a special case of 
1 

,-
revelation which will boJ:h relat~ to and dlstinguish itself fr(1ln a11 other 

r , 

cases of 8iblicnl revelation. 
~ A 

Rccognhing that there· is no one sc.heme for understanding revelation 

in either the Old or New Testament, the conclusion,of this paper la that 

the prophetiel is one o~ the most essential categories for understanding 

8iblical revelation and hence must be applied, to the ideas of both Pitt~,nger ! 

1 1 
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and Hesche!. There will he an attempt to show here that H~schel stays 

within the prophetie framework of revelation, and that Pittenger loses much 
/ , 

of the Biblicàl perspective of revelation with his too heavy r~lianc~ ~n 

organic concepts of ontology(which do not essentially mesh with historieal, 
, '} 

f 

existential ones. 

Turning to the nature of revelation in Pittenger then, jthe mdst 

'obv.ious point he makes is that,revelation is a e~mplex event ~hich necessarily 

/~ust be i11umined through a. ~aith exp~rience. P~ttenget cal1s ,ft an action-
&. 

reaction event which is historical in character since it takes place in 

time within the natural 
\ 

order (though in reality there is no distinction 

between the natural and the supernatural in his process view of heing). 

Revelation unites polar categories an~ elements in -the prdçes~: 
i 

transcendent and immanent reality, thp eternal ~nd the temporal, universallty 

and uniqueness. It is an ontological' necessity, according to Pittenger, 

since it reveals the incarnational character of the world. It is soterio­

logically~signifibant since its movement of the process forward in its 

interisification of good c~n,he 'seen as redemptive. 

Just as man is the pinnacl; 'of the evolutiorary tmovement,. the 

personal is the highest medium of revelation in a process world-view. Yet 

despite these descriptions of the nature of revelation, PÙtenger points out 

that it is n,ever fully comprehended by man in i tH significance. Morc than 

n mysterious qual~ity, revelatton ln Pi.tt.enger's eyes r,flects IInlolf depth 

of'mean~ng for man. 

Heschel '5 description of the nature ,of revelation rul'ls paral'1cl . 

• 
to Pittenger'srin several places. He, too, refers to the complex event 

revelation is, describing the duality of its divine and' human dimensions. 

Ir 
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Like the nature of event generically, Hesche! believes revelation is 

unpre~en~ed, and ye t as Pi ttenger does, he acknowlJdges i ts uniqueness 

in Hs cancre te, ' his toriea! charac ter. 

However, Heschel insista that r'eve!ation as event ii 

singular and tempo~ary, although ~t is preserved in the living pattern 

1 / 1· 
of a believing community's memory. As an event in the ineffable dimensio 

t, • 

of being, it i5 indicative not d,e~çriptive, .defying human categories of 

explanation. f9Jnlike Eittenger then, Heschel is more adaman t about pre-
l ' ,/ , 

sesving the qualitatively different realm in reality revelation O~Jûpies. 

Heschel necessariJ,.y would argue against an cirganic underst ding of God f" s . / \ ., 
.. presence in the revelatory event, saying th ls too\ da gerous a~ identity 

of the divine with the. created ord~r. 
;"::. 

In fact, Heschel refers t tl)e encol.lnter !1ature of revelation, 
--,-"" 

that Gad and man meet each other 

identification of divine and h an 

the living, personal presence of an 

concern~nd' wills. Ndt an encounter 
r' 

with 'the divine essence, how ver, revelation 18 a recogIÜjtion of the 

divine will as it i5 exP ssed in tirne a~d creation. In this sense, 

revelation is functio al, not essential, sinee it émerges as a result of 

,the divine reaeti n ta human conditions. Here Heschel negates the 

ontologieal n cessity of revelati~m wh1ch Pittenger posits., 
} , , 

1 f cou<se. in Pit tenge r 's process view of revela tian the '-le 
of div'~e manifestation is the Logos or God~incarnate. Downing points out 

/ 

,; 

in 'his book, Does Christiani ty Have ~ Revelation?" tbatrevelation gained 
" . 

, ~mpetus as a 

/ And, indeed, 

. 1· 4S 
concept when Christianity merged wHh c1assical philosophy. 

( . 

Pittenger' s heavy reliance on 'the Logos principle indicates how 

(," marked a union of Blblical and Greek ideas determines his ideas of revelation • 

. ' 

1 

" 
, , 
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Since /he employs the Logos as an organic en~rgizing located in 

aIl of the process, he é~n posit the category of diffuse or natural 
, 1 

rev~latio!=l in which God' s generalized immanence is recognized throug~out 

the process. He~ ü~en argues that there i8' a heighten~d immanence of the 

1 

Logos ~ the aesthetic, spiritual, and ethical'real~s of reality, or 

whère man's activity (as love) predomina tes in the process. Special 

;:evelation is seen as the intensification of the divine expression in 
1. 

re~lity. 

Heschel would argue tliat though the world points to the presence. 

of God'S-glory, it ca~ oever ~nca~nate divinity. Revelation is alw~ys 

special in his éy~s as a sudden and unique communication from God to man. 
/ 

1 

The Word is the metaphor for the mode of commun~cation, since God's ward 

can only he considered more than literally'real. 

Believing that revelation is centrally an auditory event (in human 

experience), Heschel says !ts power is u,nleashed in human insight ,and words. 
l 

Thus the Torah hecomes a mode 6f revelation aince it records the word of , / 

Go.d mediated through man. AtD~wning concurs, thro~gh the ~orah God' s 

46 
will is revealed though he r mains essentially a hidden God. Heschel 

. 
~rgues, however, that the T rah does not exhaust the limits (j)f revelation, 

or as Mpran abtly puts it, "If revelatio~ is the commun:!cation of a divine 
, ~ 

reality within human exp ience, no human statements .can exhaust the 

realiÎ:y of thAt reveij~[on. ,,4;/ 
, 

Harold E. ,latt presents an interesting~e~is, that the Torah is 
/ T7' 

viewed as revelation from two, distinct vantage points:- from the ~iewpoint 

1 
of propositional theology it is th~ record of revelation; from the outlaok 

, , 48 
of en~ounter thèology it is the Witness of revelation. Heschel combines . ~ 

! • 
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f 

~ both these 1deas for he, refers to the possibility through faith of 

encountering the divine presénce in ~he Torah at the same time that he 
• 

recognizes it as the witness of the revelatory ,history of Israel. 

Finally, Heschel believes tba t mi tsvo-t, deeds do ne in response 
" 

to the demands of the Ward, also reveal 

Pitteng~r's belief that loving acts are 

Gad' s hidl:n light. Not unlike 

revelation~of the divine activity, 
, 1 / 

Heschel's emphasis deeds connects to his stress 

on the import'ance of the buma element in revelationl. 
fi> 

The final dimension revelation as an event which must be 

Q 

compared in PittengeF and H,esch.el For, 'Pittenger, revelation 

Is the decisive manifestation of G~d's way or purpos~ with ~he world. 

\ 
Revealing God' s activity rather than hi subs tance (for. Pit tenger, al-so . - , 

believes that God remains larg~l~ 

and loving activity as Gad '5 mode 

focuses on love 

o 
on his har~ùnizing 

r 1 

and Integration af process'reality~ In agreement th Pittenger' s point , 

about revelation as lov~: 'Moran points out thà t d begins the revelatory. 
1'" ! 

process by knowing and loving man with a transforming powe~ that causes 

)

' G 'l' 
man to knaw him. However, Moran believes it is the work of 'the Holy 

, 49 
Spir~t which i5 the foundation of the Christian~s revelatory experience. w 

" " On this 5ame point, Hans Von Balthasar bélieves that rev~lation . .., 
,} 

must be love .! priori in order for man to give a freely lo"in~, fnswer 

50 
to the Word. The important" po/t, i~ ~iting t~e_ views of two 'other 

Christian thinkers'pn the conten of'revelation i5 to show that Pittenger 
/ ----/ 

does, in fact, empha§~ze' a christian C1lncept; of revelation in his belief 
1 

that its content is c~iefly love-incarnate. 
1 ~ 

Pittenger ,Iso argue~ for the cognitivè content of, revèlation; 

l ' 
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f 

believing that it reveals the nature of reality, by focusing on the divine 
, . 

Logos as the ~h~ef principle of explication of the 'working of the p~ocess. 

Finally, Pittenger sees/re~elation as a focus on' God-a~a redemptive 

agent withiln the process, ifi~g1ating an~ redeeming' occasi~ns of becoming 

-(good and'bad) through his cosmic v on and' recePtio~ of affect. Chiefly 
----~ 'J-

through the process' sense of God 1 S integrating _ J\harmonidng ro~e in creation 

i~ <eveia tion as' ~o teriolo gic:ll,y Significsn!,;ef i~ed ,in Pit tenge.< 's vie., ~ 

Il 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 

Heschel posits the main content of revel~tion ~s the disclosure of the \ 

_"", di~~ne pat~os, /a transcendent act of divine Will: n<>t essence, wbich en_nd: .\ Il 
a response~from man. Heschel retains the Old T~stament perspective 'in his 

ideas on the content'of rêvelatio~: for Pannenberg points out in agre~ent 
, with them, that thë old T~stament does not speak of the self-revelation of 

. ~l 
God, r~er of the, Word of God which desfgna~es his commands.~ Downing 

also coneur. witt this stsnce, argu~ng t'hat the ~ll of Cod, his demand ' 

for ob.dien~.'li. the chief co~ o~reve~ati;n in the Old Testament,52 

Rather'than the object 0) revelation, Besohel argues that Cod iS 

its Bubject and agent. Brunner affirms this point by insisting that oruy 

as the subject of revelation does'God become personality which asser~~ itself 
---~ - . 

. ')., 53' 1 
over against man. his d i;li nit y thUB taken seriously\ by man. ,1 

• • 

Most imr0J;tantlu Jin God' s revéIation of hist will i8 the ethical 

t' nature, of his command to man set forth. Revelation, HeBchell points out, __ l ' C 

~ must he understood as God' s quest for' justice and the righ.teou8 man. Agai1: 

t~e covenantal nature of revelation 18 implied h~rf' i.e., God's calI to 

man to commitment. 

In t~iS particular erPhasiB~" the contrast between the idtas of 

He8chèl and ~ittengèr becomes clear; Pittenget would propose that,God's , 

't 
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calI to ma~ is,to become a 1ûily actualizcd lover, and it is in special 

ievelation, espeeially tha t in' the Chris't event, ,that Pittenger' s emphasis 

on love as the' content of revelation becomes clear. 

Revelation as Un ue Event Pin the Faith Histor 

As has been mentioned befare, there is èertainly no one scheme 

for understanding the nature of Biblical revelatian." MQran' wise(y points 

out: 

There i.s in fact no conceptually unifie4-/presentation of 
revelation in, the Bible as a whole.~ Neither wouÎd ft be 
possible to investigate the meaning of revelatian solely 
by studying on~ or sev1ral technical words in the Bible, 
for the notion i8 ISO 0rnipresent that ft cannot be 
encompassed in ~~tS way. These faets are neither sh9cking 
nor surprising. 

" '\.,~ 
,---- An inVertigation of ~ittenger's and Heschel·'s'schemes for 

understanding rev lation as a unique event in the faith history of a people 

tRust' kee~\n mind, \then. the opénendedness with whlch t;j'e Biblical ideas 

of revelation çan and, must be apprehended. 

For Pittenger, the categ9ry of specia1 revelation (eentered 
j 

~inly in the'Christ event) i8 the chief means for upholding the uniqueness 

of'\evela tian Il!! Biblica~lY understood. ' The' differ~nce between spec~~l 
\ 

reve~tion and ,ge~eral revelation is not one of kind bU~ one of degree. 

As Hat~oncurs, naturai 'revelation does not giv~ an adequate ~wledge of 
1 

Gad; thus we are dependent uRon special revelatlon as a glft of COd.,55 
CI 

According lo Pittenger, specIaJ revelaHon dOits not; confine Cod, 

rqther it definés him more specifical1y. Cognitively deeper than general 
l ' 
1 

revelation, it illumine$ the nature of God and re~lity to a heightened 

, . 
degree. Its cognitive value, affirms thé faith experience of a people st 
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,Ii 
1 \ c j''_ 

the s"ame Itime that the faith experienêe aff r1s it,fs "a special focus 

of God's activity. Special reyelation is iViy~-initiated; though 
/ 1> \ , 

,1 

Pittenger. doe~ not .Ic1arify how différent Gd' s initi~l dm or telos is in 

\ 
a special--revelatory event (as compared to that in geqeral revelation), 

he does emphasize that ~d"s role in the e~ent ls heig~tened. " 

-~ ,In the ChriS~ event, the focus of aIl God's.r~~tjry activity, 

• God' s gracious charac ter is revealed. The revelation in J~s~s Christ in- 1 

\ 

dicates a new dimens~on in revelation in its 'inc\usiveness. Different ifl--\ 1 

becomesc."fin~l'~ in the. \ degree not in kind from other revelàtory events, 

unparalleled disclosure of di~ine activity, but Pi tenger is quick to pointi .. 
out that it is not in màn' s power to know whether th re wi'll be iuture 1 

revelatory events which will release the divine enet the manner! 

and ~ode of \the Christ event. 

-- \ 
The Christ event ls unique, though un~versalt el 

:ln ontology:" trahscendenc'e and 
1 

divine and 
( , / 

tempora.l and the eternal. The C unit\. 

of divine and ,human being 

agrees iith B.it t~nger, "The 

pasto It is the\opening of 

the~presence Qf each. s Mo~n 
Incarnation is not erely a brute fact ou~ of 

1/ \ 

___ 1 

56 1 

revelation. " 

story which e.t~bli.h'd\'Cun~~àY of 

1 
Pitteng~r beliCVrS that JesuSI mt st be undcn:;t~od 3R the or 

of the divine wLl i, (rather than of the dlvJn subslance) in whleh the 

,divine causal agency has pr lority. In this sen e Downing coneurs wlth 

'--- i 

.:~::::~.:: :::r::.::Y:i:h::g:t:::::e::~~; g::::O::eini::'::::l::i~:s:: 
1. Cod in J'.U~. Christ dO ...... otj ~~PIY that Cod b.comes cl.. y ~nown in hi.. ,1 

/ 
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, ' 
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1 '. , 
/ but that (as Juan Alfaro puts it):) 

The whole religious_ life of Christ was dominated and . 
directed by this personal rela~ion to Çod, his Father: 
God revealed and communicated himself interiorly'as 
his Father; Christ lived in an ineffable, personal 1 

communion, !R a permanent "I-Thou" dialogue with Go~, 
his Fa ther . 1 

144 

1 

In the complete agt,ement in intentionality between the divine 

and human wills in the Christ ent, one Qf the prop~etic elements of 

revelation in Pittenger's scu~sion of Jes~s Christ can be recognized. \ 

Heschel himself .rg"~hat the h~man will \.tCheS the divine will in 

intentiJn i~ prophetie revelation. Pittenger's process view coupled with 

~hristian-Hellenistic ideas of revelation, however, cause~ him to take 

"~he Chr~s: event one s"tep further al the unit y of ~hf divine and human. " 

~ .. calls Jesus the "En-manned LOgO·~·I!~. th~ most crbmpl~te ' ncarnation o~ / 

! / '. ", , 
~eity in reality, hence the MOst c-ognft,ively para gmatic case of revelati 
1 ~. / 
iwhich has ever occurred. Jesus' finaiit~<a "e~elat1on in this t~gard "'" 

Lade cle.r hy Pittenger. As Brunner reiter~t.~, t~is point: ~ï 
r, The wor4 "revelation" 'as', us~d in the c~~'i~d~n vocabu~y 

has a totally.different mearting from that which it'has in 
aIl other religions, :in metaphysics, or in ethics. Revelation 
here me~ns the WORD/of Godlas a human person--i.e., such __ 
knowledge of the divine wiil as cannot be found through sub­
mers n in myself or in the kecret of the world, but cornes . 
thr gh an act of communication, an aet of personal self-
i;, artationS§rom outside of our own range, in which God gives // 
,ds Rimself. . 

/ 1 

Pittenger argues that the divine causal agency in Jesus Chris 

i8 Iso different in degree from that in other men, that-he is re lete itr 

th~ immanence of thé Logos~ In other words, Pittenger feels thaJ~e 
ri. / 

importance apd the uniqueness ofl the "Christ event are not based an . / 
/ 
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r quantifiedly 

\ Jesus then can still legitimately be viewed as the ~aradigm 

\\" ( of human nature, the Proper Man, sinee'" he embodies aIl the existential 
l', . ',' / 

qualities of being human. However, his freely made ~hoice ta. respond 

completely to the divine will reveals the most intense love, especiaIIy 

~~s seen in the Passion and Crucifixion, for it\:omPletelY fises abo~e 

self-interest. The Christ event becomes, accor~ng to Pitten~er'ithe 

.L \ final revelati?D of Gad as IOVirg activity. , \1 
Je~J~' lobedience ta the divine will, in ~ract, i~ th/fullest' 

1 1 l ' 

example of,' ~he homan unde~standing of G~d' s purpasfl' In process terms ~ 

. ~ ! Pittenger argues that J~SUS .~ched exactly the ynitiai aim given him by 

God with his subjective aima His unique sen~f arthority then sprang 

from his realization of the purpose God had for him. 

As the paradigm of completely aetualized man, Jesus also revealed 

the true God-màn relati~tshiP. He Qecame a salvific agent in this regard,/' 
\ . 

for'he epitomized and reveaied how man must live in response to the 

divine initial aim. The Christ event continues to be redemptive in the 

faith experiencê of t~e believing Christian community. Similarly, lt' 
• l , 1 

'functions as the paradigm of the nature of reality as self-actualized love 

and the intensification of good. 
·1 

faith 

can be 

Turning to Heschel's view of revelation as a unique event in the 

h'istory of a people, poi~ts of similarity with Pittenger' s ideas' 

seen, . though for the mo~t parti distinctions' reign "'supreme. 

First, in Heschel's understanding of prophetie revelation as the 

, \ 

mode of Biblicai and hence Jewish revelation, one of the main themes is human 

1 

l, 
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obedience to 

o~ the human 

" 
the I.divine command, or asl he sees it, thel identification 

will and concern of therprophet with the divine will and 

concern as t'hey are revealed. 

Heschel believes that this agreement of wills reflects the 
1 

l,.vertical, or transitive, dimension of man' s being. In Christ' s identt-

'ficati~n of his will with the divine will which Pittenger emphasizes, a 

point ;f aJreement between the two .thinkers can b,e made. 
1 ; 

He chel holda that the prophetie ~X4eri:nce brin~ the world 

into divine focus by revealing through words ctd's polar relation to 

\ man, his justice and .. ercy. llere, of course, tittenger WO~ld argue thst 

love is God's cen~rallY revealed attr~bute, yet the point can be made that 

Jesus also revealed justice as one, of bis main concerna. 

Llke Plttenger, Heachel believes tJat through the div ne initiativ~ 
/ 

there is h~an participation in and mediértio,n ot the revela ory event, that, 
, f,' l ' 

in ract, revelation necessitates bath the divine and human functioning. 

Heschel's ~mPhaSiS on the ineffable dimen~on of ~evelatio , however, 

would tend ta e~h'Size more 'han Pitteng~'s idè.s the un\que singularity 

of the divine initiative ihvolved at the outset of the reve~tory event, 

1. e;, that God 1 S ini,tiative is not present in a11 events. Whether Heschel . 

would caU revelation a paradigmatiè exper'ience in this regard fa questionable. 

Paradigms speak of the possibility of repetition of experience, and 
, 

Heschel emphasi~s the precedence and unpredictability of the revelatory 

event. Il 

Prophet~c authority, according to Heschel, 18 not ari eptstemological 

certainty. Rather, in the uniqueness of the prophet1c,exRerlence, truth 1s 

founded. lri this same vein, Pittenger would probably agree that the Christ 

1 , 
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event's authority is self-authentieating in its uniqueness. 

The points of eommon understandlng between Hesehel's and 
, , 

Pittenger's ideas of revélati~n emphas~ze that both do a-ttempt to work 
1 

within the Biblieal framework. More specifically then, the concluding 

;remarks of this paper will be based on an analysis of 'the prophetie 

character of 8iblical revelation as it is maintained or lost in the ,/ 

ideas of these two thinkers. 1 

" 

Prophetie Revelation: The Affirmation of the Divine and Human Relationship 

10 

Prophetie revelat;on in the Bible implies several important things. 

Firét, it is historical in charaeter, not a violation of the natural arder 

of thin,gs, an event whieh affirms that God and man are partners in history. 

Second, by centering on God's'stake in human affairs, revelation 

as a prophetie event confirms that both God and man are active participants 

and co-respondents in.the event, though Cod's initiative has prioritYj 

Third, prophetie revelati9n is ethieal in content; it discloses 

God's involvement in a~d reaction to Ihuman behav[or~ either di~ger 

mercy'which reveal God's justice and love respeetively. 

Fourth, the eneounter nature "of revtÜation is emPha~ize~ in 

or' 

prophetie religion. Cod/and man are se en as two personal poles of encounter 

(i.e., the:e i5 in :-Thou format), though God is not necessarily distinguished 

as an cntirely revealed personallty. The vertical Lty or the God-man relation 

is stressed, ethical. a~tivity being the shared mode or being. God a-nd man 

are seen as' essentially different though they share the moral rcalm of 

~I' , 
being; God's tran~cenderice as wholly other, then, is maintained despite 

his presence in the revelatory event. 

) 
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Fifth, prophetie authority is based ort the ability tO!lllumine 

CVevents which,'have occurred, are ~ccurring and will occur. The prophet 
} 1 

himself believes that Cod has truly reached him and sees the words of 

revelation as self-authenticating in th~ir message and power. The pro,' 

phetic response to God in revelation 15 obedience ànd:compliance. 
;r 

Las.t.. prophetie revelation has a futuristic orientation, a~ 

eschatologieal significance. Revealing God's demand for justice, ~t , l, 
argues that the moral state of man provokes a reacfio~ from God, and th~t 

the future for man has divine implIcations! Prophecy i8 pr~dictive in the 

sense that it forecasts God's punishment of continued moral iniquity and 
/ 

his reward of good. / 

JI~?US the prophetic-dimension of reve)~tion is multifacete~ its 

Lost impor~~nt emphasis being the intimate connection between the divine 

and human realm of being. 

Turning to Pittenger first in regard to his use of propheti~ 

categories in revelation, his process revelation stresses prophetie, 
~ 

consciousn~ss as a required{ 'backdrop for understanding reve~atir~' In 

other words, the world must be seen as the field of the operation of the 

divine will and purpose. 

However, the problem with Pittenger's process perspective 1~ 

that the transcendence of God loses, meaning in the organic concept of 

r~ve]ation Whi~h speaks of the diffuse jncar~ation of God ln every part 

of reality. This Rtance 1s Jargely un-BibllcaL, fo:~ in the 01d ,Testament 

r viewof revelation, the worl~ is not incarnational and in the New: Testament 

~iew, Jesus Christ is the ~nique unit y of the divine and human. 
r 

Pittenger' s emphasis on the eminently inclusive rather than 
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exclusive n~ture of God is not a notion of tr~nscendence in reality 

but a notion of immanence. Yet transcendence ts an important and 

primary prophetie category for understandingl~Od and the purpose of 

revelation. / 

Indeed, the eminent self-hood of God in the process view calls in 

qu~stion the necessity of special revelation, especially that in Je~us 

'Christ. Since God is present organically througho,t the ,created order', 

why i8 there a need for a focal manifestation of his activity? 

The encounter nature of prophetie revelation i8 essentially in-

congruous"to i~carnational revelation as Pittenger extends it in a pro cess 

sense. Encounter implies the opposed consciousness of two personal poles, 
1 

and it is difflcult to understand hbW, especially in relation ta dtffuse 

revelation , the encounter nature of revelation is préserved in Pittenger. 
. 1 

In the speciËll case of tne'- InC~tiOn itself, Pittenger posits 

, that in his' human, existential being, Je~~ enclountered the divine will and 

responded completely to it. HOwevjr, Pittenger's belief in the complete, 

organie unit y of the divine and human in Jesus seems to make this view 

untenable, sinee an organic unit y does not imply a distinction of wills. 

Againl' it is ques~ionable whether ,Pitte~g,er has 

Ne~ Testament vis~on of the'revelation in Jesus 

even aptly preserved the 

in this r~gard. The 

struggle of the hu~n will in response ta the divine command, the 

vertical dimension of the GQd-man relation, seen, for instance, in the 

Biblical accounts of Job's struggle with the divine ways, Jer~miah's wish 

1 

ta escape prophes1ing, a~d Jesus' real angu~sh an~ daubts: in the Garden 

of Ge th sema ne , points ta the essential overagainstness of Gad and man 
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/ 

in the BibIieal understanding of reality. Yet Pittenger's use of the 
, 

term organon for Jesus' revelation of the divine will seems ta downplay 
1 

the reality'of his existential mode of being which Pittenger tries to 

emphasize in his discussion of the Incarn~tion. 

Pittenger has faHed to emphasize Je sUIs ' vision of himself in 

relation to the rest of reality. Did he distinguish ('ks the prophets did) 
, 

his human reali~y from the divine reality? Was he eonsci~sly aware of 

himself as the En-manned Logos? Although these are questions which are 

diffitult ta answer in any Christian philosophy of revelation, J?ittenger ',s 

particular process view makes them more difficuIt, for the inclusiveness 
- - ~-v" 

~f an organic concept Gf reality blurs distinctions and points of 

uniqueness in the nature of revelation through its'synthesis of polar 

categories and el~ments in ontology. 

In Pittenger's be+ief that Jesus's initial aim from Cod was not 

different in kind but_in degree frof other men, the problem arises as to 

how ta preserve Je~us' unique metaphysical status as the Incarnation. The 
( , 

eonçept of the,En-manned Logos is epistemologically weak in a process 
1 

world-view since it implies that more of the Logos is present in Jesus 

initially than in other mej' I~ this then, an evolutionary perspective 

or· an historical one, a cosmologieal understa~ding or a Biblical one? 

its 

Pittenger'i chief emph~sis in special revelation seems to be on 

paradigmatic position to the rest of réality. Yet iLuch a concept seems 
~ , 

more an emphasis on the cosmological unit y of Greek reality than on the 

, ~ ~ morfl dimension of prophet c (i.e., Biblical) reality. Particularly as 

prophetie revelation emphasizes the eneounter nature of revelation, the 

word spoken and the word heard, the notiolr of th.:: paradox of the divine 
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- 1 
transeendenee and God's need for man seems to lose groun~ in Pittenger's 

proeess view of rev~lation. Even the notion of di-polar.deity does not 

alleviate the prob~em, for in reality it removes the need 'for revelation 
1 

in proeess theology. 

1 
Because Heschel is essentially a Biblieal philosopher, his ideas 

of revela~ion are necessarily prophetio in character. In his Jewish frame-

work revelation is understood as a diselosure of divine will asking for a 
. 1 

response from the human will; the eneounter between God and man in Bibltcal 

reve1ation is upheld then in Heschel's philosophy. His reiterated stance 

that God is essentially a hidden God,coming out of qis incomprehènsibility 

ta communicate to man in sacred ~oments maintains the notion of precedence 

found in bot~ th~ Old and New Testament visions of revelation. 

Revelation does not indicate what the arder of being is in Heschel's 
, l' 

eyeis, but what the "nature of the God-man relationship is. 
1 

Hesche1 emphasiz~s the existential significance of prophetie revelation. 

While certainly the Integration of the God-man relationship is the 

theme of Biblieàl reve!ation, redemption being one of it~ major foci, Hes~h~lls 
" 

emphasis on the polarity of Godls response in his revelati~n, the disclosure 

of hi6 justice and mercy, again is/a distinct prophetie perspective. 
l ' 1 

Obviously, Heschel's Jewish p~rspeetiv~, which negates the 

possibilLtity of divinity evet residing in human form, disallows aIl possibility 
/ 

of incarnational revelation; Yet in many senses his understanding of . 
prophecy and prophethood could apply weIl to Jesus' role in the revelatory 

history of the Bible. 

In conclusion, the ide~s of revelation of No~man Pittenger and 

Ab~aham H~scnel are complex, invo!ving ~olarities in unit y which are 

, 
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( 
conceptual1y paradoxical. Though there are points of ~imilari~y in their 

- " 1 
iqeas, Heschel's Jewish vision of reality a~d Pittenger's Christian world-

view necessarily oppose each other at significant points. Again, Heschel 

remains truer to the Old !estament framewo~k than Pittenger dors to 

Biblical revelation in general. 
r ' 

Perhaps PÜtengèr r s weakness in this 
1 ",. 

/ regard fs due to his incorpor,at~on of Christian ideas into a process -

" framework rather 'than an imple~entation of Christian reality with process 
1 ~, . 

ideas. Nevertheless, both thinkers have aptly wrestled with the meaning 
1 

of God and revelat~,on for a modern world. 
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